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A Jerusalem siege-era cover addressed to YAVNEEL (lower Galilee) with return-address in Rehavia neighborhood 

in JERUSALEM; franked 10 mils for the domestic base letter postage rate and endorsed “Air Mail” on the front. 

The sender was under the impression (as was initially Jerusalem’s emergency administration) that mail from the 

besieged city would be transported by air. Entered into a letter box and posted by the sorting office (rosette 

postmark) on 23 May 1948, at the height of the period commonly considered to be “the siege” on Jerusalem. This 

is the only known civilian domestic letter from Jerusalem endorsed “Air Mail”. Although the return addess was 

about 200 meters from the air strip at Rehavia, this cover was not actually flown – nor was any other mail to or 

from Jerusalem in this period. This is the subject of this issue of the Bulletin. 

 
 

לאדם בבניין הסוכנות היהודית ביבנאל שנשלח מבן משפחה בקרבת איזור המנחת ברחביה ירושלים, בתקופת המצור על מכתב 
ארצי ועם ציון "דואר אויר" מעל לכתובת. הוכנס לתיבת דואר שטופל -מיל עבור התעריף הבסיסי למכתב פנים 10העיר; מבויל 

בשיאה של תקופה שנחשבת ל"תקופת המצור" על ירושלים. זה  1948במאי  23-על ידי משרד המיון )חותמת 'רוזטה'( ושוגר ב
כנראה השולח, בדומה לשלטון לשעת חירום בעיר, היה  ארצי היחיד הידוע עם ציון לשירות אוויר:-המכתב הירושלמי הפנים

קופת המצור. זה אולם הדבר לא נעשה, וגם לא לגבי שום פריט דואר אחר בת –תחת הרושם שדואר אל מחוץ לעיר יוטס 
 הנושא של המהדורה הזאת של כתב העת.
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THE OPENING ‘VORT’ 
 
 

When I launched the publication of this journal at the start of 2022 I set as my goal to elucidate subjects in Israel-
Holyland philately and to share information with the collecting and research community. Since May of 2022 I published 
a series of articles in this Bulletin, which I think gave legitimate backing to that goal and began the gradual (and long-
term) process of revising and clarifying our understanding of various periods and aspects of Israel-Holyland philately. 
With this edition, the 3rd issue of the Bulletin, we reach the essence of my goal by addressing the major, central question 
at the heart of Israel philately, which is, was mail with besieged Jerusalem of 1948 really flown?  
 
The formulation of an answer to that question began about a year ago and it could have been completed much earlier 
had external events not affected my schedule. I originally envisaged an edition which would contain this subject as its 
main article plus a number of shorter supporting pieces, plus what I had intended to be regular informational/reference 
columns as published in the 1st issue; I would then have proudly written that 3 issues of the Bulletin managed to be 
published in exactly one year. In the end, the central article alone mushroomed to over 700 American-sized pages, so 
the structure of this issue is book-sized (European A4, for it to be printed) with one additional article retained, serving as 
a relevant segue to the main article – and it’s about six months behind schedule. This new ‘version 1’ edit includes page 
numbers and more supplemental information than the original edition uploaded in late October 2023 (listed on the next 
page at the end of this ‘spiel’); there will likely be additional versions over the next several weeks, to include additional 
materials I left out in order to publish the article “on time”. 
 
The subjects this issue raises are both groundbreaking in their informativeness but also hair-raising for exposing us to 
the degree of fakery and misunderstanding that is presently prevalent in our community. The Bulletin opens with a 
piece exposing a blatant example of fake postal history, and by way to examining the mechanics of that deception (and 
the misunderstanding of history and postal procedure), it opens the door to our magnum opus, the key article on mail 
with 1948 Jerusalem; that central article is a college-degree education covering many aspects and specializations in 
postal and historical subjects. I advise preparing a number of large, strong coffees – and placing a visible “do not 
disturb” sign on the bathroom door or bombshelter entrance; it’s a long read requiring attention to details. 
 
As usual, this enterprise is made possible by my customers whose continuing patronage enables me to find the time to 
dedicate to research, and in this issue particularly, the additional assistance of some major collectors, some of whom 
preferred to remain anonymous, who submitted both visual aids as well as copies of out-of-print philatelic articles. My 
teacher, Dr. Craig C. Howard (z”l), whose course “Theory of Knowledge” taught its students how to think and how to 
learn, accompanied me on this journey constantly asking, how do you know what you think you know?, and how to they 
know what they think they know? Sitting with me though the long hours were ELO, Marmalade, Arcade Fire, Hans 
Zimmer and Amir Dadon on endless repeat.  
 
This issue is dedicated to Prof. Ehud Jungwirth z”l (1923-2021),1 who of the major philatelists of his time, over 70 years 
ago and across all those years, took the lonely and highly unpopular position that siege-era mail with Jerusalem, if flown 
at all, was flown only briefly in May 1948, prior to the opening of the ‘Burma Road’ bypass; he never sided with the 
various sensational theories about flown mail which abounded over the years. As we find out in this edition, even his 
brave position was actually incorrect but nevertheless, in the face of much belittlement (and bombastic “market values” 
for what we will learn was actually fake postal history), Prof. Jungwirth’s position was a beacon of truth over these 
decades based on common sense and critical thinking. The key article of this issue vindicates the fundamental 
soundness of Jungwirth’s position over all these years. 
 
Recaping briefly the articles of the past two issues (a few of which are shortly set to be updated with new information – 
marked here in red), not including “columns”, we have: 
 
Issue 1 (high resolution | lighter-weight compressed) 

 The “Crown Agents Requisition Books” is Incomplete – Use with Caution 

 Discoveries in Domestic Airmail 1938-1940 

 Legalized Taxi Mail & The Hidden History of the Haifa Head Post Office in April-May 1948 

 There was More than 1 ‘Rosette’ Postmark used by the 1948 interim Jerusalem Postal Service 

 On “Doar Sadeh” Endorsed Military Mail 

                                                           
1 Obituary: https://modaotevel.co.il/prof-ehud-jungwirth-zl/ & interview for the “The Vienna Project”: https://theviennaproject.org/oral-histories/  

https://www.dignitymemorial.com/obituaries/stuart-fl/craig-howard-9259083
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SjplEMjZEPY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7wO5G9b3fGw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=awHWColYQ90
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bX-aByLH3i0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fcxBpt7emhI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g1YAoxyv6Ik
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sCJh9YcrL3k
https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf
https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001_compressed.pdf
https://modaotevel.co.il/prof-ehud-jungwirth-zl/
https://theviennaproject.org/oral-histories/
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 Postage Dues – part 1: A Primer 

 Postage Dues – part 2: Understanding the Gold Centimes System 

 Postage Dues – part 3: Israeli Postage Dues on Overseas Mail, 1948-1980s 

 When the WWII British Army Free Mail Postal Concession Begin 

 Ottoman Palestine - Jewish Year-Dating Methods 
 
Issue 2 (high resolution | lighter-weight compressed) 

 Part 1: Ahuzat Samuel postmarked 15 May 1948 Mail 

 Part 2: On Registered mail in the interim & early Israel period 
 
Each time articles in past issues of the Bulletin are revised there is a new revision number and date written on the top of 
the cover page. 
 
--- 
Work on this issue of the Bulletin began last calendar year around the time we were reading the Torah portion on Noah 
and his ark. There is a pertinent parable from the portion which I think merits being shared here; excerpted, annotated 
and translated from Rabbi Zalman Melamed:2 
 
The Sages said “the Lie has no legs”. 
The 13th Century aggadaic scripture ‘Yalkut Shimoni’ tells us that when all the animals came to enter Noah’s ark to be 
saved from the impending Flood, they came in pairs of males and females, as spouses. And the Lie also came to enter the 
ark, and Noah said to him “you may not enter, unless you come with a wife”. 
 
Dejected, the Lie turned back and on his way he met up with ‘Pichta’, the attribute of annihilation. She said to him, 
“where have you come from?” and he replied “I came from Noah. I wanted to enter the ark but he didn’t let me, rather 
he asked ‘do you have a wife? If you have a wife you may enter.’” The Lie asked ‘Pichta’ if she would agree to be his wife. 
She replied “what will you give me in exchange?” He replied “whatever I earn I shall give to you.” They made a deal 
between themselves that whatever the Lie would earn, everything he would turn over to ‘Pichta’. They went to the ark. 
 
After the Flood, when they left the ark, the Lie began to earn by way of lying all kinds of things. Everything he earned he 
would turn over to ‘Pichta’. After a while he turned to her and said “show me everything you’ve earned. Where are all 
the treasures that I entrusted to you?” She replied “didn’t we agree beforehand that all you earn you will give to me? 
And my trait is to lose everything.” The Lie was left speechless, as it is said “pregnant with labor, gives birth to a lie” 
 .(all that he gives birth to and holds, it’s all born out of a lie – הרה עמל, ילד שקר)
 
The Midrash (exposition of the allegory) is difficult. What is the meaning of the idea that the Lie wanted to enter the ark 
and Noah telling him “bring a wife and you will be able to enter”? Our Sages intended to express a fantastic idea: only 
pairs of males and females entered the ark because only in this way is there existence and continuity to life; does the Lie 
have a justification to exist? If he has a suitable spouse he can exist. The Lie’s wife is ‘Pichta’, Destitution, such that 
whatever is gained by lying is destined to be lost. If so the place and purpose of the Lie in the world is to teach us that a 
lie has no legs, no foundation, no way of propagating itself. It bears the seeds of its own undoing. In the beginning he 
puffs himself up and makes it look as if by way of lying one can gain the world, but in time that balloon explodes and 
whatever was gained by way of lying, is lost. 
 
 
--- 
Some of the content changes in this revision 1 edition include: 
- added icons for the 2x airstrips in the main detailed map of Jerusalem on p.42 
- added more information on “forwarding agents” in its section 
- added more information on the matter of Hans Muenz’s “surprise” Brigade Air Service cover 
- added a section on Jewish Agency mail in the final chapter 
- for the 9 May chronology entry I added a theory about the Mandate single-circle stamped mail 
- added another 2 covers to chapter 9 Brigade Air Service handstamp  
- a more thought-out conclusion (even though by the time you get to it – you’ll know the conclusion on your own)  

                                                           
2 https://www.yeshiva.org.il/midrash/5293  

https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin002.pdf
https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin002_compressed.pdf
https://www.yeshiva.org.il/midrash/5293
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Trash Collection – Observations on Questionable Philately 

“The Only Civilian Mail from Besieged Safed” 
 
 
 

Although this article is about a cover from 1948 Safed, I want to open with a lead-in about fake Holocaust collectibles – 
bear with me. Over the years I’ve seen and also been asked about various artifacts from the Holocaust. One of frequent 
items I see and have been asked about is a palm-sized metal disk with a hole in it imprinted with a Star of David and the 
word “Sonderkommando”; on the back may be a variety of markings – a stamped runic “SS” marking, a series of 
punched numbers, sometimes the name of a Concentration / Death Camp as well. 
 

   
 
The “Sonderkommando” were units of Death Camp inmates, often Jews, press-ganged into being responsible for the 
disposal of the bodies of victims of gas chambers; these inmates were exposed to the implementation of the Holocaust, 
at camps run by the “SS”, and so themselves exterminated and replaced in order to keep these secrets hidden. 
 
Here we have an item that displays a Star of David on the front along with the title “Sonderkommando” below; on the 
back are stamped the “SS” runes, the name “Mauthausen” and a 3 digit number. All in all a convincing-looking item that 
ostensibly links together everything I just briefly described; Mauthausen was a Concentration Camp in Austria. Likely 
this is supposed to be an identity disk of a Jewish Sonderkommando member at Mauthausen – naturally issued and 
subordinated to the SS. The problem is – the item is fake. 
 
Even without being history or metallurgy experts we can think critically about what this item purports to be and call it 
out for what it is. Chiefly, the Sonderkommando were a) expendable, and b) witnesses to terrible secrets. As such, if 
these were to be exterminated themselves in order to hide any trace of what they saw and were involved with, it would 
be self-defeating to issue them with identity tags made of material that would assuredly survive (as so many appear to). 
Camp inmates were given tattooed identity numbers and some also bore cloth identity emblems on their inmate 
uniforms – both easily destroyed in fire and furnaces. Further, with just cursory knowledge about wartime Germany we 
know the country’s coinage was minted from zinc because other metals were scarce and vital to the war effort – so here 
an identity disk for “expendible” people, made of bronze? Still without delving into the mechanical manufacture of such 
an item, just from a historical and documentary perspective, we also know that Mauthausen was not a “death camp” 
albeit most of its inmates died all the same, and so no Sonderkommando existed there. 
 
Another item I’ve seen and been asked about are various handstamps bearing a Star of David and some Holocaust-
related location along the perimeter. In one instance someone wrote to me about such a handstamp bearing the name 
“Gross Rosen”, a Concentration Camp. He wanted to donate it to the Camp’s museum but their reply was that such a 
handstamp was unfamiliar to them. 
 
Below for illustration are some examples: “Concentration Camp Gross Rosen” as a handstamp and also as a strike on a 
postcard, and a “Jew Warsaw” handstamp. 
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Being the offered the opportunity to intone my impression I pointed out the seeming incongruity of a Holocaust-
perpetrating object being emblazoned with a Star of David: if the “Warsaw” handstamp was supposed to imply a 
relation to the Warsaw Ghetto it would have to have been entitled in the name of whatever Jewish governing body 
existed there, such as “Eldest of the Jews” (‘Altest der Juden’ as in Lodz) or “Jewish Council” (‘Judenrat’ as in Warsaw), 
or something similar – otherwise, what association might it have with the Ghetto? There were no concentration- or 
death-camps in Warsaw to otherwise associate it with. And even where we do see “Concentration Camp” in the 
perimeter legend, what logic is there for the Nazi official using it to be handstamping documents or mail with a great big 
Star of David of his mortal enemy in full view, in the center? The Gross Rosen museum was unfamiliar with the 
handstamp because no such handstamp could have existed. And yet, even the best and brightest can fall for it as we see 
with this ‘Regency Superior’ advertisement:3 
 

 
 
From a postal-ephemeral aspect the outward expression of the Holocaust is chilling for its plain, dull and unassuming 
appearance; totally devoid of hysterical symbols and emotions, whether Nazi or Jewish. In this composite image we see 
Ghetto handstamps on mail: at the top “JUDENRAT” at the Lemberg Ghetto, “JUDENRAT WARSCHAU” at the Warsaw 
Ghetto, a single line text handstamp from the Krakow Ghetto, and at the bottom a boxed handstamp from the 
Theresienstadt post office – all unassuming and devoid of symbols. These could be easily overlooked for appearing so 
staid, understated and “business-like”: 
 

                                                           
3 Now defunct: https://www.linns.com/news/auctions/regency-superior-closes-doors.html  

https://www.linns.com/news/auctions/regency-superior-closes-doors.html
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Just to sharpen our senses, this is a ½ Reichsmark paper token from ‘Hell’ – from Auschwitz: if we didn’t know what that 
place was, this note and its handstamp would not have given away any clues. The handstamp simply reads “Waffen-SS 
Commander of Auschwitz Concentration Camp” with the standard Nazi eagle with swastika in the center – for Germany 
of this era a very common and ordinary type of illustrated handstamp. 
 

 
 

My last example is a series of uniface stamps/labels said to be from the Warsaw Ghetto, from the period of the famous 
uprising there (April-May 1943). Very little is known about these: from the little that I’ve seen these were fundraising 
labels and were made from linoleum plates etched by hand (I think that was from the “Michel” catalogue); the Polish 
initials RZwW / Star / SPDZ are abbreviations for “Jewish Postal Authorities” and “Jewish Council in Warsaw”. 
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There are a few things I’d like to say here. First, as far as I know there is no record of stamps like these being produced 
in the memoirs of any surviving members of the Ghetto’s resistance fighters. Second the Ghetto’s post office was 
subject to German censorship, making the use of these labels highly unlikely. The attribution of the labels to the Jewish 
Council also seems highly unlikely: the Council was formed by the Nazi authorities and forced to implement their 
policies (for which the Council’s head, Adam Czerniakow, commit suicide), and the Council did not condone the 
underground movements (against which it had its own “Ghetto Police”). 
 
But actually the biggest problem I see with these stamps is in their design: the focus on the “SS” (the runes in the 
flames). For those who grew up in the 1970s and earlier, even if the memory is faded now, the standard narratives of 
those years held that the various armed branches of the Third Reich were all equally guilty of waging the war and 
committing atrocities. Nevertheless as early as the end of the Second World War and the postwar trials, former high 
ranking German officers, even some considered anti-Hitler, began scripting (fabricating) an alternate narrative of the 
war wherein the German military was portrayed as the professional war-fighting armed force whereas the SS and police 
were depicted as being the sole perpetrators of atrocities and the Holocaust. In time, particularly for those less familiar 
with the era’s history, the idea of the ‘clean’ Wehrmacht took hold – and this I believe is what we see expressed on 
these stamps.4 
 
The appearance and nomenclature of the various uniformed branches of Third Reich is a science in and of itself.5 
Wartime victims of the Reich usually did not know to distinguish or how to distinguish between the various branches 
and forces. In the well-known diary of Anne Frank, in the Netherlands, all she can say over the course of two years is 
that her family is hiding from “the green police” – which was in hindsight according to researchers, the “Order Police” 
(Ordnungspolizei) of the ‘SS’.6 The average person could not have known how to distinguish by function, ideological 
purpose or uniform the different types of police that existed.  
 
Likewise with the Warsaw Ghetto, no one branch of the Reich’s apparatus can be singled out as “the” enemy: the 
Ghetto was established by the “Warsaw District Governor”, Ludwig Fisher – a Lieutenant-General of the Nazi Party’s 
‘storm troopers’ (the ‘SA’)7; he was subordinated to the Governor-General of this area of occupied Poland known as the 
“General Governorate”, Hans Frank – also an SA general8, and he served as the head of the “Civil Administration” being 
directly subordinate to Hitler himself and holding a separate position of power to that held by the “Head of the Police 
and SS” in the area, Friedrich-Wilhelm Kruger (who was part of the SS and Police apparatus – in principle the ‘SS’ and 
‘SA’ were rivals within the Nazi heirarchy)9. Within the Ghetto itself there operated both the Jewish “Ghetto Police” as 
well as elements of the Polish State Police.10 Deportations were run by the SS.11 And when the Ghetto uprising took 
place, a myriad of armed forces participated in its suppression – units of the Waffen-SS, units of the German “Order 
Police”, members of the Polish Police, members of the “SD” (Security Police of the SS), units of the Army (flak artillery 

                                                           
4 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Myth_of_the_clean_Wehrmacht  
5 The absolute tip of the iceberg: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uniforms_of_the_German_Army_(1935%E2%80%931945) and 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uniforms_and_insignia_of_the_Schutzstaffel  
6 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anne_Frank  
7 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ludwig_Fischer  
8 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hans_Frank  
9 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/General_Government_administration  
10 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blue_Police  
11 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Warsaw_Ghetto  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Myth_of_the_clean_Wehrmacht
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uniforms_of_the_German_Army_(1935%E2%80%931945)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uniforms_and_insignia_of_the_Schutzstaffel
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anne_Frank
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ludwig_Fischer
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hans_Frank
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/General_Government_administration
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blue_Police
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Warsaw_Ghetto
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and railway combat engineers), and ex-Soviet POWs (“Trawniki men”).12 From all this, how could any resistance fighter 
know ‘who’ his enemy was? As far he would be concerned anyone in a German-supplied uniform was the enemy. 
 
From the visual-documentary perspective there is a well-known but graphic photo of a person sitting at the edge of a 
mass murder pit with a uniformed man pointing a pistol at his head, about to shoot him – “The Last Jew of Vinnitsa” as 
it’s called.13 What we see is an SS non-commissioned officer (noted by the white ‘tresse’ around his collars) aiming his 
pistol at the sitting man; all around are members of the Army (denoted by the eagle above their right pocket – this 
lacking on the uniform of the shooter, whose emblem is likely on his left sleeve as on SS uniforms) and a policeman of 
some branch near the center (many breast buttons and no eagle patch above his breast pocket); among those Army 
men we see towards the left an army band member. There are also a couple of figures in dark blue/black uniform – 
these are Army-related (armor/panzer?) as the eagle emblem is on their breast. Here too, a myriad of active (or passive 
participants) – but all participants, “enemies” – by virtue of being present. The antithesis of the ‘clean Wehrmacht’ and 
of the SS-focused image portrayed by the Ghetto stamps. 
 

 
 
And so if someone were to show me an item like the Ghetto stamps and tell me it’s an authentic period piece, I’d balk.  
 
What this opening served to demonstrate was that by way of making false analogies between visual elements, various 
fake items enter our collectibles market and influence uninformed or impressionable people to buy them (or buy into 
their legitimacy). All that is required by the fakers is to display various unconnected concepts – a Star of David, a 
Holocaust era term or a word in German, a Holocaust era location, a Nazi emblem – and leave the rest to the 
imagination of the observer to make the erroneous linkages between them, concoct an identity – even a full history – 
for the object, and buy the item. Even the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum has these stamps in its 
collection.14  
 
The notion is not detached from nature or reality: there indeed exists such a phenomenon in human vision, whereby the 
brain will “fill in” for partially missing visual information provided by the eye, and attempt to make up for whatever 

                                                           
12 See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Warsaw_Ghetto_Uprising#German in https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Warsaw_Ghetto_Uprising  
13 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Last_Jew_in_Vinnitsa  
14 Lest anyone think that Holocaust museums have a monopoly on understanding the Holocaust: 
https://collections.ushmm.org/search/catalog/irn519014  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Warsaw_Ghetto_Uprising#German
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Warsaw_Ghetto_Uprising
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Last_Jew_in_Vinnitsa
https://collections.ushmm.org/search/catalog/irn519014
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visual images were not transmitted by the eye – “visual filling-in”, all in a split-second and smoothly executed as if there 
were no problems with the eye’s sight at all.15 Likewise here in the collectibles market, a person’s imagination serves to 
“fill in” for whatever the fakers’ omit from their dubious objects.  
 
With this in concept mind we now approach the dubious postal object whose neck is laid on my proverbial chopping 
block.  
 
Despite the temptation to chime in on news articles of social media posts I do try to avoid posting ‘feedbacks’ as I feel 
those environments are echo chambers full of deaf people. However you express yourself, from whatever angle, there’s 
no one there to listen and communicate maturely. Nevertheless, from time to time – if rarely – I feel a postal object is so 
egregiously wrong that to not speak up would be to facilitate its assault on our common sense and pave the way for its 
acceptance as legitimate, influential and noteworthy postal history.  
 
What we have here, published in “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services in the Transition Period” (p.327)16 and sold at 
auction in 2014 for a 5-digit sum, is a masterpiece of what I permit myself to call “preposterous philately”: although the 
original display board with the cover is shown below (and from whose appearance I know whose this was), with all of 
the explanations, I’ll reproduce verbatim what JSPS wrote (p.326) about it and give my impressions after; any 
clarifications of mine are in [ ] square brackets, and I’ve made a few line breaks to make the text easier to read. 
 
“The Jewish community in Safad remained under complete siege until 2 May and all the postal services to Jewish Safad 
stopped until 4 May, when the Local Post(sic) commenced operations. All communications with Safad were Army 
messages carried by couriers through the lines. 
 
Nevertheless, one civilian letter from that period exists and is shown in Fig. 2.2-8 [the image is below]. This exceptional 
letter probably dealt with an extremely important matter, perhaps the problem of evacuating the non-combatant 
population (elders, women and children) from Safad which was under discussion inside Safad at the time.  
 
The cover is a re-used cover and the address is on the back. It was sent by Yehuda Gross who was appointed by the 
Military Governor of Safad, to be the officer in charge of civilian affairs. Later he organized the Local Post(sic) and was 
killed on 10 May in the battle of the liberation of Safad. Because the sender was in charge of civilian affairs it is 
reasonable to assume that the problem dealt with in the letter was related to the civilian population and that the writer 
sought urgent instructions from the highest authorities. 
 
To begin with, the letter was addressed to the Chief of Staff of the Haganah [the pre-State Jewish Army], Israel Galili, 
who is identified by his title (ראש מטה ארצי) רמא which translates to: Head National Headquarters [not quite: “Chief of 
National Staff”], and his initials .(ישראל גלילי) י.ג Israel Galili. Then he added “Secret” (סודי), Palmach 3rd Battalion 
( 3פלמח ג.  ) which was the battalion stationed in Mount Cana’an, “URGENT 24-4-48”sic ( 48-4-25דחוף  ) and signed 
“Safad Y. GROSS SPECIAL OFFICER” ( קצין מיוחדי. גרוס צפת  ). 
 
Apparently after addressing the letter he realized that it would take too much time to reach Tel Aviv, where Israel Galili 
was located, and back, so he changed the address to the next near commander Ig’al Alon, the commander of the 
Palmach whose initials were .(יגאל אלון) י.א and who lived in Ginosar, a kibbutz in the northern coast of the Sea of Galilee 
not far from Safad.  
 
After changing the addressee he decided he didn’t want anybody to see the high ranking addressee so he covered the 
initial address by a piece of brown paper which he attached to the cover and sealed it by several EX (Express) labels on 
which he scrabbled(sic) small Stars of David. On the new surface he wrote “Ginosar” (גינוסר) which was the home 
address of Yg’al Alon and drew an imitation of a postmark with a circle and inside “Safad Y. Gross”. The letter, as 
appropriate for an urgent official letter, was carried through the lines and reached its destination on the same day i.e. 25 
Apr. as shown by an acceptance note “Received Fruchter 25/4/48” ( 25/4/48קיבלתי פרוכטר  ) in the right hand side. 
 
This dramatic and unusual letter brings to an end the intermediate period between the end of the British rule and the 
Israeli establishment of the Local Post in Safad.” 
 

                                                           
15 See https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/brain-adapts-in-a-blink/ and https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Filling-in  
16 “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services in the Transition Period” (JSPS) by Zvi Shimony, Yeremiyahu Rimon & Itamar Karpovsky (2004) 

https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/brain-adapts-in-a-blink/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Filling-in
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All of the above was published without attribution to its source and as far as a researcher need be concerned, it’s purely 
dramatized conjecture. Now let’s get down to brass tacks: 
 

 
 
My Impressions – on the surface 
I’ve found over time that much of this “unique” type of postal material originates with people who were in their time 
philatelists or became philatelists: if we believe the backstory this cover apparently came from Yehuda Gross (or 
someone very close to him) who, according to JSPS, established the local post office. 
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According to JSPS this is an urgent and secret letter, prepared and “carried through the lines” in time of mortal danger, 
to Yigal Allon, a very senior commander - how did this ramshackle letter find its way back into Gross’s possession, who 
died barely 2 weeks later, on May 10th? Whoever knows all the details about it – the person who prepared this display 
sheet –must have learned them directly from Gross (or someone very close to him), in order to understand all the 
markings there. 
 
As regards the physical appearance of the cover:  

 the manuscript notations attributed to Gross bear inconsistent styles of writing: in places the writing is in block 
capitals, written in the style of a grade-school child, and in other places the writing is lower-case cursive  

 and then there are all the contrived markings: stars of David on all the Express labels, the mimicked postmark 
written in pen, all the manuscript “stuff” that adorns the cover. This is supposed to be “urgent” “siege” mail, 
with bullets flying overhead, so why waste time with all the claptrap? And in the urgency of the situation, who 
would read all that text written sloppily on the front and back? Is it at all clear to anyone from whom the letter 
is and to whom it is addressed? 

 
…Another issue, far more serious, is that the Haganah (as well as the underground ‘Etzel’ and ‘Lechi’ movements) used 
code names for their members until at least June, so that if someone was writing to Yigal Allon or Israel Galili, they 
would be calling them by their code name and not their real name or initials; Gross too would also have referred to 
himself by a code name and not written it on the cover.  
 
At a minimum correspondents would refer to one another by their title: by contrast to that cover period mail I’ve 
handled ‘addressed’ to Yigal Allon was simply addressed to “Commander of Front #1” (headquartered in Gedera) as 
shown below – and notice, dated 18 April (and earlier Haganah mail is of course known); the cover does not lack for 
proper handstamps and authorizing signatures: 
 

 
  
Here we have a cover from 7 May, posted by the “City Commander of Jerusalem” (David Shaltiel) to the “Commander of 
the HISH” (“Cheyl Sade” – field companies of the Hagana, Shlomo Shamir): 
 

  
 
This 23 May cover is a good example of aliases / code names being used: here an “urgent” cover sent from “Dan” 
(possibly the historian Yehuda Lapidot of the Etzel underground) at the “Mizrachi Department” of the signals corps in 
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Jerusalem to “HaLevi” (possibly Noah Ben-Ami Lerman), this being rerouted to “Maimon” (Zvi Zohar Friedman, 
associated with the Hagana’s intelligence service) – notice the tactical use of improvised sealing tape on the back, here a 
legitimate looking case of improvisation as opposed to the Safed cover under our examination:17 
 

 
 
And here from Safed, on 6 May we have a cover from the “City Commander of Safed” (Elad Peled) to “Commander Front 
GIMMEL” (likely Shmuel ‘Mula’ Cohen) – and here 10 days after the cover in question, at the height of the siege, there 
seems to have been no problem procuring a normal envelope and stamping it with an authorized handstamp of some 
kind. Here the vertical folds do suggest that the cover may have been folded and indeed ‘carried through the lines’ in a 
soldier’s pocket: 
 

 
 
I’m further astounded by what the display writes, that a flap was created to “hide the secret name of Yigal Allon” – what 
secret name? They used code names and function-titles, so what could be secret? And if the message had been placed 
in a normal sealed envelope in the first place there would be nothing to hide – was there no postal stationary in the 
whole town? The siege led to a shortage of envelopes? 
 
Digging Deeper 
My initial observations only serve to cause us to think logically and rationally, spurring us to think further and ask 
questions. Now let’s look at some facts, and I reproduce below all the sources in order to demonstrate that the 
following findings are not editorializations of fact or conjecture on my part; the cover sold for almost $10,500 so this 
inquiry should stand on solid ground: 
 

                                                           
17 Must-have for collectors and researchers of pre-State military mail: “The Stranger Cannot Understand – Code-Names in the Jewish 
Underground in Palestine” by Gershon & Aliza Rivlin (1988), p.147, 162, 280/80 
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Yigal Allon’s code name in the Palmach was “Sasha”.18 He was known by his original surname “Paikovich” until mid-June 
1948 when, with the swearing-in of the new Israeli Army’s generals, Prime Minister and Defense Minister David Ben-
Gurion demanded that these senior officers Hebraicize their names. The military operation which saw Allon/Paikovich 
brought to Safed on 25 April 1948 was called “Operation Yiftach” – ‘Yiftach’ meaning, not “to open”, but rather the 
acronym “Yigal Paikovich Tel Hai” (Tel Hai being roughly in the northern region near Ginnosar).19 
 
 

 
 
Ben-Gurion had actually changed Paikovich’s name without consulting him, to “Yigal HaGiladi” (“from the Gilad region”) 
on account of him living at Kibbutz Ginnosar.20  

 

 
 
Paikovich instead preferred the name “Alon” (oak tree) on account of such a tree being in the family’s orchard.21 
 

 

 
 

      
 
And this is how “Yigal Allon” was introduced to the public, with the publication of Israel’s first new Generals on 28 June 
1948 in the newspaper “Davar”: 

 
 

In other words the surname “Alon” for Yigal Paikovich didn’t exist when that cover was supposedly 
made (implying that it was concocted sometime later) 

                                                           
18 Ibid p.334 
19 Taken from the Hebrew Wikipedia entry for “Yigal Allon”: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%92%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%9F 
20 From the Hebrew Wikipedia entry for “Hebraization of surnames”: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A2%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA  
21 Taken from the Hebrew Wikipedia entry for “Yigal Allon” and the source used is Allon’s own memoirs “My Father’s House” (1974): 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%92%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%9F  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%92%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%9F
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A2%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%92%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%9F
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Digging a little deeper we come across the biography of Yehuda Gross (1907-1948): at the official website for the 
commemoration of Israel’s fallen we learn that he was a Private (the lowest rank in the military) at the time he fell 
(mortar shrapnel); he was the communication liaison between the Haganah staff and Safed’s community council and 
labored to ensure that the civilian needs of the community could be met in a time of siege on the city. Prior to the siege 
Gross served as the secretary of the local worker’s committee; he was married and a father of two sons. The biography 
also notes that his son asked him to collect for him various types of shell casings from the battle zone.22 
 

 
 
At the official site there no further information about his activities, but a history of Safed during the war written by Dr. 
Shmaryahu Ben-Pazi, the city commander who apparently appointed Gross to handle civilian affairs (as per the account 
in JSPS) was Elad Peled, whose code name was ‘Yigal’. This history singles out Gross for commendation saying that under 
his command most of the civilian functions of a municipality were established in Safed, including a 6-man police force 
and military court.23 24 Although postal service is not mentioned this would likely have been his charge as per the 
account in JSPS. 
 
And yet, as a Private it seems incredulous that a) he would write directly to the Chief of Staff of the Haganah (Israel 
Galili), or b) that he would write directly to the head of the Palmach (Yigal Allon) rather than going through some chain 
of command – for instance contacting his immediate superior, Elad Peled, first.  
 
Further, according to the Wikipedia entry on Yigal Allon (but unlikely to be factually incorrect on this point), prior to 
travelling north to Safed on the 25th, the day this cover was sent, Allon had been overseeing operations in the Negev, in 
the south: it’s unlikely that a private would have known in real time the precise whereabouts of the commander of the 
Palmach (i.e. in the north versus in the south). And then, why address the “urgent” letter to Allon’s home in Ginnosar 
rather than to some military base/location where he would most likely be - in a war? 
 
Whoever concocted this cover’s backstory got all of its elements wrong, but by virtue of insinuation and implied causal 
relation, fueled by a forceful narrative, succeeded in fooling whoever bought it. Displayed in all seriousness on an 
exhibition page it’s toe-curlingly embarrassing. 
 
For our part, a simple combination of individual hard facts and a little bit of common sense has blown the cover off this 
cover and the other illustrated Holocaust fakes. 
 
 
In any case, Gross’s merits notwithstanding and not under any critique here, we now understand both from a factual-

historical basis and also from a postal-logical basis that this cover is a fictitious contrivance.25  
Nevertheless it helped its collection garner Gold and Large Gold medals at philatelic stamp exhibitions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

                                                           
22 https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94%20%D7%92%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A1/en_00755a7055718c7f439a4917ec6b5c6c  
23 https://lib.cet.ac.il/pages/item.asp?item=23751  
24 Wikipedia entry in Hebrew for “Elad Peled”: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%A4%D7%9C%D7%93  
25 Yigal Allon is a fascinating historical figure, for those interested this is a documentary with English subtitles: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?app=desktop&v=_m1BzN7y_jI 

https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94%20%D7%92%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A1/en_00755a7055718c7f439a4917ec6b5c6c
https://lib.cet.ac.il/pages/item.asp?item=23751
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%A4%D7%9C%D7%93
https://www.youtube.com/watch?app=desktop&v=_m1BzN7y_jI
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A Revised History of the 1948 Jerusalem 
Siege and its Postal History: An Inquiry 
into the Matter of Flown Mail with Jerusalem 

 
A longstanding subject of debate in Israeli postal history is the matter of postal connections with Jerusalem in the period 
of April-June 1948. This is a period of time covering the end and termination of the British Mandate (midnight between 
14/15 May) and its postal service in Palestine (up to 5 May inclusive), the subsequent ‘interim’ period of Jewish self-
administered postal services run by the interim pre-State government of the Jewish-state-in-the-making (2-14 May), and 
the era of the independent Jewish state and its Israeli postal administration (from 15 May onwards). There is overlap 
between these 3 periods and set against them are the circumstances arising from the War of Independence (usually 
dated from 29 Nov. 1947 when the United Nations voted in favor of partitioning Palestine into one Arab and one Jewish 
state, to roughly 10 March 1949 when an armistice agreement with some Arab countries took effect), which itself can 
be split into different stages of development over the course of that time. 
 
A cornerstone of the accepted postal historiography is that Jerusalem was under land siege from around 20 April until 
the arrival of convoys from Tel Aviv on 18 and 21 June; these convoys carried what has been described in our specialist 
literature as the first mails from Jerusalem since the start of the siege. This narrative also holds that in between these 
dates there were no postal connections with the city, save for a few couriered items – plus any mail carried by army 
airplane, the matter at the heart of our research in this article. As there was an interim postal service which operated 
through Jewish-held areas of Palestine, between 2-14 May, in Jerusalem it existed in an isolated and localized form from 
9 May until June-July, when its own postal elements such as local stamps and postmarks were gradually replaced by 
those of the Israeli national postal service. 
 
The academic matter of the debate, arising from this cornerstone, can be summarized as there being two schools of 
thought about mail with Jerusalem in this period: one school posits that mail with Jerusalem was flown for a brief period 
in May, until an improvised road access (the ‘Burma Road’) became operational around the start of June; another school 
holds that mail was flown – under relatively broad circumstances – until August, even beyond the period when road 
access to the city reopened. For almost 60 years, as a crystalized conception of postal and historical events – backed by 
well disseminated articles and published literature – the latter school of thought has held precedence, and its position 
has exuded widespread influence in the Israel philatelic community, in Israel and beyond. 
 
Postal history, meaning both the ‘historiography of the development of communication’ (sometimes called “history of 
the posts”) as well as the ‘documentation of history by way of articles of mail’ (sometimes called “history through the 
posts”), is a multi-disciplinary field of history and of postal knowledge combining elements of events and circumstances 
related to history, events and circumstances related to postal activities, matters pertaining to aspects of transportation, 
matters pertaining to aspects of international relations, and regulations and procedures affecting any of these and other 
relevant subjects. Postal history is an unusual field of history in that it requires the careful integration and 
harmonization of information from many different subjects – yet, in its present state in the Israeli philatelic community, 
it is both poorly researched and described even at a standard academic level, as well as poorly recorded by way of 
official postal documentation: much of the written content which forms our specialized postal history historiography is 
simply a researcher’s interpretation of postal materials under his observation, and the derivation of insights and 
conclusions arising from them (based on the quality of that researcher’s knowledge and his critical thinking skills). As 
such, much of the content of Israeli “postal history” is without confirmed documentary foundation and we see evidence 
of this by way of vast amounts of literature being published without references to its sources of information. 
 
The basis for the existing narrative, the prevailing “master narrative”, is a series of unestablished contentions – 
assertions – pertaining to historical events (both in general history and postal history) and to postal operations; these 
unanchored tenets were influential and widely accepted, in time giving rise to a series of similarly unfounded notions 
about postal procedures which in turn yielded rule-of-thumb methodologies for evaluating empirical postal history 
(articles of mail): one set of unestablished contentions fostered and gave legitimacy to a parallel series of philatelic 
notions and methodologies, which reinforced those contentions giving rise to the prevailing narrative which gained 
prominence and acceptance. 
 
Nevertheless, as the writer of this article has observed over time, these notions are at odds both with the historical 
record as well as with documented postal procedures, regulations and postal history in general. What arises is that the 
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prevailing narrative contains serious inaccuracies and contradictions, and their root lies in the problematic tenets which 
support and promote this narrative. 
 
There are two reasons why the settlement of this debate is important: one is purely the matter of getting to the ‘Truth’ 
and understanding completely and accurately the postal history of the period, for this has ramifications on our 
understanding of subjects related to the postal history of Jerusalem in particular – but no less importantly, to Israel in 
general. The other reason is financial: there is a lot of money to be made, and indeed has been made, promoting mail of 
this period as being flown rather than transported by land – but was the mail really carried by air, and if so what types of 
mail were carried, and for what period of time?  
 
This article is the product of a number of years of quiet observation and study from the sidelines, as a researcher and 
student, and from several months of intense research leveraging primary sources from the press and Israeli state 
archives. The picture I set out to present will radically change our understanding of Jerusalem mail in this period and so 
our evaluation of postal history arising from it. It is my impression that our present narrative and the specialized 
literature we have been relying upon is compromised by an inherent conflict of interest, being the influence of money-
making over adherence to accuracy and philatelic professionalism on this subject. With this article I aim to rectify that 
problem and set the record straight on this influential chapter of Israeli postal history. 
 
 
This article is a body of research being shared with the philatelic community for the purpose of enlightening knowledge 
and strengthening awareness in the fields of Israeli history, and postal history, procedures, operations and regulations. 
This new research seeks clarity: it sets out to demystify the history, and administrative and executive operations of the 
period, in order to elucidate examined subjects and clarify their context. 
 
As stated earlier, the current narrative is composed of a myriad of “facts” – essentially “assertions”, as these mostly 
unfounded and undocumented – and suppositions; the “facts” are without basis and the suppositions rest on those 
facts. The “facts” are detached from any notion of their likelihood or feasibility: understanding ‘likelihood’ and 
‘feasibility’ is understanding “context” – once we understand context we understand the nature of individual facts or 
events, and the interrelation between them (if any exists). This is the essential goal of our research, understanding 
“context” – historical events and circumstances, postal regulations and processes in full; once we fully understand these 
issues we can confront the ostensible postal history of the period and accurately determine its significance and validity. 
In the structure of this article, this goal will be 3-staged (a 3-part article), where the first two will provide the 
springboard to address the postal history material itself. 
 
The research adopts an approach of first coming into unfiltered contact with the existing narrative, getting exposed to 
its flow, its salient tenets and its proponents; getting a sense of the scope of the narrative, both in historical and postal 
terms, as well as sensing the imprint of its key themes – here denoted by its emphasis on siege conditions, the resulting 
chaos and improvisation, and the definite air transport of certain types of mail in the period of our examination.  
 
In this chapter we learn that the core body of historiography pertaining to mail with Jerusalem, the city’s circumstances 
in 1948 and the notion of flown mail to and from the city, comes largely from influential articles written by the collectors 
Philip Kanner and Yehoshua Spiegel (1961), and Yehuda Levanon (1981) who claimed to have had first-hand experience 
with flown Jerusalem mail, and the leading book on the subject by Zvi Shimony, Yirmiyahu Rimon and Itamar Karpovsky 
(2004). Their assembled research put together (as accomplished by Shimony et. al) portrays a city under complete land 
siege from between 20 April to 18 June 1948, cut-off and suffering from a lack of communication with the outside world, 
serviced postally by air mail facilitated by the Israeli army using 2 makeshift airstrips in Jerusalem from April until 
August, and that the air mail service handled mostly army mail plus certain types of ‘privileged’ albeit rare civilian and 
quasi-governmental mail – facilitated by various empowered offices and individuals like Levanon himself. This narrative 
promotes an influential and pervasive motif of chaos and lack of oversight, giving rise to likelihood of administrative and 
regulatory shenanigans, both in general administration as well as in postal operations, enabling the apparent existence 
of various forms of flown “emergency mail” postal history. 
 
The new research then approaches its goal of challenging this narrative by undertaking a fresh, complete and 
fundamental rewrite of the history of this period – from all relevant aspects and their interaction with one another: 
governmental-institutional, transportation and logistics, military and international relations, and postal operations and 
procedures. The research aims to reconstruct the history of the period of our examination by way of primary sources 
only, without reliance on any secondary sources (or if necessary, then only where those sources themselves are 
thoroughly based on primary sources); indeed on account of the present “master narrative’s” sheer influence, our new 
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narrative will be closely accompanied by snippets of our sources, to help reinforce our new findings and immerse 
ourselves in the reality of the time – and essentially undertake a ‘deprogramming’ of the misinformation that has 
plagued our understanding of the period. The research aims to re-lay the foundations of the general history of this 
period, and then gradually build upon those foundations by adding additional layers of specialized historiography from 
additional relevant fields: it has to examine and confront the narrative of the general history and the history of the 
postal services and their operation in order to then be in a position to confront, examine and debunk (or re-evaluate) 
empirical postal history; 400 pages of background research – nationwide then Jerusalem-specific – are required to 
evaluate postal history across another 200 pages. Understanding even the basic outlines of postal operations, 
procedures, regulations and interactions equips us to subsequently examine, evaluate and understand postal history 
and mail items. By the time a reader has finished reading this article it will be impossible for him to accept the current 
prevailing narrative or the postal history it purports to be genuine and “flown”. 
 
The fundamental goal of this exercise is clarify and elucidate context; the research penetrates its treatment of the 
subject from the outside inwards, by first addressing circumstance and then examining core technical and empirical 
matters, first from broad and all-encompassing subjects and then very specific and refined matters. A byproduct of our 
research’s penetrating examination is the discovery that many ostensible primary sources – first-hand accounts – are 
either wildly inaccurate or even self-serving contrivances, obstacles which our research has to contend with by either 
dismissing them as unreliable or unmasking them as outright lies. 
 
The story of Jerusalem in 1948 is part of a broader story of Palestine/Israel in 1948, and approaching it requires our 
research to begin at its sources. The initial stage will involve us becoming acquainted with historical personalities and 
organizations at the root of our new revised history; we will examine the context of Palestine being a country in turmoil 
and whether there was anything unique or special with regards Jerusalem either before the start of the War of 
Independence or any time after, and then we will reconstruct a daily chronology of events in order to understand 
exactly from when and under what circumstances Jerusalem was under siege (if at all), or contact and communication 
with the city terminated (if at all), or air carriage replacing land transport (if at all). Beyond what our research will 
factually reveal, of great importance will be the revised context of the history we will learn, better elucidating – or 
totally revealing – circumstances which we have not previously known or understood. This initial stage of our research 
will place us on a totally new footing to understanding and appreciating historical, logistical/communication and postal 
circumstances in the period of our examination. The chapters in this section are: 
 
Chapter II: Getting Familiar with the Key Institutions 
Chapter III: Jerusalem in 1948 
Chapter IV: Beyond the Looking Glass: A Revised History of Jerusalem Postal & Transport Events from 20 April 1948 
 
By way of learning about key Zionist institutions and their leadership, primarily David Ben-Gurion and his liaisons and 
appointees, we will understand that by 1948 there was an entrenched, highly developed, motivated and well established 
national executive and operational civilian and military bureaucracy guiding the Jewish state-in-the-making under the 
shadow of the Mandatory regime in Palestine, and that there was no void in Jewish authority or planning; and that 
similar to Ben-Gurion’s command-authority style of national leadership there existed a fully bureaucratic and power-
delegated counterpart body appointed by him for the management of the district of Jerusalem, micro-managing every 
aspect of that city’s life in the period of 1948.  

 We learn that Palestine was a country in internal civil and military turmoil for already 28 years, and that by the 
time the War of Independence broke out, a) the whole country was essentially on the front line, without a ‘home 
front’ per se and with no measurable difference in disruption or turmoil – whether in civil and economic service 
or postal service – between one city and another or one period of time and another, and that b) as per 
documentation from the period there is really no characteristic unique to Jerusalem to set its strife apart from 
that affecting the rest of the country, except for its size. Indeed we learn that throughout its history Jerusalem 
had always been dependent on supplies from outside, especially its water, and that the situation of its supply in 
1948 was simply an exacerbation of an existing condition. 

 We learn that there was an organized, centrally overseen command managing the operation of Jewish convoys 
throughout the country, whose goal was the execution of convoy and supply transportation every day without 
fail. Strategically, a siege on Jerusalem – a situation where the city would be cut off from supplies – was a 
foregone conclusion, and there was a deliberate decision to not seize and hold specifically the land artery 
connecting the city with the coast as the military leadership considered this a waste of valuable manpower; the 
subsequent need to do so, in April (operation “Nachshon”), only came about as a result of the recognition that 
this was necessary to enable the continued flow of traffic on the highways as the military situation worsened. 
We learn further that there were convoys and road transportation to Jerusalem throughout May and into June, 
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and that the habit of terming convoys as “first” or “last” pertains only to how those convoys relate to various 
circumstances – in effect there was no such thing as a “first” or “last” convoy to Jerusalem.  

 Often overlooked in existing histories was the presence of the British in Palestine and Jerusalem in particular, 
who if for no other reason, ensured the ability to transit the roads so that they themselves be able to travel and 
then evacuate the country – and this positively affected Jewish land transport until the end of the Mandate on 14 
May, and the subsequent invasion of the country on the 15th, particularly by the Arab Legion in the Jerusalem 
district. 

 Our daily chronology of events and developments, from March until July (with references up into September), 
demonstrates beyond any doubt that:  

a) there was land access to Jerusalem almost continuously throughout the period;  
b) there was no air mail service neither for civilians nor for the city’s government, nor apparently even for 

the army;  
c) air service, whether transport or combat, in light of its paucity, was limited to night-time hours;  
d) telecommunications played the vital role of communicating urgent messages – in lieu of air transport, as 

championed by the prevailing narrative.  
 We see postal history attesting to postal contact between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv (by land) throughout the 

period, and indeed the impression we gain is that there was continuous land access with Jerusalem for almost 
the entire period of our examination – except that there were priorities for what constituted vital or non-vital 
materials for transport, and that mail was clearly a low priority not worth endangering lives, hence we do not 
see “continuous” or “regular” mail transport by land but we do see proof that mail transport existed.  

 We learn that ironically, with the start of the 1st Truce (11 June – 8 July), although combat activity largely 
stopped, the United Nations overseeing the Truce interfered so severely with Israel’s transportation and supply, 
especially with Jerusalem (where it insisted that the military and economic situation of the city not improve 
during the Truce so as not gain any advantage over the Arabs and thereby ‘violate’ it), that this period is actually 
more of a siege-like period in the War than the stages before and after it. Indeed, even regardless of the Truce, 
there was very strictly controlled passenger transport between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv (and vice versa) 
throughout 1948, severely limiting civilian transit between the cities (and we observe this by way of a surprising 
dearth of mail with Jerusalem in this “post siege” period); civilian transport between the cities was only renewed 
at the end of June 1948. 

 
In conclusion our findings just from this initial stage of our research alone will prove that there was near-continuous 
land access to Jerusalem throughout the period the prevailing narrative calls the “siege period”, and that there was 
no air transportation of mail. Nevertheless, as the current narrative is so pervasive and influential we necessarily have 
to continue further with research, in the next two parts of this article, to definitely prove these points. 
 
With the newly reconstituted foundations of our revised historiography established in part one in the background, the 
second part of our research will then pivot to examining specific aspects of history and postal history in this period in 
greater detail and resolution, particularly air service and the army postal service (which the prevailing narrative posits 
flew certain types of mail with Jerusalem). Here too, on more specific matters, context is the key: we will learn about 
the operation of Jewish air service in the pre-State period, how it interacted with the governing Mandate authorities, 
what its scope of activities was, and what its strength (or limitations) were; our survey of the army’s communication 
service will introduce us to two types of mail/communications services handled by the army – internal mail and soldiers’ 
mail, and we will learn about the operations and regulations of each, and how they interacted with each other. In the 
context of revising our history of the army’s postal and communications services we will necessarily have to confront 
very detailed aspects of these services – their operations, regulations, logistics, even the use of postal marking and their 
significance, and this will pave the way for us to similarly revise the history of the army postal service and air service 
specifically in Jerusalem, and their own operations and regulations. As with the first part of our research, here too we 
will become apprised of events and processes which we have not been aware of until now, and this will radically change 
how we examine and evaluate postal history of this period. The chapters in this section are: 
 
Chapter V: Reappraising the Army Air Service and the Army Postal Service in 1948 
Chapter VI: The Start of the Army Postal Service in Light of its Postal Markings in May 1948 
Chapter VII: The Army Postal Service in Jerusalem in 1948 
Chapter VIII: A Revised History of Air Service in Jerusalem in 1948 
 
Our reappraisal of air service in the period of late 1947 into 1948 aims to defuse the common impression imparted by the 
prevailing narrative, that Israel-related events took place in a vacuum of authority, and that activities such as the 



P a g e  | 19 

 
operation of aircraft or airfields, or the carriage of mail simply took place without concern for the presence of the 
Mandate (or any other) authority.  

 Our research shows that the Mandate civil aviation authority and Royal Air Force were actively involved in 
Palestinian civil aviation up to the end of the Mandate and even beyond it, and that the development and 
operation of Jewish air service took place largely under the supervision – if good offices – of the Mandate’s 
authorities; the use of aerial combat force was forcefully prohibited, and unauthorized flights were extremely 
difficult to effect without detection by the Mandate authorities or the RAF. Jewish air service carried some 
civilian mail with the approval and even at the behest of the Mandate, as a condition for the issuing of aviation 
licenses; the use of air fields, specifically the one in Tel Aviv, was entirely due to the cooperation of the Mandate 
authorities.  

 The development of the Jewish air service was covert and mostly constrained and virtually suffocated by the 
presence of the Mandate authorities, so that by the eve of Independence the “air service” numbered all of 19 
aircraft split into 5 squadrons nationwide, and a personnel complement one third of its authorized size; the 
service was tasked with so many assignments that the mere transport of important government officials 
between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, for instance, literally required strategic high-level decisions to be made 
regarding the release of aircraft for such assignments and the cancellation of other aerial activities. 

 As regards the need to use air-power to effect the transport of supplies, and by extension mail, it arises that the 
Negev specifically required continual air support – but other regions much less so, particularly Jerusalem. 

 
In our revised history of the army postal service we learn that there were actually two types of postal / communication 
services run by the army: one, internal, for inter-unit contact, managed by the Signals Corps for which we see detailed 
operational documentation from December 1947; the other, postage-free soldiers’ mail, in existence from mid-May 1948 
managed by the Quartermasters Corps. We learn that each service operated independently and according to regulations 
of its own, though in the course of June-September 1948, the solders’ mail service logistically undertook more of the less-
urgent and non-sensitive mail of the internal mail service; we further learn the intricacies of how the army and civilian 
postal services interacted, specifically that the army’s “base” army post offices served as transit points and “offices of 
exchange” and that the civilian postal service handled the transport of army mail virtually everywhere including between 
the army’s own APOs. At an early stage of this survey, referring to histories written by the official historian of the Signals 
Corps (Daniel Rosenne) we make a shocking discovery: his recent 2022 history of the army postal service states that mail 
with Jerusalem was flown twice a day – but his sources for that assertion are a) Kanner and Spiegel, who never revealed 
their sources, and b) an archive file where the only document making any remote similar reference is a memorandum 
inquiring about which two days air mail can be expected (likely Kanner and Spiegel’s source as well); that correspondent, 
cited in documents in the first part of our research, subsequently writes (in our chronology) that there is no air mail 
service – from this we see here too definitive proof that there was no air mail service. 
 
By way of making order in the histories of these two army communications services we also revise the geographic 
allocation of the soldiers’ mail army post office numbers and in so doing we rewrite the history of APO 10 commonly 
described as having been based at Ruhama, but in fact based most of the time at Nir Am; we also learn that the Negev 
air squadron was disbanded in the summer of 1948 and that there was no air service with the Negev for almost 2 
months, and that in a certain period of time civilians as well as soldiers enjoyed postage-free mail serviced by the army: 
our exploration of APO 10 and the Negev indirectly assists us in better understanding aspects of the army’s postal service 
with Jerusalem, particularly in the third and final part of this article.  
 
On the more detailed level, by virtue of closely reconstructing the history of the army postal service (soldiers’ mail), to 
which the prevailing narrative ascribes air transport of mail with Jerusalem, we learn that postal markings of the APS did 
not enter use as early as the start of the service itself, and that these markings are virtually unseen until the very last 
days of May, at best. The findings which arise from our examination at this closer level of postal history help us begin to 
tackle tangible problems and contradictions in the existing specialized postal history literature: among our initial findings 
are the debunking of certain oversimplistic methodologies and rules-of-thumb adopted by the literature, such as the 
singular use of postmarking devices at any given post office – we find that multiple devices were used. Likewise on the 
matter of the prevalent narrative’s highly-suggestive “dateless APO 3” postmarking device, often ascribed to covers 
deemed to have been flown, we see proof that more than one such device existed – indicating that its mere appearance 
cannot be automatically interpreted as dating to a specific period of time, such as late May, as promoted by the present 
narrative. In this 2nd part of our research, we suffice with demonstrating the unreliability of certain basic rules-of-thumb 
adopted by the prevalent narrative – and in the 3rd and final part of the research we will expand upon these findings. 
 
Our reconstruction of the history of army postal service in Jerusalem, namely APO 5, enables us to learn both about the 
postal procedures of the army postal service in general as well as events and developments unique to the APO in 
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Jerusalem: we learn about the use of ‘postal sergeants’ as liaisons between their units and the APS, the role of censors 
and the restricted access to army post offices. The specific documentary history of the APO in Jerusalem reveals to us 
that there was no organized army air mail out of the city as late as late-June 1948 – meaning that here too we see 
documentary proof that as of that late date (25 June), army mail was not being transported by air out of the city. A 
byproduct of our research here is a comprehensive and revised listing of army postal unit (‘KABA’) numbers and their 
assigned units in Jerusalem; this will assist us further when we examine postal history materials. 
 
A parallel examination of air service in Jerusalem reveals a number of stunning discoveries: chiefly, a key proponent of – 
and alleged participant in – the narrative that mail was flown, Yehuda Levanon, is revealed to have fabricated his 
biography in the war, and by all appearances did not serve at the airfield in Jerusalem as he claimed (and likely not in 
the ‘Hizkiyahu’ engineering unit either). We learn further that of the two airfields established in the city, both were 
exposed to enemy gunfire in the vicinity – as well as along the corridor leading to the city, causing air activity to be 
limited to night-times and then to only one of the airfields, and that actual landings in Jerusalem were very few and 
opportune. In fact, most aerial supply to the city was effected by way of airdrops and in the 24 day period between 24 
May and 16 June, there were all of 19 landing flights made between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem (and back); pilots were 
ordered to remain in their aircraft and limit their stay in Jerusalem as much as possible. Ironically even in the period of 
the 1st Truce, due to United Nations’ inspections of the air strips, while air activity increased it had to be limited to night-
time hours when the UN observers would not be at the facilities. We also find a statistic that in the month of June 1948 
the army department responsible for air drops effected the transit of 1004 tons of mail (108,000 letters) – nationwide; 
and in light of limited air access to Jerusalem, and heavier dependence on air support in the Negev, likely most of that 
mail was not sent to Jerusalem. In this manner we conclude the 2nd, closer and more technical examination of postal and 
air service with Jerusalem, and understand from every examined aspect that regular air mail service did not exist. 
 
The first part of this article provided us with documentary proof that there was land access with Jerusalem, that the 
siege was not hermetic, that telecommunications served in lieu of postal service when it was not available, that the 
civilian city-government had no control over air service and that it was entirely in the hands of the Army; we see explicit 
proof that there was no civilian – “privileged” civilian, government – air mail service from Jerusalem (and allusions to 
there being no airmail service to the city either). This second part of the article, focusing on the Army, cemented those 
findings by way of showing us that from a logistical perspective the air service was not equipped to transport mail on a 
regular basis, nor was it able to actually land in Jerusalem due to the unsafe conditions in the area of the city’s two air 
fields. By understanding postal procedure of the Army’s two postal services as well as regulations and limitations 
pertaining to the air service – and in light of documentary proof showing that by late June there still was no air mail 
service for the army – both these parts of the article serve to rule out the possibility that there was air mail service for 
the army or for privileged civilian needs. The only circumstance we could find even a faint basis for was the air-dropping 
of mail for the Army, and that by all appearances, in very limited amounts.  
 
Once the possibility of “army managed air mail” has been ruled out, the essence of the prevailing narrative is gutted and 
what is left is just a vast body of postal history purporting to have been flown – and all we then need to do is examine 
the characterics of that mail and the narratives accompanying it, in order to evaluate those items and reappraise what 
they actually are. 
 
The combination of technical information and knowledge we gain from the first two parts of our research will equip us 
in the third and final part to confront postal history of 1948 Jerusalem (and even beyond), and enable us to accurately 
and unflinchingly examine and evaluate its significance. This section of the research can only have been reached by way 
of understanding and learning from the first two sections. We will find in the course of this part that virtually all of the 
postal history with Jerusalem hitherto described as flown mail is based on narratives lacking any basis in fact or 
documentation: in a series of 6 chapters and over a dozen philatelic concepts, we encounter a circus-parade of notions 
and ideas that simply defy common sense, historical fact and postal procedure. The chapters and sections are: 
 
Chapter IX: Mail Bearing Supposed Authorization Markings of Approval for Air Transport 

 ‘Hizkiyahu’ endorsed covers 
 Covers bearing other types of “official” endorsements of types commonly believed to indicate special privilige 

Chapter X: Postal Markings Allegedly Indicating Air Transport of Mail 
 ‘Air Mail’ endorsed army covers 
 The subject of the dateless APO 3 postmark 
 The theory of backdating the ‘provisional’ APO 5 postmark 
 The byproduct theory that certain settlements in the Jerusalem district were serviced by air mail 
 Mail bearing the ‘MK-JM’ postmarks of the “Communications Office Jerusalem” of the Signals Corps 
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 The theory that the Jerusalem ‘rosette’ postmark indicates air carriage of mail 

Chapter XI: Mail related to the “Menorah Club” 
Chapter XII: Mail related to Mount Scopus 
Chapter XIII: Spurious markings or spurious interpretations of markings on mail, alleging air transport 
Chapter XIV: Other misinterpreted or erroneously described mail claimed to be flown 
 
This part of the article splits its study of postal history into 3 segments: mail bearing specific markings commonly 
believed to indicate “approval” for air transmission; mail bearing other types of markings which have been interpreted 
over the years as indicating air transmission of mail; and a series of specialized chapters addressing specific types of 
mail, all of which are held to be unique types of flown mail. 
 
The structure of this portion of the article is to address mail types in increasing degrees of complexity, as regards the 
interrelatedness of various characteristics and hallmarks on or about the mail. As such, this third part of the article 
begins with the easiest subjects, which are mail items bearing handstamps believed to indicate approval for air carriage; 
a study of these objects does not require prior knowledge of other characteristics will we be examined further in the 
course of this segment of the article. 
 
The first chapter begins with an examination of the ‘Hizkiyahu’ endorsed covers signed by Yehuda Levanon. Although we 
know his biography is fake, we examine the postal aspects of the mail purported to have issued by him and find, after 
studying various aspects of those covers, that there was no reason for them to have been authorized at all: we are 
unable to find any way of associating the supposed authority of Levanon – claiming to belong to the engineering unit – 
with pilots or officers of the local air force unit, nor any reason (for one of the two known covers) why a neighbor of a 
pilot's father would need to get Levanon’s approval to have that pilot fly his mail. In rounding out this section of the first 
chapter we also learn about Levanon’s biography – chiefly that he himself was an established philatelist by the time his 
covers reached public attention in 1979. In a subsequent chapter, on ‘Menorah Club’ mail, we encounter Levanon yet 
again in the context of promoting a narrative that ‘Menorah Club’ mail was flown: of significance here, is that in an 
information letter that he published in 1959 he makes no mention that he issued authorizations for priviliged civilian 
airmail, leading us to suspect that this idea must have come to him years later. We also learn in the second part of this 
first chapter that there exists a supposed “proof book” of handstamps for a Jerusalem handstamp maker, from 1947-
1953, which includes ‘Hizkiyahu’ unit handstamps – but tellingly not the one observed used on the ‘Hizkiyahu’ covers. 
 
The second part of this chapter addresses various handstamps seen on covers, believed to indicate approval for air 
carriage of the letter. Not surprisingly many of these handstamps reference the Air Force or Air Service, but as we 
observed by viewing an assembly of these covers together – all of these markings appear on the backs of the letters, and 
without an authorizing signature, leading me to conclude that if these handstamps are even genuine, they are likely 
indications of the dispatching office (like a return-address) and not approval markings at all. A disturbing aspect of our 
study here is that on virtually every known postal item with these handstamps, a military postmark cancels civilian 
postage against regulations and – it appears the franks and the postmarks are forged. In any case the alleged 
circumstances of these postal items being specially flown contradicts all of the postal and air force regulations we 
learned about in the chapters of the article leading to this point. We also make a surprise discovery at the end of this 
section that a cover displayed in 1982 to highlight an aspect of a partial datestamp was later offered for sale in 1998 – 
except then, the focus of the item was that it was backstamped by one of the supposed approval handstamps, a matter 
which was not showcased in the 1982 article, leading us to suspect that in the intervening time the cover may have been 
doctored. 
 
The next chapter (X) on postal markings which are believed to indicate air transport cover 6 sections each covering a 
specialized subject. The first section introduces us to the concept of true army “air mail”, by way of observing the use of a 
“By Air” endorsement handstamp on some – but not many – postal items of the Army. Of significance is that this 
endorsement is observed on mail pertaining to the Negev, a circumstance we learned about earlier in the article, but is 
not observed on mail related to other regions of the country including Jerusalem. In other words, had air mail actually 
been available for mail to or from Jerusalem we should expect to see that handstamp endorsement appear on the postal 
items – but it does not. 
 
The next section of this chapter is a ground-breaking expose of the dateless APO 3 postmark, where by way of examining 
absolutely ordinary mail items bearing this postmark – and more critically obtaining the biographies of the senders 
involved – we manage to develop an interpretation of this postmark’s usage and significance. From one aspect of our 
examination we learn that this postmark was used at army facilities which were not issued their own postal unit (KABA) 
numbers; the exaggerated plain-ness of the covers, including the omission of a return-address for the sender who is 
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already known to us, a KABA handstamp, and even “on active duty” endorsement enables us to conclude that these were 
security measures for mail which entered the army mail stream outside its handling by a censoring postal sergeant.  
 
In attempting to test this interpretation by examining these postmarks on non-Jerusalem mail, specifically Negev mail, 
we learn the biographies of some of the senders of that mail and also study documents and postal history of the Negev in 
the period May-July, in order to reconstruct a revised and accurate history of postal operations in the Negev. Based on 
information we encountered earlier in the article, that a postal service with the Negev was established on 18 May 1948 
with the involvement of the Tel Aviv postmaster and a post office in Nir-Am, we understand that APO 10 observed earlier 
as listed in Circular 10 (of the civilian postal service) as being assigned there was likely the same facility servicing this 
new postal service.  
 
By observing postal items of the period we learn that from 18 May 1948 until mid-June, both civilian and army mail from 
the Negev had to be sent with prepaid postage and that these letters were postmarked in Tel Aviv, where letters from 
soldiers are not publicly identified as such; we do not see the APO 10 postmark nor any KABA handstamp on army mail 
until at least 11 July. Based on a series of letters involving the same correspondents we derive that from around 8 June 
the dateless APO 3 postmark entered use on stampless covers which do not bear an “On Active Duty” endorsement – 
they look like civilian covers bearing civilian return addresses, but are in fact soldiers’ mail; based on the circumstances of 
the mail I believe that postmark was being used at Nir-Am. From 1 July, postal operations in the Negev come entirely 
under the control of the Army Postal Service, including mail of civilians residing in the region; the APO 10 postmark and 
KABA handstamp are still not observed used until at least 11 July, and we see an instance of a fully dated APO 3 
postmark on a letter which could only have originated from the Negev, leading us to believe that perhaps for a brief 
period in early July a fully dated APO 3 postmark was being used in the Negev (at Nir-Am). In this period we begin to see 
the use of army postal unit numbers in lieu of civilian addresses and post office boxes on both army and civilian mail, and 
army mail begins to be endorsed “On Active Service”.  
 
In a digression of our study, attempting to understand why we see the dateless APO 3 or even BASE ALEF postmarks 
cancelling civilian postage stamps, we learn that this was likely a legitimate way – base on the regulations of the 
Universal Postal Union – to enable one postal administration (the army’s) to cancel the postage stamps of another 
administration (the civilian postal service) without using a “datestamp” but rather an “obliterator”. 
 
As a byproduct of our research into Negev mail are lessons we learn confronting fake or altered postal history. We learn 
to evaluate the mail as partly surface transported, as we learned earlier that the Negev Squadron was disbanded in early 
July and reconstituted and re-operated almost 2 months later. We also encounter spurious endorsements like “by way of 
Mendush”, which are supposed to imply air service for Negev covers – we learn that this person, Menachem David, had 
nothing to do with effecting air service for mail. 
 
In a separate chapter, on ‘Menorah Club’ mail, we extrapolate a possible interpretation of the appearance of multiple 
strikes of the dateless APO 3 postmark: we see this phenomenon uniquely on Jerusalem-related mail, and based on its 
circumstances we reach the conclusion that the strikes on the front are likely dispatch strikes from Jerusalem facilities 
not issued a postal unit number, and the strikes on the back are arrival strikes from the receiving facility in Tel Aviv. 
 
The next section of this chapter addressed a theory pertaining to the period of use of what is called the “provisional” 
rubber APO 5 postmark; according to that theory – based on no evidence whatsoever, as we noted earlier in the article – 
this postmark was only in use until 18 June, after which it was replaced by the standard metal postmark device; 
according to an extension of this theory, all mail bearing the “provisional” postmark with dates in July need to be 
backdated to June – which, as one influential source unwittingly reveals, enables that mail to assuredly be called siege-
era “flown mail”. Using a combination of pieces of postal evidence plus references to postal procedures, we dispense 
with that theory and confirm that the large rubber postmark was used simultaneously with the metal one, into July. 
 
One of the proofs we use to debunk the above theory enables us to debunk another one, that mail to certain settlements 
in the Jerusalem corridor were serviced by airplanes because these settlements were considered army outposts. In a 
phenomenon which repeats itself throughout the cannon of the prevailing narrative about flown mail with Jerusalem, we 
find here as elsewhere that these positions are not based on any evidence or facts. Except for the unique and 
documented case of mail service with the Negev (only partly facilitated by air), there were no special postal 
arrangements neither by the Army Postal Service nor the civilian postal service with any locales in Israel.  
 
The section addressing civilian mailed or addressed mail bearing datestamps of the “Communications Office Jerusalem” 
(the MK-JM marking) relies on the published postal regulations of both the Signals Corps’ internal army mail as well as 
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the Army Postal Service to demonstrate that such a combination was not possible. Our examination of the postal history 
evidence also reveals the illegitimate alteration of postal covers to support this incorrect theory as well as use of spurious 
postal markings, including that of the Air Force Headquarters – a logistical impossibility for mail handling. One of the 
byproducts of our research in this section is the liklihood that mail generally believed to originate from the besieged 
Jewish Quarter in the Old City of Jerusalem is likely fake. 
 
The final section of this chapter addresses incoming mail to Jerusalem bearing the ‘rosette’ postmark of the city’s sorting 
office. We find that the entire body of the historiography is completely in contradiction to postal and historical events of 
this period, and that whatever theory is presently accepted regarding mail of this type is completely without factual or 
evidentiary basis; the notions raised about the handling of these items is similarly in contradiction to postal procedure. 
As regards the postal history evidence, we find one batch of covers of a certain type (addressed to Maaleh HaChamisha) 
postmarked by the ‘rosette’ in one way and another batch of a different type (sent from Safed) postmarked in an 
opposite way raising the quetsion of why conflicting procedures would be used on mail supposedly dating to the same 
period in May 1948. One of the key discoveries in this section is that the commonly accepted methodology of tracking 
the gradual deformity of the ‘rosette’ postmark, to infer its period of usage, is invalid as more than one device existed. 
Here too as in the section above, addressing the theory of special postal treatment for certain settlements, we again 
dismantle that notion by way of postal history proofs. 
 
After this multi-part chapter there are two specialized chapters addressing ‘Menorah Club’ mail and mail alleged to 
relate to Mount Scopus. Both subjects are based on narratives totally lacking any facts or evidence, and appear to be 
attempts to craft narratives on existing postal items in order to rationalize their existence rather than to challenge it: in 
both cases there are mass batches of near-identical covers all bearing consistent and flagrantly problematic 
characteristics – Red Cross handstamp “Mount Scopus” covers, mail with JNF labels invalid for postage being tied by 
bulls-eye perfect strikes of the post office, mail supposedly transported by the Army Postal Service where every single one 
bears the same dispatch and arrival dates – but in inverse locations on the covers, and whose transit route makes 
absolutely no sense. 
 
The “Mount Scopus” mail is easy to dismiss: the Red Cross had nothing whatsoever to do with the enclave; the 
arrangement between Israel and Jordan was to demilitarize the zone in early July and the bi-weekly convoys was 
overseen by the United Nations. In any case, the Jewish institutions there were evacuated to Jerusalem in May, and the 
few Israelis who were subsequently stationed in the enclave refused to receive or send mail because the Jordanians 
wanted to censor all incoming and outgoing mail; as such, there is no real “postal history” of Mount Scopus in this period 
up to at least November 1948. 
 
As regards the ‘Menorah Club’, from all the published literature there is no documentary evidence that a special air mail 
service was run by way of the Club, nor do we find any justification for such a service, independent of the army postal 
service, to have existed. We also find that the manuscript endorsement within its handstamp varies greatly from cover to 
cover, such that the items cannot have been “endorsed” by the same person. Indeed there are signs that the Club’s 
handstamp may itself be a later-dated contrivance: there are a number of genuine basic letters of the same 
correspondence where the circumstances of their entry into the philatelic market suggests that they were doctored, with 
the Club’s handstamp being illegimately added later. As with most of the mail examined in this third part of the article, 
the overwhelming majority of the postal history said to related to the ‘Menorah Club’ bears characteristics in stark 
contradiction to postal procedure: indeed, in several cases the presented postal history makes more sense if the 
involvement of the club is simply ignored. One of the byproducts of our research is an examination of what the literature 
calls “forwarding agents” mail services – and we find that these were not forwarding agents at all but rather mail 
reception addresses, and nothing further. 
 
The last two chapters address the interpretation and misinterpretation of markings on mail, some surreptitious and 
some genuine but whose meaning is misunderstood. A key lesson in this section is an exposition and debunking of a 
commonly accepted theory that ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ and JNF labels were accepted as valid postage for “patriotic reasons”, 
or that interim postage stamps were accepted “unofficially” by the Mandate post offices; the documentary evidence 
clearly demonstrates that no such arrangements existed (nor could they – one postal administration, such as the 
Mandate’s, does not use the postage stamps of another one, like the Yishuv’s own stamps) these suppositions are 
dangerous to the integrity of our postal history knowledge base and mail stream, and are flat wrong. A byproduct of our 
research here is that virtually all of the mail associated with Gush Etzion is fake, bearing as it does almost religiously, 
invalid JNF stamps ostensibly tied by the postmark of the Mandate postal service. 
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In conclusion, I strove to examine the matter of mail with Jerusalem being flown from every conceivable aspect and 
found this commonly believed notion is incorrect and without basis; mail with the city (in both directions) was 
transported by land. In the period considered to be “the siege” the city was not completely cut off from the rest of the 
country; road or surface access with it was possible throughout the period of March-June 1948. The air service was 
paltry (19 aircraft) and did not have the capacity to transport mail on a regular basis: it was limited mostly to night-time 
operations and fielded few aircraft; the two air fields in Jerusalem were exposed to enemy gunfire, rendering one of 
them (MAGASH at Givat Shaul) unusuable. Indeed there were only 19 landings at Jerusalem between mid-May and mid-
June, and the emphasis was therefore on aerial supply of the city and the army there by way of air-drops. The sea of 
postal history which purportedly represents the body of “flown mail” with Jerusalem is almost entirely fake, and 
whatever explanations have been provided to describe it – to rationalize it – contradict perfectly historical fact, and 
postal procedure and regulation. The knowledge base upon which we have learning 1948 postal history and examine 
mail is thoroughly incorrect and misleading – a textbook definition of “a figment of the imagination” in every respect. 
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I. The Origin of the Existing Narrative 
The academic standard of research and knowledge of a subject like the postal history of Jerusalem in the siege era of 
1948 is a microcosm of a larger problem with the knowledge base which constitutes Israeli postal history: it is poorly 
researched, poorly understood and generally also poorly documented by way of primary sources; very little was 
documented by observers in real time to the events, leaving us with little in the way of first-hand accounts. Until the 
writing of this specific article in 2022-2023 there did not exist an organized academically professional piece of research 
which reliably shed light on this subject, and until recently even a basic matter such as establishing the latest date of 
Mandate mail from Jerusalem (or even mail to the city) was not conclusively known. Specifically with regards our 
subject, even where mail was observed reaching Jerusalem or arriving from it in this period, correspondents in real-time 
as well as researchers thereafter, were unsure by what manner the mail reached its destination. 
 
Here in this chapter I don’t aim to rehash the history of the historiography of our subject, but simply to assemble its 
core assertions and the sources for those positions, as written in our philatelic literature; knowing from where and from 
whom an idea originates also sheds light on the quality and reliability of that source. We will not seek out every single 
article that was written on the subject but rather refer to the cornerstone sources which formed the crystallization of 
the narrative which our research now seeks to examine and revise. 
 
The existing narrative as we will now see closely connects the activities of the Army Postal Service (APS) with mail 
alleged to have been flown from Jerusalem, whether army mail or civilian mail. As such a survey of this narrative will 
invariably involve exposure to the history of the army postal service. As our knowledge base is naturally developed over 
time, in a chronological order of the research conducted and disseminated, it makes sense to start with its earliest 
influential foundations and work our way forward from there. I endeavor not to editorialize the cited quotations of the 
sources we review, except where necessary to avoid confusion or misunderstanding further in our research, I may intone 
with an observation or critique. 
 
 

A. Kanner & Spiegel on the Israeli Army postal service in 1948-49 
Although articles on 1948 Jerusalem mail were written already in the 1950s (specifically in the out-of-print “The Holy 
Land Philatelist” journal), a critical work of research upon which virtually all research was subsequently based, was a 
series of 3 articles written by Philip (Pinchas) Kanner26 and Yehoshua Spiegel, entitled “The Israeli Army Postal Services 
during the War of Independence, 1948-49” in the journal of the British Association of Palestine-Israel Philatelists 
(BAPIP), issues #35/36/37 throughout 1961.27 
 
There is virtually no biographical information on Kanner, but Yehoshua Spiegel was a major philatelist: 

 

Spiegel was a master-collector in his time of what he called “Judaica”, who by the time of 
the zenith of his prominence in the early 1960s had been collecting for the last 40 years; he 
was described as being an owner of wide-ranging businesses. 

He immigrated to Palestine in the early 1920s with his family, from Leipzig Germany. 
In the First World War he served in the Kaiser's army, being taken as a prisoner of war by the 
Russian army. There in captivity he was introduced to a myriad of Jewish-soldier self-help 
organizations and the various documents and paper tokens that they created for themselves 
- and from this his interest in collecting began.  

His collection spanned artwork; books; Judaic and Israeli militaria (including 
weaponry); numismatics (ancient gold coins & counterstamped coins); ephemera (letters 
and signatures of the leaders of the Zionist movement, and anti-Semitic ephemera and 
historical Judaic ephemera); philately spanning the varieties of the Doar Ivri stamp issue, 

Judaic philately, pre-philatelic Judaic postal history, paraphilately related to Jewish history, the Zionist movement and 
anti-Semitism, the Israeli army postal service - and much more, with ironically in this period, his focus and “forthcoming” 
(1961) article with Philip Kanner on the army postal service attracting especial attention in the Israeli press.  

His collection spanned an entire wall in his Tel Aviv apartment bedroom (23 Shtand Street), plus an adjoining 
safe as well as an additional safe at the bank (he had suffered a serious IL£1500 burglary in 1952 and everything 
thereafter was fully insured); his collection albums were all custom-made.28 

                                                           
26 Pinchas Kanner as referenced in “Rare Collections of Classical and Thematic Philately” surveying the 1973 Jerusalem Stamp Exhibition, in the ‘Al 
HaMishmar’ newspaper of 22 March 1974, p.8 
27 Hard to find but available here: https://jerusalemstamps.com/KANNER%20&%20SPIEGEL%20on%20ISRAELI%20ARMY%20POSTAL%20SERVICE%20IN%201948-

49%20-%20all%203%20parts.pdf  
28 Asher Ben-Uni “The Private Museum of Yehoshua Spiegel” in ‘Herut’ newspaper of 5 May 1961, p.6: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=hrt19610505-01.1.6&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-

https://jerusalemstamps.com/KANNER%20&%20SPIEGEL%20on%20ISRAELI%20ARMY%20POSTAL%20SERVICE%20IN%201948-49%20-%20all%203%20parts.pdf
https://jerusalemstamps.com/KANNER%20&%20SPIEGEL%20on%20ISRAELI%20ARMY%20POSTAL%20SERVICE%20IN%201948-49%20-%20all%203%20parts.pdf
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=hrt19610505-01.1.6&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a9%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%92%d7%9c%22-------------1
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At the Sukkot holiday period October 1960 “Taviv” exhibition in Tel Aviv, Spiegel won the “Minister of Posts” 

prize for displaying the finest collection, accompanied by a Gold Medal award: he displayed 11 frames of the Doar Ivri 
and Postage Dues stamp issues, 5 frames of Zeppelin mail, 2 frames of army postal service mail, and 2 frames of special 
exhibit items.29 
 
Kanner and Spiegel’s research was based, in their words, on official records at the Israeli Army Archives as well as postal 
history in their own collections. Among the key points in their research are: 

 As per an official order of 18 May (not illustrated) the army’s Signals Corps was to be provide communication 
between military units while a separate Army Postal Service would handle the personal correspondence of 
servicemen.30 

 The army postal service did not have mobile post offices which moved together with military units: rather, 
central regional post offices (literally called “Army Post Office #_”) were permanently located in specific areas, 
and military unit-level post office box numbers (“KABA” numbers) were issued to the relevant army units – the 
numbered triangular handstamps we see on army mail. There were 13 regional APOs and a Return Letter Office 
(of which APO #5 was assigned to Jerusalem), and hundreds of unit-level (KABA) post offices. 

 The nationwide network of the APS was based around 2 national-regional hubs – “Base Army Post 
Offices” – “Base A” in Tel Aviv for any regional APO’s south of Netanya and including Jerusalem, and 
“Base B” in Haifa for any regional APO’s from Netanya northwards. These were the military postal 
equivalents of the “Head Post Offices” of the civilian postal service. 

 These “KABA” triangular handstamps were the responsibility of the unit commanders, considered secret 
devices, and had to be returned to the headquarters of the army postal service when no longer required. While 
the commander apparently had responsibility for his unit’s post office handstamp the actual liaison between his 
unit and the regional office of the army postal service was a ‘postal orderly’ selected for the task by that unit 
commander. 

 Of note specifically with regard to Jerusalem, the key military unit there – the Etzioni brigade – was 
issued sub-divided KABA handstamps whereby many different components of that brigade used the 
same root post office number (i.e. “211”).31 

 
A drawback of Kanner and Spiegel’s work is that their detailed articles don’t cite any sources for their information: a 
researcher cannot tell where assertions they make are based on quoted documented information and where these 
assertions are the authors’ own determinations and suppositions. Much of the text is in the passive voice, meaning no 
‘subject’ takes actual responsibility for the events described. Of note too, they don’t define the period of the siege on 
Jerusalem; they mention the siege but don’t set or any dates for its start and end. 
 
In part 3 of their articles they describe the circular datestamps issued to the regional APO’s: these were made of zinc; up 
until July 1948 some of the datestamps used Western Arabic numerals for the month (as opposed to Roman numerals); 
and at some unspecified time replacement datestamps with slightly larger lettering were issued. Specifically regarding 
APO 3 (in Tel Aviv), they note that the postmark is observed without a datehead on early period strikes but Kanner and 
Spiegel don’t give an estimate of the period that may have occurred.32 
 
As regards APO 5 in Jerusalem, Kanner and Spiegel write that it was set up during the siege “when the area was still cut 
off from the rest of the country and actually a battlefield”. They note further that in order to provide all units in the area 
with postal number handstamps, additional devices with sub-numbers “were locally produced” – these they identify as 
taller triangular handstamps (as opposed to the broader flatter types generally issued).33 
 

 
                                                           
%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a9%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%92%d7%9c%22-------------1 & “Crimes” column in ‘Al HaMishmar’ newspaper of 22 
December 1952, p.3: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/ahr/1952/12/22/01/article/35/?srpos=2&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-

%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a9%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%92%d7%9c%22-------------1  
29 “Edge of the Stamp” column in ‘Davar’ newspaper of 21 October 1960, p.6: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1960/10/21/01/article/45/?srpos=12&e=-----

--en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a9%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%92%d7%9c%22-------------1  
30 Kanner & Spiegel, Ibid, BAPIP #35 p.5 
31 Kanner & Spiegel, Ibid, BAPIP #35 p.6-7, 14, 16 
32 Kanner & Spiegel, Ibid, BAPIP #36 p.3-4, 6 
33 Kanner & Spiegel, Ibid, BAPIP #36 p.6 & BAPIP #35 p.Xa 

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=hrt19610505-01.1.6&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a9%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%92%d7%9c%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/ahr/1952/12/22/01/article/35/?srpos=2&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a9%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%92%d7%9c%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/ahr/1952/12/22/01/article/35/?srpos=2&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a9%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%92%d7%9c%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1960/10/21/01/article/45/?srpos=12&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a9%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%92%d7%9c%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1960/10/21/01/article/45/?srpos=12&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a9%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%92%d7%9c%22-------------1


P a g e  | 27 

 
 
According to their history APO 5 was initially located at the “Bell” building (‘Binyan HaPaamon’) at Camp #1 [“Camp 
Schneller” - the Schneller Orphanage] and staffed by a locally appointed staff; later the APO moved to the General Post 
Office building. They write that the first APO handstamps were large “locally produced provisionals” made of rubber, 
with the earliest observed strike being 4 June 1948 (implying to them that this “indicates that this APO started 
operations on or very close to this date”). They further believe “the late strike of 14 July 1948 must be regarded as 
exceptional because [Headquarters] APS took over this APO on 18th June 1948 and the staff brought with them from Tel 
Aviv the standard equipment, including the metal circular datestamp”.34 They observe different templates of the metal 
datestamp but don’t indicate when these entered or exited use.35 

 
Particularly on the subject of flown mail Kanner and 
Spiegel write, “owing to the difficulties in the postal 
service, personal pressure was exerted on pilots to accept 
letters on the Jerusalem airfield, for further delivery 
through the APS upon arrival in Tel Aviv”; they don’t 
indicate what were the mentioned “difficulties” with the 
postal service. They display and describe a civilian-
addressed cover franked 10 mils (domestic letter postage) 
using a 2nd issue local Jerusalem stamp which was 
cancelled by Base APO A (Tel Aviv) on 9 June 1948, and 
that the cover’s back is stamped by a boxed cachet 
“Commander of Brigade Air Service” which they describe 
as “a kind of ‘authorisation’ for the pilot’s accepting the 
letter”. They add that the APS headquarters “tolerated the 

handling of such mail for humanitarian reasons” although the army’s cancelling of civilian postage was against 
regulations. 

 
Kanner and Spiegel illustrate an additional letter, 
addressed to someone at a shop in Tel Aviv, here franked 
10 mils using the 3rd local Jerusalem stamps which are 
cancelled by Base APO A (Tel Aviv) on 14 June 1948; the 
cover is return addressed to a Mordechai HaLevi at the 
Brigade Air Service, Jerusalem and bears a linear text 
handstamp as “Personal Adjutant to the Outpost 
Commander”.36 For some reason they didn’t address the 
presence of a 7 June dated datestamp of the Jerusalem 
Signals Corps office (the circular datestamp at the top 
right). 
 
According to Kanner and Spiegel’s history, APO 5 in 
Jerusalem was originally locally established in early June 
and came under the actual control of the Army Postal 
Service on 18 June. Their comments here are important to 
quote verbatim as these are some of the influential 
comments they made which were subsequently relied 
upon in later research on this subject: “The taking over of 
the APO 5 by the APS, on 18th June 1948, marked a 
considerable improvement as only then mail was also 
delivered to Jerusalem. The “Burma Road” being still under 

construction, the mail was carried by the AIR SUPPLY SERVICES (‘Sherut Haspaka Muteset’ – [better translated as “Flown 
Supply Services”]) in close co-operation with the Rear-Headquarters, Jerusalem Area. At first only ordinary letters, official 
mail and printed matter were flown, while registered mail and parcels were transported by the special vans operated 
between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem by the Rear-HQ, but during the second half of July all the mail was carried by air.”37 
 

                                                           
34 Kanner & Spiegel, Ibid, BAPIP #36 p.7 & Xc 
35 Ibid p.8 & Xb 
36 Ibid p.7-8 & Xc 
37 Ibid p.8 
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Likewise Kanner and Spiegel’s comments on flown Jewish Agency mail and the circumstances surrounding it were 
influential on researchers and should be reproduced here verbatim: “It is significant for the high sense of duty of the APS 
that during the period from the end of June to the month of July, 1948 it assisted the Jewish Agency in carrying their daily 
mail between the Jerusalem Head Office and their Tel Aviv offices. In spite of the civilian status of the Agency, it was 
recognized that her exceptional position and tasks during the emergency merited the priority of an airmail service, and 
these arrangements terminated only on 2nd August, 1948, when the carrying of the APS mail by air was discontinued 
and all the mail service between the Base APO A in Tel Aviv and APO 5 in Jerusalem was effected by road transportation. 
 
The operations of the APO 5 can thus be grouped by its status in three periods:- 

1. Local status from about 4th June to 18th June, 1948, under the responsibility of the area-command, the mail 
being flown out only from Jerusalem; 

2. APS status from 18th June to 2nd August, 1948 with mail service both ways by air; 
3. APS status from 2nd August, 1948 till the closing of the APO in June, 1949 with regular mail service by road.”38 

 

 
 
This then is a summary across three pages of Kanner and Spiegel’s influential and groundbreaking research which 
spanned almost 50 densely written and illustrated pages. It was necessary to highlight and even quote specific 
assertions because as we shall see these tenets form the foundation of virtually everything that has subsequently been 
written about Jerusalem mail in this period: even minor matters such as the use of certain datestamps, their local 
production or any dates at all enabled future researchers to establish linkages between events, and these are critical 
points which this article’s research will address further on. 
 
At this juncture, in this chapter, we are only making an acquaintance with the tenets of the prevailing narrative; we will 
refer back to very specific and cited portions of this and other sources of this narrative further in the course of our 
research. 
 
 

B. Yehuda Levanon, Yirmiyahu Rimon & the Gelling of the Existing Narrative 
The existing narrative of Jerusalem mail generated much traction from 1979 into the early 1980s: the Israeli produced 
“Holy Land Postal History” (HLPH) bulletin, of the Society of the Postal History of Eretz Israel, published in 1979 in its 
first issue a never before seen civilian cover, sent by a Mr. Armoni to his brother in Tel Aviv, franked 10 mils and 
cancelled on 16 May 1948 by the Israeli trilingual postmark in Tel Aviv – noteworthy for being handstamped “Hizkiyahu 
Brigade Engineering Unit” and bearing an ostensible authorizing signature, “Authorized – Yehuda”. By this time it was in 
the collection of Yirmiyahu Rimon but he had obtained it from a person who had presented it at a speech before the 
Society, Yehuda Levanon: it was Levanon’s name signed on the front of that cover.  
 
By way of illustrating consistency in the developing narrative here too HLPH opened the short article by restating (with 
reference to Kanner and Spiegel) what was taken to be the accepted version of postal events in Jerusalem: “Readers are 
familiar with the airmail service that operated from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv, and vice-versa, during the period of the siege 
of the City in April-June 1948. Almost all of the mail sent this way was Army mail. The first letters so sent carried an Army 

                                                           
38 Ibid p.8 
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hand stamp, of which several different varieties are known. One that has not been seen before is illustrated [here]... [Mr. 
Levanon] explained that this was one of the letters sent during the Menorah Club Period, but not in the ordinary way.”39 
 

 
 
(We will discuss ‘Menorah Club’ mail as well as other types from Jerusalem further down; the short article didn’t 
elaborate on what was meant by “not the ordinary way”, but we will understand the implication when we address this 
type of mail in the 3rd part of this article in which we examine and evaluate postal history of this period.) 
 
The matter was elucidated upon two years later when Yehuda Levanon himself penned a portion of a highly influential 
article on Jerusalem mail, with the collector Yirmiyahu Rimon, detailing his personal recollections.40 As Rimon expressed 
it, the purpose of that joint article was to “compile systematically and critically all the available information on the Air 
Mail(sic) service from Jerusalem during the siege.” Levanon’s portion was critical because it appears to have been the 
first time the subject of flown mail was described first-hand by an apparent real participant to the event.41 On account 
of this article being so influential I reproduce it in full in Appendix I of this article.  
 
In it, Levanon describes the military situation in March 1948 as one where the main road between Jerusalem and Tel 
Aviv was “firmly blocked” by Arab fighters, and that the “only connection” with the headquarters of the pre-State army, 
the ‘Haganah’, being by way of wireless transmitters. He writes that the nucleus of the future air force (called the 
“Sherut Avir” - the ‘Air Service’) was being formed in Tel Aviv.  
 
About himself, Levanon writes that he served in the Engineering unit of the 6th ‘Etzioni’ brigade in Jerusalem and that 
[in April 1948] he received a signal ordering his section to quickly prepare a landing strip in Jerusalem “which would 
accomodate the tiny aircraft which were used by Sherut Avir, namely, monoplanes type Piper Cub and biplanes of the 
type Tiger Moth”. His unit found a suitable site in the area of today’s Sacher Park, and established it using a steamroller 
stolen from the Mandate’s Public Works Department. Levanon was put in charge of the strip, which he codenamed 
“Marom” for the Hebrew acronym of the name “Maslul Rehavia veMatzleva” (The Rehavia and Monastery of the Cross 
Landing Strip). He writes that the first landing on the strip was made on Friday, 6 April at 4:30am, that the plane brought 
official mail and ammunition and took back to Tel Aviv official mail only. The air strip became so busy that as many as six 
landings were made per day. He notes that some of the planes made a distinct noise and were nicknamed “Primus”, 
after a certain Swedish pressure cooker. In the pre-Independence period the frequent air activity could not be kept 
secret and the Haganah maintained rules of conspiracy, whereby the Engineering section was code-named “’Hizkiyahu’ 
after the code-name of the first commander of this unit who was killed in action”. 
 
He writes that the “the siege of Jerusalem caught many fighters and civilian truck drivers who dared the barricaded road 
to Jerusalem in March and April, without any means of letting their families know of their situation. Out of necessity the 
first deliveries of Air Mail from Jerusalem began.” Referring to the subject of the ‘Menorah Club’ which we will address 
in part 3 of this article, he writes further “although ‘Air Mail’ services from besieged Jerusalem were later somewhat 

                                                           
39 HLPH #1, Summer 1979, p.19 (unattributed); see: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rwsa/#p=1  
40 “The Air Mail from Besieged Jerusalem” in HLPH #8 – Summer 1981, p.362-364 Yehuda Levanon, 364-379 Yirmiyahu Rimon; see: 
https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/yejk/#p=1  
41 Levanon did write an article “Postal Services in Besieged Jerusalem” in ‘The Holy Land Philatelist’ in 1959 (THLP #58-59, p.1227), which I haven’t 
seen, but for our purposes his portion of the 1981 article described above seems to be precedent-setting and so more relevant for our article. 

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rwsa/#p=1
https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/yejk/#p=1
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‘institutionalized’ through the good auspices of ‘Menorah’ club, no similar arrangements were ever made in Tel Aviv. This 
meant that there were quite a few letters flown out of Jerusalem, stamped with different cancellations: ‘Menorah’ club, 
‘Hizkiyahu’ and at later dates, ‘Doar Tzvai Basis Alef’ [Base APO A in Tel Aviv, as mentioned earlier]. There were very few 
covers, if any, of mail flown into Jerusalem.” 

 
Levanon adds that “from April to June (1948) there was no way for any kind of ‘civilian’ mail to get aboard any of the 
small planes which landed and took off at Marom. But there were some exceptions” and he refers to the cover we saw 
above – sent by Mr. Armoni (though his recollections in this article don’t reveal why Mr. Armoni was accorded this 
privilege). “Mr. Armoni and a very small number of privileged civilians sent their mail through the Engineering Section of 
the 6 Division [Brigade] Headquarters. These letters were stamped by me with the section’s official stamp and authorized 
by me, using my first name only because of a conspiratory habit so as not to reveal my identity.” 
 
He concludes his recollections by writing that “Marom was handed over by me to an embryonic unit of the Israel Air 
Force sometime during the third or fourth week in May… Marom was in operation for eleven weeks only, from April 16 to 
July 5 or 6. After the first cease-fire the road to Jerusalem was opened and there was no need for an Air Force Base in 
Jerusalem; neither was there a need for the emergency Air Mail Service(sic) from Jerusalem.” 
 
On account of the matter being so brazen I have to say at this juncture, before we continue with this survey of the 
existing narrative, that virtually every point made by Levanon in his article is factually incorrect – and we will address 
his and all the other points, one-by-one, further in this article. For the sake of accuracy this article will refer to the air 
strip at Rehavia as “Maram” and not as “Marom” per Levanon – we will see why in the course of this article. 
 
In Yirmiyahu Rimon’s portion of the article, attempting to establish a historiographic methodology, some of the salient 
points he makes are: 

 The ‘postal siege’ on Jerusalem can be dated from 25 April 1948, “the official termination date of the Mandate 
postal services”, where the latest known dated postal item to have left the city via the postal service was posted 
on 22 April; 

 He considers the ‘postal siege’ to have ended when regular postal services between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv 
were renewed, “at the end of June”; 

 He writes that the ‘Maram’ airstrip functioned from 16 April “to about July 6th”, adding that “this airstrip was for 
most of this time the only connection with the rest of the country”; 

 Priority was given to war-related needs, leaving little room for mail, and that the airstrip was only capable of 
handling light aircraft (with limited payload); 

 “Most of the load was naturally carried in the direction of Tel Aviv to Jerusalem and therefore almost no mail 
was carried in this direction. Consequently no organized Air Mail(sic) service is known to have existed in this 
direction and only a few letters with some kind of Jerusalem arrival cancellation (Army or civilian) are known 
from this period”; 

 “However in the opposite direction, Jerusalem to Tel Aviv, there was an organized and controlled Air Mail 
service, which we will try to describe in this article,” But “even this organized service was very limited”; 

 As regards Army mail and APO 5 in Jerusalem, in particular, Rimon adopts Kanner and Spiegel’s information that 
the provisional APO 5 rubberstamp was in use “until mid-July”, but that on 18 June the standard metal postmark 
of the APS was received (on the occasion of the APO coming under APS control, per Kanner and Spiegel), and 
shows a 4 June dated document from the Etzioni Brigade communications officer appearing to show that the 
APO itself began operating on 7 June. 

 
On the subject of identifying actual air mail, Rimon writes that the few letters which reference the Air Service in the 
sender’s address can be considered air mail letters, but that in other cases “we have no direct proof that a particular 
letter was actually flown out of the city”, lacking special markings as observed even on period emergency services like 
Nahariya’s sea-borne mail. 
 
Rimon’s proposed methodology to otherwise identify air mail is by way of “an arrival cancellation or a dispatch mark, 
which shows that the letter actually left Jerusalem in a period during which no other mail connection existed”, and he 
estimates that period to be from 22 April until the end of May, when “sparse and difficult” road transportation began 
via the improvised ‘Burma Road’. He opines that “a small number of letters may have been transported by couriers in 
this way” but knows of no such letters pre-dating the second week of June. 
 
Another method proposed by Rimon is identification “based on our knowledge of the dispatch regulations governing 
the Air Mail service from Jerusalem”, knowledge “based on research made close to the time of the events and on 
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personal information such as the one supplied by [Levanon] in the previous section”. In this regard Rimon writes “It is 
known that four classes of mail were flown out of Jerusalem by the Air Service; in order of priority they are: 1) Army 
mail, 2) ‘Menorah Club’ mail, 3) Privileged non-official and civilian mail, 4) Jewish Agency mail”, concluding “as far as the 
first three are concerned it is almost certain that every letter belonging to them was actually flown. Therefore such a 
letter from the period May-June can be considered an Air Mail letter even without any additional proof. The mail 
belonging to the fourth class is not as decisive and needs some additional substantiation since not all of this mail was 
flown”. Emphasis mine. 
 
We will address each of these different classifications of flown mail further in this article, but of import is Rimon’s 
attempt to reconcile conflicting information on the core element of Army mail – because understanding when and how 
it was flown affects the possibility of other classes of mail also being flown: 
 
He considers Kanner and Spiegel’s assertion that mail continued being flown until 2 August, well beyond the time when 
the ‘Burma Road’ opened, as against Levanon’s recollection that the ‘Maram’ airstrip ceased operations on 6 July – and 
gives weight to the former.  
 
And as regards the contrary school of thought, represented by chiefly Professor Ehud Jungwirth, Rimon considers the 
positon and writes “In any case all researchers except Jungwirth are unanimous about the fact that army mail coming 
from Jerusalem in May and June was actually flown out. Jungwirth postulates that army mail as well as ‘Menorah Club’ 
mail was transferred by convoys via the Burma Road as early as 20th May when the road was ‘cleared’ and a limited use 
of it was made. However he only points out that there was another possibility besides Air Mail but does not prove that 
this possibility was actually exploited. Consequently, we do not accept this conjecture and prefer to accept the more 
common information, which is based on many sources, that Army mail was in fact flown during May and June.” 
 
While Rimon at least acknowledged that a contrary school of thought existed – however he evaluated its worth – it is 
somewhat amusing to observe his self-implicating comment made early on that “we have no direct proof that a 
particular letter was actually flown out of the city”. And in his concluding comments he basically confirms that his 
position (‘school of thought’ as I express it) is as much based on conjecture as his allegation towards Jungwirth’s 
positing, writing “…we have encountered many difficult and complicated problems [arising] from the interrelations 
between the different methods of transportation of mail as well as lack of proven information about the relevant periods 
for each method, and the authorization to use the various services. We do not have as clear cut and unambiguous 
answers to all these problems and would to have have and in some cases we have to rely on various degrees of 
probability, conjecture, personal knowledge or collected knowledge without substantiation. This is typical of events that 
took place during those hectic times, that were unrecorded properly at the time and were researched only much later.”  
 
(Here we take note of Rimon’s reference to this period as a “hectic time”, ostensibly forgiving the implied circumstance 
that documentation is lacking: “hectic times” and similar expressions, as we will see further in our research, are 
important underpinnings to the prevaling narrative, to explain and justify various procedures and empiral postal history 
which otherwise stands in conflict of published and documented regulations.) 
 
 

C. “Jerusalem & Safed Postal Services in the Transition Period” – Shimony / Rimon / Karpovsky 
The above surveyed article is the jelled cornerstone of the existing narrative, which in time came to the fore, crystallized 
and with much more postal history illustrations and documents, in the form of the comprehensive book “Jerusalem and 
Safed Postal Services in the Transition Period” (known in shorthand also as ‘JSPS’) by Zvi Shimony, Yirmiyahu Rimon and 
Itamar Karpovsky, in 2004. There, in laying out the book’s methodology of establishing the period of siege on Jerusalem, 
the authors wrote that there was both a ‘postal siege’ on Jerusalem as well as a ‘physical siege’ on the city: “the postal 
siege began when the regular post stopped arriving to the Jewish community in Jerusalem and they could not send 
letters outside. This coincides with the arrival of the last convoy to Jerusalem on 20th April 1948.” That is to say, by their 
methodology, the siege on Jerusalem in both its physical and postal sense, began on 20 April. They grant that “the 
British post continued operating until at least 26th April [but] it was inaccessible to most of the Jewish population and 
very probably it ceased distribution of incoming mail even earlier”.42 
 
--- 
Rounding out this survey of the existing narrative, the accepted school of thought, is a small but influential facet of that 
narrative first raised by Kanner and Spiegel in a separate article, in which they observed that the regional APO 3 (Tel 

                                                           
42 Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services in the Transition Period” by Zvi Shimony, Yirmiyahu Rimon and Itamar Karpovsky; 2004, p.135 
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Aviv) postmark is observed without a datehead in the period 22-26 May;43 the philatelist Hans Muenz subsequently 
added (1982) that he found a 27 May letter postmarked from Jerusalem with a similar dateless APO 3 arrival postmark 
and opined that this type of postmark may then have been in use as late as 28-30 May (in any case concluding that his 
observed covers “were certainly flown”).44 According to the prevailing narrative and our present knowledge base the 
presence of the dateless APO 3 postmark on most pieces of mail is usually evaluated as a sign that the postal item 
dates to 22-27/30 May – and that in virtually every circumstance, particularly regarding Jerusalem and the Negev, it 
was flown. 
--- 
 
Now we will begin sharing our new research: this is a multi-step process of sharing information, whose first step – its 
foundation, “Part 1” – must necessarily be to establish ‘context’, to understand the circumstances of the period and 
subject in question.  
 
Here, as our starting point, we will want to understand what entities are involved in our study of the history and postal 
history of this period (directly or indirectly affecting it) – what were their functions and authority. Once we’ve 
established who they were and what they did, it will be much easier to understand the ‘circumstances’ of the time – 
helping us grapple with the question of “the siege”, when did it begin and how long did it last. After that, it will be 
possible to address directly specific matters pertaining to mail and postal history of this period.  
 
Our research then is a cross-examination of the existing narrative’s representation of the historical period of 1948, and 
generating a revised appraisal of what constitutes Jerusalem’s “siege period”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

                                                           
43 “The Menorah Club Mail Service from Besieged Jerusalem - 1948” by P. Kanner & Y. Spiegel in BAPIP #41 (Dec. 1962) 
44 “Early Postmarks of Army Post Office 3” by Hans Georg Muentz in HLPH #11 – Summer 1982, p.571-572: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rxuh/#p=1  

 

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rxuh/#p=1


P a g e  | 33 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PART 1 
Re-examining the History of Palestine and Jerusalem in 1948, and 

Revising the History of Jerusalem from March-August 1948 
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In order to understand the circumstances of postal service with Jerusalem in the period April-June 1948 we need to first 
understand the geographic, administrative and military circumstances of the city at this time. This requires us to gapple 
with multiple parallel entities within Palestine and within subjects and locales inside Palestine; multiplicity is a 
characteristic of this period of the country's history. Although portions of our review may initially appear complex and 
obtuse, they are not unnecessary and are in fact vital for our subsequent understanding of events further in this article – 
no detail mentioned is without value to us.  
 
Our aim in writing a chapter like this is to begin the process of revising the prevailing narrative’s notion that by 1948 
there existed some kind of ‘chaos’ or lack of authority within Jewish Palestine, thereby paving the way in the area of 
postal history to permit the possibility of undocumented (improvised) regulations or procedures, and the legitimization of 
dubious postal items. 
 
 

II. Getting Familiar with the Key Institutions 
In the period where the existing narrative posits that the siege began, 20 April 1948, Palestine was still governed by the 
British Mandate. As such all aspects of government, governance and official services rested with the Mandate 
authorities, including postal services, the military, civilian aviation, transportation and so on. I use the word “official” 
there to distinguish from the unofficial parallel self-government of the Jews in Palestine, whose entity is often called 
“the Yishuv” (‘the settlement’ – the Jewish community of Palestine): the ‘Yishuv’ had its own internal government with 
national and international aspirations, as well as its own self-defence forces. 
 
In the broad scheme of things, encompassing Mandatory Palestine was the British Mandatory administration charged by 
international agreements pertaining to granting Britain the Mandate and responsible for all aspects of life in the 
country. Just below this layer of authority, as regards the Jewish ‘Yishuv’, there existed a myriad of institutions of which 
the most relevant for us can be summarized as 3 – all established variously in 1920, just after the creation of the 
Mandate that year: 
 

 Knesset Israel: in 1920 there was established a quasi-parliament based on proportional representation by 
political parties, called the “Assembly of Representatives [of Knesset Israel]” (‘Asefat HaNivharim’), which was to 
meet once a year to elect an executive body, essentially the ‘government’ of the Yishuv – called the “Jewish 
National Council” (‘HaVaad HaLeumi’). These two bodies were known by the collective name “Knesset Israel” 
which declared itself to be the “supreme body responsible for the public and national interests of the Jewish 
people in Palestine [‘Eretz Israel’], the sole representative of the people internally [towards the Mandate 
authorities] and externally [towards international bodies]”; every Jewish resident was a member of Knesset 
Israel by default, provided he was listed in the Knesset’s “registry of adults” (‘Pinkas HaBogrim’).  
 
In principle the Assembly only met 4 times between 1920 and 1948 to elect a Jewish National Council, and it 
was beset by a number of weaknesses: the Mandate authorities, recognizing Knesset Israel’s desire to pave the 
way to autonomous rule, avoided cooperating with it in order to curb its influence, insisting that its operation 
adhere to the regulations of the Mandate government, and did not permit it to impose taxes on the Jews; the 
Orthodox religious (“Haredi”) parties as well as right-wing parties did not fully cooperate with the body, being 
skeptical of it for various reasons (the Haredi parties even gaining approval for their supporters to opt out from 
appearing in the ‘registry of adults’); the institution was seen was undemocratic, with infrequent and 
unscheduled elections, and in some settlements no elections for it even took place – including Jerusalem.45  
 
In any case the Jewish National Council was primarily involved in domestic matters such as welfare, social work, 
healthcare, culture, education, and religious courts; its “foreign relations” were limited to representing the 
Yishuv before the Mandate authorities, the Arabs and the Jewish Agency (see below). The Chief Rabbinate and 
nationwide religious councils were subordinated to Knesset Israel as a whole.46 
 

                                                           
45 Knesset Israel in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9B%D7%A0%D7%A1%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C_(%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%92%D7%95%D7%9F)  
46 Jewish National Council in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%95%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%90%D7%95%D7%9E%D7%99 & “Knesset Israel” 
ibid 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9B%D7%A0%D7%A1%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C_(%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%92%D7%95%D7%9F)
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%95%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%90%D7%95%D7%9E%D7%99
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47 
 

 The Jewish Agency: the “Assembly of Representatives”, in establishing its own executive branch (the JNC) and 
defining Knesset Israel’s role as the representative of the Jewish community in Palestine (the ‘Yishuv’), also 
recognized the status of the existing “World Zionist Organization” (WZO) – the body which established and ran 
the quadrennial international “Zionist Congresses” (itself created by Theodore Herzl at the 1st Zionist Congress 
in 1897) – as the body “responsible for questions pertaining to the establishment of a Jewish home in 
Palestine”.48 The WZO’s own executive branch was known by various names over time, initially as the “Palestine 
Office”, then the “Zionist Commission”, later the “Palestine Zionist Executive” before being renamed by its more 
well-known title, the “Jewish Agency for Palestine”. 
 
The Zionist Executive, established also in 1920, was charged with carrying out the decisions of the WZO and its 
steering committee, the Zionist General Council. The Zionist Executive carried out its duties through specialized 
departments: the “Political Department”, the “Department for Aliya [Jewish immigration] & Labor”, the 
“Department for Settlement” and the “Department for Education & Health”; the Executive also operated by way 
of different fundraising institutions of the World Zionist Organization, such as the “Jewish National Fund” and 
“Keren HaYesod”. These core responsibilities were absorbed by the Jewish Agency when the branch was 
renamed in 1929, and the Agency’s governing body was called the “Jewish Agency Executive”.49  
 
Here the distinction between the two executive bodies, the “Jewish National Council” and the “Jewish Agency” 
became pronounced: the former was limited financially as the Mandatory authorities prevented it from 
imposing direct taxes on the ‘Yishuv’ (it subsisted instead from indirect levies such as “Matzo taxes” and other 
voluntary taxes); the latter body enjoyed better international relations and status with foreign governments, 
particularly the British government, and was able to raise funds from its international branches and fundraisers. 
As such it was the Jewish Agency which in time supplanted the JNC as the ‘real’ executive branch of both the 
World Zionist Organization as well as the domestic government, Knesset Israel. The Jewish Agency oversaw 
matters pertaining to international relations, security and economic matters, immigration, settlement in 
Palestine, agriculture, and trade and industry. The JNC was relegated to micro-level domestic matters, shorn of 
strategic subjects even those of domestic defense and security.50 

 

 The Haganah: prior to 1920 Jewish self-defense in Palestine existed initially as hired non-Jewish guardmen and 
the later in the early 20th Century as localized guilds of Jewish guardmen, initially the “Bar Giora” defense groups 
and shortly thereafter “HaShomer” (The Watchman), run along the lines of Jewish laborers and pioneers being 
seconded to self-defense duties.  
 
Following the First World War the approach to Jewish self-defense in Palestine developed along political-
ideological lines, where the right wing represented by Zeev Jabotinsky promoted the notion of legalized Jewish 
self-defense based on existing Jewish military forces from WWI or at least overt legalized police units under 

                                                           
47 P.75 of State Archive file on Vaadat Yerushalyim: https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292  
48 “Knesset Israel” Ibid & https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/World_Zionist_Organization  
49 Zionist Executive in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%94%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%AA 
& Zionist General Council in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%95%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%9
9%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99  
50 Jewish National Council, Ibid. The degree to which the Jewish Agency was involved in virtually every aspect of activity involving the Jewish 
diaspora and the development of the state-in-the-making in Palestine cannot be overstated. If for instance in World War II the Soviet Union’s ‘total 
war’ effort was run by its all-powerful “State Defence Committee”, Britain’s by its “war cabinet” and Germany’s by its entrenched Nazi Party 
apparatus, the Jews had the Jewish Agency – derided and chronically underfunded, but present ‘everywhere’ doing innumerable things by force of 
sheer superhuman motivation (see for instance “Arrows in the Dark” / “חץ בערפל” by Tuvia Friling, 1998/2005 - 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arrows_in_the_Dark). 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/World_Zionist_Organization
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%94%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%AA
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%95%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%95%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arrows_in_the_Dark
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British control; the left-labor wing saw the future of Jewish self-defense as being an enterprise entirely in Jewish 
hands and clearly subordinated to the Zionist movement’s leadership.  
 
A combination of Arab physical violence against the Jews in 1920-21 and the inability to mobilize Jewish British 
military units to aid the Jews, together with the prominence of the labor-Zionist movement in Palestine led to 
the ascendency of the latter line of thinking. This brought about the foundation of the “Haganah” as a self-
defense enterprise initially under the aegis of the ‘Ahdut Avoda’ political party and then shortly thereafter, with 
the founding of the “Histadrut” General Labor Federation in 1920, as a jointly managed entity between both 
bodies.51  
 
The Histadrut was a unique entity in labor history, as an ideologically led union of workers – the largest in the 
country – which espoused equality and cooperativism (whereby factories are owned by their workers and not 
by capitalists): it was both a union of workers as well as an employer of those workers in various companies 
across many different fields, so heavily involved in state-building that by the 1970s it became the country’s 
second largest employer after the government. The “Histadrut” accepted the supremacy of the Zionist Executive 
(the Jewish Agency) as the body in charge of the overall Zionist enterprise, and the latter in turn viewed the 
Histadrut, across it various fields of activity, as a large unified operational arm for the practical implementation 
of its policies, including defense; commercial activities doubled up to serve covert military ends.52 
 
Although the Haganah grew and developed from the 1920s into the 1940s, in its crystalized form, it established 
a “National Command” (‘HaMifkada HaArzit’) over itself in 1930 – a bureau composed of an equal number of 
members of the Histadrut and members of the ‘Civilian Camp’ (non-union members – traders, merchants, 
members of the peasants’ association), and subordinated to the Jewish National Council and to the Jewish 
Agency. This command handled matters such as recruiting and auxiliary protection, acquisition and 
manufacturing of weapons, and finance.53 The development of the Haganah into a pre-State ‘army’ saw it 
establish the position of a “Head of the National Command” (‘Rosh HaMifkada HaArzit’ – known by the acronym 
‘RaMA’) in 1937, an appointment chosen by the Jewish Agency. In 1939 the Haganah established a “General 
Staff” with a Chief of Staff subordinated to the “National Command” and its head, the ‘RaMA’: the “National 
Command” was a political body setting policy while the “General Staff” set operational policy; both branches 
together were termed the Haganah “High Command”.54 The Haganah developed air and naval branches. 
 
Of relevance for our study, from the Haganah there arose additional armed forces: in 1931, following 
disagreements in defense policy, a group of Haganah members – mostly members of the right-wing Revisionist 
movement – broke away from the force to form a separate more activist force in Jerusalem, initially called 
“Haganah B” (‘Haganah Bet’) which in time became known as the “National Military Organization” or “Irgun” 
(Organization) – known by its acronym in Hebrew as “Etzel”. In 1940 the Irgun itself experienced a split and 
more activist members, led by Avraham Stern, formed the “Fighters for the Freedom of Israel” also known as 
the “Stern Group” – known by its acronym in Hebrew as “Lechi”. Separately, by way of internal development, 
for the purpose of assisting the British in World War II, in 1941 a special strike force known as “Shock 
Companies” (the ‘Palmach’) were formed within the Haganah; as the tide of the War shifted to the Allies’ favor 
in 1942 the British stopped funding the Palmach but it continued to exist reincarnated as a self-sustained labor-
agricultural pioneer and soldiering force, and owing to its members’ socialist ideology and esprit, the Palmach 
grew to become by 1948 a separate armed force, with naval and air units, nominally subordinated to the 
Hanagah but led by its own command staff.55 

 
The sheer scope of organization and interdepartmental cooperation of the ‘Yishuv’ was such that by 1946 the report of 
the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry on Palestine stated, “The Jews have developed, under the aegis of the Jewish 
Agency and the JNC, a strong and tightly-woven community. There thus exists a virtual Jewish non-territorial State with 
its own executive and legislative organs...”56 As expressed by the historian, Tom Segev, in his book “1949”, the ‘first 

                                                           
51 Haganah in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%94%D7%92%D7%A0%D7%94  
52 General Labor Union of Eretz Israel in Hebrew & English: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%94%D7%A1%D7%AA%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%9B%D7%9C%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%A
9%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%91%D7%93%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%91%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%A5_%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C  
53 National Command in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A4%D7%A7%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%AA 
54 Haganah in Hebrew, Ibid 
55 Palmach in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A4%D7%9C%D7%9E%22%D7%97  
56 The report of the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry, Chapter VIII. “The State Within the State” cited in 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jewish_National_Council  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%94%D7%92%D7%A0%D7%94
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%94%D7%A1%D7%AA%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%9B%D7%9C%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%A9%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%91%D7%93%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%91%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%A5_%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%94%D7%A1%D7%AA%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%9B%D7%9C%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%A9%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%91%D7%93%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%91%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%A5_%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A4%D7%A7%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%AA
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A4%D7%9C%D7%9E%22%D7%97
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jewish_National_Council
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Israelis’ had a “mystical belief in the power of bureaucracy to solve problems”;57 he expressed this somewhat 
sarcastically, but indeed the Zionist leadership relied upon delegated authority and full responsibility within 
compartmentalized assignments of tasks as the method by which to effect operations and advance policies. 
 

 
 
 

A. The Key Institutions on the Eve of Independence 
Approaching the United Nations vote on the question of partitioning Palestine into a Jewish and an Arab State, on 29 
Nov. 1947, on 12 August 1947 the Jewish National Council and the Jewish Agency formed a “Situational Commission” 
(‘Vaadat HaMatzav’) also called the “Emergency Committee”, a 13-man special commission which dealt with preparing 
the detailed and practical foundations for the coming independent Jewish state. The Commission was divided into 
committees, each in charge of investigating and establishing the offices and functions of the future state. Its head was 
David Ben-Gurion, the chairman of the Jewish Agency Executive, and its secretary was Zeev Sherf. A special counterpart 
commission was established in Jerusalem, known as the “Jerusalem Committee” (‘Vaadat Yerushalayim’), whose 
secretary was Hanna Even-Tov;58 Sherf and Even-Tov will figure prominently in our research below. The “Assembly of 
Representatives” ceased to convene from Oct. 1947 until the establishment of Israel.59 
 
It may seem that a history of Israel is dominated by the personality of David Ben-Gurion and that anything written about 
Israel invariably involves him almost exclusively. There is a reason for that: Ben-Gurion founded, developed and led most 
of the institutions mentioned in our survey. He co-founded the Histadrut and served as its general secretary from 1921-
1935; the political party “Ahdut HaAvoda” which he co-founded and led in 1919 in time became the leading party of the 
Yishuv and then of Israel, “Mapai” (the ‘Eretz Israel Workers Party’); then from 1935 to 1948 Ben-Gurion became the 
chairman of the executive committee of the Jewish Agency before becoming the Prime Minister and Defense Minister of 
Israel, leading the country almost continuously for 28 years, from 1935 until 1963.60 As expressed by Tom Segev, Ben-
Gurion was “the source of all authority, creator of precedents and values, unique in his generation”.61 

                                                           
57 Tom Segev, “1949: The First Israelis”, Owl Books (1998), p.299 
58 Emergency Committee in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A6%D7%91 and a 
little biography on this recurring name in the correspondences: http://www.zionistarchives.org.il/AttheCZA/Pages/MosheMossekBook.aspx  
59 Assembly of Representatives in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A0%D7%91%D7%97%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D  
60 For example “David Ben-Gurion”: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Ben-Gurion  
61 Segev, “1949” (Ibid), p.177 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A6%D7%91
http://www.zionistarchives.org.il/AttheCZA/Pages/MosheMossekBook.aspx
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A0%D7%91%D7%97%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Ben-Gurion
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Approaching the period of the termination of the Mandate, on 1 March 1948 the Jewish National Council decided to 
create an interim ‘Peoples Council’ based on members of the JNC, Jewish Agency and others,62 and on 12 April 1948 the 
Zionist General Council (the steering committee of the World Zionist Movement) called for the establishment of a 
caretaker government with a cabinet to see lead the State-in-the-making through the turbulent period of the end of the 
Mandate to the eve of the establishment of the independent Jewish State, on 15 May 1948. The interim government, 
called “Moetzet Ha’am” (“Peoples’ Council”), numbered 37 members along political party representation;63 the 13-
member cabinet derived from it was called “Minhelet Ha’am” (“Administrative Council” aka “National Council”), led by 
Ben-Gurion though partially comprised of different members to those of the 13-member Emergency Committee. With 
the establishment of Israel, from 15 May, the Peoples’ Council would become the “Provisional Peoples’ Council”, the 
provisional parliament – the legislative body, and the “National Council” would become the “Provisional Government” 
– the executive body.64 Members of the Peoples’ Council signed the Declaration of Independence on 14 May 1948.65 

 
Military matters also underwent changes, though these created turbulence and confusion. Ben-Gurion held several key 
positions – as the head of “Minhelet Haam”, the head of the Jewish Agency, and the chairman of the World Zionist 
Organization. As head of the Minhelet Haam, Ben-Gurion held the defense portfolio as Minister of Defense and his view 
was that a future Israeli army had to be a single unified national force with a single high command. The Chief of Staff of 
the Haganah was general Yaakov Dori; the Head of the National Command (RaMA) was the civilian Israel Galili: Dori was 
absent due to illness (filled in for by his deputy and future 2nd Chief of Staff, Yigal Yadin) and Ben-Gurion saw Galili’s 
position as both unnecessary and harmful to the establishment of a single command. Seeing himself, as Minister of 
Defense, suitable to temporarily fill Galili’s role to control the General Staff, on 3 May 1948 he terminated Galili’s 
position effectively firing him, and this in turn led to a “generals’ revolt” wherein key commanders quit. The Haganah 
was left temporarily leaderless until shortly before the 14 May declaration of independence, when Ben-Gurion recalled 
Galili to be unspecified “assistant” to the Minister of Defense. The problem of a single command rumbled through the 
summer of 1948, where one aspect of the crisis was the impression among the senior commanders that those with prior 
service in the British army were favored by Ben-Gurion over those without such experience.66 
 

 

                                                           
62 Knesset Israel in Hebrew, Ibid 
63 Moetzet Haam in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%9D  
64 Minhelet Haam in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%9D  
65 Moetzet Haam in Hebrew, Ibid 
66 Generals Revolt (1948) in Hebrew & English: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%92%D7%A0%D7%A8%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D_(1948) 
& Yaakov Dori in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%A2%D7%A7%D7%91_%D7%93%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%99. Ben-Gurion formed a 
Ministerial “Committee of Five” in July 1948 to study the relations between civilian and military command of the army, in time acting as a liaison 
between him and the army commanders – but when their findings did not please him, he threatened to quit, and that terminated the proposals of 
the Committee – see “Committee of Five” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%94 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%9C%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%92%D7%A0%D7%A8%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D_(1948)
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%A2%D7%A7%D7%91_%D7%93%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%99
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%94
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III. Jerusalem in 1948 
We have now undertaken a survey of the various political and military bodies which existed at the time of our study, 
what they did and how they interacted with each other. Now we go a step further and take a closer look at these same 
institutions in the microcosm of Jerusalem, and then gain an understanding of Jerusalem’s socio-economic-military 
circumstances of this time. 
 
A map of Jerusalem prepared by the Municipal department of the Vaad Leumi in Nov-Dec. 1947, illustrating a proposed 
division of the city into 3 councils: the red zones are Jewish areas, the blue zones are Arab areas and the yellow zone (the 
Old City) is labelled here as being the internationalized zone. The green line is the then boundary of the city while the 
black line is the boundary of the city’s urban limits.67 
 

 
 

                                                           
67 https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/189734  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/189734
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A. Overall Survey 
 
By the eve of 
independence, the 
country was divided 
into 6 military districts 
by the Haganah, of 
which the Jerusalem 
district was one.  
 
Its boundaries were 
vast owing to the 
dispersal of 14 Jewish 
settlements around the 
city, running along the 
Dead Sea in the east, 
past Sodom and up just 
below Jericho in the 
north, and then 
westwards to Shaar 
HaGay, encompassing 
also the Arab cities of 
Ramallah and 
Bethlehem – a radius of 
as much as 40 
kilometers of territory 
around the city.68 
 
The Haganah military 
force assigned to the 
Jerusalem district, 
illustrated on the map 
at right, was the 
“Etzioni” brigade, 
which will figure 
prominently in the 
course of our study. 69 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
By way of understanding the disposition of Jewish military units in the War of Independence and their assigned 
locations, below is a map showing the dispersal of a) the Haganah’s capital units – its 6 infantry brigades and one 
armored brigade, the ‘7th brigade’ (‘Carmeli’ at Haifa, ‘Golani’ at Affula, ‘Alexandroni’ at Netanya, ‘Kiryati’ at Tel Aviv, 
‘Givati’ at Rehovot, ‘7th Brigade’ at Hulda, and ‘Etzioni’ at Jerusalem), and b) the 3 main brigade units belonging to the 
Palmach – with orange name labels (‘Yiftach’ at Safed, ‘Harel’ at Kiryat Anavim, and ‘Negev’ at Nir-Am). The garrison 
force in Jerusalem was the Haganah’s ‘Etzioni’ brigade.70  
 

                                                           
68 “Background Information on the Battle for Jerusalem – 1948” by Chaim Rubinstein in Mordechai Naor ed. “Jerusalem in 1948” (1983). P.19 
69 P. 36 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2335819 on 1947-48 Etzioni & various good information on Jerusalem defenses, Mishmar 
Haam & intelligence reports. 
70 “History of the Haganah – From Resistance to War”, part 3 vol. 2 by Yehuda Slutski, 1972; p.1506: 
https://rosetta.nli.org.il/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE135892386&_ga=2.255309960.1872950798.1592722659-1411014891.1585654575  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2335819
https://rosetta.nli.org.il/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE135892386&_ga=2.255309960.1872950798.1592722659-1411014891.1585654575
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Jerusalem was ethnically split into Jewish and Arab neighborhoods, not necessarily in contiguous parts of the city – 
“intertwined islands” as Ben-Gurion described them in his diary; the Old City in the center included the Jewish Quarter. 
Of the ridges in the area some were in Jewish control while others were in Arab control.71 
 
During the period of British rule, starting in February 1947 sections of the city were divided into some 8 different 
fortified and guarded security zones (the chief of which were called Zones A, B and C in the center), most of whose 
Jewish residents were evacuated from them. These zones were established in areas of strategic importance to the 
Mandate’s military and civilian authority and controlled 3 of the 4 main roads in the city. Jerusalem itself was serviced 
by 4 major highways from each of the four directions, and a train line coming from the south-west into the center.  
 
Beyond the immediate city limits there were a number of Arab towns – at least 20 within a 10 kilometer radius of the 
city – serving in this period as buffers and blockades at the approaches of the city. Supplies to Jewish (west) Jerusalem 
came from the western coastal area by train and by the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem highway, along which ran the water supply 
to the city from near Petach Tivka – these routes ran through territory which was mostly Arab. As such the matter of 
transportation arteries was of vital concern to the Jews. The military challenge was not just to maintain free movement 
on the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem highway but also to ensure connection between the dispersed and isolated Jewish 
neighborhoods within the city, and settlements in the district, beyond.72 Below is an annotated map of Jerusalem 
reflecting its circumstances in April 1948:73 
 

                                                           
71 Ibid, Rubinstein in Mordechai Naor ed, p.20 
72 Ibid p.20-21 
73 Original from “The Haganah Lexicon”, Mordechai Naor editor; Ministry of Defense Publications (1994); p.198. See: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/books/NNL_ALEPH990026943180205171/NLI    

https://www.nli.org.il/en/books/NNL_ALEPH990026943180205171/NLI
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On the eve of the War the city numbered 164,000 inhabitants of whom 99,000 were Jews – however in the district of 
the city there were 102,000 Jews but 300,000 Arabs (some 3,000 Jews were scattered across the 14 settlements around 
the city). Accounting for socio-economic demographics among the Jews, a relatively low number of them were eligible 
for military draft, and ironically owing to the fact that many were employed in clerical positions at Zionist and British/ 
Mandatory institutions a disproportional amount of them could not be released for defense needs. In total, about 
21,000 were draftable – on paper. In practice, those drafted into the Haganah numbered no more than 2,500 of whom 
only 1,700 were actually in the city; there were a couple hundred additional servicemen by way of the other 
underground organizations and Jewish Settlement Police. A citywide “national guard” (‘Mishmar Haam’) of around 
3,000 members was employed in matters of keeping order in the rear.74 
 
The importance of the city to the Mandate authorities meant an increased military and police presence there, which in 
turn forced the Haganah to operate in a lower scale in Jerusalem, necessitating it to hide its weapons in smaller caches 
and in dispersed locations. To address these supply limitations as well as the security requirements pertaining regions of 
the city – the city center, front-line neighborhoods, isolated neighborhoods and settlements – and restrictions in light of 
access to land transport arteries, the Haganah itself divided the city up into 5 security ‘strips’ (‘Havalim’) each of which 
was divided into 2-4 zones. And yet for all its planning the Haganah was desperately short of weapons even for the 
limited number of people it drafted into service.75 (For our research in this article Strip 2 zone 7 covered the Givat Shaul 
area; Strip 4 zone 13 covered Rehavia, which may have included the area of the ‘Maram’ airstrip.) 

                                                           
74 Ibid p.24-25 
75 Ibid p.26-30 
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B. The Overlooked Mundane Heroes of the Hour 
What our research has set out to do is make sense of the situation in and around Jerusalem in the period of early 1948, 
to better understand by extension how mail might have been transported (if at all). Its purpose is to redress the 
apparent but simplistic image that arises both in philatelic and standard histories of the period depicting not just a city 
under siege but one which is uniquely “on the brink”, suffering from shortages, in chaos and practically without 
direction or leadership.  
 
Approaching that objective, what we have seen so far, on a national level, is a high degree of bureaucracy and assigned 
responsibilities for various subjects on a large scale. Observing the military and looking more closely at its presence in 
Jerusalem we also see a defined and measured approach to its dispersal in the city in light of very real and unavoidable 
ammunition and manpower shortages. And yet, for all the apparent ‘democracy’ and ‘decision making’ spread out over 
innumerable bodies and meetings, there emerges both above and now here below an image of an ‘administrative-
command’ system – in our period personified best by Ben-Gurion himself – but essentially it was the character of 
whoever was in charge of a critical executive organ.76 Matters were assigned to plenipotentiary committees and heads 
of administrative bodies, and did not get bogged down by indecision and argumentative mire; someone took control 
and had decisions carried out.77 
 
Here we come to stage of observing how the city itself functioned, and now that we have been introduced to some of 
the key bureaucratic Zionist institutions which operated in the country we can better understand similar developments 
in Jerusalem. 
 
Here the critical body, usually overlooked in our histories, is a city-management committee which was called “Vaadat 
Yerushalyim” (literally meaning “Jerusalem Commission” but really known variously as the “Jerusalem Committee” or 
the “Jerusalem Emergency Committee”) in time entitled as the “Jerusalem Committee – The Central Authority for 
Times of Emergency”, which – drawing on archival documents – functioned as an all-encompassing ‘super committee’ of 
extraordinary reach and power, literally micro-managing all aspects of life and welfare in the Jerusalem region. At this 
time there existed a Jerusalem municipality but without a mayor: the previous mayor, Mustafa al-Khalidi, died in 1944 
and was replaced by acting mayor Daniel Auster; however in March 1945 the position was replaced by the existing 
Mandate-appointed Arab-Jewish “Municipal Council” and as evident from the archives and histories of the period – and 
in light of it being composed of both Arabs and Jews – it was apparently not sufficiently effective to carry out its duties, 
so in the scope of our research a redundant body.78 
 
Having scoured hundreds of documents pertaining of administration in Jerusalem, the following segment of a letter 
from 5 May offers a rare glimpse of how the municipality and administration in war-torn and divided Jerusalem was 
viewed in relation to the Jerusalem Committee:  
 
Hanna Even-Tov writes to Zeev Sherf in Tel Aviv, “When [Eliezer] Kaplan [the treasurer of the Jewish Agency] arrived and 
I brought to his attention for the first time the problems, I saw that it was hard for him to give replies about them. 
Because in the meantime it turns out that in Jerusalem there exist 3 administrative authorities: 1) the central authority 
(according to Kaplan’s terminology), which is apparently Kaplan himself;79 2) the Jerusalem Committee ([Dov] Yosef), 
and; 3) the Jerusalem Municipality ([Daniel] Auster). 
 

                                                           
76 For example but different to this: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Administrative-command_system  
77 Two quotations help sharpen this point: historian Tom Segev writes that Ben-Gurion deeply admired the Soviet revolutionary, Vladimir Lenin, 
and aspired to be a ‘Zionist Lenin’. Ben-Gurion’s protégé, Shimon Peres, recounted in his memoirs, that at his first meeting with Ben-Gurion the 
latter offered him a lift and suddenly told him why he preferred Lenin to Trotsky: “’Lenin was Trotsky’s inferior in terms of intellect’, but Lenin, 
unlike Trotsky, ‘was decisive’. When confronted with a dilemma, Trotsky would do what Ben-Gurion despised about the old-style diaspora Jews: he 
maneuvered; as opposed to Lenin, who would cut the Gordian knot, accepting losses while focusing on the essentials. In Peres’ opinion, the 
essence of Ben-Gurion’s life work were ‘the decisions he made at critical junctures in Israel’s history’”. Taken from 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Ben-Gurion, citing “A State at Any Cost: The Life of David Ben-Gurion” by Tom Segev, p.182 & “Ben-Gurion: A 
Political Life” by Shimon Peres and David Landau (also in https://forward.com/culture/147083/secrets-of-ben-gurions-leadership/). As summed up 
by Ben-Gurion’s loyal deputy, Moshe Sharett: “People call Ben-Gurion an extremist, but he is not. He is a radical who advocates all policies with 
extremism – even a moderate policy.” (from “Ben Gurion: Prophet of Fire”, by Dan Kurzman; Simon & Schuster, 1983; p.25). 
78 ‘Mayors of Jerusalem’ in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9_%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%9

9%D7%9D#cite_note-LTR-1-3 + press archives for March 1945 here: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=21&results=1&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-

img-txIN%7ctxTI-jerusalem+municipal+council----1945---------1  
79 Likely the intention was, Kaplan as a member of the Jewish Agency Executive naturally represented it, and it was the county’s “central 
authority”. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Administrative-command_system
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Ben-Gurion
https://forward.com/culture/147083/secrets-of-ben-gurions-leadership/
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9_%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D#cite_note-LTR-1-3
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9_%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D#cite_note-LTR-1-3
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=21&results=1&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-jerusalem+municipal+council----1945---------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=21&results=1&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-jerusalem+municipal+council----1945---------1
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As I have already noted, the Jerusalem Municipality was actually prepared to handle all the issues: mail, broadcasting, 
education and health – and perhaps this intention was well-intended, because in the absence of responsible people a 
great void was created, which A [Auster] tried to fill. After a few more conversations with Kaplan, in which participated 
as usual myself and [Avraham] Renan [responsible for establishing the postal service in Jerusalem]… Kaplan understood 
that he has to call Yosef and Auster and split between the three of them the different matters. The meeting took place at 
K’s [Kaplan’s] house on the eve of the holiday [7th day of Passover?] and according to what he said it was particularly 
unpleasant, although apparently it went not bad with Auster who will have to disagree [restrain himself?] and continue 
handling the same services which in any case are the responsibility of the municipality.”80 
 

 
 

From this it appears the Jerusalem Committee 
superseded the remnants of the Municipality in 
this time, with Auster specifically handling 
matters that had been originally the 
responsibility of the Municipality of which he 
had temporarily been its acting Mayor. As late 
as 11 May there were press reports of 
attempts by the Mandate to find a solution to 
managing the municipality although with the 
termination of the Mandate on midnight of the 
14th, the city in any case was torn apart 
between Jewish and Arab forces, rendering this 
a moot point: 

 

 
                                                           
80 p.55 of this file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132
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The Jerusalem Committee, “Vaadat Yerushalyim”, was established by order of Ben-Gurion as the chairman of the Jewish 
Agency Executive on 22 April 1948, in its review of the situation in Jerusalem. The order detailed that the committee 
number eight members, to whom this letter was sent (and one of whom, adv. Daniel Auster, became the 1st Israeli 
Mayor of Jerusalem that year), and handle matters of concern to the city: food supply; water; fuel and raw materials 
(including its acquisition, storage and distribution); transportation “within parts of the city and between the city and its 
surroundings, likewise also between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv and the rest of the country”; recruitment for security and 
economic needs in Jerusalem; prevention of speculation; housing of refugees and treatment of victims of Arab attacks; 
to handle and oversee the activities of “Mishmar Haam” (see below); police matters for the purpose of internal security 
(and which are not military related).  
 
Ben-Gurion delineated the responsibilities of the Committee such that it not handle or infringe upon activities presently 
undertaken by the Jewish National Commitee (the ‘Vaad Leumi’), such as education, health, etc. nor matters handled by 
the Jerusalem Jewish Community Committee (‘Vaad HaKehila’).81 The letter also requested that one of the eight 
members be selected to deliver periodic reports on the activities of the Jerusalem Committee to the Jewish National 
Council and the Jewish Agency; it appears to select Dov Yosef to be the chairman of the committee.82 Note that this 
letter was issued 2 days after our philatelic literature considers the siege on Jerusalem to have begun. See Appendix #2 
at the end of the article for the original document and the assignment of tasks to its key members. 
 
Yosef’s own memoirs shed a little light on the background of this Committee and his ascendance to head it: he writes 
that on 10 April Ben-Gurion on behalf of the Jewish Agency appointed him to be responsible for all aspects of the 
management of the city – a “carte blanche mandate to run the city… what I could do and what I could not do was still 
largely up to me to determine.”83 
 

 
 
Remarkably Israeli history is poorly documented even by those who played a first-hand role in it making it: the 
Jerusalem Emergency Committee was preceded by a short-lived earlier body called “Vaadat Hamosadot Le-Inyanei 
Yerushalayim” (ועדת המוסדות לענייני ירושלים / “Nation Institutions’ Committee on Jerusalem” – the ‘National 
Institutions’ was the collective name of the key bodies composing the Yishuv’s top powerful leadership, not the day-to-
day governing bodies we reviewed earlier – the ‘Histadrut’ labor union, the Jewish Agency, the Jewish National Fund 
and the Keren HaYesod). This was a seven-man committee formed on 22 December 1947 to assume informal 
responsibility for the welfare and civil administration of the Jewish areas of Jerusalem – especially supplies and 
distribution of food – in light of the developing War and the misfunctioning Mandate municipality; Dov Yosef was its 
chairman although his memoirs shed little light on its activities.84 In any case this committee was replaced by the 
Jerusalem Emergency Committee in April 1948, but of historical note Yosef was the point-man for Jerusalem’s welfare 
already from December 1947. 
 
Astonishingly, Dov Yosef’s authority was an implied high status on the part of the public, backed by the stature and 
respect accorded to the Jewish Agency by the general public: he was not elected, held no formal municipal title, worked 
closely with the military but bore no rank nor wore any uniform – and yet his rule was unquestioned and unchallenged. 
In time, when the ‘First Truce’ (11 June - 8 July) took effect nationwide, Yosef was also appointed to represent Jerusalem 

                                                           
81 This was an existing body, "Vaad HaKehila Yerushalyim", which undertook mostly Jewish-religious needs for the residents; see p.59-62 of 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292 and Wikipedia in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%A8_%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99_%D7%99%D7%A
8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D  
82 p.153 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904 covering 1948 May-Aug establishment and development of the Jerusalem 
Committee 
83 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960; p.79 & 220-221 (and p.42) 
84 “Vaadat Hamosadot Le-Inyanei Yerushalayim” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%A1%D7%93%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%A2%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%99%D7%A0%D7

%99_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D & Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 
1960; p. 26 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%A8_%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%A8_%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%A1%D7%93%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%A2%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%99_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%93%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%A1%D7%93%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%A2%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%99_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
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in matters dealing with the United Nations; his multiple duties and undeclared status to the public is nicely and wryly 
summed up in his words thus:85 
 

 
 
Important tasks in Zionist-Israeli history are often seen as thankless tasks in hindsight, and here too we see the 
contemporary press report about the Committee’s establishment buried on page 3 of the Palestine Post of 23 April, at 
the tail end of a dull article about a different new if bland municipal council being formed (which does not appear to 
have shown up in any of the hundreds of documents I reviewed!). 
 

Within 3 days the committee began to establish dedicated 
“advisory” sub-committees in each of the fields specified in 
Ben-Gurion’s letter, and it appears from archived invitation 
letters sent personally by Dov Yosef that prospective 
members of the sub-committees were handpicked managers 
and owners of various companies, presumably experts in 
their respective fields, tapped specifically to join one of the 
specialized subcommittees.86 Indeed in reply to a 
correspondent, declining his inquiry to join – as the sub-
committees were fully staffed – Yosef himself described them 
as being run by active members of the public, experts in their 
respective fields.87 Based on some of the replies it seems 
there was some public misperception that the Jerusalem 
Committee was party-based and Yosef took pains to explain 
that it was apolitical and purely technocratic.88  
 
Roughly by May 1948 the Committee numbered 16 
specialized departments (sub-committees), each with its own 
slew of specialized sub-sections: the Supply department alone 
numbered 9 different sections, from ‘Imports’ and ‘Storage’ 
to ‘Distribution’ and ‘Price Setting’, ‘Investigations’ and ‘Legal 
matters’ and ‘Release of Materials’.89 From May, the 
Committee also published an informational newspaper, “Kol 
Yerushalyim” (‘Voice of Jerusalem’), to keep the public 
informed of local procedural matters as well as news from the 
city and the rest of Israel.90 
 
 
 
 

 
 

                                                           
85 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960; p. 221 
86 eg p.48 & 50-51 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904  
87 p.89 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292  
88 eg p.48 & 50-51 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904 
89 p.51 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2495884 on 1948 Apr-Aug Jerusalem Committee regulations and structure; see also variously 
p.60-84 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904  
90 See https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2210775 the 1948 May-June Kol Yerushalyim newspaper  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2495884
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2210775
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The degree of micro-management within the Committee’s spheres of activity defies 
description; State Archive documents depict a picture of meticulous management of 
life and welfare in the city: the Committee required residents to report if they 
changed addresses or had moved into or out of the city; individual letters were 
written to the Committee or by it to request the release of essential workers from 
military duty. The Housing committee for instance sent around forms for the 
submission of details of war damages sustained to homes, by their inhabitants.91 The 
degree of minutiae is astounding even if necessary: the Committee voted to institute 
Summer time in Jerusalem, separate from the rest of Israel;92 it proposed to impose 
taxes on building materials;93 it even deliberated on whether to force the “Palestine 
Post” newspaper to reduce the length of its edition to one page (and then settled on 
two), owing to paper and electricity shortages;94 the committee kept a running tally 
of “vital business” in various fields – hospitals, bakeries, workshops, factories, 
kitchens – approving them function during the emergency period (i.e. vis. electricity 
and other supply needs).95 Specifically in an area of interest to our study, the 
Transport sub-committee dealt with issuing permits for individuals and vehicles to 
enter and exit the city, closely policing the use of scarce land routes vis-a-vis the 
needs of the Army – and even investigating the misuse of such permits.96 
 
On the operational level the Jerusalem Committee was assisted by another body 
mentioned earlier, in the letter, the “Mishmar Ha’am” (loosely meaning “Peoples’ 
Guard”).97 This was a uniformed all-purpose body essentially functioning like the 
operational arm of a municipality, charged with both keeping order and protecting 
buildings as well as carrying out welfare tasks and taking population census and 
monitoring changes in the movement of the population; its responsibilities grew and 
changed organically as needs arose. Chronically underfunded and underequipped – 
just like every other institute and service at this time.98 It was established in 
September 1947, prior to the United Nations vote on partition (29 Nov. 1947), 
preceding the official period of the War of Independence as a precautionary 
measure,99 and on a volunteer basis absorbing people who were ineligible for 
enlistment in the Haganah;100 it numbered 3,000 members.101 

 
Mishmar Haam’s duties, like those of the Jerusalem Committee, were vast and closely managed: charged with handling 
matters related to the rear (homefront) and to protect it, discharging both paramilitary duties (including air defense, fire 
fighting, first aid, etc)102 and social services (eg. distribution of food, supply of electricity and water, etc). As such the 
Mishmar Haam served effectively as the operational arm of the Jerusalem Committee, where one of its most important 
activities was the meticulous population census it carried out, recording every single resident and his residence, thereby 
enabling the Jerusalem Committee to better the manage civic and military affairs of the city. 
 
By June Mishmar Haam was organized into 3 ‘Strips’ (‘havalim’ – in the same sense as the Haganah) in the city, in which 
each one had a central station which managed the force’s affairs for that strip and to which the local residents would go 
for assistance; each Strip had its own ‘police’ unit to keep order and enforce regulations.103  
 

                                                           
91 Example: https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904  
92 p.111 protocols of 13 May 1948 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292; it was “double summer time” to help reduce fuel use. 
93 P.103 protocols of 20 May 1948 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292  
94 P.98 protocols of 25 May & p.95 protocols of 27 May 1948 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292 
95 P.88 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292  
96 eg p.57 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292 - there are volumes of files with entry and exit permits issued by this sub-
commiteee. 
97 See its own report of activities here: https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1484570 
98 Work with no pay is a matter I see a lot in the Jerusalem related files, eg. p.80/117 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298, saved 
as “national archives - Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948 - see 30 May Renan letter”. The reason there appears to be that – apart from 
patriotism – people felt they needed to secure a place of work in order that in the future they get paid / have a job. 
99 p.2 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1484570 
100 Mishmar Haam in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%9E%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%9D; also “History of the 
Haganah: From Resistance to War” part 3 vol. 2, Yehuda Slutsky ed. (1972), p.1288 
101 Ibid, Rubinstein in Naor ed. p.26; see also Ibid, Slutsky / “Haganah”, p.1399-1401 
102 p.17 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1484570 
103 p.5-6 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1484570 
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https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1484570
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On the basis of the population census it helped carry out, Mishmar Haam’s ‘Strips’ 
were divided into sectors (ezor / ezorim - plural), zones (gizra / gizrot - plural), units 
(yehidot) and blocks (batim)104 and the force’s manpower was divided into companies 
split further into platoons and squads (58 zone coordinators, 323 unit coordinators, 
2,300 block leaders called ‘neemanei bayit’),105 where the zone coordinators were 
responsible for touring the geographical areas in their charge, being familiar with the 
territory and being apprised of any changes,  dangers etc. The displayed press report 
illustrates very similar arrangements in Tel Aviv – a civil guard for each of the city’s 
9,000 homes and 1,000 buildings. 
 
The force’s overall commander was appointed by “the Yishuv’s security forces” in the 
city – unclear by whom, but as the Mishmar Haam’s regulations stipulated that its 
disbandment be carried out by order of the “Jerusalem Community Council”, it was 
likely this same body that established the force in the first place and had a hand in the 
selection of its commander.106 It continued to serve the city until it was disbanded in 
May 1949. 
 

 
Likewise, the body which instituted the Jerusalem Emergency Committee – the Jewish Agency – was also the one which 
saw it dissolved on 22 Aug. 1948 owing to the legal formality that as of 2 August Jewish-held Jerusalem would now be 
considered “territory held by the Israel Defense Forces and so under the responsibility of the IDF”;107 its functions were 
transferred on 19 Aug. to the newly established civilian position of “Military Governor of Jerusalem” to which Dov Yosef 
was appointed on 2 August.108 Until then Jerusalem from April 1948 had existed as a virtual city-state. 
 

    
 
 

C. A Word about the Existing Historiography 
As a segue to the next section of this article – and indeed as a lead-in to the rest of the article – I should explain that the 
research presented in this article relies almost exclusively on primary sources: archive documents, the newspaper 
archives, and empirical postal history samples; it tries as much as possible to avoid relying on information in secondary 
resources although in some cases this is unavoidable. In particular I tried to avoid even first-hand memoirs, as my 
experience with these – whether in general history of philately – is that these are remarkably inaccurate, being written 

                                                           
104 p.9, 10, 12 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1484570 
105 p.15 & 18 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1484570 
106 p.9 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1484570; Slutsky (Ibid p.1288) doesn’t specify either who actually established the 
organization.  
107 P.3 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904  
108 P.3 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292 of 1948 May-Aug Jerusalem Committee protocols and documents 
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years after the fact and based on notes or recollections which appear to have gotten muddled over the years; archived 
documents – correspondences, minutes of meetings, real-time reports – often reveal the retroactive biographical 
accounts to be highly inaccurate. 
 
Much of the work in this article could have been avoided for example by relying on a virtual historiographic ‘gift’, in the 
form of Dov Yosef’s own account of this period, his 1960-published memoirs “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 
1948”. As Ben-Gurion’s point-man on Jerusalem matters and the virtual plenipotentiary in the city, we would 
understandably expect his own recollections to be the best, most accurate and insightful source of information for this 
period of the city’s history. I write these lines retroactively, after having assembled primary sources for this article and 
written much of the article already: indeed Yosef’s book contains many dates and statistics – but much of those details 
turn out to be incorrect and portions of his narrative are partial or completely uninformed, in light of parallel 
information we can access in the archives. This is surprising in light of how remarkably professional Yosef's management 
of affairs in this period come through in period reports in the press and state archives.  
 
Certainly Yosef did not intend to misinform his readers either by way of factual errors or incomplete accounts on 
different matters: the flaws in his book are surprising but a natural byproduct (which we often overlook) that even in 
the midst of “making history”, leading actors in an event are not fully apprised of all aspects of the event in which they 
partake; and if their account is written years later – even just 11-12 years on – enough time has passed for ‘facts’ to get 
garbled and confused. Earlier we saw documentary confirmation that the Jerusalem Emergency Committee was 
established by the Jewish Agency Executive in the hand of Ben-Gurion, on 22 April: in Yosef’s account this committee 
existed already in December 1947 on an unspecified date – and that’s the least of our problems.109 
 
A theme we will encounter in the course of this article is that much of the accepted master-narrative we are examining 
here (including cornerstone errors in its foundation) was written very early on in the drafting of the history – of 
Jerusalem, of postal services with Jerusalem, of the course of the War of Independence, of the Jewish leadership – even 
by primary actors in these events. What was written, even if it contained fundamental inaccuracies – whether dates or 
appraisals of events – was accepted at face value and incorporated into any subsequent histories touching on the 
subject/s. 
 
While I can’t say that Yosef’s account is the source of all of the master-narrative under examination, it does include 
many of the core tenets and oft-cited ‘facts’ which this study seeks to address (and redress), and it was written by a 
person who would be expected to know, even master, the facts of the account he related. In many respects Yosef’s 
account is the embodiment of the very narrative we are examining and so rather than relying on it to help us in our 
study we will be referring to it quite often to illustrate critical inaccuracies – and their magnitude – when confronted 
with primary sources. What we should learn from this experience is that even a central figure in a historical event is not 
necessarily aware of all matters under his ostensible control: the Jerusalem Committee after all was composed of 
various subcommittees, many people handling many problems in a limited space of time – and everything being urgent; 
summed up as an ongoing state of compartmentalization and secrecy, “What happened is usually known to those who 
should know – and whoever does not know should continue not knowing”.110 Naturally pieces of information fell by the 
wayside on the way, but that amplifies the shortcomings of Yosef’s memoirs. 
 
Yosef’s book rightfully lauds Jerusalem’s plight in the period of the War and obviously depicts its struggle as being 
‘against all odds’ – nevertheless some of the doom-and-gloom evaluation of events clouds the accuracy of the narrative 
and presents a depiction at odds either with documentary evidence or even with other historiography: below for 
instance, while Yosef illustrates the difficulty of bringing supplies to the city he goes further and states “There seemed to 
be no prospect of getting food, as there was no one person responsible for dealing with the problem. There were no 
trucks, no drivers” – this was stated at his meeting with Ben-Gurion on 10 April when he received the commission to 
handle Jerusalem’s affairs. Had this account referred to events 6 months prior, it would be understandable – but as we 
will learn below, there existed an actual organization for the management of nationwide transportation within the 
Haganah high command (commanded by Mishael Shaham) and there was a very precise and organized system for 
managing convoys nationwide, especially for Jerusalem. Here specifically the convoys originated from Tel Aviv, so 
whatever matters related to a lack of trucks or drivers, the funding or requisitioning of vehicles, cannot have been in 
relation to supplying Jerusalem from without:111 
 

                                                           
109 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.26/39/220 
110 Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir, a former member of the secret service, commenting on the developing scandal surrounding Jonathan Pollard, as 
quoted by Andrew Whitley in “Keeping Tabs on the Secret Service” in Financial Times of 16 March 1987, p.20 
111 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.41 
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This article will continue to cite and display its source information, not for the sake of belaboring points but rather in its 
efforts to redress historical inaccuracies, to confront the reader and researcher with the correct ‘revised’ version of 
various points in the course of the narrative. 
 
 

D. Siege Conditions in Jerusalem 
I have not seen a clear definition of what constitutes the siege period of Jerusalem: some sources, like the Israeli 
Ministry of Defense, use the start of the War of Independence (the date of the UN vote on the partition of Palestine, 29 
November 1947) as the beginning of the siege;112 the National Library adjusts this slightly and focuses on the Jewish 
Quarter being under siege from the period of the UN vote, though it is less decisive on determining when the siege 
affected the rest of the city (the implication being, both the Quarter and the rest of the city suffered from shortages 
roughly at the time time);113 the researcher, Arieh Heshbia from the Yitzhak Ben-Zvi national research institute, 
describes the city in total as being under siege already from March, describing it as “hermetic”;114 Wikipedia, albeit 
referring and referencing many academic sources, is vaguer still, focusing on the Jewish Quarter as being under siege 
virtually from the start of the conflict but never specifying when or at what stage the rest of the city was affected.115  
 
Dov Yosef offers up a few possible periods: one, when a food convoy in late March failed to reach the city, he writes 
“Jerusalem was now truly besieged”; then he writes that on 4 April “ordinary food convoys had been discontinued and 
the city was already cut off”; and then when a convoy of 20 April reached the city, it was “the last to get through for 
some considerable time… no more supplies were to reach us by normal means for seven weeks” and “We were 
completely besieged”.116 
 

 
 
What we shall set out to determine on our own now, ‘by foot’ as it were – without any preconceived ideas and just by 
way of observing information by its date and time – is when “the siege” likely began. 
 
Chaim Rubinstein’s survey of Jerusalem on the eve of independence enables us to glean the general circumstances of 
the city without having to scour the archives for every esoteric fact and statistic; citing also Dov Yosef’s memoirs,117 he 

                                                           
112 Example: https://archives.mod.gov.il/Exhib/jerusalem/Pages/default.aspx  
113 Very nice color photo history: https://blog.nli.org.il/chov-jerusalem-siege-1948/  
114 Although I find the text vague and general as regards hard facts: https://lib.cet.ac.il/pages/item.asp?item=12917  
115 Battle for Jerusalem in the War of Independence, in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
_%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA  
116 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.39, 85 & 109 
117 Ibid, Rubinstein in Mordechai Naor ed, p.32-33, citing also “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem 1948” (1960), p.92 (p.80 in the English 
edition) 
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https://blog.nli.org.il/chov-jerusalem-siege-1948/
https://lib.cet.ac.il/pages/item.asp?item=12917
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA
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writes that according to the calculations of the Jewish Committee (i.e. data assembled some time in late April/early 
May, after the Committee was established) the city required about 4,500 tons of food a month.  
 
The supply of flour, meat and sugar was in the hands of the Mandate authorities owing to a pre-existing regime of 
rationing, and these materials were brought by train. The rest of the foodstuffs were brought in roughly 60 trucks of 
four tons each – every day. Storage was a serious problem, especially food which required refrigeration: only 980 tons 
could be stored in refrigeration, of which 550 tons were stored in the Haredi neighborhood of Tel Arza – which was 
exposed to enemy fire. 
 
Already in January 1948 it was estimated that in Jewish Jerusalem there was a supply of basic flour sufficient for two 
weeks, white flour for 10 days, and sugar for a month; there were reduced quantities of rice and sardines, milk powder 
and legumes; the supply of eggs was down 35% and the supply of milk down 66%. Indeed the consumption of foodstuffs 
was down by about a third. From the end of February the city was without meat, fish, eggs, milk or vegetables, and in 
March the Arabs succeeded in cutting off the city from the coast, and the supply of vital foodstuffs was for a time 
between 4-15 days; animal proteins were completely lacking. By the time of an accounting of foodstuffs conducted on 4 
April there was significantly less of all food commodities. 
 
The city’s power source for electricity and transportation was fuel: fuel was brought by train and stored next to the train 
station (near the German Colony neighborhood). Just for the bakeries, the amount of fuel they needed – after a 
reduction in the number of bakeries in operation, in April, to 5 – was 15 tons a week (in order to yield 1/3 loaf of bread 
per person – very little food). The electric company required 25 tons of fuel a day in order to function just 18 hours a 
day. Until the end of February the city received 80% of its necessary fuel, and a regime of rationing fuel was instituted - 
for cooking purposes, but not to supply fuel for heating in the cold months of the city.  
 
In April the train shipments of fuel stopped altogether, and by the start of May the electric company had a fuel reserve 
in storage of just 3 weeks. Among the steps taken to address the problem, the use of electricity was limited to 12 hours 
a day; all the fuel in residences was collected up in a central location; the use of private cars and taxis was forbidden; 
the use of buses was severely scaled back until even their use was stopped altogether; the cooking of food in 
restaurants was limited to wood burning ovens, and so on. 

 
But the severest of Jerusalem's needs was water: from 
1939 the Mandate laid down a water pipe which ran the 
65km distance from Rosh HaAyin via the Tel Aviv-
Jerusalem highway to the city. The water was 
concentrated at a pool depot in the Romema 
neighborhood, holding 20,000 cubic meters (enough for 
two days’ supply). The pipe brought 12-14,000 cubic 
meters of water a day (about 110 liters per person) – 
but the pool and the pumping stations along the 
highway were in areas under Arab control, and clearly 
any damage to the water pipe would cause a drought 
for the city, especially Jewish western Jerusalem (the 
Arab neighborhoods received water from additional 
sources, such as wells estimated to number a few 
thousand, and other natural water sources).  
 

Checking the press archives is an easy way of getting a sense of events by date, and here a simple review of results for 
“rationing Jerusalem” – as well as scanning the newspaper pages themselves – portrays a broader picture of the whole 
country essentially being under siege conditions.  
 
Below I try merely to show a picture of the situation in 1947-48; I don’t want to belabor the point on one hand, but on 
the other hand exposure to multiple instances of events is the only way for us to begin to “relearn” the history and 
circumstances of this period. The articles I display below are ones I came across as a byproduct to looking for post 
office-related events, and happened to be relevant to illustrating the overall situation of the time; the selection is not 
intended to be politically biased for or against any one side but merely to give us a sampling of what was going on. 
Nevertheless as this article deals specifically with Israeli postal history the emphasis is necessarily on matters affecting 
Jewish access to postal services. 
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Here we need to be aware of a critical cornerstone of understanding the Mandate’s history, easily overlooked for being 
so omnipresent: a simmering ‘civil war’ within Mandatory Palestine and a rumbling rebellion against the Mandate 
authority existed for close to 30 years, almost from the start of the Mandate itself. There were tensions between 
Arabs and Jews and between either one and the Mandate authority itself – in 1921, 1929, 1933, 1936-39, intermittently 
between 1939-1942, 1944-1948 (the ‘Lechi’ Zionist underground battling the Mandate between 1942-1944 as well). 

  
The periods of inter-religious tension are sometimes referred to in historiography as “intercommunal conflicts” in the 
Mandate; 118 in the period from 1944 the conflicts are referred to as the “Jewish insurgency” in Palestine;119 and towards 
the end of the Mandate era the conflict is relegated to a chapter termed the “civil war” in Palestine120 – all these stages 
being prior to what is often called the subsequent “War of Independence” / ”1948 Arab-Israeli War” (with Israeli 
historians dating the War’s start to the United Nations vote on partitioning Palestine, on 29 Nov. 1947, and foreign 
historians relegating the period prior to Israel’s independence on 15 May 1948 to the “civil war” period).121 
 
In other words, for the most part – and especially in the 1940s – there was never really a peaceful period in the 
country, and a state of emergency, including the exigencies of WWII and its aftermath, in however it expressed itself 
(economic, military), existed persistently throughout. As such, if we proceed to observe “when things started” as 
regards the War of Independence and the siege on Jerusalem, a situation of conflict long pre-existed the period of 
observation in our study. In particular, the matter of rationing was sometimes the byproduct of an attack on 
infrastructure in the course of the rumbling multi-faceted ongoing armed conflict and not necessarily the result of 
shortages owing to problems with transportation associated specifically with the War of Independence. 
 
Already in February 1947 we see reports of the establishment of security zones both in Tel Aviv, and as reported earlier 
also in Jerusalem, affecting the operation of post offices and access to them (in Tel Aviv) as well as bringing about the 
eviction of residents from the affected areas: 
 

 

                                                           
118 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intercommunal_conflict_in_Mandatory_Palestine  
119 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jewish_insurgency_in_Mandatory_Palestine  
120 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1947%E2%80%931948_civil_war_in_Mandatory_Palestine  
121 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1948_Arab%E2%80%93Israeli_War versus the Israeli narrative on the Hebrew page: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA. If we 
consider the thesis of Menachem Begin, the commander of the underground ‘Etzel’ movement and future prime minister, in his book “The Revolt”, 
the British were playing the Arabs and the Jews off against each other in order to justify the continued presence of the British in Palestine, lest they 
leave and there be ‘chaos’. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intercommunal_conflict_in_Mandatory_Palestine
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jewish_insurgency_in_Mandatory_Palestine
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1947%E2%80%931948_civil_war_in_Mandatory_Palestine
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1948_Arab%E2%80%93Israeli_War
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA
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And here, from Jerusalem a month later, at left we see a notice from the 
“Teva” pharmaceutical company informing a) that it can no longer mail its 
news and information to doctors “in the cordoned areas”, and b) has 
published this announcement to state that its medicaments are “ensured 
sufficiently everywhere”, i.e. to allay concern about supply shortages.  
 
 
As the year progressed and approached the period of the United Nations’ 
vote, we see an upsurge in security events in the following series of press 
reports, here specifically affecting postal services – Haifa postal workers 
who refused to return to the building in the zone affected by a terror 
bomb attack (Oct. 1947); police-protected postal service in Tel Aviv, 
defying threats of the Stern Group (Nov. 1947); postal employees attacked 
by Arabs in Jerusalem, and “staff difficulties” affecting trunk calls in 
Jerusalem (Dec. 1947): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
We also see early reports of military tension on the road arteries – not just in regard to Jerusalem, but nationwide 
between Arabs and Jews; already in December we start seeing an increased number of cases of Jews or Arabs not 
reporting to work due to security concerns – and the overall security situation affecting postal operations: 
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Below we have example of taxi transported mail, from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv, here from the first official day of the War 
of Independence, 29 Nov. 1947. Taxi mail was long popular in Palestine as a faster alternative to the Mandate postal 
service but its use in this period of the war is a hint that the reliability of the postal services was now more overtly 
unreliable: 
 

 
 
In an early instance specifically of rationing we have the episode of the ‘Lechi’ Zionist underground movement’s attack 
on the Shell Oil Company refineries in Haifa, on 30 March 1947 – for which the Mandate authorities ‘punished’ the 
entire Jewish community of Palestine specifically by imposing fuel rationing in order to recuperate the costs of the 
reconstruction.122 By chance this same installation ill-starred in a terror attack and resulting massacre at the end of year, 
further affecting oil delivery and bringing about [more] rationing,123 mentioned specifically below as affecting Haifa 
(“WD” in the article means “War Department”): 
 

                                                           
122 Referencing in particular that the Jewish community would be held financially responsible: https://www.jta.org/archive/fires-page-in-haifa-
following-pifeline-blasting-damage-estimated-at-1000000  
123 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Haifa_Oil_Refinery_massacre  

https://www.jta.org/archive/fires-page-in-haifa-following-pifeline-blasting-damage-estimated-at-1000000
https://www.jta.org/archive/fires-page-in-haifa-following-pifeline-blasting-damage-estimated-at-1000000
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Haifa_Oil_Refinery_massacre
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The same 4 Jan. 1948 edition of the Palestine Post ironically reported a shortage of heating oil in Jerusalem – but here 
owing to fighting within that city, and not as a result of the disruption of the oil refinery in Haifa. The same edition also 
reported on an existing road curfew being extended, transportation problems, and mail stolen – all resulting from the 
conflict, specifically in Jerusalem; passengers from Jerusalem to the airport at Lydda were to travel by “armored” cars: 
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Sandwiched between these events we learn that the General Post 
Office was closed from 30 December owing to tensions between 
Jewish and Arab staffers; and in any case mail was stolen “again”, 
while there were reported transportation difficulties.124 The editorial 
column in that edition questions the lack of security in Jerusalem, 
which points to a suspicion long held by Palestine residents that the 
Mandate authority was deliberately stirring up an atmosphere of 
chaos by not enforcing security.125 
 
A separate editorial from the day before, 30 December, complains 
about the lack of security specifically on the Jerusalem-Tel Aviv road, 
but also mentions danger within the city and also around the general 
post office; a subsequent report filed by the Jewish Telegraphic 
Agency (“Arabs and Haganah Continue Motor Convoy Skirmishes”) 
actually describes the unrest as stemming from the United Nations 
vote:126 
 

 

   
 

With the start of the year 1948 we see a tally of the casualties of the developing conflict, a pin-prick reminder that the 
Jewish Quarter of the Old City was already under siege, and Jewish neighborhoods in Jerusalem under gun fire: 
 

 
 

                                                           
124 This is an extract from a slightly larger article here: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19471231-01.1.1&e=------194-en-20--101-
byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-Jerusalem+%22post+office%22----1947---------1  
125 See “Law and Disorder”: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1947/12/31/01/article/48/?srpos=112&e=------194-en-20--101-byDA-img-
txIN%7ctxTI-Jerusalem+%22post+office%22----1947---------1  
126 https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=cgs19480101-01.1.4&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-Jerusalem+%22post+office%22----1948---------1  

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19471231-01.1.1&e=------194-en-20--101-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-Jerusalem+%22post+office%22----1947---------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19471231-01.1.1&e=------194-en-20--101-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-Jerusalem+%22post+office%22----1947---------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1947/12/31/01/article/48/?srpos=112&e=------194-en-20--101-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-Jerusalem+%22post+office%22----1947---------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1947/12/31/01/article/48/?srpos=112&e=------194-en-20--101-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-Jerusalem+%22post+office%22----1947---------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=cgs19480101-01.1.4&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-Jerusalem+%22post+office%22----1948---------1
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We also see many reports on the rationing of supplies and the haphazard transport of them to besieged locations like 
the Jewish Quarters of Jerusalem and of Safed, and a lack of personal security even in the agencies dealing with these 
matters; no road or telecommunications with Safed; a “break through” to besieged Rosh Pina. We see a report that the 
Jerusalem Jewish Community Committee had begun instituting kerosene rationing with coupons, and ironically also a 
parallel story elsewhere on the page regarding similar rationing in Haifa – also on local community initiative: 
 

 
 
Our present press-report survey focuses on the period leading up to the generally accepted date of 20 April as being the 
start of the military siege and postal siege on Jerusalem. As we see from the press report above from 15 January, 
already then – and in Tel Aviv no less – the WWII era ‘civil guard’ organization was re-established. 
 
Observing reports from January alone we see numerous instances where Mandate postal services in Jerusalem and 
elsewhere were affected either by the fighting or just from tensions between Jewish and Arab employees of the postal 
service. Here, just in the first week of January, the General Post Office in Jerusalem was closed, re-opened – but with 
apparent threatening service towards Jews – and then closed again: 
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Against this backdrop the ‘Palestine Post’ newspaper discreetly advertised a new delivery arrangement for “subscribers 
in districts to which distribution of the paper is not possible for the time being”; the overweening understatement, 
avoiding any mention of “the war”, recalls a famous World War II image of a milk-delivery man going about his regular 
rounds in 1940 Blitz-era London impervious to the danger and damage all around: 
 

  
 

The Hebrew press of this week adds a curious insight to the limitations 
of Jerusalem’s postal service: a report in the ‘Davar’ newspaper entitled 
“Jerusalem without Regular Mail” states that for a number of days mail 
has not been removed from the letter boxes in the city and that it is not 
possible to send letters from Jerusalem except by ‘express’ or 
registered mail (though it’s unclear what is meant by the statement “not 
possible to send” – refused by the post office?). 
 

 
A separate report (at left) from the ‘Haaretz’ 
newspaper sarcastically entitled “The Jerusalem Post 
Office is ‘Officially Open’” states that while the post 
office may be officially open, Jewish customers and 
postal employees avoid going there, and that soldiers 
of the Arab Legion guard the building; Jews call to 
request direct delivery of mail from their post office 
boxes to home addresses and that the postal service 
charges a Pound and a half for the service (in response 
to complaints about the high cost, the postal service 
says this fee was always charged for this service). 
 
Another report from ‘Davar’ on the 7th (below, at left) 
reports that domestic parcel service of parcels 
weighing over 500 grams, whether it be ‘printed 
matter’, ‘commercial papers’ or standard parcel post, 
has been temporarily suspended. A humorous piece 
(below, at right) in the same edition, entitled 
“Romance in Installments”, is a satirical summary of 

mail problems caused by terror attacks caused by the Palestine government apparently not dealing with the security 
situation effectively: according to this, mail was carried by rail due to attacks on the roads, but then stopped and seized 
by marauders (time and again). 
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The military situation in Palestine was seen as sufficiently unstable abroad that 
it even affected the postal policy of foreign countries, as evidenced by 
Australia’s temporary suspension of registered mail service to Palestine, already 
in January 1948 (report at left). 
 
And all of these reports are just from barely the first third of the month; the 
gradual bunkering of governmental and commercial services did return workers 
to their posts – some of them, at least – but as we will see from subsequent 
reports the situation did not improve and only got worse. Below we have a 
series of reports of work ostensibly returning to normal in Jerusalem and Haifa: 

 
 

 
 

Nevertheless, the situation with postal communication was bad enough that on January 
13th the ‘Al HaMishmar’ newspaper reported that the Mandate government was setting 
up a private postal service of its own: “Due to the disorder and numerous delays with the 
postal service, the Chief Secretariate decided today to establish a new governmental 
department – post service for the transmission of materials and governmental letters from 
one department to another, throughout the country. The center, the location where mail 
will be sorted and the documents dispatched, will be at the Chief Secretary’s office and 
from there the material will be sent to its addresses” 
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One effect of the service interruptions of mail service in 
Jerusalem is that members of the public found alternate ways 
to send their mail, if not by taxi as we observed above, then 
by couriering their letters out of the city and posting them 
somewhere else: from press reports we know the Jerusalem 
GPO had closed between 1-4 and 5-11 January for security 
reasons affecting its Jewish and Arab employees; it reopened 
on Monday the 12th but as we see with the cover here, the 
backlog must have been great – as well as the queues, and 
the Jerusalem sender of this letter to Switzerland posted it 
instead in Tel Aviv, on the 16th. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Against this backdrop – at any time of this period, but here for example specifically from the 11th to 13th, the military 
situation and with it the transport situation deteriorated everywhere: 
 

 
 
And regardless of the return to work of employees the situation was tenuous: a Palestine Post editorial of the 14th 
bewailed that it took more time for mail from Tulkarm to reach Jerusalem than for mail from Haifa to reach New York; 
the presence of Arab clerks with pistols and bullets trigged an uproar by Jewish staffers at the Haifa head post office, 
and the Jerusalem GPO’s hours of operation were now set from 8am to 1pm – heavily reduced and very early for a 
facility that was supposed to be open to the public 24 hours a day. Buried in a report on overcrowding at the country’s 
ports was a comment that a new Defense Regulation order limited the use of electricity to “specified hours of the day” – 
a regime of rationing electricity, already in January 1948: 
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Tensions from the security situation at the Haifa head post office brought it to a close on the 18th, and although the 
press reported the city to be “returning to normal” the post office remained closed the following day, while separately it 
was reported that mail there was piling up – that a seven day transit period between the major cities was no longer the 
exception but rather the norm. And in spite of another report of mail being stolen on Dec. 11th, the military situation 
across the country was threatening the dislocation of its postal services nationwide – as per the Postmaster General, on 
the 23rd (the theft of mail was not lessening the volume of the backlog): 
 

 
 

Specifically in Jerusalem, a report in ‘HaTsofeh’ of the 25th reported that “all 
mail in Jerusalem destined to residents of Nahlat Shimon, Nahlat Yitzhak, 
Batei Zevenbergen neighborhoods, and St. Paul and Shmuel Hanavi streets, 
who were forced to leave their homes – has been entrusted to Mr. Moshe 
Alpert, the ‘Mukhtar’ [neighborhood head] of the Beit Israel neighborhood, 
and should go to him to receive their mail”. 
 
 
 

 
 

Our press survey covers primarily December-January to give us a taste of what 
conditions were like but lest our focus on Jerusalem give the erroneous 
impression that Tel Aviv was immune from strife, here is report from 20 February 
about kerosene rationing there, too. That same edition includes an article “People 
Defeat Snipers” detailing the dangers of Tel Aviv residents in the areas bordering 
Arab Jaffa, underscoring that the whole country was a military ‘front’.127 
 

 

                                                           
127 See: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1948/03/28/01/article/49/?srpos=365&e=------194-en-20--361-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
rationing+Jerusalem-------------1  

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1948/03/28/01/article/49/?srpos=365&e=------194-en-20--361-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-rationing+Jerusalem-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1948/03/28/01/article/49/?srpos=365&e=------194-en-20--361-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-rationing+Jerusalem-------------1
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Further to the situation in Tel Aviv, we 
have a revealing protocol of a 20 Feb. 
subcommittee meeting (likely of the 
Emergency Committee – ‘Vaadat 
HaMatzav’) on the subject of mail 
delivery in the district, and it reads:128  
“A. Arrangement of a Garage for the 
Transport of Mail in Tel Aviv and the 
District: the [Mandate] government 
refuses to construct the building which 
has been requested and as a 
consequence is undermining the 
transport of mail. Likewise it refuses to 
cover the costs of fixing the transport 
service, which costs 800 Palestine 
Pounds. Our friends in charge of the 
engineering department [employees 
also assisting the Committee] can carry 
out the repairs (in a limited scale) at a 
cost of just 600 PP; the Tel Aviv 
Municipality is willing to participate in 
the costs with 200 PP; and therefore the 
repair costs to be borne by us will be 400 
PP.  
B. As you know railway mail cars were 
plundered on the way from Lydda to Tel 
Aviv and from Haifa to Lydda. The losses 
from this “operation” run from 25,000 to 
30,000 PP, and most of that mail is 
destined to Tel Aviv. The Postmaster 
General in Jerusalem agrees to permit 
the transport of mail in cars but refuses 
to cover the costs, limiting his funding to 

8 PP per vehicle, though the cost is actually 30 PP per car. If we don’t want a repeat of the mail thefts (and presently 
there are 10 railway wagons in Haifa destined to Tel Aviv), we will need to take these expenses upon ourselves – also 
from Lydda to Rehovot and from Haifa to Lydda. I propose to approve for this purpose a budget of 1,000 PP.  
C. For the purpose of maintaining the whole telephone network of the Tel Aviv district, Ramat Gan and the surroundings 
as well as the transfer of existing lines, we will need to secure materials which will costs 2,000 PP. Likewise the postal 
service fired Arab employees which worked on this network and did not hire Jewish recruits in their place…” 
 
The image that arises from this first-hand report is that administrative problems – in any field – arose as a result of the 
military violence in the country; coupled with that there was lawlessness to a certain degree: nevertheless the Mandate 
institutions, here the postal service, appear to have allowed external circumstances (regardless of whether by Jews or 
Arabs) to undermine administrative functions – and permitted the arising circumstances to burden the general public, 
giving rise to the frequently heard accusation at this time that the Mandate authorities were deliberately sowing chaos 
(“Tohu VaVavohu”) to emphasize the expected consequence of the Mandate’s termination. Here, whatever the existing 
Mandate postal service chose not to provide, the ‘Yishuv’ had to cobble together on its own – and in this instance it 
affected the preeminent and prosperous city of the country, Tel Aviv. 
 
With regards to Tel Aviv, here for instance (below, left), we have a remarkable early War period local Tel Aviv cover, 
posted on 5 December 1947 from the head post office to an address on Migdal street: the mailing address was in the 
Neve Zedek neighborhood of then-southern Tel Aviv, which together with the Shabazi and Yemenite Quarter 
neighborhoods formed the front of the battle-line between Jewish Tel Aviv and Arab Jaffo, and as per the postman’s 
handwritten notation on the back “Danger [zone] 7/12”, it was evidently too dangerous to deliver the letter and it was 

                                                           
128 p.13 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854 on 1948 Jan-July establishment Minhelet Haam postal service especially in 
Jerusalem 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854
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held at the post office for the addressee to come and collect (except he didn’t and the letter was ultimately returned to 
its sender). In the course of early 1948, particularly until the Jewish conquest of Jaffa, we see a number of letters 
addressed to war-zone areas in Tel Aviv being marked “dangerous” and not being delivered, but held for the addressee 
to collect – another sign that the exigencies of the War were not unique in any way to the city of our study, Jerusalem. 
 

  
 
And lest we erroniously think that the couriering of mail for posting from one city to the post office of another was 
limited primarily to Jerusalem, here (above, right) is an early War period example of airmail from Haifa to New York – 
posted at the head post office in Tel Aviv, on 25 January 1948. A pair of ironic covers illustrating both the internal 
dangers of Tel Aviv, coupled with the relative security of accessing her post offices for the dispatch of mail in lieu of 
those in other cities. 
 
Around this time we encounter a curious letter to the editor from a Jerusalemite who was unaware of a 
food/commodity shortage at all; nevertheless 3 days later, on the 31st we see that food shortage became a declared 
nationwide problem, with bread being rationed for the first time in Jerusalem: 
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Summarizing to an extent the state of the postal service countrywide in this time, we gain some insights by way of a 
retrospective and acerbic 9 May 1948 press article celebrating the establishment of the interim (Jewish) postal service; 
the photo caption is “Last sack of air mail from America”: 
 
“In ordinary times almost every Jew [in Palestine] wrote at least one letter abroad a week. As a result the postal service’s 
income was so great. And for this reason the suspension of postal service affects us more than any other people. And for 
this reason all the great minds in the ‘Yishuv’ began to work overtime when they learned that the postal service occupied 
such a prominent place in the [British] process to sew chaos here. 
 
In the beginning they made arrangements that the distribution of mail within the country would continue as normal. 
That wasn’t difficult in relation to the postal service of the Mandate which distinguished itself from its first days by being 
so slow. A letter from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv would arrive, in its usual way, after two or three days. In other words just as 
long as a letter by air mail from Tel Aviv to London. In the end they wised up and invented “express mail”: you would pay 
5 times the rate and the letter would arrive the next day – or after six days, depending on your luck. 
 
As a result the Jews did not use the inland postal service except for exceptional cases: to send holiday greetings (where it 
was not so bad also if they arrived even month after the holiday). And the merchants would send their urgent deliveries 
with the help of taxi services. Those companies developed mail services which were so good that the government itself 
began to use them and would send mail in those cars [indeed as observed by tenders published in the ‘Palestine 
Gazette’]. 
 
When the troubles began [eg. the start of the war of independence], the country was immediately divided into two 
[Jewish and Arab] – as was the area of the postal service. Letters from Jaffo to Tel Aviv (there was such a thing!) were 
first transferred to Jerusalem and from there they were sent back by Jewish convoys. From Tel Aviv they would send the 
mail by Jewish transport companies to all Jewish areas and even Haifa – the gateway to the outside world. The armored 
bus which travelled to the airport at Lydda would take very heavy parcels of mail or air mail. But the road was blocked 
weeks ago [Lydda airport closed on April 25th]…” 
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This rounds out our survey of social, economic, military and postal affairs for the period prior to 20 April 1948, when 
most histories write that the military and postal siege of Jerusalem began. The survey focused mostly on December 
1947 – January 1948 in order to establish the historical precedents and patterns which followed in subsequent months 
of the conflict, and I tried not to belabor the point – merely to show a) the country in total was in military-economic-
logistical chaos, b) the whole country was one military ‘front’, c) postal services were misfunctioning or not functioning 
at all for periods at a time variously throughout the country. The following press report from 26 April probably sums up 
the situation best, with departmental functions being split by ethnicity in physically separate locations: 
 

 
 
And the situation only deteriorated from this time onward: summarizing key events and trends briefly, the month of 
February was marked by two major terrorist bomb attacks in Jerusalem, one on the Palestine Post (1 Feb.) and one on 
Ben Yehuda Street (22 Feb), and then a major bomb attack on the 'National Institutions'/Jewish Agency complex (11 
Mar); Palestine Railways relinquished control of the Kantara-Rafah line to the Egyptian State Railways on 1 April and 
suspended the Haifa-Rafah line on the 12th; postal services in the major cities, especially Jerusalem, were curtailed 
owing to the widespread theft of postal vehicles and supplies, in addition to the ongoing theft of mail. And in the 
background the Mandate postal services gradually wound down, service by service, as per a schedule of dates.129 
 
As such, when we approach the moment of 20 April and the narrative of “the siege” on Jerusalem we have to ask 
ourselves, what then was so different prior to 20 April than after it? We have seen just from the above – and this is 
confirmed by any history book – that the situation in Jerusalem was no different than anywhere else in the country: the 
population there was under fire just as the population was in Tel Aviv or in Haifa; Mandate-run social and postal services 
everywhere functioned poorly, and the ‘Yishuv’ activated locally assembled administrative bodies to cope with the 
emergency in various cities and towns. What our survey thus far has shown is that the strife affecting the nation and 
Jerusalem in particular, often relegated to late April 1948, was actually long pre-existing, at least from early-mid 
1947. 
 
The source of the significance of “20 April” appears to be historiographic:130 as we learned earlier the Jewish armed 
forces consisted primarily of the ‘Haganah’, which also encompassed a self-contained special force called the ‘Palmach’ 

                                                           
129 Many more postal-related events can be found by date in the “Handbook of Holy Land Postal History & Philately” here: 
https://jerusalemstamps.com/Handbook_Holyland_Postal_History.pdf  
130 Ironically, coming from a different historical angle but addressing exactly this problem, I came across the following article by Elhanan Oren, “The 
Battles of Latrun in 1948 – Between Myth and Reality” in the journal ‘Iyunim BeTkumat Israel’ #8, 1998 (https://in.bgu.ac.il/bgi/iyunim/8/5.pdf) 
where Oren’s contention is that different Israeli ‘elites’ in their different eras, beginning with Ben-Gurion and his ‘elite’, fashioned the 
historiography of the period as it suited their perspective. Specifically on the issue of the 3 Israeli operations at Latrun, all of which failed, Oren 
argues that the urgency to carry them out was not so much to relieve pressure on Jerusalem – which in any case was suffering and subsisting – but 
rather, as Ben-Gurion evaluated the political-military situation, to establish “facts on the ground” there before the United Nations could impose a 
cease fire which would not recognize Israeli claims on at least Jewish parts of the city. He also notes (p.83) that Ben-Gurion did not share his 
international-political impressions with the Chief of Staff, Yigal Yadin and so there arose an irony in the historiography that the person 

https://jerusalemstamps.com/Handbook_Holyland_Postal_History.pdf
https://in.bgu.ac.il/bgi/iyunim/8/5.pdf
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– that latter force had its own command staff, though subordinated to the Haganah’s. These forces, particularly the 
‘Palmach’, fostered a ‘clannish’ personality imbibed with political-economic ideology making them appear outwardly as 
two totally separate armed forces (and indeed once the Israeli Army was formed on 26 May, incorporating into it the 
‘Haganah’, the ‘Palmach’ continued to exist as an independent ‘army’ until absorbed in November); histories of the 
military operations of these two forces, while essentially formally a single fighting force, were written separately by 
participants who fought in either of them (much like histories of the ‘Etzel’ and ‘Lechi’ movements cited earlier – their 
histories were written largely by those who served in them), and so their focus is somewhat myopic on what that 
specific formation undertook: here, in the period 16-21 April the ‘Palmach’ had been charged with carrying out 
‘Operation Harel’, to secure road access to Jerusalem, and in the framework of that operation it saw 3 convoys 
numbering 60 vehicles reach the city and deliver supplies – the last convoy was that which reached the city on 20 April. 
A subtle often overlooked detail of the operation’s history is that it ended on 21 April only due to a misappraisal of the 
expected time for the British evacuation from Jerusalem: the Jewish leadership expected the evacuation already in April, 
and so cut the length of this operation short (following it up 2 weeks later with ‘Operation Maccabi’ – see below).131 A 
simple perusal of standard published histories would lead a casual reader to understand that the convoy of 20 April 
was “the last”, and for tragic military reasons – but it wasn’t and not due to any military setback, as we shall see 
below.  

 
Beyond the military operations of any of the 4 formations 
mentioned here, and whatever convoys they may have 
been involved in arranging or facilitating, there were 
additional civilian operations between the administration 
in Jerusalem and that in Tel Aviv to send convoys. In 
writing a history context is everything – here to the left 
we have contemporary confirmation that the lack of 
water in Jerusalem, for example, is not due to the siege 
at all, that supplying water to the city is an ancient 
problem only recently solved by way of water pipes bring 
water to her – from the source at Ras El Ein, near Petach 
Tikva, which together with the pumping stations at 
present is in Arab control (and the pipeline along the 
road has been sabotaged as well). 
 
The irony of setting 20 April as a pivotal moment for 
Jerusalem is that the parallel situation of its counterparts, 
Haifa and Tel Aviv, was the same on that date and 
improved only thereafter: Haifa got military relief with 
the Haganah operation to liberate the city (operation 
‘Biur Hametz’) on 21-22 April, and Tel Aviv got military 
relief with the Haganah-Etzel military operation to 
conquer Jaffa (operation ‘Hametz’) between 25 April - 14 
May. 
 
According to the approach of the existing postal history 
narrative, 20 April marks the date of the start of the siege 
on Jerusalem because: a) it posits that the last supply 
convoy to Jerusalem arrived that date, and b) this was 
[more or less] the date on which regular post stopped 
arriving to the Jewish community in Jerusalem.132  

 
Was this indeed the case? 

                                                           
operationally in charge of the Army did not know what calculations and motivations lay behind the political leadership’s (Ben-Gurion’s) decisions 
regarding the execution of military operations. 

This is not an unusual historiographic problem of this period: another historical perspective I see in many of the sources I reviewed is that 
the Old City was “lost” to Jordan because Ben-Gurion had secretly closed a deal with King Abdullah that West Jerusalem remain in Jewish control 
and East Jerusalem (including the Old City) be under Arab control, and not due to a lack of Israeli military wherewithal. See for instance Yehuda 
Lapidot “The Division of Jerusalem in 1948”: http://www.daat.ac.il/daat/history/lapidot/halukata-2.pdf  
131 “Operation Harel” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C  
132 Ibid, JSPS p.135 

http://www.daat.ac.il/daat/history/lapidot/halukata-2.pdf
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C
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Below is a retrospective piece published just days after regular road traffic to and from Jerusalem was reopened, putting 
into perspective that on a seasonal basis the city was historically short-supplied and under “siege”: 
 

 
 
Indeed, if “context” is the heart of understanding history, “perspective” is the force which influences and shapes that 
context. Below we see a few color photographs pertaining to water rationing and collection from the period of the siege 
on Jerusalem, taken from a series displayed at the Israel National Library;133 these were shot by an American immigrant, 
Moshe (Merlin) Levine, who worked as a photographer for the “Palestine Post”, and who covered the war for the 
“United Press” news service. The images depict Levine’s wife, Batya (Betty), and their friends, Ethel and Gershon Agron 
(the founder and chief editor of the Palestine Post). 
 

   

                                                           
133 “The Siege on Jerusalem in the War of Independence – in Color”, by Amit Naor at: https://blog.nli.org.il/chov-jerusalem-siege-1948/  

https://blog.nli.org.il/chov-jerusalem-siege-1948/
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When seen in color “the siege” and its characteristics, like “water rationing”, looks less dramatic and existential than 
when we see history documented in black and white; there is also a difference in examining a situation like Jerusalem’s 
from the perspective of the ‘home front’ behind the lines, and seeing the scars of warfare at the front-line itself. 
 

 
 
 
In this chapter we learned that far from Jerusalem of 1948 being a ragged city wracked by chaos and torn by war, strife, 
siege and shortage, the city was closely if meticulously managed by a broad bureaucracy of civilian institutions, notably 
the plenipotentiary “Jerusalem Emergency Committee”; militarily the city was also meticulously subdivided into zones for 
optimal management of civil defense and army offensive purposes. While on a straightforward map Jerusalem of 1948 
appears to have been a complex mixture of Arab and Jewish neighborhoods intertwined with various military zones – 
reflecting both the sheer civilian and military complexity of managing life for each community – Jewish Jerusalem at 
least, under active civilian governance, continued to function and subsist in spite of the exigencies of war around it. We 
further learned that some aspects of the city’s supply shortages were longtime characteristics of the un-self-sufficient 
city itself, and in the context of Palestine/Israel in this period the city’s civilian and postal operations were often 
disrupted just like they were elsewhere in the country.  
 
In effect, we were able to determine that there was no real “start” time for the siege on Jerusalem, but rather that pre-
existing exigencies and subsequent improvisations arising from other earlier problems simply persisted, broadened and 
grew more pronounced in the course of 1948, up to April, when the prevailing narrative posits that Jerusalem actually 
became besieged. We demonstrated that when viewed in the context of events of the time (1947-1948), the experience 
of Jerusalem was not much different to that in the rest of Palestine, and that whatever could constitute a “start” to the 
siege on the city long predated April 1948. 
 
In the next chapter we will literally review the history of Jerusalem day-by-day, from April 1948 in order to understand at 
what point the city was actually “cut off”, as posited by the prevailing narrative, and really “besieged”. 
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IV. Beyond the Looking Glass: A Revised History of Jerusalem Postal & Transport Events from 20 
April 1948 
Owing to the complex multi-dimensional circumstances of the period under observation in our study, we cannot divorce 
one element from another: we cannot examine one aspect, such as postal communication, out of a context which 
involves others such as the military environment, transportation, emergency-time priorities, and so on. Earlier in our 
exposition, we learned about the circumstances in Jerusalem and the administrative organs which operated within it. 
 
Here in this section I will share information about from the State and press archives about the period from 20 April that 
has seemingly been overlooked by our literature. Likely the reason is that this information was not digitized until recent 
years but the groundbreaking information it reveals does not release earlier researchers from the need to have been 
more diligent – because the image that arises is so extraordinarily different to the narrative we are accustomed to 
reading, and those researchers should have undertaken greater efforts to confirm events, by way of physically visiting 
the archives and handling their documents, or reviewing issues of newspapers day by day (i.e. by ‘microfiche’). 
 
In order that this ‘new’ information be understood in its context we need to take a moment and add a critical element 
to the developing picture we have been carefully assembling, and that is the military dimension. Earlier we learned a 
little about the Haganah pre-State army and of the presence of its ‘Etzioni’ brigade in the Jerusalem district. Now we 
need to understand how military operations in the period of April-June affected Jerusalem, its transportation and its 
communications. 
 
 

A. “Program D” – ‘Tochnit Daled’ 
Historical narratives are influenced by how their writers interpret seemingly concrete events: the first months of the 
War of Independence are characterized as a ‘battle for the roadways’, the months thereafter are characterized as a war 
between regular armies; in-between many histories write that the battle for the roadways was costly and ineffective – 
even a failure – and that a new military strategy was needed to fight the war against the Arabs, leading to large military 
operations to capture territories. Nevertheless this is a flawed interpretation of the events, as it overlooks the 
limitations imposed by the presence of the Mandate authority and its laws, and the presence of the British army in 
Palestine; it also overlooks the fact that in the initial months of the war the battles were fought by local Jews and mostly 
local Arabs, without the involvement of regular armies [from outside]. 
 
The Jewish leadership – military and political – foresaw that the departure of the British from Palestine, with the 
termination of the Mandate on midnight 14/15 May, would have severe repercussions. On one hand, practical 
limitations on the ability of the Jews to fight – the confiscation of weapons, the necessity to operate covertly, the 
inability to capture territories or operate in areas which the British controlled – would disappear the moment the 
imposing military and legal presence of the British departed the country. On the other hand, that ‘vacuum’ was 
expected to be filled by a widespread invasion of the country by a number of hostile Arab armies. As alluded to in our 
survey of the press archives, to get a sense of the circumstances of the time, by March-April 1948 we need to keep in 
mind that many Jewish locales, cities and settlements were under gunfire or siege or in territories cut off from 
contiguity with other areas in Jewish control. The Jewish leadership recognized all these matters and had the Haganah 
high command adjust its battle plans accordingly. 
 
In March 1948 the Haganah formulated a new, fourth, operating program superseding earlier ones, and called it 
“Program D” (‘Tochnit Daled’). This revised strategy aimed to place the Haganah on an offensive footing with large 
organized battalion- and brigade-sized military units, and a militarization of the home front to prepare civilians for the 
exigencies ahead. In the planned absence of the British – and with the expectation that foreign Arab armies would 
invade – a critical change was made to the Jewish military’s line of thinking, specifically from defense and sustaining 
attacks to the offensive and initiated seizure-and-control of territories presently under Arab control, and territories / 
spaces whose control may be critical to fending off attacks from invading foreign armies – necessitating operations by 
land, air and sea.  
 
The plan was prepared to be a series of simultaneous operations to be launched at once upon the departure of the 
British, however owing to British gradual stage-by-stage departure from the country the program came to be effected as 
a series of sequential operations already prior to the British departure, in mid- and late-April.  
 
‘Tochnit Daled’ was a nationwide series of initial offensives to release immediate pressure on a number of sensitive 
positions: in the Jerusalem area ‘operation Nachshon’ (5-15 April) and ‘operation Harel’ (16-21 April) aimed to open the 
land routes to Jerusalem and alleviate the siege-like pressure on the city; ‘operation Yevusi’ (22 April - 4 May) 
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conducted within Jerusalem and its surrounding areas aimed to relieve pressure from the territories themselves. 
‘Operation Hametz’ (26/28 April - 14 May) aimed to capture Jaffa and end its threat on Tel Aviv and neighboring Jewish 
locales; ‘operation Yiftach’ (28 April - 29 May) was intended to relieve the siege on the towns and settlements of the 
upper Galilee; ‘operation Maccabi’ (8-18 May) was another operation to try and break through to Jerusalem; 
‘operation Barak’ (throughout May) aimed to consolidate territories in the south-center of the country, areas intended 
to be part of Israel according to the UN ‘Partition Plan’; and ‘operation Kilshon’ (14-18 May) was intended to consolidate 
Jewish areas within Jerusalem and capture those previously held by the British.134  
 
In the broader picture of Jewish military operations this ‘program’ only constituted a handful of the numerous other 
operations launched by the Jews in this time and others in the course of the War, and it was in the framework of this 
strategic military re-think that the ‘Etzioni’ brigade was assigned to the Jerusalem region. ‘Etzioni’, constituting the 61st, 
62nd, and 63rd battalions, was tasked with capturing or besieging various locations within the surroundings of the 
Jerusalem region and highway to Tel Aviv; blocking enemy access to Jerusalem from Ramallah, Jericho and Hebron; and 
capturing and securing various positions and neighborhoods within Jerusalem.135 
 
 

B. Understanding the Convoy ‘System’136 
 
The operation of convoys, specifically to Jerusalem, was an institutionalized activity of vital 
importance. On 4 December 1947 the Haganah assigned Mishael Shaham137 (codenamed ‘Azaria’) 
to be the High Command’s staff officer in charge of transportation nationwide including 
convoys,138 with the Haganah commander, Yaakov Dori, telling him “The roads in the country will 
decide the course of the war. Our existence will be dependent on our transportation. You are to 
ensure that the roads remain open. This problem is yours to handle. Organize the transportation 
in the country so it will be possible to live and not die.”  
 
Among his tasks was to assemble and organize transportation to Jerusalem and to supply the 
necessary supplies and manpower to safeguard the journey.  
 

 
Shaham’s guiding principle was, despite Arab attacks on the transportation network and casualties that may result, it 
was “forbidden to allow transport to stop even for a day, in order to prevent the Arabs from believing that they were 
succeeding in cutting off Jewish areas.”139 This is an important point to appreciate as the general historiography 
highlights only specific convoys, and gives the incorrect impression that beyond these there were no others.  
 

 
 
Of note Shaham’s command was a separate entity from the “Transportation Service” (‘Sherut Tachbura’ – the future 
“Transportation Corps” of the Israeli Army) of the Haganah, also established in December 1947, under Israel Barnea. 
That entity focused on the acquisition and maintenance of vehicles for the express purpose of enabling the army’s own 
transportation.140 
 
Although we reviewed a survey of Jerusalem’s economic disposition in this period in the previous chapter, Shaham’s 
assessment of the city’s situation was even more blunt and stark: a city of many elderly Jews, many anti-Zionist; it was a 
city of governmental clerks and not of pioneers or skilled laborers; Jerusalem was never self-sufficient in anything, 

                                                           
134 ‘Tochnit Daled’ in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%9B%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%93%27; see also Ibid., 
Slutsky / “Hagana” p.1472-75 
135 Ibid., Slutsky / “Hagana” p.1475 
136 This section is a summary of the information in ‘The Convoys to Jerusalem’ in Hebrew; where no footnote is cited, this is the default source: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D  
137 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, page 129; available here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
138 Additional reference ‘Mishael Shaham’ in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%9D  
139 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, p. 136; available here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf  
140 Barnea is mentioned only once in passing in Shaham’s biography; see also “The Quartermasters Corps and Logistics Network in the War of 
Independence” ( אגף האפסנאות והמערך הלוגיסטי במלחמת העצמאות / restricted publication) by Zohar Levkovich, IDF publishing (1986), p.16-17, 69, 
77-79 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%9B%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%93%27
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%9D
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
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including its water, all of its supplies came from outside – either from the immediate Arab villages or from beyond – and 
when transport arteries came under attack, all supplies to the city stopped.141 
 

Shaham noted that the Jewish leadership prior to the United Nations vote on 29 November had not – astoundingly, in 
light of various histories of the period and even our press survey above – expected for there to be security problems on 
transportation arteries and the Haganah had not prepared accordingly for this ahead of time; they thought (equally 
astoundingly) that an international political arrangement would ensure the implementation of the UN’s partition 
vote.142  

 
From this starting point Shaham’s task began, and it required the close coordination of every element involved, from the 
drivers of the vehicles to the stewards who loaded materials to those who offloaded the materials, to the guards along 
the roads to those at checkpoints, and so on. His work was compounded by the fact that he represented an ‘illegal’ 
organization in the eyes of the Mandate which ostensibly still controlled the roads, and so his work required much 
stealth and subterfuge.143 Significantly, with the start of Shaham’s work, as regards the ‘Yishuv’, the concept of private 
individual road travel ended and an imposed system of travelling in organized convoys of protected vehicles began; 
those driving along risked their lives, and in time a system of travel permits to enter and exit Jerusalem or to use the 
road, was instituted – see below, in the next chapter of chronological documentation, the information entered for 1 
May.144 Now we encounter in action many of the Zionist civilian bodies we learned about earlier: 
 
Within a month the heads of the Jewish Agency and the Haganah concentrated all the functions and aspects of 
transport management under a special administration, assigned to the “Transportation Bureau” of the Jewish Agency; 
the general management was assigned to a broader public body, the “Emergency Transportation Commission” (likely 
assigned to the Histadrut - the history is not specific on this point) in order to prevent mismanagement of supplies and 
services. 
 

The “Price Monitoring Committee” assisted prospective transportation companies with 
financial assistance; on the matter of fuel and armored cladding for trucks and buses, the 
Jewish National Council set aside a budget for the reinforcement of vehicles and the “Price 
Monitoring Committee” set a maximal price for the work across a certain quantity of vehicles 
to be armored; the costs would be shared between the participating transportation 
companies; for the armoring of buses, the Jewish Agency supplied some of the funding. Even 
the specifications of the plating were set, and it was further determined that transportation 
companies participating in a convoy were required to abide by set regulations and to adhere 
to a certain agreed-upon tariff. The relevant bodies also decided upon the recruitment of 
private vehicles from the ‘Yishuv’. 

 
In his biography Shaham rails against the quality of intelligence that was available to him:145 as such he managed the 
national transportation ‘grid’ not from the detached high level of the Haganah’s National Command, of which he was a 
member, but rather at the brigade level – as each brigade was regionally assigned. He appointed an officer at each 
brigade to be in charge of security for convoys in that unit’s assigned district and was himself often in his own private 
Ford ‘Thunderbird’ travelling to specific locations to manage operations on the ground. Of the various assignments 
Shaham made, specifically with regard to Jerusalem he put Yigal Allon, commander of the Palmach, in charge of 
handling transport to Jerusalem, and Allon in turn appointed Maccabi Mutzri to handle security; the Palmach itself was 
charged with protecting traffic between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. Zvi Zamir (the future head of the Mossad secret 
service), commander of the Palmach’s 6th battalion, was at Maaleh HaChamisha-Kiryat Anavim and was in charge of 
security from Jerusalem to Shaar HaGay (‘Bab el Wad’ as popularly known in Arabic).146 

                                                           
141 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, p. 152-153; available here: 
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
142 An example of problems with historiography, even an official Army history: Zohar Levkovich in “The Quartermasters Corps and Logistics 
Network in the War of Independence” ( אגף האפסנאות והמערך הלוגיסטי במלחמת העצמאות / restricted publication), IDF publishing (1986), relies on 
many secondary sources, including Dov Yosef’s memoirs, and adopts a more “consensus” position on the history of the period and says that the 
leadership was aware of threats to transportation in light of past experience in the 1930s – but concedes that progress in implementing a solution 
was slow (and does not reference neither Shaham nor his department), p.84-89.  
143 A remarkable circumstance researchers would not be aware of: on account of the Haganah being deemed an ‘illegal’ armed organization, 
Shaham comments that there were few if any written orders – everything was communicated orally. “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, p. 145; here: 
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
144 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, p. 130-131 & 133; here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
145 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, p. 149; available here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
146 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, p. 135; available here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf  

https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
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Operationally the management of the Jerusalem convoys was run in coordination between two “base” offices reporting 
in to the headquarters of the ‘Palmach’ – the primary one in Tel Aviv, codenamed “Zehavi”, and one in Jerusalem 
codenamed “Furman”.147 These offices handled every aspect of a convoy’s journey from registration and inspection, to 
security coordination and trouble-shooting; handling any issues and problems encountered in the course of an actual 
convoy journey. Vehicles intended for convoys had to pre-register, including the name of the driver, the type of material 
being transported, and so on – and this registration was handled at the base office. These offices also received reports 
about the convoys coming in. Before setting off the vehicles underwent a mechanical inspection, the loads and manner 
of their placement was checked, and the vehicles were even checked to see if additional places could be installed. A 
registry of weapons and their concealment was also undertaken.148  
 
The command of the convoys was in Tel Aviv: there the convoys were actually assembled and their dispatch times 
established; the Jerusalem office was responsible to receive the incoming convoys, unload them quickly and send them 
back to Tel Aviv. The dispatch offices at either city reported to Palmach headquarters all details regarding the outgoing 
column – the time of departure and time of arrival, events or incidents recorded along the journey, security problems, 
delays and so on.  
 
The Haganah intelligence service, the “Shay”, provided the convoy administration any information needed to help it 
adjust the route and its planning (in principle) – though Shaham notes that its quality was so bad that he usually ignored 
it, and instead relied on aerial observation and even bomb support from Auster ‘Primus’ planes that he helped release 
from the Ekron air base.149 Any alterations to a convoy’s journey were decided by the dispatching office but it was the 
convoy commander on the ground who had full authority to make the final decisions. That same commander was 
responsible to establish the order of the vehicles and their function (supply, maintenance, communications, 
engineering, support), and to render a full report to the commander of the receiving office once the convoy arrived.  

 
There was a department for convoy guards supplied by the Haganah, comprised of 
members of the Palmach and of the ‘Jewish Settlement Police’ (the only legal Jewish 
armed force in Mandatory Palestine),150 which was divided into 6 details of 10-12 
members; each convoy was accompanied by two such details; additional armed men 
were tasked with securing the road itself.  
 

 
Here, there were two ‘convoy escort bases’, each charged with protecting the convoy for their 
specific segment of the journey: one for the eastern leg from Jerusalem to Shaar HaGay, 
counting the entire 6th Battalion of the ‘Harel’ Palmach Brigade, based at the exit of Kibbutz 
Kiryat Anavim; and one stationed at the exit of Tel Aviv, responsible for that area, and counting 
a company of the 5th Battalion of the ‘Harel’ brigade. There was additionally a commander 
responsible for security over the whole route between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem, and another 
based in Jerusalem, responsible for the area there.151 Protection of the convoys involved 
Haganah administered escort from Tel Aviv to Hulda, and then on the reverse leg from 
Jerusalem to Shaar HaGay; the segment in the middle between Shaar HaGay and Latrun was 
overseen by British soldiers who patrolled the section of the road, though often seizing the 
weapons of the Jewish guards (the British often inspected the convoys’ occupants and contents 
even while Arabs attacked the column), although over time up to April-May, Jewish security 

over the convoys grew and tightened.  
 

                                                           
147 (the information comes from ‘The Convoys to Jerusalem’ in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D) but a matter to 
rectify in this vein is the philatelic literature’s definition of “Bulgarians” (‘HaBulgarim’ in Hebrew) as belonging to a special force of the Palmach – 
this is incorrect: that was the underground name / codename for the Palmach itself and its members: see “The Stranger Cannot Understand – 
Code-Names in the Jewish Underground in Palestine” by Gershon & Aliza Rivlin (1988), p.71 - must-have for collectors and researchers of pre-
State military mail. 
148 These weapons were otherwise stored in the basement of the Jewish Agency and in a cache at the "HaMekasher" transport company's office. 
149 The planes (13) had been bought as non-military surplus from the British base at Ekron, covertly dismantled and stored in Sarona Tel Aviv 
before being reassembled and used. Of note (relevant for later in this article) one of those pilots was Pini Ben-Porat, who flew Shaham out of Gush 
Etzion in March, and died in 1955 when the El-Al airliner he piloted was shot down over Bulgaria: “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, p. 135-136 & 
174; available here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
150 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, p. 133; available here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
151 Convoy guards stationed at Tel Aviv (5th Battalion members) were called “Zahavim” and those at Jerusalem (6th Battalion members) were 
nicknamed “Furmanim” (on account of the cover-name “Shimon Furman” used on the door of their office, Room 16 at the Jewish Agency building). 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
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The usual route, from November 1947 was Jerusalem – Shaar HaGay – Latrun – Ramla – 
Yazur to Tel Aviv; from December there were periodic adjustments to the route in light 
of Arab attacks on the way. From Tel Aviv the route set off from the southern 
neighborhoods of Ezra and HaTikva by way of a specially paved secure route called the 
“Security Road” (Derech HaBitachon)152 which ran via Mikve Israel to Rishon LeZion 
while avoiding the Arab settlements of Abu Kabir, Yazur and Beit Dejan, continuing to 
Naan, Hulda, Rehovot and Masmiya - although these routes varied depending on 
security conditions. 

 
In general, in less secure portions of the road the convoy travelled in one column, whereas in more secure portions it 
split itself up. When attacked, convoys tended to split off with half continuing on while half (or less) remained to 
suppress the attacks and help the other vehicles be released to continue onward. As the general security situation 
worsened convoys were even assembled according to similar types of vehicles to enable it more consistent progression 
along the road.  
 
In general there were 4 convoys a day set out between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem, and vice versa – 2 convoys of supplies 
and 2 convoys of travelers, starting from 6:00am. From Jerusalem the convoy of travelers would set out from the 
“Egged” bus cooperative station and the supply convoy would set out from either Beit HaKerem, Kiryat Moshe or Yemin 
Moshe. 
 
The supplies sent came from various sources – organizations, businesses and even private individuals, though the 
material was particularly food, ammunition, clothes and blankets. In order to load supplies onto the convoy a special 
permit was needed, and the loading of supplies was handled by specially hired stewards paid for by the Jewish Agency. 
Drivers were forbidden from accepting materials to carry from the public and likewise outsiders were forbidden from 
hopping onto a convoy without a permit. The drivers on duty were fed and housed as was available. 
 
On the one hand the growing Arab attacks on the highway necessitated the rising deployment of Jewish guards to 
protect the convoys, reaching about 400 guards by the end of January. On the other hand, February was the month that 
registered peak convoy activity on the road, with 102 convoys traveling from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem and back, with the 
daily frequency of convoys reaching as many as 5 per day; each convoy numbered between 12 to 20 vehicles.153 
 
Revealingly Shaham’s biography indicates that within his constellation of responsibility were matters as specific as 
selecting the supplies and even rounding up the vehicles: according to his account, at least up to April (1948) he was the 
person responsible for determining which supplies would be sent to Jerusalem (and which types of items were non-
essential – like oranges). It appears that even Dov Yosef, at least prior to the establishment of the Jerusalem Emergency 
Committee (22 April 1948) was dependent on Shaham to secure provisions – or at least approval for them (in some 
cases it was Yosef who had to negotiate the materials from suppliers in Tel Aviv, after getting Shaham’s approval for 
their inclusion, if secured from the suppliers).  
 
For his part Shaham would sometimes forcibly requisition materials – even at gunpoint, even giving signed IOUs in 
exchange.154 In a similar vein, the actual assembly of the convoys – particularly where vehicles from outside transport 
cooperatives were involved – were forcibly requisitioned, “expropriated” in Shaham’s words, also even at gunpoint – 
and forced to load certain merchandise and join a convoy. As he describes it, there were so many convoys to run that it 
was necessary to “find” vehicles, even to the point of organizing teams of mechanics to inspect and quickly refit vehicles 
to be make them roadworthy to make the journey.155  
 
Shaham raises a remarkable point histories often overlook: prior to the establishment of Israel, on 15 May, there was 
no instituted form of compulsory national service in the Yishuv – neither military nor in other vital areas; everything 

                                                           
152 ‘Derech HaBitachon’ in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%94%D7%91%D7%99%D7%98%D7%97%D7%95%D7%9F  
153 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” by Ido Ambar, Eli Eyal & Avi Cohen; Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.268 
(http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf) citing p.131-134 of:  , י . לוי )לויצה(, תשעה קניו

1986אביב , מערכות , -ירושלים בקרנתו מלחמת העצמאות, תל   
154 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, page 153-154; this is also independently documented occurring in the Haganah in “The Quartermasters Corps 
and Logistics Network in the War of Independence” ( אגף האפסנאות והמערך הלוגיסטי במלחמת העצמאות / restricted publication) by Zohar 
Levkovich, IDF publishing (1986), p.26-28 
155 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, page 157; available here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%94%D7%91%D7%99%D7%98%D7%97%D7%95%D7%9F
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
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was carried out voluntarily by grace of the public’s conscience.156 As such, as we see from his account, it was necessary 
even at gunpoint in certain circumstances to coerce ‘volunteerism’ in order to fulfill emergency-hour requirements.157 

 
A significant aspect of Shaham’s above observation is also this: many 
histories describing the convoy of 20 April as the final convoy, stress that 
its member-drivers were subsequently stranded in ‘besieged’ Jerusalem; 
in light of what we learn of Shaham’s own coercive activities in the 
absence of compulsory duty in whatever field may be needed – and by 
way of an example he cites in his book, of forcing drivers to join a 
convoy to Gush Etzion – and as we will see further in this article, 
vehicles from Jerusalem did come back to Tel Aviv even after 20 April 
(eg. on 19 May), it’s likely that at least some of the instances of 
personnel being ‘stranded’ were more a case of a person not wishing 
to endanger himself on the roads and preferring to stay put where he 
was. 

 
As we see from this summary, already from the start of the War the main road between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem was 
unsafe and that at least for the Jews an actual body to literally ‘police’ Jewish traffic on that road was necessary – at that 
time it was the convoys but with the departure of the British the Jewish administration controlled and monitored the 
traffic of all Jewish travel along that route. We also see that this activity was highly organized and regulated, dispelling 
the accepted general impression from our literature that convoys were haphazardly assembled and sent on their way, 
with their existence ending abruptly on 20 April and leaving Jerusalem gasping for supplies. Of note too is a comment by 
Shaham in his biography, that “this was a total war in every area. Every agricultural settlement received supplies to 
sustain its needs… except Jerusalem” – in other words, as expressed earlier, the military and civilian situation across the 
whole country was difficult; worse perhaps in some places than others, but bad and difficult all over.158 

 
Approaching our period of study, April-June 1948, the further 
development of convoys from April is especially revealing: from 
Shaham’s biography we learn that in late March he reported to Ben-
Gurion in Tel Aviv, and emphasized the necessity of maintaining the 
convoy system – with the stipulation, in light of the worsening security 
situation, that the convoy ‘system’ could only be maintained by 
securing strategic positions on the roadway, to ensure the 
continuation of traffic.  
 
By Shaham’s account this is what led to the formulation of 
‘Operation Nachshon’ (within ‘Tochnit Daled’ which we reviewed 
above) to capture vantage points along the highway.159  
 

 
This is completely at odds with most general histories of this period, especially our specialized philatelic literature, 
which conclude that owing to the worsening security condition on the roads and rising Jewish casualties along them, the 
convoy ‘system’ proved a failure and that an actual military campaign was needed – that view ignores the context: the 
military campaign/s (operations) were needed precisely in order to enable the continuation of the convoy system. The 
prevailing narrative also ignores another aspect of convoys, namely that some were strictly for the army while others 
served civilian needs: the fact that only some convoys carried supplies for civilians does not mean that there were no 
other convoys at all [because, as they write inaccurately, the roads were blocked]. 
 
No source that I’ve referred to (including many unlisted in this article) actually spells out what became of the Haganah’s 
“transport command” (if we call it that): what appears to have happened is that it got subsumed by the new strategic 

                                                           
156 By 16 April 1948 there were only 19,000 Jews enlisted in the Haganah; by December there were 108,000: “The Quartermasters Corps and 
Logistics Network in the War of Independence” ( אגף האפסנאות והמערך הלוגיסטי במלחמת העצמאות / restricted publication) by Zohar Levkovich, 
IDF publishing (1986), p.12 
157 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, page 131-132; available here: 
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
158 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, page 136-137; available here: 
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
159 Of note, by Shaham’s reckoning, Jerusalem was already “under siege” for 3 weeks by the time ‘Operation Nachshon’ began in early April: 
“Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, page 174; available here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 

https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
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approach of initiating military attacks in April where the development of operations and their subsequent effects 
determined transport on a localized basis in the various districts of the country; military operations were assigned 
‘command headquarters’ and it seems that these were the bodies responsible for transportation matters in their 
respective geographic areas. In ‘Operation Nachshon’, Shaham was placed in charge of the forward base at Hulda, from 
where the convoys set out to Jerusalem – and from that point the national transport command appears to have ended 
(Shaham was subsequently transferred to command the Golani brigade in the north, in May), as the various military 
operations affected transport in their specific regional locations and the point-men assigned to handle security and 
transport in those regions assumed full control of transport in those places.160 For instance, during the Nachshon 
operation the High Command asked Shaham to handle the receipt and unloading of convoys because the Jerusalem 
district commander, David Shaltiel, could not spare the manpower to do it;161 in mid-April, when the convoy to 
Hadassah Hospital on Mount Scopus was attacked on the 13th and its personnel massacred on the road, even as Shaham 
expresses it, he was not supposed to give assistance from the resources of Operation Nachshon to aid the District 
Commander (though he did).162 From this we can infer that there was no longer a national command for transportation 
and that this responsibility devolved to the level of the districts and any operations in those areas.  
 
Here then we can conclude this short history of the convoy ‘system’ by saying that the newly established Jerusalem 
Emergency Committee took over responsibility for the receipt and unloading of convoys. That Committee liaised with 
other bodies in Tel Aviv. 
 
Mishael Shaham’s biography includes an extraordinary insight regarding the Haganah’s strategic view of the convoys, 
a perspective I have not encountered anywhere but invaluable on account of Shaham’s military position:163 
 

the biography’s narrative summarizes that up to 21 April the convoy 
system had become regularized with orderly dispatch, unloading in 
Jerusalem and return, and that in this period enough supplies had been 
sent to enable the city to hold up until the 1st Truce entered effect and the 
Burma Road opened in June [talks of a truce had been ongoing for weeks 
prior to its entering effect on 11 June]; the narrative then continues with a 
stunning comment from Shaham “It was not our goal to hold the territory 
along the way to Jerusalem as occupied territory, for it required us to pin 
down [vitally needed soldiers who were needed elsewhere on other fronts] 
just for the purpose of sending supplies. The plan had been to deliver a 
sufficiently large quantity of supplies that would suffice Jerusalem for a 
period of time, and not require us to deal with convoys all the time. Aside 
from that the State-in-the-making did not have endless quantities supplies 
to deliver. The capture of strategic points was only to serve to prevent 
attacks on the convoys. ‘Operation Nachson’ was [therefore] not a turning 
point as far as the capture and seizure of Arab villages…” The narrative 
continues to say that in spite of the operation’s success precisely because 
it was not intended to hold the territories on both sides of the route, 
military forces were not assigned to hold them and therefore ‘Nachshon’ 
didn’t promise the long-term re-opening of the route to Jerusalem.  
 
Shaham continues his recollections that the last convoy of the ‘Nachson’ 
operation was on 23 April and that it was dispatched without knowledge 
that the road was not fully secure. The soldiers in the area were 
subsequently transferred to participate in ‘Operation Yevusi’ (22 April – 4 
May), and that as a consequence the area between Hulda and Maaleh 
HaChamisha was no longer held by Jewish forces but rather abandoned, 
and the road to Jerusalem was again closed. 
 

 

                                                           
160 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, page 176/182; available here: 
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
161 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, page 178; available here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
162 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, page 182; available here: https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf 
163 “Mishael” by Carmit Guy, 2020, page 184-185; available here: 
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf  

https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
https://www.mishaelshaham.co.il/_files/ugd/7fe8a4_957862be97ce472991f272e186502245.pdf
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Shaham’s insights now clarify what the role of the convoys to Jerusalem were: an attempt to bring large supplies to the 
city in a limited period of time, while holding a tenuous land route open for them – but to release hold of that route 
thereafter and let the city subsist until another opportunity would enable the re-supply of the city, a truce or an 
alternate land route.  

 
Unlike Dov Yosef’s memoirs which I criticized earlier and avoid relying on them, Shaham’s biography is based on first-
hand knowledge and first-hand awareness of policies in his immediate sphere of responsibility; Yosef’s biography is an 
assembly of historical events, many of which did not involve him personally or directly (though some actually do), to 
create a narrative but one which is riddled with inaccuracies that we are easily able to spot. Yosef’s memoirs are a much 
less reliable source from which to gain insights. 
 

We should be mindful of the chronology: we may be 
tempted to think that mail in this period might have been 
carried by Shaham’s convoys – but that would be erroneous 
as the convoys were a ‘private’ initiative of the ‘Yishuv’ and 
mail service was still in the hands of the Mandate authorities 
whose postal service held a monopoly on the transport of 
mail.  
 
Of note too, is that the last convoy under the described 
‘system’ was that of 23 April; the day before, the “Jerusalem 
Emergency Committee” was established, and its “Transport 
Committee” was formed on the 25th. 
 
The displayed invitation164 to one of the intended members, 
dated 25 April, reads “The Jerusalem Committee has decided 
to establish an advisory committee for matters of 
transportation, which will assist it in this area of its activities. 
The displayed persons are those who have been chosen to 
join this committee. I would like to invite your honor in the 
name of the Jerusalem Committee to serve as a member of 
this sub-committee. The first meeting of this sub-committee 
will be held in the offices of the Jewish Agency on 27.4.48 at 
3pm.  
 
We hope that your honor will agree to accept the 
appointment to this position and will be able to participate 
in that meeting.” 

 
As we will see in our daily chronology in the next section, it appears that responsibility for the management of civilian 
transport in Jerusalem – the receipt of supplies from Tel Aviv and the return of vehicles and drivers from Jerusalem, or 
the transit of passengers from Jerusalem – now devolved to the Jerusalem Emergency Committee. 
 
 

C. Confronting the new Archival and Documentary Sources – Civil History 
In broad strokes this period from 20 April to 20 June – the timeframe of the existing narrative – can be reframed as 
consisting of 3 main stages: 
 

a) the period of the presence of the British army – the tail end of the Mandate era until 14 May inclusive;  
b) the initial period of Israel’s independence and the widening of the War of Independence with the invasion of the 

Arab armies; 
c) the period from the start of the operation of the ‘Burma Road’ bypass, avoiding Latrun which sees us entering 

the period of the “First Truce” (11 June - 8 July). This last stage can itself – and must, really – be split into 4 
periods as well, covering two periods of nationwide truce interspersed with a brief period of military activity in 
between and the resumption of the war after the 2nd truce: we will see that the situation with Jerusalem 

                                                           
164 Page 127 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904


P a g e  | 77 

 
(transport, supply, communications, security) did not measurably improve, surprisingly, after the opening of 
the ‘Burma Road’ – and for reasons that defy common sense. 

 
1. We will see from our documented chronology that land access to and from Jerusalem existed at least until the 

departure of the British from the Jerusalem area on 14 May (and even surprisingly in the immediate days 
thereafter), and that this access was enabled primarily due to their efforts – not necessarily for altruistic reasons 
towards the Jews, as the British needed a way to evacuate themselves from the area. 
 

2. The period from 15-30 May is the ‘bottleneck’ of land transport in this period: the invasion of Israel by foreign 
Arab armies, particularly the Trans-Jordanian ‘Arab Legion’ in the Jerusalem area, brought about the 
intensification of full scale military battles on land and air and we will see that albeit land access to Jerusalem 
was periodically unavailable as a result, there were nevertheless instances of sporadic land transport; in periods 
where land transport was not possible, the reliance was not on written “mail” at all but rather on telephones 
and telegrams – telecommunication, a critical communication channel whose importance has been overlooked 
by our specialist philatelic literature which has instead emphasized (without factual basis) the exclusive use of 
airplanes to carry mail.  
 
If there was ever a period of time in the scope of our study which could constitute a period of “total siege” it 
would be this period, and yet a byproduct of our observations is that it appears that “availability” of land 
transport was less a matter of physical access to roads and rather a question of priority – whether it was worth 
risking life and limb to transport materials which were not critical, such as mail. From the perspective of 
philately, the lack of postal service in this period should therefore not be interpreted as meaning “land siege”. 

 
3. The period from 31 May onwards marks the start of operation and ongoing development of the ‘Burma Road’ 

bypass land route: it provided a channel for supplying Jerusalem however ‘tight’ and undeveloped it was, but its 
operation proves that a “complete land siege” no longer existed on the city. In the background, from 11 June to 
8 July, was the period of the ‘1st Truce’ in the War, and this enabled Israel to better use land and air access to 
and from Jerusalem – but the terms of the Truce imposed such severe limitations on supplies and transport that 
in effect very little really changed with regards the condition of strife in the city even after the opening of the 
‘Burma Road’ and the initiation of the Truce/s. 

 
This section is roughly a day-by-day diary of relevant events to our research. As much as was possible I scoured archival 
files and the newspapers day-by-day, page by page, and selected reports of relevance to our inquiry – in addition to 
relevant postal history examples. The documentation may appear at first glance to be duplicative but as we will see the 
press archives don’t record many matters known internally to administrative bodies – and where the archival record is 
partial, the press reports can help fill in holes in the developing picture.  
 
As we are now trying to determine a seemingly measurable event – when “the siege” began (and when air transport 
might have been used) – we necessarily have to review these new materials in chronological order, both to see causes 
and effects and in order to try to determine when Jerusalem was under siege. Our goal here is to gain a sense – if not 
to determine definitively – when Jerusalem was actually “cut off”; when transportation access with the city was no 
longer available, and when postal communications with Jerusalem became unavailable. I display the materials in full 
in order to emphasize the extraordinary difference between the narrative that has become entrenched in our philatelic 
field as opposed to the true real history that we are encountering for the first time now.  
 
This is a multifaceted chronology covering civil administrative and postal events, with reference to military events as 
they pertain to these matters – but it does not include materials related to the Army postal service, and mentions only 
briefly issues pertaining to army air service. In order to keep ourselves focused on the sequence of events pertaining to 
civilian affairs both these specialized military subjects will be covered separately in Chapter V, after which it will be 
possible to synthesize both historical narratives together with minimal confusion from the sheer abundance of events. 
 
In that pre-internet era press reports of one date obviously reported on events from at least a day or more before: 
where possible I have placed reports in the chronology as per the date they refer to but in many cases this is not clear 
enough and then in those instances I list the reports simply by the date they were published. 
 
 

DAILY CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS PERTAINING TO CONTACT WITH JERUSALEM, April-July 1948: 
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Tuesday, 30 March 1948 

 
Continuing from our nationwide survey above about the poor state 
of communications and transport prior to April 1948 – transcending 
any uniqueness related specifically to Jerusalem – here in this day’s 
entry we gain a more concrete sense of the poor state of transport 
and postal services in Jerusalem from the perspective of key 
government bodies themselves. In our survey above we understood 
that transport and communications for the public, nationwide, were 
poor in this period, but here we will see that also vital central 
government departments were equally affected by the poor state of 
postal communications in this period.  
 
Even prior to April, as per this correspondence between the 
Secretary of the Jerusalem Emergency Committee, Hanna Even-Tov, 
to the Secretary of the Emergency Committee in Tel Aviv, Zeev 
Sherf, we learn from Even-Tov: 
 
“Due to the difficulties with transportation I have no way of 
continuing to write and send materials in an orderly way, as I have 
done until now. Today I sent you an envelope with material which 
waited already 5 days to be dispatched. At the last minute I 
managed to include also a few things you asked for in your telegram 
from yesterday. All this has been given to Shumacher in a large 
sealed envelope... Some large packages of various material is 
waiting for an opportunity to be sent to you.”165 

 
 
Wednesday, 14 April 
 

Another indication of poor mail service comes by 
way of this snippet from correspondence sent by 
Sherf in Tel Aviv to Even-Tov in Jerusalem, where 
older postmarked mail arrives on the same day 
with more recently posted mail: he writes “The 
mail from 8/4 arrived as this one from 13/4 – 
altogether. I wonder if everything reaches us or 
you at all.”166 
 

 
 
Friday, 16 April 
 

In a segment of correspondence from Sherf in Tel Aviv to 
Even-Tov in Jerusalem, we learn that a letter she sent on 
the 12th just reached him “now” on the 16th – 4 day 
transit between the two cities.167 
 
 
 
 
 

  

                                                           
165 Page 41 from file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/251036 (correspondences of Hanna Even-Tov, Jan-Apr 1948) 
166 Page 29 from file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132 (1948 Jan-May correspondence between Jerusalem and TLV secretariates 
much organizational info) 
167 Page 33 from file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132 (1948 Jan-May correspondence between Jerusalem and TLV secretariates) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/251036
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132
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Tuesday, 20 April 
April 20th is the date the prevailing narrative declares that “the siege” on Jerusalem began. From press reports as well as 
an official announcement, we learn that the Jerusalem-Tel Aviv road was open at this time: the announcement below 
exhorts that “the road to the capital is open for convoys” and we have a report (at left) quoting a member of the Arab 
delegation to the United Nations that “Our first job is to seal the Jerusalem-Tel Aviv convoy route again”. 
 

The announcements don’t say that the road was 
“safe” but contrary to the position that the siege on 
Jerusalem began this day with the arrival of the last 
convoy (and its inability to return), we see here from 
both sides of the conflict that the road was 
considered open.  
 
Although many sources write that the convoy of 20 
April was the last one, I do not see a documentary 
source confirming this, and now in light of Shaham’s 
biography above we know (and will see) that this 
convoy was indeed not the last nor that its arrival 
portended a change in the situation of Jerusalem; in 
some sources, it is even written that convoys 
continued until May,168 and from subsequent entries 
in this chronology we will see that land access with 
Jerusalem continued throughout May into June, 
whether by way of convoys or other vehicles. 
 
While Yehuda Slutsky’s majesterial history of the 
Haganah does not say that this convoy was the last 
one, he provides fascinating details about it describing 
it as a large 302-vehicle convoy which carried Ben-
Gurion and other members of Minhelet Haam to 
Jerusalem; part of the convoy got stuck under enemy 
fire and was subsequently released by 
reinforcements. He writes that 280 convoy drivers 

were stuck in Jerusalem and celebrated Passover there – but does not indicate that this was the last convoy to the city, 
nor that there were any military/political ramifications from this convoy’s trip to Jerusalem (i.e. that thereafter 
Jerusalem was “under siege”).169 
 
Below is a press report about the convoy of 20 April: 
 

 
 
 
  

                                                           
168 See for example the entry for “Shayarot” (Convoys) in “The Haganah Lexicon”, p.407 & https://hahagana.org.il/lexicon/lexiconpage/?itemId=48115, 
which writes that as a result of military successes in operations ‘Nachshon’, ‘Harel’ and ‘Maccabi’, convoys continued reaching Jerusalem 
throughout April with the last ones being in early May, until the opening of the ‘Burma Road’. See also ‘The Convoys to Jerusalem’ in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D  
169 Ibid., Slutsky / “Haganah” p.1564; Dov Yosef’s memoir “The Faithful City” (Ibid) oddly does not mention this fact, p.102 

https://hahagana.org.il/lexicon/lexiconpage/?itemId=48115
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
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Wednesday, 21 April 

 
This is the latest known postmark 
dated arrival of MANDATE era 
mail to Jerusalem, with LYDDA AIR 
PORT transit on 20 April and 
REGISTERED JERUSALEM arrival 
on the 21st (i.e. at the General 
Post Office). Evidently the 
Mandate postal service managed 
to transport mail to Jerusalem as 
late as this date.170 We will also 
see manuscript arrival docketed 
Mandate era mail to Jerusalem on 
2 May, below. 

 
From a separate report dated the next day but in reference to the 21st we learn a) that 
wreckage of the 20 April convoy was being removed in order to “make the road 
passable”, and b) that a Post Office van had traversed the same road on the 21st, from 
Tel Aviv to Jerusalem, although some/all of its mail was stolen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

                                                           
170 TAS Auction #21 Lot 1198 
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Friday, 23 April 
A large convoy entered Jerusalem in time for Passover (the last ‘Operation Nachshon’ convoy noted above by Mishael 
Shaham); the press report from Australia from a week later provides interesting information on the journey: a key detail 
is the emphasis that the “route is now completely under control of Haganah”, and that not a shot was fired at it along 
the way, “testimony to Haganah’s firm grip on this vital supply route”. Oddly this event is not recorded in Dov Yosef’s 
account “The Faithful City”. 
 

 
 

Additionally we see from 26 April (at left) a report about a transport of mail from the 
23rd on the Ramallah road, with police escort, being seized by Arab marauders – an 
indication that mail transport in the Jerusalem area continued, even on open roads 
albeit in haphazard conditions. The report suggests that mail transport with Jerusalem 
existed as late as this date. 
 
 
 
The following 2 press reports below from April 25th refer to events from the 23rd, and 
portray a fluid situation: the one reporting Ben Gurion’s comments (left) confirms that 
the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem road “had been opened”, possibly suggesting that it had 
previously been closed off (he also calls, as we did above, “all Palestine… a front-line”); 
the article at right indicates that Jewish traffic on certain routes to Jerusalem had been 
threatened – but not stopped.  
 
Of note, Ben-Gurion’s address was reported made from Jerusalem, confirming Slutsky’s 
information above that Ben-Gurion had indeed come up on the convoy of 20 April. 
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Between Friday 23 April and Saturday 1 May was the Passover Holiday period, beginning holiday eve on Friday 23 April 
until Saturday 1 May (inclusive); ‘Hol HaMoed’ was Sunday 25 April – Thursday 29 April, with the 29th being holiday eve 
for the 7th day of Passover (full holiday) on Friday the 30th. 

 Business hours (eg. for post offices) would have been shortened on Friday 23 April and holiday eve Thursday 29 
April; 

 No business would have been conducted on Saturdays (24 April & 1 May) or on Friday the 30th (holiday); 
 Post offices in the Jewish areas were definitely closed for the holiday & Saturdays; on holiday eves (23 & 29 

April) work hours were likely shortened, and during the other days of Hol HaMoed, business was likely 
conducted at reduced hours. Over the 9-day period then, there were only 4 actual possible working days 
(Sunday the 25th to Wednesday the 28th) and two ‘half-days’ (Friday the 30th and Thursday the 29th); 

 In religious neighborhoods like Mea Shearim the post office was assuredly closed throughout the whole period. 
 
* This period fell between two key dates in the scheduled termination of Mandate postal services: the closure of public 
counters at rural post offices on 15 April, and the closure of the public counters at all but the head post offices on 30 
April, with the final dates for posting most types of mail except ‘ordinary mail’ falling variously in between those dates – 
see Appendix 3 for the original document detailing the termination dates. 
 
A lack of mail from Jewish locales anywhere in Palestine in this period is not due to rarity or war but simple circumstance 
of holiday observance, but by virtue of the holiday dovetailing with the published dates of the termination of Mandate 
postal service – with the interim “Minhelet Haam” postal service beginning on 2 May – the phenomenon had been 
misinterpreted as meaning that mail from this period is rare solely due to the reduction of Mandate postal services. 
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Saturday, 24 April 

 
A press report from the 25th referring to events from the 
24th mentions that Jerusalem was “completely cut off” by 
way of telecommunication, with the last telephone line 
being cut off by Arab attacks – though repairable and 
intended to be so already on the 25th. 
 
We will discuss the subject of air service separately in 
Chapter VIII, but for the purpose of presenting a fairly 
complete time-line of events we should include here that 
on the 23rd a first test flight to the air strip at Rehavia 
(“Maram”) took place and that on the 24th it was 
‘inaugurated’ with an incoming flight from Sde Dov 
airfield in Tel Aviv (i.e. Tel Aviv air port), carrying a Jewish 
Agency representative from the US, Sidney Green, who 
was scheduled to meet Ben-Gurion in Jerusalem (Ben-
Gurion had arrived on the land convoy of the 20th).171 

 
 
Sunday, 25 April 
We will discuss the subject of air service separately further down in Chapter VIII, but for the purpose of presenting a 
fairly complete time-line of events we should include here that on the 25th Ben-Gurion flew back to Tel Aviv by way the 
“Maram” air-strip in Rehavia.172 
 
 
Monday, 26 April 
 

According to a first-hand account of the 
‘Lechi’ Zionist underground movement (the 
‘Stern Group’) in Jerusalem, by this date 
the entrance to the public counters of the 
Jerusalem head post office (the GPO) was 
locked,173 so that the last dispatch date of 
mail from Jerusalem from the public 
counters (using the double-ring Maltese-

Cross postmarking device) should be 26 April; mail from any back-office departments (single-circle postmarks, registry 
division oval postmarks, etc.) may have been prepared and even postmarked (elsewhere) afterwards. 
 

As per the cover addressed to Affula illustrated here,174 postmarked on 
this date (26 April) from the public counter of the head post office, the 
GPO was evidently open for some part of the day before being 
observed with its entrance locked. This is latest known dated mail 
posted at the public counter of the Jerusalem GPO. 
 
In any case though, with the scheduled termination of operations at 
different classes of post offices and the cession of certain types of postal 
services, mail from anywhere in the Mandate from this period up to the 
closure of all but the head post offices on April 30th is quite rare (see 
Appendix 3 for the full schedule). 
 
 

                                                           
171 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force”, Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.299/301 - 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf  
172 Ibid., Lotem / “Roots” p.301  
173 “Jerusalem is the Central Front: The FFI in Jerusalem 1948” by Avraham Vered (1998), p.19; available here: 
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-
%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf 
174 TAS 39 Lot 15 

http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
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A series of press reports about 
events from this day show: 
• The British army took control 
of an area in the Jerusalem 
neighborhood of Sheikh Jarrah, 
and as per the Jewish Agency, 
the Army had assured that there 
would be free access of the road 
to Hadassah Hospital and the 
Hebrew University (on Mount 
Scopus) and the Neve Yaakov 
and Atarot settlements. 
• Another report stated that 
food convoys reached Mount 
Scopus and did not require any 
armed escort; the last transport 
prior to this one was on 23 April. 
Apparently Haganah forces 
initially secured the exit point for 
the route and were then 
forcefully replaced by the 
mentioned British forces. 
• There are 2 separate stories 
about road blocks on the main 
highway, one hit by Jewish forces 
and one by the British – but the 
impression is that the road was 
not fully blocked albeit under 
gunfire and bombs. 
 
 

 
We also learn that as of the night of 26 April post office branches in 
Jerusalem were accepting telegrams but that these were not being 
sent. 
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Tuesday, 27 April 
April 27th is one of the last observed, though possibly the very last, dates of dispatch (transport) of Mandate mail from 
Jerusalem (see below 2 May for a cover to Ramat Gan, westwards, received that day though dispatched on April 19th) – 
sent only to Haifa. It appears that earlier-postmarked mail was accumulated in the city and then dispatched in one 
transport, and this likely due to generally unsafe road conditions due to the fighting:  
 

 
 

 The cover at the left, though addressed to a philatelic personality (Leo Better) in Haifa, was postmarked at Mea 
Shearim on 15 April – but it only arrived in Haifa on the 27th; 

 the official mail cover on the top in the center is office-dispatch dated 20 April and arrival postmarked 27 April 
at the Haifa head post office (interestingly, using the double-ring postmark of the public counters and not the 
with the expected use of the single circle postmark of the sorting office);175  

 the Arabic cover on the bottom at the center is addressed to Jaffa; it was posted at the public counter of the 
Jerusalem HPO on April 24th and subsequently stamped “return to sender no service” by the black smudged 
handstamp of the Haifa HPO (as per Daryl Kibble’s extensive research); we can surmise that this cover too must 
have been carried on the same transport of 27 April – here tellingly northwards rather than westwards towards 
either Tel Aviv or Jaffa (which was under siege at this time). It was later censored (orange label) in Tel Aviv. 

 the cover on the right was postmarked on the 26th from the Mahane Yehuda branch office and received in Haifa 
on the 27th (the circumstance of the cover being sent registered 6 days after that service was suspended is odd – 
as is the Haifa return address);  

 
That Arabic cover to Jaffa appears to confirm that road access 
out of Jerusalem was possible but apparently not westwards 
to Tel Aviv, as we would expect for Jaffa-addressed mail:  
 
one clue to the use of a northern route by the Mandate postal 
service is provided by this same-day 27 April excerpted press 
report about the road from Jerusalem to Jericho being used 
by the Arabs (Jericho is north-east of Jerusalem, near the 
Jordan Valley): here the Mandate likely had less difficulty 
travelling than on the Arab-Jewish disputed Tel Aviv-
Jerusalem highway. 
 
 

 

                                                           
175 As detailed in the article “Legalized Taxi Mail & The Hidden History of the Haifa Head Post Office” by Alex Ben-Arieh in JerusalemStamps Bulletin 
#1 here https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf, p.28-32; the Haifa sorting office apparently closed down around 21-22 
April, with 21 April being the latest observed date of its single circle postmark in use, prior to the observed phenomenon of the dispatch of Haifa-
originating mail to southern Palestine being done at Tel Aviv. 

https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf
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Our postal history also includes a letter supposedly sent from the Jerusalem soldiers’ welfare club, “Menorah Club”, on 
or around this day:176 the cover is addressed to Tel Aviv and franked 10 mils for the domestic letter rate; it was originally 
return-addressed to Jerusalem and then amended to the “Menorah Club”. The cover contains the original letter written 
on 22 April in which, according to the auction lot description, the sender writes “We received entrance tickets to the 
Menorah Club... here in the Club there is a special table for writing letters and here we give the letters to be sent and the 
next day they are delivered by Convoy or by Airplane that lands nearby”. The cover was postmarked in TEL AVIV on 27 
April using a double-ring datestamp of the public counter of the head post office.  
 

 
 
Although the dealer preferred to describe this as a “flown” cover, my evaluation is that it was transported by land – 
perhaps northwards via Haifa and then Tel Aviv (without transit marks as it is not registered mail), or couriered directly 
westwards to Tel Aviv (whether privately or by convoy) and then submitted to the Mandate postal system for delivery. 

 In the course of this chronology (and the chapters related to air service) we will see ample proof that mail such 
as this from Jerusalem was not flown. 

 In the chapter specifically dealing with the evaluation of postal history of siege era Jerusalem we will address 
“Menorah Club” mail and prove conclusively that a) much of it is fake, and b) of what remains, none was flown. 
In the specific case of this letter it should be obvious that the 5 day transit time between when the supposedly 
original letter was written (on the 22nd) and the date of the letter’s posting (27th) was sufficiently long that its 
method of transportation was by land and not air. 

  
As per press reports from the 28th reporting on events from the 27th: 

 Two supply convoys travelled to Hadassah hospital on Mount Scopus with minimal security – this in addition to 
the convoy of the 26th reported about on the 27th. 

 The Tel Aviv-Jerusalem highway was either open or partially so in light of the report about a Stern Group 
member trying to steal weapons from a British army convoy approaching Jerusalem. 

 The third article mentions that Ben-Gurion travelled to Jerusalem on the 27th – this was by air.177 
 

                                                           
176 TAS 37 Lot 37 
177 Ibid., Lotem / “Roots” p.301, who writes that this trip occurred on the 28th, but apparently not. Ben-Gurion travelled in order to inspect the 
“Maram” airstrip and was dissatisfied. More about this in the section on air service further down. 
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Wednesday, 28 April 
Although I have not seen a 28 April dispatch date for mail from Jerusalem, evidently the following letter was posted on 
this date (either by the official Mandate postal service or by some improvised manner outside of the mails): 
 

from the State Archives we see a letter from 
Hanna Even-Tov in Jerusalem to Zeev Sherf in Tel 
Aviv, where she writes “Now, as there is again 
hope for some kind of contact with you I am 
beginning to reply to matters which you held up 
until now, because I had telegrammed only on 
more urgent matters. In your letter of 7 April 
1948 you asked among other things about Mr. 
Geles, a clerk of ours from the finance 
department…”178  
 
We understand from the heading of the sheet 
and its phraseology that this is a letter and not a 
telegram. 

 
We see from this a) that telecommunication was used in periods where there was no postal transport, and b) that 
apparently now there was a way for mail from Jerusalem to reach its destination, although this was likely not by air as in 
subsequent documents we will see Even-Tov is clear about the matter of air transported mail (albeit we don’t know that 
this letter actually reached its destination ‘on time’). This is an intriguing document in light of the fact that in our entries 
for 29 April below we will learn that domestic postal service in Palestine, and especially with regards Jerusalem, 
“collapsed” on this day – though this does not mean that road access with Jerusalem was not possible. 
 
 
Thursday, 29 April 
The press report commenting on the limited acceptance of cables, based on information from the General Post Office 
which was in Jerusalem, suggests that even in Jerusalem it was still possible to send “full-rate cables [though] only to the 
United Kingdom and the United States… Cables to other countries are accepted as far as they can be relayed through the 
United Kingdom.” That same GPO source believed that local telephone service would continue to operate normally. This 
is an important indication that in the absence of postal service at least telecommunication was still functioning 
domestically, and to an extent also abroad by the date – in and from Jerusalem. 

                                                           
178 p.59 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132 covering 1948 Jan-May correspondence between Jlem and TLV secretariates 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132
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What the “Palestine Post” 
dramatically calls the “collapse” 
of postal services refers to the 
scheduled (but undated) 
termination of domestic letter 
mail: “Public Notice 53” of 13 
April 1948 (see Appendix 3) on 
the termination of Mandate 
postal services gave end-dates 
for the suspension of various 
types of postal services and post 
offices – except “inland 
[ordinary] letters” was merely 

listed “To as late a date as possible”, which turned out to be on April 28th, albeit the expression is misleading as mail was 
still being accepted at various post offices around the country, only that it was inconsistent as was the mails’ delivery.  
 
The following foreign report published this day (based on information from the day before) quotes foreign sources, 
specifically the British firm Cable & Wireless, stating that “outgoing cables to Jerusalem and Haifa remained normal but 
that those to Tel Aviv were subject to delay while those to Jaffa [in light of the Jewish siege on that city since the 26th] 
were subject to indefinite delays… Plans were being considered for the maintenance of communications with Jerusalem 
from some outside center, possibly Amman [in Jordan], the company indicated.” We need to keep in mind, as far as it 
relates here to Jerusalem, that the war-inspired “collapse” or scheduled “winding-down” of postal services does not 
mean problems with land access to the city. 
 

 
 
 
Friday, 30 April 

 
A press report from 2 May reveals that on 30 April a convoy with British army escort 
reached the Atarot settlement, and made its return to Jerusalem. 
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Saturday, 1 May 
In a rare instance of relying on Dov Yosef’s memoirs, in the lack of an archive document to independently confirm this, 
we learn from his book that on this date 5 Jewish post office officials drew up a plan for a new postal system; his 
account mentions 3 post offices and a hope to be able to send mail by airplane.179 We will see a document from the 
city’s postmaster, Avraham Renan, logged for 30 May describing his work (that report may erroneously state that Renan 
was put in charge on “10” May, but the service began operating already on the 9th, so he likely received his commission 
on the 1st). Here then we may have an actual starting date for the preparation of the city’s postal service – and also the 
origin of the idea that it would be supported by air transport (see materials logged for 9, 14, 26 and 27 May below on 
the matter of air service). 
 

 
 
The following information written on 14 July 1948 pertains to travel arrangements from early May, and is relevant for us 
here as it outlines a detailed procedure for land travel out from Jerusalem in the period of May-June: it was written by 
Meir Madan of the ‘Department for Judicial and Investigative Matters’ and is entitled “The Procedure for the Issuance of 
Permits for Exit from the City [of Jerusalem]”, and it reads:  

 
“A) Before the Truce Period [before 11 June 1948]: The 
issuance of permits began at the start of May. Those 
interested would be received at the office by Mr. 
Werfel180 or by myself and would present the reasons for 
their request together with any relevant documents. The 
documents which would be accepted were: a) a 
document confirming that the requestor is not a resident 
of Jerusalem but rather a resident of another locale who 
was stuck here because of the cession of transportation; 
b) a medical document attesting that the requestor has 
to go to another place due to serious medical reasons; c) 
a document showing that the requestor has to leave the 
city for a vital governmental assignment or as an 
emissary of an important public institution; d) documents 
proving that the requestor has to leave the city for 
important trade matters, especially matters concerning 
the supply of food, fuel or raw materials to Jerusalem; e) 
documents from authorized institutions which have 
approved the requestor to travel abroad and so 
consequently needs an exit permit to travel to Tel Aviv or 
Haifa. 
 

Men or women of army draft age needed to present either draft-release documents, or a home-leave permits or unit-
transfer documents in the event they were draftable. People of suitable age for ‘Mishmar Haam’ – were required to 
show similar documents to those above, from the ‘Mishmar Haam’. 
 
The requestor was to leave the documents in the care of Mr. Werfel or myself. After the time of the public hours Mr. 
Werfel would review the material and indicate if to approve the request or decline it. According to his instructions it was 
my responsibility to fill out the permit forms, which were addressed to either ‘Egged’ [bus cooperative] (with a request to 
assign a seat to the requestor) or to the commander of the convoy (without a commitment to approve a seat on the 
journey). Every permit which was issued was stamped with a handstamp of the Transportation Department and hand 
signed by Mr. Werfel, and the permit was logged on a special registry according to the date that it was issued. This 

                                                           
179 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.145 
180 Likely Yitzhak Werfel (Raphael), head of the Public Relations and Fuel Distribution sub-committees of the Jerusalem Committee, though the 
handling of travel permits seems an odd assignment for him – see Appendix 2 (and p.105/145/166 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-

page/2282904) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904
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registry is in a special folder which is presently in the hands of Mr. M. Y. Levy. The permit was passed to the Information 
Bureau for the purpose of issuing it to its assignee a few days later. In urgent cases Mr. Werfel would hand the permit to 
the requestor immediately in order that he not have to be bothered to come again to pick it up. 
 
By an arranged procedure between Mr. Werfel and the manager of ‘Egged’, a list of was made up of permit holders who 
would exit on the first convoy, and after it left they would set up the list of those to exit on the next convoy, and so on. 
However no convoy managed to leave.*”181  
 
This document is shown again below in the section addressing the First Truce, describing permit procedures in that 
period. 
 
* I am skeptical about the veracity of that last comment, and would condition it by adding that it relates to “travel by 
the general public, not government/related officials”:  

 We will see through to mid-June ongoing activity in requesting and approving places for travel on convoys (none 
observed being handled through the “permit office” mentioned above);  

 We will see requests by the government in Tel Aviv to have clerks in Jerusalem come to the city for urgent 
matters; we will see established procedures – and even the setting of lists, not by Mr. Werfel or the manager of 
‘Egged’, but rather by Hanna Even-Tov herself (see entries for 27 May and 6-7 June, for example);  

 In the second part of this report, shown in the last portion of the chronology, addressing the First Truce period, 
the writer Madan mentions that Egged “set aside” places for these requested seats – suggesting that some 
portion of the capacity was ‘budgeted’ for the public while presumably another portion was “set aside” for 
other travelers, like officials;  

 We do not see cases (as far as I have searched) of expected convoys being cancelled. The repeated procedure 
and process recorded on several dates below gives an unmistakable impression that passenger travel was an 
actual and ongoing event (even if subject to the safety and availability of land routes): were this not the case we 
would expect to see a central well-connected and informed individual like Even-Tov indicate that passenger 
travel is not available at all, or that there not be any requests made at all because the lack of service was widely 
known. For the entries logged on 27 May, for example, she says directly that air travel is not possible – this was 
an established fact at that time, so there was nothing to be done to get around it.  

Ultimately in this chronology we will see that people did exit the city with permits in the period prior to the First 
Truce, and that there were convoys and road transportation.  
 
 
Sunday, 2 May 
 

 
A press report on the Jewish siege of Arab Jaffa reveals a 
number of unexpected issues: 

 It underscores that the strategic importance of Jaffa 
was its ability to negatively affect Jewish access to the Tel 
Aviv-Jerusalem highway;  

 the report also reveals and highlights Mandate 
transport policy, that for the British it was important to keep 
the Jerusalem-Hebron and Jerusalem-Nablus roads open, but 

 interestingly, it was not of priority for the Mandate to 
keep the Jerusalem-Tel Aviv highway open, and so the Jewish 
leadership undertook to do that 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
181 p.82 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493371 - 1948 June-Oct Jerusalem investigation black market exit passes + info on procedure 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493371
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The following reports from 4 May pertain to an attempted local ‘cease-fire’ in areas inside Jerusalem – these draw our 
attention to a unique aspect of the fighting in Jerusalem, that the fighting was punctuated by various locally arranged 
‘cease-fire’ agreements, which enabled a temporary reorganization of civilian life and momentary breathing room 
although we see from the reports that these were tenuous: 
 

 
 

Jerusalem Mail postmarked on Monday, 19 April: 
A documented instance of late dated mail out of 
Jerusalem – with arrival confirmation:  
 
a 19 April 1948 postmarked registered cover from the 
Mahane Yehuda branch office in Jerusalem, addressed 
to Ramat Gan, and backstamped 2 May 1948 arrival 
using Mandate postmark (all per the description in TAS 
Auction #43 Lot 329182); only the front side was 
displayed. 
 
This is critical postal history whose arrival date strongly 
suggests that it was carried out of Jerusalem (by the 
Mandate postal service) on 2 May – making this the 
latest known dated piece of Mandate mail to leave 
Jerusalem, and this during the period presently called 
the ‘siege’ period.  
 

As registered mail, ordinarily we would expect it to have been transit-postmarked by the head post office’s registry 
division in Tel Aviv (the normal mail route from Jerusalem to the west of the country; here as dispatched from a branch 
office, in this period it did not transit the Jerusalem registry division prior to leaving the city – see the article in 
JerusalemStamps Bulletin #2)183, and the presence of such a transit mark may have altered our assessment of this cover, 
if for instance it had indeed left Jerusalem on April 19th and been received in Tel Aviv even a week later (then being 
delayed for whatever reason until it was delivered on May 2nd) – but here there is no transit mark (based on the lot 
description), suggesting that the cover was held up in Jerusalem and sent out late in a sealed bag, and even if it 
transited Tel Aviv, this outbound transport likely occurred on or around May 2nd, with the delay being at Jerusalem itself 
and not somewhere else further down the route. For this reason too it’s likely that this cover was not sent northward to 
HAIFA with the documented dispatch of mail from 27 April (see above). 

                                                           
182 https://telavivstamps.com/tel-aviv-stamps-auction-43-329-1948-jerusalem-incl-local-issues-flown-courier-1948-french-consular  
183 See the article on registered mail in JerusalemStamps Bulletin #2 - https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin002_compressed.pdf  

https://telavivstamps.com/tel-aviv-stamps-auction-43-329-1948-jerusalem-incl-local-issues-flown-courier-1948-french-consular
https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin002_compressed.pdf
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Although the cover is not overtly problematic (posted 1 day before the end of domestic registered mail service – see 
Appendix 3 for the document), what is ironically odd about the cover is the arrival postmark: the interim postal service 
began nationwide in Jewish-held parts of Palestine except at the head post offices; Ramat Gan therefore was serviced 
on 2 May by the interim postal service – and it was in the habit of arrival-backstamping mail in this period, but using its 
interim postmarking device and not the Mandate device as mentioned in this lot description. 
 
Separately, TAS Auction #45 lot 103 described (but didn’t illustrate) a taxi mail cover sent from Haifa to Jerusalem on 2 
May via Aviv Taxi. This further supports our impression that there was land access from Jerusalem outwards 
(northwards and westwards) on 2 May. 

 
Nevertheless we do have postal history attesting to the arrival of 
mail through the posts to Jerusalem on this day – so far the latest 
known arrival of mail to the city during the Mandate postal 
administration (albeit without an arrival postmark):184 an April 14th 
postmarked airletter from New York with docketed receipt date of 2 
May. As ordinary (not registered) mail, the cover would not have 
been marked by transit and arrival postmarks. Here we have 
evidence, however rare, that in spite of “the siege” on Jerusalem, 
mail was still being delivered. We will see evidence logged for 5 May 
that the General Post Office continued functioning at this time: this 
letter may have been delivered by any of the existing branch offices 
in the city and possibly even by the GPO (albeit its public counters 
closed on 26 April). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Monday, 3 May 
In a Hebrew press report (excerpted below) surveying the new interim postal service of Minhelet Haam, it writes 
specifically about telegraph services,  
 

“Of all the postal service which 
stopped until now, the telegraph is 
the only one which still operates if 
slowly and with slight changes. On 
the eve of the holiday [likely 
Passover, 23 April] for example there 
were received in Tel Aviv about 1500 
telegrams. A large number of them 
were from Jerusalem, Haifa and the 
settlements, and the rest were from 
abroad… Holiday greetings sent from 
Jerusalem on the 18th of the month 

were received in Tel Aviv only on the eve of the holiday [i.e. 23 April]…”  
 
This report reinforces our developing impression that when letter-post service was unavailable (due to transportation 
problems, difficulty in reaching or leaving Jerusalem), it was telecommunications channels which served as an alternate 
communications route. 
 
Following on from the example of taxi mail to Jerusalem on 2 May, below is an example of taxi mail from Jerusalem to 
Haifa, sent via Atid Taxi. The letter was dispatched on the 3rd but the contents dated 2 May, and from them there is no 

                                                           
184 TAS 35 Lot 612 
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indication that the communication ‘channel’ is unique or special or that the writer is going through a trying wartime 
experience; indeed the writer in semi-besieged Jerusalem is concerned for his correspondent in liberated Haifa. It is sent 
from a lawyers’ office to a person at Hotel Zion, and reads:  
 
“We are very worried for your safety. In spite of all our letters we have not yet received a reply from you until now. A 
month and a half ago we sent you a bank check in the sum of 500 Palestine Pounds and I don’t know if you received it. I 
ask that you write or telegraph us quickly because Shifra and I are very concerned. We hope that all is well. As a fellow 
Haifian accept our blessings on your great victory in Haifa [the liberation of the city on 21-22 April] which came after 
great victories in this war and which symbolizes a great turning point in this war.” 
 

 
 

As per press reports for 4 May, a cease fire agreement for the Old 
City came into effect on the 3rd – although British army escort for 
a convoy was not provided on account of its weapons having 
been stolen. The ceasefire was to enable “freedom of access” to 
the Old City. Albeit the convoy did not operate for extenuating 
circumstances the mere fact that it could have taken place is 
further evidence that there was no hermetic siege within 
Jerusalem – the British could have facilitated the convoy had they 
chosen to. 
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Tuesday, 4 May 
An earlier referenced letter dated this day (4 pages long), from Hanna Even-Tov to Zeev Sherf in Tel Aviv sheds 
interesting information on communications with and within Jerusalem, as well as the war’s impact on administrative 
functions.185  
 
In her opening comments she describes the sudden transformation of the everyday routine into one of ‘tohu vavohu’ 
Biblical chaos, from mid-April until now in May, describing how in the framework of the published British “withdrawal” 
Mandate administrative functions ceased to function virtually overnight, that the planned closure of one function had 
immediate impact on other related functions which then suddenly ceased to operate; that although Jewish employees 
were asked to relocate to other premises in the Jewish areas, the administrative offices essentially ceased to operate. 
She adds that Arab bombardments on the city center in the area of the General Post Office basically stopped whatever 
orderly wind-down may have been taking place, and that together with subsequent pillaging of offices by Arabs the 
withdrawal itself turned into a mass pillage – between the British, the Arabs and the Jews there was a struggle to secure 
administrative equipment and implements for each one’s interests, as she writes “whatever is not evacuated in an 
orderly manner today will be stolen [by others] tomorrow”. The locations of administrative functions change from day to 
day as do their managers, and in describing her own experience securing rations or permits, the impression that arises is 
that even ‘senior’ members of administrative bodies had to struggle to secure their needs just like everybody else. 
 
Commenting on governmental work in Jerusalem, she writes that awareness of needs developed from one to the other, 
moment by moment: the degree and scope of the void left by the dismantling of the Mandate administration was 
unexpected by the Jews, adding “communication with you was totally cut off – even my desperate telegrams stopped 
receiving replies, in the city there was no one who could take upon himself the responsibility for them…” 
 

 
 
She notes that she sent Sherf a telegram but has not received a reply, and asks in addition that he telegram her 
information on the published news that a postal service will be established in Jerusalem. She adds that the matter of 
radio broadcasts is also urgent for her to know, that 4 radio services in Jerusalem are planned and that these are being 
self-built – but that the urgency for them exceeds the time available to set them up. Regarding telegram service one is 
being set up and it is planned that one device will suffice for the administration and the press corps. 
 

But the great and telling irony of this letter 
is the date on which the Government 
Secretariate in Tel Aviv office-dated the 
letter’s receipt – more than two and half 
months later, on 20 July, likely meaning 
that the letter was delayed just like the rest 
of the mail from Jerusalem, and that even 
as “official” mail it did not receive a special 

priority regardless of its urgent contents. In other words, road access for mail transport may have been sporadic and 
inconsistently available – but this letter was certainly not flown. 
 

In light of the above, the Hebrew press on this day published two interesting 
announcements: “The central post office in Tel Aviv [still under Mandate 
control] began yesterday [3 May], after a special arrangement with the 
National Institutions [i.e. Jewish Agency, Jewish National Council etc.], to 
receive telegrams for Jerusalem.”  
 
Another report below this one reads “Letters to Jerusalem from Tel Aviv and 
her surroundings will being to be sent on a regular basis, back and forth, in two 
more days – it has been said to our reporter from a reliable source.”  
 

                                                           
185 Pages 51-57 of this file: https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132 on 1948 Jan-May correspondence bet Jerusalem and TLV 
secretariates 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132
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That report likely implied that the interim postal service, due to assume control of the head post offices in Tel Aviv and 
Haifa on 6 May – and not the Mandate postal service – would likely be the agency attempting to facilitate this postal 
connection. We will indeed see postal history evidence of land access with Jerusalem over the course of the next 10 
days though implicit in the report is an apparent state of inconsistent land access with the city – though there is no 
mention whatsoever of the possibility of air carriage of mail. 
 
 
Wednesday, 5 May 
Press reports of this day speak of ‘neutral zones’ in the city; an agreed ‘safe conduct’ arrangement involving the Jewish 
Agency for Egyptian buses to come and evacuate nationals (apparently via a southern route going through Gush Etzion); 
an extension of an existing cease-fire in the Katamon neighborhood with developing news on “truce talks”; and food 
convoys under the auspicies of the Red Cross – overall not an image of a hermitically besieged city, and more 
remarkably coordinated land travel between two ‘governments’ (the Jewish and the Egyptian) shortly to be in a state of 
war with each other 10 days hence: 
 

 
 
Contrary to anything that has been written in the philatelic literature 5 May is the latest known dated mail sent 
(prepared) from the Mandate head post office in Jerusalem – exactly on schedule as the last day of the Mandate postal 
service at the head post offices of the major cities.  
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The cover above was sent by the “Accounts Branch” (office backstamp) of the Mandate’s Department of Posts, 
Telegraphs and Telephones to a business in Gothenburg Sweden. The franking of 60 mils in two separate sums (20m + 
40m) is for quadruple weight surface mail (20m base postage + 3x 13m additional weight, with 1m overpaid). The letter 
was not postmarked as the public counters had closed prior to 26 April, and the letter was likely evacuated from the city 
along with the rest of the administration (as official mail it would not have been left for the incoming interim Jewish 
postal administration to handle).  
 
Press reports of April 29th mention the evacuation of British nationals and government officials, leaving only 30 
remaining in Palestine – 23 in Jerusalem, including the postmaster General; the letter and any other such mail from this 
period was likely transported out of the city likely along with the city's last press cables and transported to Haifa on 
Thursday, May 13th or with the last Mandate officials flown out from Kalandia airport to Haifa airport on the 14th, as 
documented in the press. Either way the letter would have been carried by ship to London: as per UPU regulations 
foreign postal administrations are not supposed to obliterate uncancelled foreign stamps using their own “datestamps” 
(ref. UPU conventions 1929 and onward); if the stamps had been noticed uncancelled they were to be marked off by the 
office which noticed them but as these remain clean they passed through the posts unnoticed and uncancelled probably 
as the cover remained sealed in a bag all the way from Palestine. 
 
The significance of this letter is that regardless of the chaos in the city, the semi-siege conditions within and around it, 
and even the suspension of postal connections abroad, back-office administrative work at the GPO continued until the 
last scheduled day of its operation (see Appendix 3 for the scheduled dates of the termination of Mandate postal 
services at the head post offices). 
 

The report at left about the suspension of Reuters’ foreign press 
reports to the Palestine Post reveals a number of issues regarding 
communications and transportation in this period: a) Reuters’ office in 
Jerusalem is being closed but will operate – not “continue to operate” 
– in Tel Aviv, suggesting that the staff was being transferred at this 
time out of “besieged” Jerusalem to continue working from Tel Aviv; 
b) the notice was received by ‘teleprinter’ – a reminder for us that 
such implements existed at this time, obviating the need for postal 
mail to communicate quickly. The service was being suspended not due 
to any problems with telecommunications or transportation with 
Jerusalem but rather due to “flying bullets [in Jerusalem making] life 
difficult for the staff”. 
 
 
 

 
Separately from the operations of the 
Mandate postal service we have from this 
date a remarkable memorandum from Dov 
Yosef (unsigned but in the name of the 
Jerusalem Committee) to the commander of 
“the security brigade in the Jerusalem 
district” (eg. the commander of the ‘Etzioni’ 
brigade), in which he writes:186 “In 
accordance with my conversation with you 
from a couple of days ago I ask that you give 
the order to the roadblocks, which protect the 
entrances to Jerusalem, not to permit anyone 
to enter the city with any cattle, sheep or 
goats, chickens, eggs, vegetables, or other 
foodstuffs without a permit issued by the 
Jerusalem Committee, as per the sample form 
attached to this letter with the signature of 
the person in charge of imports, on behalf of 

                                                           
186 p.182 in file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051 on 1948 Jerusalem Committee on transport of materials May-July 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051


P a g e  | 97 

 
our Committee, Mr. P. Landa, whose signature you will see on the attached form. I ask that you instruct the guards at 
the roadblocks to seize all foodstuffs of the above types if someone tries to bring them into the city without a permit such 
as this, and that they immediately inform Mr. Landa on the seizure of those materials so he can arrange for their receipt 
and storage in our facilities.” We clearly see commercial land transit to Jerusalem being possible in this period. 
 

In another same-dated document 
below, sent from a meat importer in 
Jerusalem to Dov Yosef as the 
chairman of the Supply Committee of 
the Jerusalem Committee, the senders 
(David Lifschitz and P. Weisman) 
write:187 “We have the honor of 
drawing your attention to the fact that 
for the last number of months we have 
been handling the import of Kosher 
meat to Jerusalem from overseas. And 
the office of the inspector of foodstuffs 
has worked to secure a license for the 
import of meat from abroad. After 
numerous very difficult efforts we have 
been successful in this endeavor. As a 
result of an agreement with the offices 
of the Chief Rabbinate on the matter of 
‘Kashrut’ and with the Emergency 
Committee (Vaadat HaMatzav [in Tel 
Aviv]) who are responsible for this area, 
we have been promised:  
 
1) to be given two seats on the journey 
of the first convoy which will leave 
Jerusalem so that we can handle the 
necessary matters pertaining to the 
removal of the meat from customs and 
its transfer to Jerusalem...”  
 
The shipment was for 19½ tons of meat 
in containers and another 137 tons of 
frozen meat “all Kosher”. Here too we 
see evidence of an existing and 
orderly process for the transport of 
people and materials to and from 

Jerusalem as late as 5 May. Separately we also see evidence of ongoing maritime connections with Palestine in a 
period our literature (eg. “Israel’s Foreign Postal Links” by Marvin Siegel and Chaim Shamir) generally believes the 
country to have been cut off from sea contact. 
 
  

                                                           
187 p.181 in file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051 on 1948 Jerusalem Committee on transport of materials May-July 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051
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Thursday, 6 May 
Further to the press reports from the day before (5 May), we see that the planned Egyptian bus convoy managed to 
reach Jerusalem, having spent the night before in Hebron – not because of fighting, as suggested in the reports of the 5th 
– but rather due to a Mandate-imposed road curfew. In a separate report on the lack of food convoys to the Jewish 
Quarter of the Old City (the last of which by this report was Thursday, 29 April), the lack of convoys – the suspension of 
food supplies – was not due to the military situation there but rather as a punishment for the theft of weapons by Jews 
from a police station in the Old City. 
 
 
 

 
 
The specialist philatelic literature knows to tell us that the interim postal service in Jerusalem began on 9 May, and most 
documents I have seen only refer to the start of the service on that day – there is no reference to prior planning or 
appointment of officials before then. Below we have an official announcement dated 6 May, broadcast by “Kol 
HaMagen” (Voice of the Defender) and “Kol Yerushalayim” (Voice of Jerusalem) that:188  
 

“We have been informed by 
Minhelet Haam that the 
arrangements which are being 
made in relation to the 
continuation of postal services are 
taking into account also Jerusalem. 
The Jerusalem public will receive a 
notice about these new 
arrangements in the zone in the 

coming days.” This is an important document insofar that Jerusalem received its postmark devices on the 9th and my 
evaluation is that these devices were prepared at the same time as those for the rest of the country – but arrived a few 
days late owing to difficulties and priorities for land transport (see below). 
 
  

                                                           
188 p.2 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854 1948 Jan-July establishment of Minhelet Haam postal service especially in 
Jerusalem 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854
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Friday, 7 May 
 

Further to the cited correspondence of 5 May, between the meat 
importers and Dr. Yosef, here we have a follow-up on the matter 
sent from Dov Yosef as Chairman of the Jerusalem Committee to 
Dr. Forder in Tel Aviv [responsible for the inspection of 
foodstuffs], in which he writes,189 
 
“We hereby send to you the request by Mr’s Lifschitz and 
Weisman to permit them to travel to Tel Aviv and to Haifa in 
order to handle the release of Kosher meat which was supposed 
to arrive at one of the above-mentioned ports. I hereby ask for 
your opinion regarding the necessity of their travel…”  
 
This document gives us insight as to how transport between the 
cities was arranged and determined – and we clearly see that 
land transport between the cities was an existing matter of fact. 
 
The document is also revealing because it shows that sea 
commerce with interim Israel continued apace as if nothing 
special had occurred – this contrasts sharply with the ‘siege’ 
perspective necessitating much “emergency mail” service 
presented in another influential book of our existing philatelic 
literature, “Israel Foreign Postal Links”.190 Apparently if we look 
at communications and transportation in this period solely 
through the myopic lens of mail carriage we are likely to think 
there was no transportation at all… yet it may be that there was 
much transportation – only that mail received a very low 
priority. 
 

 
From an archive file on matters of 
storage facilities in Jerusalem, we 
are afforded insight as to the 
detailed procedures for the receipt 
of a convoy (though not the one 
the meat importers would have 
been able to join, as their request 
was still being considered). This is a 
snippet of a 7 May document 
regarding “Procedures for 
Receiving the Convoy” decided 
upon at a meeting that day 
involving Dov Yosef and several 
others. 191 Had road transport and 
convoy travel not been possible in 
this period there would have been 
no need to spend valuable time 
devising unnecessary procedures. 

 
It states, “At the roadblock on the road from Tel Aviv: 

1) Receipt of the convoy 
a) Those responsible are Belkind with Dr. Hamburger [only Belkind is listed in attendance], Dudkevich with Stein 

[only Dudkevich is listed in attendance] 

                                                           
189 p.179 in file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051 on 1948 Jerusalem Committee on transport of materials May-July 
190 “Israel Foreign Postal Links” (IFPL) by Chaim Shamir and Marvin Siegel, 1992 
191 p. 73-74 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2476303 on 1948 May-Aug - Jerusalem storage issues 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2476303
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b) The vehicles will be registered on the forms which will be prepared for this purpose, according to the 

attached sample enclosed here, in two copies 
c) On the front windshield of each vehicle there will be affixed a sign with the name of the storage to which 

that vehicle is to unload its cargo, according to the orders of those responsible [i.e. in part a)] 
Those signs will be affixed by a child who will receive a suitable box to tie around his neck and implements 
suitable to ensure the signs’ application.  

2) The various goods will be directed as best as possible according to the following guidelines…” 
 
Here from the archives we see concrete proof that convoy activity between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem had been 
continuing until now. Although as we see from the press reports below, what is clearly seen from the desks of the 
authorities is less concrete from the perspective of the press: 
 
On this day – and so likely an occurrence from recent days previously, not the convoy/s described just above – we are 
informed of a large convoy from Tel Aviv that reached the “Jewish quarter of Jerusalem” (likely here meaning Jewish 
Jerusalem, not necessarily the “Jewish Quarter” of the Old City) “over highways which for weeks had been blocked by 
Arabs”.  
 

 
 
Other press reports of this day depict a conflicting image of whether the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem highway remains “open” or 
“closed” (depending on which delegation expresses itself): the article “Shelling Reprisal” reporting on the Stern Group 
trigging mines on that highway suggests that it was open, with vehicles travelling on it; we also see examples of British 
army presence in Jerusalem ‘policing’ the military situation on the ground, against Arabs and Jews, and that a British 
army convoy was travelling near the settlement of Motza; the French flew in their own soldiers via Kalandia airport in 
Jerusalem, to guard the consulate in the city.  
 
The overall image is of a fluid (not siege) military situation within and without Jerusalem, where the British militarily and 
authoritatively are still in control, attempting – or by some accounts, “attempting” – to mediate between Jews and 
Arabs: 
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The editorial column of the same edition of the ‘Palestine Post’ depicts a picture of relative normalcy in the Jewish parts 
of Jerusalem, and indeed describes the Yishuv’s overall economic creditworthiness as positive: 
 

 
 
There exists postal history proof of mail connections with Tel Aviv on this day by way of the following Haganah army-
mail cover, sent from the Haganah headquarters in Jerusalem to its counterpart in Tel Aviv:192 the cover was registered 
and dispatched on this day, and received in Tel Aviv the same day as well – however, contrary to the auction catalogue 
description, which describes the cover as “flown”, it was actually transported by land. We know this definitively due to a 
single element missing from the cover and also from the description: it lacks a “By Air” handstamp endorsement. We 

                                                           
192 TAS 21 Lot 1222 



P a g e  | 102 

 
will review that matter and the faulty methodology of surmising that same day dispatch and arrival necessarily means 
“flown” mail, in a subsequent chapter, Chapter X in Part II of this article. 
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Sunday, 9 May 

 
Further to the correspondence of 5 and 7 May between the 
meat importers, the supply committee chaired by Dov Yosef, 
and Yosef’s inquiry with the inspector of foodstuffs in Tel Aviv, 
we see on this date that Yosef followed up with that inspector 
to inquire when the meat from abroad might reach Jerusalem 
– “Please let me know when we can look forward to receiving 
the meat from abroad”.193  
 
There is no indication in the text that transport is short or 
virtually unavailable; no hint of a military problem hindering 
transport. From this we can infer that transportation between 
the two cities existed at this time – no siege. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
A foreign photo-caption report this day briefly describes a Jewish convoy to Jerusalem “with food supplies” being 
attacked on route at Hebron (the road leading through Gush Etzion, south of Jerusalem) – a reminder that there were 
various routes by which Jerusalem could be accessed, beyond the usual Tel Aviv-Jerusalem highway. The event likely 
occurred a few days earlier: 
 

 
 

                                                           
193 p.175 in file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051 on 1948 Jerusalem Committee on transport of materials May-July 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051
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In other press reports of the day, a cease fire in Jerusalem entered force the day before, 
on the 8th; the impression is that the Mandate authorities strong-armed both sides to 
accept this agreement, showing that the Mandate Authority still held considerable 
power:  

 an “Order of the Day” was issued by the Haganah Commander in Jerusalem 
(David Shaltiel) to troops in the district to observe a brokered cease fire - although in a 
separate report it was stated that the defined area of the cease-fire was unclear, and 
another report stating the military positions were not being abandoned by either Jews 
or Arabs and that the cease-fire was not a ‘truce’; the cease-fire held for 6 days until 14 
May.194 

 a separate report states that “freedom of movement along the whole road from 
Tel Aviv to the Wailing Wall in the Old City” (without searches or Red Cross protection) 
was one of the conditions insisted by the Agency.195 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Buried in a report on page 3 (“Arabs Violate New Order”) is a comment that the Jerusalem-
Bethlehem road is now passable to traffic: 
 
 
 

 
These two press reports on a tank parade through Jerusalem and the 
arrival of Italian soldiers via Lydda airport further illustrate that the 
Mandate had control or the ability to control events on the ground 
even in areas of fighting between Arabs and Jews; Lydda airport had 
been briefly captured by the [British-led] Arab Legion on 25 April 
before the British army ordered it to withdraw from the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
A press report from the 10th informs us that on this day, the 9th, the Mandate authorities 
transferred the bulk of the Palestine Police’s command in a 25-vehicle convoy to Haifa; 
the vehicles carried files, furniture and other office equipment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
194 See pg1 “Converging on Old City” in 2nd column: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19480516-01.1.1&e=------194-en-20--361-byDA-img-
txIN%7ctxTI-rationing+Jerusalem-------------1  
195 See https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1948/05/09/01/ - there were too many reports to paste here 

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19480516-01.1.1&e=------194-en-20--361-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-rationing+Jerusalem-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19480516-01.1.1&e=------194-en-20--361-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-rationing+Jerusalem-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1948/05/09/01/
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The ‘Palestine Post’ of the 10th reports that the interim postal 
service in Jerusalem began operating on the 9th (excerpted at 
left): in a telling comment within its coverage of the event the 
paper wrote that the interim stamps are a “provisional issue, 
valid only until the permanent one arrives from… Tel Aviv”. This 
is noteworthy as the official Doar Ivri stamps entered use in 
Israel on 16 May and it took 5 weeks for them to reach 
Jerusalem, on 20 June – even though as we will see regular, 
routine land transport was available much earlier. A sign that 
postal matters were of the lowest priority in this period even 
when transport was available.196 
 
 
There must have been land transport available between 
Jerusalem and Tel Aviv on the 9th because below we see 
extraordinary postal history: a “1st day” cover sent from 
Jerusalem to the Neve Shaanan neighborhood in Tel Aviv – 
with docketed arrival date on the same day.  
 
The cover was not franked with the new interim stamps so the 
sender likely saved himself much time in the long lines 
described in the article. That ironically may be the reason why 
the cover was quickly dispatched that day – here by the 
nationwide interim postal service as the Mandate postal service 
ended completely on the 5th.  
 

 

 
                                                           
196 https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19480510-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7ctxTI--------------1  

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19480510-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7ctxTI--------------1
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The letter was sent by an Eliezer Datz at “Gerassi House” on Abyssinian Street in Jerusalem, near the Old City, and 
addressed to a Moshe Levi at “Mizrachi House” on the corner of Yesod Hamaalah and Ein HaKoreh streets in Tel Aviv 
(the Neve Shaanan neighborhood), with an additional notation at the bottom left corner “For Yosef Levi Gerassi”. The 
cover was franked 10 mils per the inland letter rate using a horizontal pair on 5m Mandate pictorial stamps and 
postmarked at one of the 3 branch post offices of the interim Jerusalem postal services which began operations on 9 
May, tying the franks with the interim postmark; the cover is manuscript docketed in partly faulty English “First Day 
Cover Collected on the 9the(sic) of May 1948 from the Letterbox” – a critical proving mark, confirming that the cover 
was posted that day and also delivered that same day to the addressee's “letterbox” (i.e. not couriered or carried 
outside of the mails, but actually delivered by the interim postal service). This is the only known cover definitively 
confirmed to have left Jerusalem during the “siege” period and carried through the mails, here on the 1st day of 
Jerusalem's interim postal service.  
 
As we will see further below from a document of this date, the interim postmarks were only received by the postal 
service’s accountant – not even the offices themselves – at 09:30 in the morning, so the postal service evidently began 
public services late. Of particular note is the pedigree of the correspondence: the sender’s address appears to belong to 
a Levi Gerassi who Hebraicized his name in 1932 from Rafael Yusuf Gerassi to Rafael Yusuf Levi Gerassi; the intended 
addressee, Yosef Gerassi (1908-1966), was a post office clerk in Jerusalem from 1931 and became the city’s postmaster 
from 1961-1966 – this may explain the pedantic docketing message written on the front, documenting postal history in 
real time. This is the only such docketed cover I have seen. Below are obituaries for Gerassi confirming his background: 
 

  
 
The significance of the cover is two-fold: it was sent through the posts (interim mail service) and not a chance couriered 
cover; we also know conclusively from the docketed date that same-day intercity transport existed. In fact, in light of 
the document we will shortly see documenting the receipt of the interim postmarks (at 930am), which even the 
specialist literature believes came from Tel Aviv and was not locally made – but opines that it was flown to Jerusalem, 
which our research thus far appears to disprove – I believe the same convoy which brought those postmarks carried 
this letter (and any others which managed to be dispatched this day).197 See now below: 
 

The circumstances of the above cover gain 
credibility in light of contents in a message 
written on this remarkable postcard (left) 
sent from Givat Hayim to Jerusalem with a 
message dated 1 Iyar (10 May) in which 
the sender writes, “Thank G-d may we 
live that our Jerusalem Post Office 
already produced for me a letter from 
you”.198  
 
Because the writer expressed it as “our” 
Jerusalem post office it’s highly likely the 
sender means the city’s interim (Jewish) 
postal service which began the day 
before, on the 9th; describing the letter as 
having been “produced” by the post office 

underscores that its arrival was unexpected, that there was no expectation of mail from Jerusalem.  

                                                           
197 Ibid, JSPS p.106 
198 SKU 143867; an interesting expression, which we encounter yet again as “Blessed be He who has let us live [to witness] the first sovereign Doar 
Ivri [Hebrew Post]” on a 9 May postmarked letter from Jerusalem shown in an article by Ehud Jungwirth, “A Microcosm within a Macrocosm – A 
Family Correspondence Mirrors the Postal History of the Siege of Jerusalem” in HLPH bulletin #79-80, Autumn 1999, p.679-680: 
https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/teck/#p=39  

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/teck/#p=39
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Here then we have 2 examples of postal history seemingly indicating that there was a transport of mail out of 
Jerusalem on the 9th – a matter hitherto undocumented anywhere. 

 
There exists another type of postal item from this date whose significance 
may be more than meets the eye:199 a small number of covers from 
Jerusalem tied by the Mandate single-circle postmark believed to be that of 
the sorting office. Although the interim postal service began operating on 
this day with its own postmark, there are a few covers handled with the 
Mandate postmark too. Observed mail sees this device used on the 9th and 
10th – but on very little of what must have been a lot of mail held up in letter 
boxes.  
 
The ‘rosette’ device of the interim sorting office came into use, variously 
according to which source is used and the postal item observed, on 11 or 13 
May; there are even some supposed ‘proof’ strikes of that postmark 
accompanied by a 10 May dater. I want to propose here that these few 
unusual covers tied by the Mandate device might have been hurredly 
processed to enable their inclusion in the 9 May transport of mail revealed 
above. As regards the cover displayed here my sole skepticism about it is that 
it’s addressed to the lawyer Israel Amikam, the creator of the Haifa 
“Messengers” mail service – and a philatelist in his own right; the positioning 
of the postage stamp is also unusual. 
 

 
At this juncture we should keep in mind that there were still a number of alternate routes to/from Jerusalem in the 
period before Israel’s declaration of independence (14 May) and the invasion of Israel by foreign Arab armies (15 May). 
The map below albeit shows ‘Burma Road’ which only came into existence at the end of May, but it does show a 
number of alternate secondary routes, apart from the main Tel Aviv-Jerusalem highway, to access Jerusalem:200 
 

 
                                                           
199 TAS 39 Lot 22 / TAS 41 Lot 384 
200 Translated from the original in “Masaot BeZman” (Travels in Time) by Dr. Ktziya Avieli-Tabibian (2009):  https://lib.cet.ac.il/Pages/item.asp?item=20664  

https://lib.cet.ac.il/Pages/item.asp?item=20664
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From the State archives there is a remarkable letter – likely an archival transcript of a telegram (given its plain header 
and lack of punctuation) – sent from Hanna Even-Tov to Zeev Sherf in Tel Aviv, marked “Immediate” and requesting:201  
“For Zvi Friedburg [the Postmaster General], the post offices [in Jerusalem] opened today. 
 

a) We need an immediate answer from you as regards arrangements with airplanes and on which days they will 
take the mail bags from Jerusalem and on which days they will bring [mail] here. Have you given an order to 
the relevant institution [authority] to make available for the postal service the necessary space on an airplane 
twice a week? 
 

b) What are the arrangements after the 15th of May? Are we supposed to establish an organization which includes 
a manager and to bring this for your [plural] approval? Who will pay his salary and expenses? In the absence of a 
manager for the postal service in Jerusalem will you continue to liaise with me and have me issue instructions?” 

 

 
 
We see that as early as 9 May there was an expectation in Jerusalem that air transport could be made available – and 
no less than twice a week, although we will be from a document on the 14th that this inquiry apparently went 
unanswered. 
 
Evidently the confusion regarding logistics slid even into matters such as the launch of the local postal service: on the 
same page of the archive file, apparently collating various correspondences into an archival copy, Even-Tov contacts the 
two Jerusalem radio stations cited earlier asking that they broadcast information about the new postal service in the 
city, starting “tomorrow, Sunday May 10th” – Sunday was the present day, the 9th and “tomorrow” was Monday the 10th. 
 
 
On this date the Jerusalem interim postal service also received 3 postmark devices for the 3 branch offices set to begin 
operation that day.  
 
Below are the original handwritten protocols202 of the receipt of the devices as well as a typewritten copy written 
sometime later (with a few corrections):203 pay attention to the details of the “protocol” – the formality of the transfer 
of the devices, as well as the fairly late time of the devices’ receipt (“at the time 9:30 before the afternoon” as per the 
typewritten copy; the manuscript is less precise through logically it should have been in the morning). Postal services 
indeed began in Jerusalem on this date but apparently quite late in the day. 
 
“PROTOCOL 
In the offices of the Jewish Agency for Palestine there were delivered by the Emergency Committee (Vaadat HaMatzav) 
on behalf of Minhelet Haam 3 postal handstamps to the care of M. Ashkenazi, the chief accountant of the central post 
office --- 

                                                           
201 p.2 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854 1948 Jan-July establishment of Minhelet Haam postal service especially in 
Jerusalem. This is an important document in our study because it seems that certain critical works of literature (Daniel Rosenne and likely 
Kanner & Spiegel) interpret Even-Tov’s “twice a week” question as implying – incorrectly as we will see – that air service existed as per a 
schedule of 2 times a week. 
202 “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services in the Transition Period” (JSPS) by Zvi Shimony, Yeremiyahu Rimon & Itamar Karpovsky, 2004, p.107 
203 p.4 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854 1948 Jan-July establishment of Minhelet Haam postal service especially in 
Jerusalem 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854
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---for the use of the 3 branches of the postal service in Jewish Jerusalem (at Mea Shearim, at Mahane Yehuda and 
Rehavia). 
 
Jerusalem 9 May 1948 at 930 o’clock [presumably “am”, with arrow indicating to place this line at the bottom] 
 
Present: 

a) Mrs. Hanna Even-Tov on behalf of the Emergency Committee [she was its secretary and archivist] 
b) Mr. Avraham Renan on behalf of the Emergency Committee, in charge of the postal service 
c) Mr. M. Ashkenazi the chief accountant of the central post office 
d) Dr. A. Neuman on behalf of the treasury of the Jewish Agency, in charge of ‘Otzar Haam’ in Jerusalem 

 
Signatures: [written in the order they would have been signed]” 
 

The critical work of literature serving as the 
cornerstone of the existing narrative of the postal 
history, JSPS, writes “The handstamps were rubber-
made devices which had been sent from Tel Aviv 
(probably by aeroplane), where almost all of the M.H. 
[Minhelet Haam] instruments were manufactured.”204  
 
Although we will clash swords with JSPS and the 
existing narrative further on, at this juncture and in 
light of the fact that we see postal history proof of mail 
being transported (by land) from Jerusalem on this 
date, it seems logical that these postal devices also 
reached Jerusalem by land transport (eg. convoy). 
Moreover, the interim postal service in all post offices 
in Jewish-held areas, except the head post offices, 
began on 2 May (6 May at the HPOs); it’s unlikely the 
postmarks for Jerusalem were produced later, and so 
here they arrived late only owing to limitations with 
[land] transportation.  
 
But what is significant to us is the sheer formality of 
the transfer of the devices: on 11 May we will see 
reference made to a special “rosette” type postmark 
virtually identical to these – but there is no protocol of 
its receipt as is here, and chiefly, JSPS writes that the 
“rosette” postmark was manufactured locally – 
indeed? As we will see in Chapter IX an ostensible 
proof-book from a local manufacturer that contains 
this ‘rosette’ postmark, but we will consider there 
some concerns about the book. 
 
See also – on 15 May a committee to protect postal 
property was created. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
204 Ibid, JSPS p.106; JSPS is alluding to the fact that some postmark devices used at / intended for a few small postal agencies in the north look a 
little different – a matter for further investigation. 
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Another matter of postal significance from this date is embodied in a series of correspondences between a group of taxi 
and transport companies and the Jewish Agency: below we have just a part the larger correspondence, here a two page 
letter sent by the consortium of transport companies to the attention of the Jewish Agency and to Minhelet Haam in 
Jerusalem.205 
 
The letter largely recalls that these companies and the industry they represent had faithfully serviced all geographic 
areas of the country for years, assisting in the building of the State-in-he-making, including the transport of people as 
well as cargo and mail, in spite of various crises that affected the country and various Mandate governmental policies 
negatively affecting these companies - and that they represent 350 families, 2000 people, dependent on earning a 
livelihood. The inquiry requests that these companies be taken into account in whatever planning is being made by the 
transportation committee and the postal service as regards the carriage of mail. 
 

 
 
The significance of the letter is a) the enthusiastic involvement of transport companies in the carriage of mail (or 
anything the Jerusalem Committee needed), and b) the implication that these services are available for use to any 
location regardless of the security situation – in other words, a vast body of means of transportation was being made 
available in spite of any military or logistic circumstance affecting the city. 
 
  

                                                           
205 p.29-33 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854 1948 Jan-July establishment of Minhelet Haam postal service especially in 
Jerusalem 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854
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Monday, 10 May 
In a reference to the activities of the Haganah’s ‘Operation Maccabi’ (8-18 May) the press reported on the 11th on the 
Haganah capture on the night of the 10th of a long westward segment of the highway to Jerusalem, from Bab el Wad, 
thereby opening the road. The forces had captured and continued to hold the Arab village of Bayt Mahsir. The Wikipedia 
map in French is displayed below for illustration (better than Hebrew counterparts I have seen in the history books) – Bab 
el Wad (‘Shaar HaGay’ in Hebrew) is just below Deir Aiyoub on the map.206 
 

 
 
The press report below from the 11th regarding events from the 10th is an example of the type of pessimistic 
misinformation which likely lent a hand in the development of the prevailing narrative on Jerusalem: according to this 
report, quoting London Radio, at least one Jewish airplane – and possibly another – was shot down at Shaar HaGay (Bab 
el Wad); the road between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem is open, but no Jewish convoy has passed through it. Nevertheless 
we know from chronological events recorded above that the road has been used by the Jews as recently as the 9th. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
206 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Battles_of_Latrun_(1948)#Operation_Maccabi_(8%E2%80%9316_May) and see also ‘Operation Maccabi’ in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%9E%D7%9B%D7%91%D7%99 and 
https://www.palmach.org.il/en/history/database/?itemId=8514  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Battles_of_Latrun_(1948)#Operation_Maccabi_(8%E2%80%9316_May)
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%9E%D7%9B%D7%91%D7%99
https://www.palmach.org.il/en/history/database/?itemId=8514
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Tuesday, 11 May 

 
Military successes on one hand, and everyday survival on the other, Jerusalem was 
without water – a symbol of the dichotomy of siege-like conditions without the actual 
hermitic “siege”. 
 
On this day – though there is a ‘dispute’ in our specialist literature about whether this 
occurred on the 11th or 13th – the “rosette” interim postmark (without the stars on 
either side) entered use, apparently at the sorting office of the interim postal service in 
Jerusalem. This is noteworthy for a number of reasons which we will address further 
down: our specialist literature such as JSPS relies on the presence of the rosette 
postmark on certain types of mail as proof that those pieces of mail were flown; our 
literature also claims this postmark and a few other handstamps said to relate to flown 
mail appear in a proof book of a local workshop (Arie Salant). We will address all this 
below in Chapter X – just recall that the receipt of the 3 postmark devices for the 
interim postal service was done with great bureaucratic ceremony on the 9th. For the 
receipt of this postmarking device there is no record. 
 

 
 
An entry for this date in a diary-type press article entitled “Siege Diary” comments 
that publication of the location of the 3 post offices of the newly-opened Jerusalem 
postal service was initially done coyly, out of fear of the Mandate authorities (even 
though the interim government had been authorized to manage the postal service): 
although the post offices were merely in the premises of offices during the Mandate 
administration, they were advertised by way of their addresses in order to downplay 
their obvious location – Mea Shearim on #40 Geula street, Rehavia at 28 Ussishkin 
street, and the Mahane Yehuda post office at the old ‘Egged’ bus offices.  
 
The sarcastic report notes “at the moment the Jerusalem postal service is busy only 
with selling stamps and receiving letters. Although they promise to find a way to 
deliver the letters to their destinations.” We will see documented mention of the 
build-up of undelivered mail to addresses outside of the city in the postmaster’s 
report logged for 30 May. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Echoing information on the process for applying for a permit to leave Jerusalem, logged in 
for 1 May above, here at left we see the press publicizing the arrangement on the 10th. 
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Wednesday, 12 May 
Earlier, for 9 May we saw apparent postal history proof by way of an arrival-date docketed letter that mail sent from 
Jerusalem that day reached its destination in Tel Aviv (and likely also Hadera/Givat Hayim) that same day, and in light of 
the gradually accumulating information, I surmised that it was carried by land – by convoy.  
 
Now, here below, we have a “smoking gun” document sent by Avraham Renan, in charge of the Jerusalem postal 
service, requesting convoy transport on this day 12 May, and it reads:207 

 
“To: Transport Department of the Jerusalem Committee, attention 
Mr. Sukerman 
From: Secretariat of Minhelet Haam, Department of Posts 
 
Further to our conversion from 11.5.48 I hereby ask you please to 
make available for our use a transport vehicle in the first convoy, 
in order* to transport mail to Tel Aviv. We have as of today about 
18 sacks of mail weighing about 500kg, containing letters for 
transfer to the head post office in Tel Aviv. The expenses will be 
covered by the postmaster general in Tel Aviv.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
It’s entirely possible that the referenced convoy left Jerusalem on this date and that the requested vehicle within it was 
made available for mail because below we have more postal history with an apparent ‘proving date’:208 as per the lot 
description the postal card was posted at the Haifa head post office on 26 April and owing to the fact that the Mandate 
public postal service in Jerusalem stopped abruptly that same day, the mail was held up and apparently sent – now 
under the interim postal service – to Jerusalem sometime from 2 May onwards, where the receiver, a Professor Shmuel 
Yevin, docketed the arrival date as 12 May. He noted that he replied back on the 16th. 

 
The lot description actually posits that the mail 
was sent to Jerusalem still around 26 April but 
was held up there owing to the termination of 
public postal service – but that wouldn’t explain 
why the postcard was not delivered sooner, like 
on the 9th or 10th (once the interim postal service 
began functioning in the city).  
 
In any case owing to the GPO being located in 
the heart of the key British security zone, 
“Bevingrad”, it was not in Jewish control until 
the 14th, once the British evacuated, and no GPO 
existed in Jerusalem until it was reopened on 28 
June, so it’s unlikely this postcard could have 
been retrieved and delivered prior to the 14th.209  
 

                                                           
207 p.34 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854 (0007e8c) 
* the expression used in the letter – ‘Leshem’ (לשם) – confirms that Renan is writing about the first convoy going out to Tel Aviv and not “the first 
mail convoy going out to Tel Aviv”. ‘Leshem’ qualifies the purpose of his use of the vehicle, not the purpose of the convoy. Had the latter been the 
case we would have a historiographic conflict with the widely accepted ‘fact’ that the first “mail convoy” (albeit from Tel Aviv) was on 18 June. 
Here the meaning is, one vehicle in the first outgoing convoy will serve to transport mail. 
208 TAS Auction #40 lot 10 
209 See the relevant entries by date in the Handbook: https://jerusalemstamps.com/Handbook_Holyland_Postal_History.pdf  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854
https://jerusalemstamps.com/Handbook_Holyland_Postal_History.pdf
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In light of the military situation in the area of the GPO at that time I’m inclined to believe that the postcard was held up 
in Haifa (or transferred to Tel Aviv in the meantime) until the interim postal service found a way to transport it. The lot 
description sticks to the existing narrative that Jerusalem was under siege this whole period, so from that perspective it 
sounds more ‘reasonable’ to believe that the postcard was already in the city prior to 12 May. 
 
A certain event this day may help shed light on how mail may have reached (or left) Jerusalem around this time:210 on 
this day local Arabs from the town of Deir Ayoub and British armored cars in the area attacked a convoy of the ‘Givati’ 
brigade participating in ‘Operation Maccabi’ (8-18 May), attempting to bring ammunition to forces of the ‘Harel’ 
brigade; the ‘Givati’ convoy got mired in the fighting but managed to transfer the ammunition to vehicles of the ‘Harel’ 
brigade which then attempted to navigate a way around the fighting and ended up forging a dirt path which ran 
between Latrun and Bayt Mahsir, initially called “Derech Givati” and then called “Derech HaAyalot” (‘Path of the Does’ – 
though the name is actually based on the codename for female communications officers, ‘ayalot’). There are some 
discrepancies in the information between the sources I used, though I’ve been able to more or less nail down the times 
and the events; nevertheless the Wikipedia entry states that this path stopped being used on 18 May when the Arab 
Legion occupied the Latrun police fort. See entries below for 17 May for another instance of this path’s use. 
 

 
 
A number of remarkable developments are reported in the press for this date: 

 the 3 day cease-fire in the city ended on the night of the 11th 

 that same night the Jerusalem-Tel Aviv highway was kept open by the Haganah 

 a 16 June article chronicling events by day lists the operation of an air strip for the first time, on the 12th; the 
public was excited and there was an expectation that people would be able to travel (although in vain). This 
appears to be a reference to the air strip in Givat Shaul (“Magash”) which could handle dual-engined aircraft.211 

 

 
                                                           
210 “Derech HaAyalot” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%AA based on a 
redirected page at the Jewish National Fund’s website (https://www.kkl.org.il/travel/trips/2841/), whose dates conflict with the Wikipedia entry, 
but this is rectified by information on the death of a soldier (Yitzhak Mugzach) in this event at the governmental ‘Yizkor’ website: 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%97%D7%A7%20%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%92%D7%96%D7%97/en_7df850a4e9ba2970f5b19f2def99bfe5  
211 See “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.26 here: 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Toldot_Heil_HaavirA.pdf  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%AA
https://www.kkl.org.il/travel/trips/2841/
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%97%D7%A7%20%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%92%D7%96%D7%97/en_7df850a4e9ba2970f5b19f2def99bfe5
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Toldot_Heil_HaavirA.pdf
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As reported the following day, on the 12th the British began evacuating 
the city by way of the Jerusalem-Haifa road, an operation estimated to 
last 3 days, on the last day of which the High Commissioner would 
leave the city too, from Kalandia airport. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
A report on the chaos (“Tohu VaVohu”) left in the city in the wake of the British 
evacuation plays on the popular notion that the city was indeed a) under siege and 
b) in a state of uncontrolled chaos.  
 
The reports notes, “In the British security zone in Jerusalem rages chaos. The streets 
look like piles of furniture and house utensils, and cars waiting to load them. The 
signs of chaos are evident in the city. A stench is beginning to rise up from the 
streets after six days without water, and the electricity is cut off for five hours a day. 
The electric company notifies that the supply will be cut off completely on Friday 
[the 14th] owing to a fuel shortage. There are heavy exchanges of gunfire heard in 
the city and its surroundings.” 

 
From a diary-like article published on 16 June, we learn 
that on 12 May a landing strip was opened in Jerusalem – 
the reference would be to the air strip at Givat Shaul 
(‘MAGASH’, though as we will learned in Chapter VIII on 
the subject of air service in Jerusalem, there was only 1 
successful landing ever made there, on 8 May). The entry 
reads, “The hoped for telephone connection between 
Jerusalem and Tel Aviv has still not been established. In the 
meantime – much excitement in the city about an airport 
which came into being overnight. And it is so close to the 
city! An airport by hook and by crook, on primitive 
foundations, but the first airplane flies over Jerusalem, and 

lands in our airport – and rumors about the event spread quickly and all of a sudden masses begin to crowd to the place, 
mostly youths. Who came? The suburban populace enjoys the possibility of seeing members of the top governing 
institutions, and this is an opportunity which they don’t forego, waiting hours for it. And so has quick contact been 
established with Tel Aviv? The mood lessens a bit when it transpires that the number of places [on the planes] have gone 
down, and at the official institutions queues are beginning to form. People sit on their suitcases and wait for the line, and 
sometimes wait much time.” 
 
 
Thursday, 13 May 
 

In regards to the procedure to request permits to leave Jerusalem, cited in our 
chronology on 1 and 10 May, here we have the Hebrew announcement, “The 
Transport Department which is next to the Jerusalem Committee (the Central 
Authority for Emergency Times) announces that every civilian who leaves the city has 
to possess a special permit for that purpose from the Transportation Department of 
the Jerusalem Committee. The public hours for matters pertaining to travel are only 
between 10-12 in the Sansur Building, room 240.” – the information conflicts 
somewhat with the English announcement of the 10th, cited above. There mere fact 
that such an announcement could have been published at this late date serves to 
show that land transport – as we have witnessed thus far in the chronology – 
indeed existed and was possible. 
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The press report below from the 14th, referring to events from the 13th is presently the 
only one I’ve found up to this date indicating problems with telecommunications from 
Jerusalem. It states that press cables can now be sent via Amman – but we will see further 
below that this was not possible following the Jordanian invasion of Israel on the 15th.  
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Friday, 14 May 
In the afternoon of this day, Ben-Gurion led an assembly of members of the Minhelet Haam and the Jewish Agency 
Executive, in Tel Aviv, in declaring Israel’s independence, to begin at midnight between the 14th and the 15th. 
 
Below we have an extraordinary letter (not telegram – there was an opportunity to send mail and we will see proof 
below) sent from Hanna Even-Tov (here as the ‘Secretariate of Minhelet Haam’ in Jerusalem) to Zvi Fridburg (Prihar), the 
Postmaster General, in Tel Aviv in which she complains about the lack of expected air service “as promised”212  
 
More than anything, the letter does not crack even a hint that there is an unrealistic expectation of air service – or any 
transportation service – for the carriage of mails at this time. Particularly in light of Even-Tov’s very detailed if poetically 
revealing letters about life being challenging in Jerusalem at this time – even for her (let alone her informed superiors) – 
there does not seem to be anything amiss in the expectation in Jerusalem’s administrative circles that mail could be 
transported to and from the city. 
 
Unfortunately the documents at the national archives are barely organized by vague subjects and it’s difficult to 
continue tracking a correspondence from one file to another. What we do know, and will see further below in Chapter 
V, is that civilian air service was not possible because the chief aviation company, “Aviron”, had had its fleet 
requisitioned by the Haganah for military purposes such that the chances of civilian mail being carried by those precious 
few airplanes was zero – as was land transport, whose lack is alluded to in the letter.  
 
We will see a follow-up on this matter in the documents of 27 May below, which will sharpen the matter even more 
especially as regards the ability of the administration to subsequently control matters of transportation. 
 

“With this letter are copies of our correspondence in 
connection to the operation of the ‘Doar HaIvri’ 
[interim Jewish postal service] in Jerusalem. We 
presume there will be interest in keeping this material 
in the archive of the central post office in Tel Aviv.  
 
In the absence of an arrangement on your [plural] 
part with regard to the receipt of mail from Jerusalem 
by airplanes, as was promised in your directives of 5-
5-48, this impedes the operation here in a serious 
way. The public which received rapturously the news 
of the renewal of postal connections with the rest of 
the country will be disappointed once it learns of our 
failure here. Obviously we have been hiding until now 
the fact that not one mail bag has been taken from 
Jerusalem, although clearly something like this cannot 
be hidden for much longer. Furthermore the mail that 
was promised by you [plural] from Tel Aviv has also 
not come.  
 
We ask you to make all the arrangements with the 
responsible authorities to effect service by airplanes 
so we can begin transferring the mail. Please let us 
know immediately what the chances are and which 
days have been set to receive and deliver the letters.” 

 
A remarkable document from this date, sent from P. Landa of the Supply Department of the Emergency Committee to 
Dov Yosef, summarizing weekly activities for the period 9-14 May sheds light on the continuing existence of 
transportation and supply in this period – writing about imports, he notes:213  
 
 
 

                                                           
212 Ibid., JSPS p.301 – unfortunately I have not yet found this letter in the archives 
213 p.30 in file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051 on 1948 Jerusalem Committee on transport of materials May-July 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051
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“2) Imports from Around Jerusalem: in spite of his 
[Yosef’s?] letter to the commander of the security 
brigade [‘Etzioni’], the green-grocer Mizrachi from 
Jaffa Street, in conjunction apparently with 
‘Halamish’214, and without a permit of ours, brought 
scallions from the area around Abu Gosh. The onions 
were distributed to institutes according to the 
instructions of the Distribution Department. Also meat 
from Ramat Rachel was brought in without a permit 
of ours. The matter requires attention. 
 
3) Imports: in this area this week we undertook 
preparatory work such as:  
a) organizing import licences for the bringing in of 
commodities and merchandise from Tel Aviv to 
Jerusalem, of which some were given to Mr. Marinoff 
with a request to try as much as it was possible, to 
institute this order in the dispatches of materials from 
Tel Aviv to Jerusalem. 
b) A set process, according to requests by some 
merchants, for permits to import foodstuffs which are 
about to be sent to Jerusalem. A list of permits for 

them will be brought for your approval once the matter is accomplished. 
 
I would like to ask you to set a time for a meeting with me next week so we can establish the principles for organizing 
imports, so we can begin to prepare lists of needed foodstuffs which it will be possible to send from Tel Aviv at the proper 
time.” 
 
Similar to Even-Tov’s letter above it, there is not the slightest hint that as late as 14 May civilian administrative bodies 
are functioning in a void of transportation services. In other words, there is no indication of an actual siege on 
Jerusalem. We have seen “siege-like” conditions affecting the city from within and without – but this is still a world 
away from an actual hermetic siege on the city. 
 
From this date we also have postal history evidence of land transport: an army (Haganah) letter endorsed “secret!”, 
sent from headquarters in Jerusalem to the high command in Tel Aviv; it was registered, dispatched and also received in 
Tel Aviv (on back) all on the same day. 
 

 

                                                           
214 ‘Halamish’ may be the codename/alias for brigade’s supply service, based on its contextual use, such as here in reference to receicing additional 
water supplies for the district’s units (and ‘Halamish’ appointing a quartermaster for water supplies), Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, 
bulletin #15 of 11 May 1948, Order 172; p.7 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330 (00108g7); or in reference to units ordering 
needed ‘small Talits’ for religious soldiers: Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #26 of 30 June 1948, Order 262; p.121 of file 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) & here regarding the opening of Supply Base #3 on 17 July 1948, p.77 of this file 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330 (00108g7) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330
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As with a similar example we logged for 7 May, here too this cover was dispatched and received on the same day – and 
while the original auction lot description described it as “flown” on account of the same-day delivery,215 for the same 
reasons we noted regarding the 7 May letter, this one too was not endorsed “by Air” and it was – as we shall see in 
Chapters V and X – assuredly not flown. 
 
 
An interim summary: in this period – the termination of the Mandate and the partially overlapping period of the interim 
government and postal administration (covering 20 April - 14 May) – we have seen numerous instances of travel to and 
from Jerusalem, including the dispatch and receipt of mail; we see an orderly bureaucracy at work in an environment of 
upheaval but not uncontrolled chaos. Indeed the legendary convoy of 20 April was not the last one at all, and we see that 
even prior to 20 April the city – indeed the country – suffered from problems with transportation and postal services.  

We understand from all sources, primary and secondary, that the city was short of supplies – under “siege 
conditions” – but not hermetically “besieged”; on any given day there were military operations either to cut the city off 
(the Arab forces) or to enable access to the city (the Jewish forces), and we see there were various roads (official and 
improvised) used to reach the city. Jerusalem was a ‘front-line’ city like most of the country at this time even though it 
had the additional agony of inner-city battles which did not exist in most other locales at this time, though there were 
also local and city-wide cease-fires in this period.  

We also get a brief taste, by way of a Mandate “Public Information Office” report above, of the parallel 
‘alternate’ narrative of events which was disseminated in this period, and continued so as the war progressed – this was 
both an expression of political bias as well as state of incomplete information (as we will see below) making its way into 
the public sphere and influencing the public’s (and future researchers’) understanding of events in this time. 

We are apprised that air strips (2) existed in the city – but we don’t see any evidence so far in the chronology 
that these were strategic or in heavy use or involved in the transport of mail (we will address this in Chapter V); indeed 
this service was not accessible to the civilian government. We begin to understand that the order of priorities put military 
needs first above all others, and we will see this in the next section below.  

As of now, the start of the era of independent Israel, we have not seen “the start” of the physical or postal siege 
on the city nor any indication that the situation for Jerusalem had changed much from before 20 April and after. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
215 TAS 39 Lot 30 
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ii. The Period of the Independent State of Israel 
Saturday 15 & Sunday 16 May 
May 15th was a Saturday and the Palestine Post newspaper of the 16th was published in a reduced 2 page format owing 
to electricity shortages; as such, to summarize events from these days we need to refer to retroactive reports from 
subsequent days:  

 a Jerusalem-area cease-fire which had been in effect since 8 May ended with resumption of hostilities on the 
14th; 

 the Arab Legion crossed the border into Palestine (at Allenby Bridge and the Naharayim power plant) on the 
15th;  

 and the oft-cited bombardment of Jerusalem “began” on the 15th (as opposed to the intermittent 
shooting/mortar attacks in periods prior); 

 there was a city-wide power outage on the 15th (so the Palestine Post edition on the 16th was only 2 pages long); 

 the city was without running water for over a week;  
 

 
 
Interspersed between reports about the military situation there were also indications of local administrative control and 
order: 

 the Jerusalem Committee instituted “double summer time” uniquely in the city, to help reduce fuel use (16-17 
May) 

 a police force was established in the Jewish areas of the city 

 and a “state of emergency” was declared as of the 15th, instituting a ‘regime’ of tight control in the city 
 

 
 
The image that arises just from a selection of reports in this initial period is one of military tumult and supply shortages 
redressed by administrative control on the homefront. Reports of the “Jewish Army” consolidating gains on the Tel Aviv-
Jerusalem highway contrast with the sense of siege inside the city; it’s not that Jerusalem even now was cut-off per se, 
but the atmosphere of attack, bombardment and police controls within the city give rise to such a psychological feeling. 
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One of the themes the current master-narrative of the period’s postal history plays on is the sense of administrative 
chaos; indeed this approach is not unique to Jerusalem – our literature implies similar lack of administration in much of 
its analysis of the interim period postal service, and postal history examples. On the subject of flown mail – which we will 
address in the next chapter but I mention here for this example, JSPS writes (p.146), “As a rule civilian letters were not 
allowed to be flown by the Army Air Service. However ‘rules are made to be broken’ and if one had the proper 
connections… his mail was flown to Tel Aviv…” One of my objectives in painstakingly reviewing archival information 
here day-by-day is debunk the flippant evaluation, in any postal or related administrative matter, giving rise to the 
possibility of loopholes which then permit broad latitude in interpreting postal history or postal procedures, that “rules 
are made to be broken” – and so precisely to show that neither Jerusalem itself nor any element connected with our 
study of the city’s postal history operated either in a vacuum of chaos or without adherence to procedure. Rules are not 
made to be broken – that’s why they’re called ‘rules’. 
 
In this vein below we see a remarkable document216 from 15 May, written by the Secretariate of Minhelet Haam in 
Jerusalem, establishing a 4-man committee to oversee the protection of postal materials (“property”, but in the sense of 
materials and supplies): 
 

“Regulations Regarding Oversight of Property of 
the Central Post Office” 
A) For the purpose of protecting property we are 
establishing a commission of 4 employees of the 
postal service – the experts. The commission, 
which will be called “Commission for Oversight of 
Postal Property” will be composed of the following 
4 people: M. Berman, Y. Friedman, Zohar, Mai. 
B) Only this commission is authorized to give 
permission for the removal of an object which is 
the property of the postal service. 
C) Orders for the removal of materials can only be 
given by: 
  1) “Aloni” – for the purpose of the war effort* 
  2) A representative of the government of Israel 

Signature of “Aloni”: 
Signature of the representative: 

D) Every request by “Aloni” is to be fulfilled 
without delay. Postal employees are to do their 
utmost to protect the integrity of postal 
materials/equipment. 
E) Anyone who receives any kind of material must 
sign for its receipt in a special book which will be 
managed by the oversight commission. 
F) In order to prevent the delay of work connected 
to the war effort, a duty-roster of the members of 
the commission will be arranged so that there be 
from time to time 24-hour oversight, for as long 

as there exists an extreme situation in Jerusalem as per notification by the district commander.” 
 
* “Aloni” was the code name for Ariel Amiad, the chief communications officer of the ‘Etzioni’ brigade garrisoning 
Jerusalem. This is the first encounter we have in our study of the close liaison between civilian and military 
communications services and even the subordination of civilian services to those of the military. We will learn more 
about “Aloni” and the army’s involvement in communications in a separate chapter below. 
 
What we should glean from the document is not just that postal materials could not just be removed freely from post 
offices but also that the acquisition and use of postal materials, like handstamps – as we see for example with the 9 May 
receipt of the 3 postmarking devices – would necessarily be closely overseen (and documented) as well. 
 

                                                           
216 p.17 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854 1948 Jan-July establishment of Minhelet Haam postal service especially in 
Jerusalem 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854
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This was also the first day of the independent State of Israel, in the context of our study, now without either Mandate 
authority or the presence of the British army in the Jerusalem area to help enable road access – and yet, road access 
continued: 
 

On this date, 15 May, the British abandoned the police fort at Latrun, a critical position 
on the Jerusalem-Tel Aviv highway, on the morning of the 15th and this position was 
captured by the Palmach. After a supply convoy passed this point the Palmach 
withdrew from the fort and returned to it the following night. (However on the night of 
18 May the Arab Legion captured the fort, thereby threatening traffic on the Tel Aviv-
Jerusalem road from this point on to Jerusalem.)217 
 

 
 
Here in this period of 14-18 May, the final stage of ‘Operation Maccabi’ (cited earlier on 
10 & 12 May), there are some discrepancies in the historiography, and the press 
archives don’t appear to provide first-hand information: just above we learn of a 
convoy that passed on the 15th, but on the ‘Palmach’ website the narrative is a little 
different.218 There, the operation is described as a military success but owing to faulty 
organization and incomplete intelligence it was not known to the forces on the ground 
that the highway was free and could be used to send supply convoys.219 
 
Just after midnight on 17 May a convoy of 3 armored cars and an ammunition truck left 
Hulda for Jerusalem, and it travelled along an alternate route we encountered earlier 
called “Derech HaAyalot” which connected between Latrun and Bayt Mahsir – a route 

known to the Arabs, but it had not been cleared of mines and an explosion which disabled one of the vehicles prevented 
others behind it from overtaking it along the narrow path. According to this history in the end only vehicle reached 
Jerusalem and so this is called the “Orphan Convoy”. By daybreak there was already enemy fire on that route.220  

 
Nevertheless that night the Palmach 
retook strategic positions – but then 
realized that no preparations had been 
made for a convoy to pass, and so this 
opportunity was lost; however the next 
day a convoy did pass. It’s unclear how 
many made it through: it began with 35 
vehicles leaving Hulda and about half 
making the journey to Kiryat Anavim.221 
 
Of note, while this history mentions 
further the 200 or so vehicles “trapped” 
in Jerusalem – likely from the 20 April 
convoy – and the attempts made to bring 
them back to enable additional convoys 

(although we have documented that other convoys did reach Jerusalem and presumably returned – one event is not 
mutually exclusive of the other), the history here does state that the Supply Corps continued trying to secure other 
vehicles to use in place of those stranded in Jerusalem, to continue sending convoys. Again: the matter of vehicles 
being stuck in Jerusalem does not imply that no further convoys existed or were planned – this is a critical oversight in 
the master-narrative we are accustomed to reading.222 According to the Palmach’s history of the operation, over the 
period of 8-18 May, 19 trucks managed to get through to Jerusalem – although there was the potential for many more 

                                                           
217 “Burma Road” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94_(%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C)  
218 “Operation Maccabi (Part B)”: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=5624  
219 “Summary of Operation Maccabi”: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=5849  
220 “Orphan Convoy”: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=5847  
221 Dov Yosef’s memoirs “The Faithful City” (Ibid) confirm this as “a small convoy of a dozen trucks… contained army supplies, but no food for the 
civilians”; p.102 
222 “Additional Efforts to Get Convoys Through”: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=5848  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94_(%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C)
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=5624
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=5849
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=5847
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=5848
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to make it (and we have documented convoys / road travel – the transit of mail – taking place in this period, separately 
from this operation).223 
 
It is perhaps because of these developments that at the 1st cabinet meeting of the provisional government, on 16 May, 
Ben-Gurion made the following disarming comment: “The optimism sweeping Jerusalem is exaggerated – they don’t 
know what’s going on in the rest of the country.”224 
 

 
 
Ben-Gurion revealed more information on convoys further in the meeting: “With regards to Jerusalem there were some 
severe disagreements. I asked to break through the highway. The experts believe this is impossible in the present 
situation. I sent a man yesterday [possibly Mishael Shaham] and asked him for a plan how to do this.225 He set out and 
brought a plan which was accepted by all of us. According to the plan it will be possible to hold the highway with a 
smaller force than had held it until now. He proposed convoys which are not too large and only at night. The last large 
convoy saved Jerusalem – without it Jerusalem would be hungry for bread. Nevertheless at the moment large convoys 
are out of the question. The vehicles have to be fast. According to his plan they are preparing a convoy now. There is 
hope that it will be ready and go out in another three days. The highway is in our hands. Today a military convoy of ours 
passed that way. Apparently we will need to seize all the territory and also Ramle. The British army asked us not to 
attack Ramle as long as they are stationed in Sarafand. Now they have left and the Arabs have entered.” 
 

 
 
Further to the points raised in the cabinet minutes, the Palmach Museum records that on 16 May “units of the 
Palmach's 4th battalion [‘HaPortzim’ - The Breechers] captured the village of Deir Ayoub and the heights next to it, in 
order to protect the passage of convoys”.226 
 
On account of the above narrative sliding beyond the space of a single day (the 15th) and bringing this chronology entry 
to cover the 15th and 16th, I display below an unusually-dated cover from Jerusalem – postmarked on the 16th, in Tel Aviv 
(Sunday the 16th was the first official day of the Israeli postal administration): 
 

                                                           
223 “Summary of Operation Maccabi”: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=5849 
224 p.6 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34436 - minutes of the 1st cabinet meeting of 16 May 1948 
225 An approach perfectly adhering to a statement attributed to Ben-Gurion, “If an expert tells you that something can’t be done, find another 
expert” – unattributed though possibly said in reference to Dr. Moshe Feldenkrais who taught him how to stand on his head 
(http://www.feldenkraismethod.com/his-life/prime-minister-ben-gurion-moshe-feldenkrais and http://www.feldenkraismethod.com/wp-
content/uploads/2014/11/The-Man-Who-Stood-the-Prime-Minister-on-His-Head-Levin.pdf); the Center for Israel Education implies that it may 
come from a biography by Martin Gilbert (https://israeled.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/David-Ben-Gurion.pdf)   
226 From the chronological summary of the Palmach Museum’s history of the 4th battalion: 
https://www.palmach.org.il/en/history/database/?itemId=6197  

https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=5849
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34436
http://www.feldenkraismethod.com/his-life/prime-minister-ben-gurion-moshe-feldenkrais
http://www.feldenkraismethod.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/The-Man-Who-Stood-the-Prime-Minister-on-His-Head-Levin.pdf
http://www.feldenkraismethod.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/The-Man-Who-Stood-the-Prime-Minister-on-His-Head-Levin.pdf
https://israeled.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/David-Ben-Gurion.pdf
https://www.palmach.org.il/en/history/database/?itemId=6197
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The letter was addressed and return-
addressed in pencil by the same 
person, presumably the sender 
Shoshana Rubinstein in Jerusalem, to 
a Mrs. Chava Shechter at #10 Micha 
Street in Tel Aviv. The 10 mils franking 
uses an interim period stamp (valid 
for postage until Saturday 22 May 
inclusive) – but of a type that was not 
sold in Jerusalem (only the city’s own 
“local” interim overprinted JNF ‘map’ 
stamps were sold there), tied by the 
new Israeli trilingual postmark of the 
head post office (indeed a number of 
covers postmarked there on this date 
use this same ‘Ship’ interim stamp).  
 
This means the cover originated in 
Jerusalem – there is no outward 
reason to suppose otherwise – but it 
was couriered to Tel Aviv unfranked, 
and only there was the postage paid 
and the cover dispatched. However 
the payment for the postage was 

effected there was some transportation method available on or around the 16th (a convoy, perhaps – but unlikely in the 
post-Mandate period – a taxi) which enabled this letter to reach Tel Aviv in spite of the worsening military situation 
there, following the invasion of Arab armies on the 15th. The cover is vertically folded, which is an often-seen hallmark of 
couriered letters in this period (the letter is folded and carried in someone’s pocket – a horizontal fold alone would 
make the envelope too wide to fit into a pocket). 
 
In the course of this chronology we will encounter more postal history evidence of contact between Jerusalem and Tel 
Aviv, much of which will be described as “couriered” by auction houses which often rely on the existing specialist 
literature: in light of this relatively frequent evidence, the prevailing narrative and its proponents have to decide if 
Jerusalem was “under total land siege” or not; if mail could be “couriered” between the cities so late after the supposed 
“start” of the siege on 20 April, how could Jerusalem be considered under “total siege”? 
 
We similarly have postal history evidence of army mail reaching Tel Aviv from Jerusalem on this date: below is a cover 
sent from the Haganah headquarters in Jerusalem to the headquarters in Tel Aviv – it was registered and sent on 14 
May, and received (“registered”) in Tel Aviv on the 16th. Unlike the army cover displayed for our entry of 14 May, which 
was both sent from Jerusalem and received in Tel Aviv the same day, this cover is not endorsed “Secret” and this may be 
a factor in its longer transit time. This cover too is not endorsed “BY AIR”, and so I evaluate it as having been transported 
by land. 
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Monday, 17 May 
The press of this date carried no major stories about a siege: in summary, the attack on Jerusalem is in its 3rd day; 
fighting is concentrated in the Old City’s Jewish Quarter; neighborhoods in western Jerusalem are in Jewish hands; “fluid 
positions” at the border areas with Arab east Jerusalem; fighting around Mount Scopus; Latrun fortress is in Jewish 
control (see below, p.3); establishment of a Jerusalem police force; opening of law courts in the city (16 May).227 
 
On the subject of transport and communications there are two developments of interest: the community council will 
consider requests by stranded non-residents to leave the city; and there was no cable service to send or receive 
messages in Jerusalem, affecting press coverage of the war, due to the Mandate’s removal of the transmitter to Amman 
prior to evacuating the city.  

 The first story illustrates that there was no “siege” affecting access to the city: people were “stranded” there 
because it was necessary to get permits to enter or leave the city;  

 in the second story the lack of communications is not due to the war but to lack of preparation by the Jewish 
administration (to solve problems created by the Mandate’s termination).  

Without understanding the delicate context of events such as these it would be easy to ascribe them to “the chaos” 
arising from “the siege”… 
 

 
 
From the archives we gain some insight into the more frequent use of telegrams to communicate – but we also see both 
problems with their speed as well as possible problems with entering or exiting the city. From a 25 May letter sent by a 
sub-committee chairman, a Dr. Kedouri, to the “Jerusalem Secretariate of the Israeli Government” (i.e. the new name of 
the former secretariat of Minhelet Haam in the city), we read:228 

 
“…on the 17th of this month I 
telegrammed Mr. Bernstein, the 
minister for trade and industry, as 
follows: ‘Without knowing when I 
will get to Tel Aviv I ask your 
approval to begin work here with 
7-8 official government clerks…’ 
to which I received a reply from 
Mr. Bernstein on the 22nd of the 
month…”  
 
As we see in the above press 
report on cables (as well as in 
additional reports from the 24th), 
telegram service in Jerusalem was 

slow and unreliable. The comment that Dr. Kedouri does not know when he will get to Tel Aviv suggests that it was 
difficult to do so in this period.   
 
  

                                                           
227 Peruse the stories here: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19480517-01.1.1&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7ctxTI--------------1 
228 p.119 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298, Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948 correspondences 

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19480517-01.1.1&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7ctxTI--------------1
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
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Tuesday, 18 May 
The Palestine Post was published in illegible stencil form due to a power outage and the Hebrew papers don’t contain 
any revelatory information for our study, but as per notes written for 14 May (above) we know that on this day part of a 
convoy reached Jerusalem on the final day of ‘Operation Maccabi’. 
 
 
Wednesday, 19 May 
A summary of the reports in the Palestine Post shows that there was continued shelling within Jerusalem, but less and 
more intermittent; Jewish forces reached defenders in the Old City.  
 
Two press reports are of interest: the Post stating that an Arab road block on the main intercity highway was cleared 
and that the road was cleared but still unused (incorrect, as we know of convoys from the last several days, above), and 
the Hebrew ‘HaBoker’ newspaper revealing that the roadblocks are much less of a threat than originally believed – 
much smaller and primitive, and easily to remove (reports of this kind are seen in other Hebrew papers on this day). 
That second article criticizes the exaggerated foreign press coverage of the roadblocks, leading the public, even locally, 
to believe that these are “4 meters high”, great and insurmountable – but that the entire road can be reopened within 3 
hours; it states that the first people to pass the roadblock were members of the press corps, who overcame them 
unhindered and that Arabs were nowhere to be seen. 
 

 
 

From the Jerusalem “home front”, 5 
days into the invasion of Israel by 
Arab armies, minutes of a Jerusalem 
Committee meeting this day on how 
to calm the public are revealing:  
 
Dov Yosef takes the position “We 
have to encourage the public to 
continue with their regular lives. The 
lack of activity in particular is what 
gives rise to depression.”  
 
He advises to restrict children from 
playing in street or from people 
ambling or gathering in crowds – but 
to continue with their normal 
routine of going to work, the stores, 
etc.229 
 
 

 

                                                           
229 p. 103 of Vaadat Yerushalyim documents in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292
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Minutes of the cabinet meeting in Tel Aviv this date shed more light on the situation in Jerusalem: according to Ben-
Gurion: “I will begin with Jerusalem: in Jerusalem there is no electricity and they don’t know what is happening in the 
world. They have no radio and they didn’t know about Russia’s recognition of us (Israel). The matter was told to the 
commander [David Shaltiel] through the army radio [communications]. Food will last for another ten days. The poor 
neighborhoods are already hungry. 
It’s possible that tonight some of the vehicles concentrated in Jerusalem will come down [to Tel Aviv] and we will be able 
to bring up food. At the moment food and ammunition has been brought up for the army. 
The road to Jerusalem is in our hands but our situation is not stable. We are preparing a large force which will be able to 
hold the road and its surroundings.”230 
 

 
 
 
Thursday, 20 May 
From the opening of the day’s cabinet meeting’s minutes an urgent “letter which was sent last night” from Jerusalem by 
Dov Yosef and others issues a “severe warning” regarding the military situation in the city, indicating that the Arab 
Legion brought in a 60-vehicle convoy on the 19th and that Jewish reinforcements are urgently needed.231 
 
A summary of the press reports this day: shelling of Hadassah Hospital on Mount Scopus; Arab Legion attacks northern 
Jerusalem at the Sanhedria neighborhood but is stopped; increased artillery bombardment inside Jerusalem; the 
Palmach captures Zion Gate of the Old City and brings food to the residents of the Jewish Quarter 
 
Set against these reports is a request in the minutes of the day’s Jerusalem Committee meeting that the manager of the 
Electric Company be allowed to travel to Haifa to secure the fuel needed for the company’s operations.232 
 

 
 
We should take note of this date because over the next few days we do not see indications of regular travel to or 
from Jerusalem; the next instance (shown further below) is around 23 May mentioned in a Haaretz press report on 
the 24th. There is a possible instance, reported from Jordan, of a Jewish convoy to Jerusalem on the 21st or possibly the 
20th (see below).  

                                                           
230 p.1-2 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34425 - minutes of the 2nd Cabinet Meeting of 19 May 1948 
231 p.2 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34426 - minutes of the 2nd Cabinet Meeting of 20 May 1948 
232 p. 103 of Vaadat Yerushalyim documents in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34425
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34426
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292
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Friday, 21 May 
A summary of the press reports this day: Hadassah Hospital on Mt Scopus ceases operations; (double summer time to 
begin in rest of Israel on 22 May); a nationwide “state of emergency” was declared on the night of 20 May; the Jewish 
Quarter was attacked by the Arab Legion and repulsed. 
 
Press reports of this day help put perspective on certain subjects of interest. One below helps to clarify our 
understanding of Hadassah Hospital on Mount Scopus vis-à-vis postal history often described as “flown siege” mail to 
the enclave:  

 by 21 May it was practically empty; the evacuation started following the 13 April “Hadassah convoy” massacre 
at the hands of Arab bands, and continued until now with “most of the patients, staff and equipment [having] 
been transferred to the city, where the St. Joseph Hospice and part of the English Mission Hospital had been put 
at the disposal of the Hadassah”. 

 Of note, to emphasize the misleading effect of poor telecommunications at this time, the same exact 
information was subsequently published abroad in the “Bnai Brith Messenger” of 28 May233 and the 
“Indiana Jewish Post and Opinion” of 11 June234 as if had been presented “last week” (as per the IJPaO), 
giving the incorrect impression that medical activity at the Mt. Scopus facility had continued until then. 

 “The hospital on Mount Scopus had continued to function, all along staffed by a matron, a senior surgeon and a 
team of nurses and workers” – but at this reduced scale, as we will see in a separate chapter, there was no 
reason for precious air resources to be spent sending or receiving mail from this location 

 Of note, the hospital was American property. 
 

 

                                                           
233 https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/bbh/1948/05/28/01/article/2/?srpos=7&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22Eli+Davis%22-------------1  
234 https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/indianajpost/1948/06/11/01/page/9/?srpos=8&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22Eli+Davis%22-------------1  

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/bbh/1948/05/28/01/article/2/?srpos=7&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22Eli+Davis%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/indianajpost/1948/06/11/01/page/9/?srpos=8&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22Eli+Davis%22-------------1
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Part of the hysterical “siege” narrative may be due to the 
influence of reports from the Arab world including BBC 
correspondents based there: here the Egyptians claim to 
have captured Beersheva and Deir Suneid – both of 
which were not held by the Jews at this time; the United 
Press quotes Arab sources saying that the Jewish Agency 
building in Jerusalem was abandoned by the Jews; and 
the BBC correspondent in Cairo reported that the 
position of all the Jews in Jerusalem was “precarious”, 
being “cut off from the outside world”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Another intriguing report, here from Jordan, reports 
that a Jewish convoy to Jerusalem coming from the 
westward direction of Abu Gosh was attacked at the 
approaches to Jerusalem by the Arab Legion. If the 
matter of the convoy could be established this 
would confirm that land transport to Jerusalem 
continued even now. 

 
As noted in the information-entry for 15-16 May, from 18 May the Arab Legion controlled the police fortress at Latrun, 
making the segment eastwards to Jerusalem on the highway virtually impassible for the Jews. For the purpose of 
starting the narrative of the bypass road called “Burma Road”, I log for this date – as per many online histories, though I 
haven’t seen its source attribution – that on this day the Jewish leadership decided that an alternate route bypassing 
Latrun needed to be found.235 Oddly and without any confirmation from other sources, Dov Yosef’s memoirs give a date 
of 18 May as the start of the creation of “Burma Road” – but we will shortly see that this is negated by other reported 
events below; he also muddles up the period of the “Orphan Convoy” which we encountered above, on 17 May, writing 
that this occurred in April, and that the bypass road had been planned since ‘Operation Nachshon’ in April – he’s mis-
ordering the chronology of events and confusing causes and effects; we reviewed their sequence further above:236 
 

 
 
 
Sunday, 23 May 
The Palestine Post was again in stencil format. A summary of the news: a heavy attack on the Ramat Rachel settlement 
south of Jerusalem between Fri. 21-Sat 22 May; heavy shelling on Jewish Quarter, leaving Zion Gate as “no-mans land”; 
King Abdullah agrees to evacuation of staff and patients from Hadassah Mt Scopus.  
 
“In light of artillery bombardments and the chances of aerial bombardments”, the Jerusalem Committee publishes 
Emergency Regulations related to employees in governmental functions:237 
 

                                                           
235 For example, but not just, “Burma Road” in Hebrew 
(https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94_(%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C)) citing this 
article (https://www.israelhayom.co.il/article/563927) by David Sela (https://he-il.facebook.com/david.sela.52/) , writer and chairman of the Council for the 
Promotion of Israeli Heritage (http://www.shimurisrael.org/) – which runs the fantastic nostalgia site, https://nostal.co.il/ - we need to know who 
are sources are! 
236 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.154-155 
237 Archive file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/538384 (000brjc) 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94_(%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C)
https://www.israelhayom.co.il/article/563927
https://he-il.facebook.com/david.sela.52/
http://www.shimurisrael.org/
https://nostal.co.il/
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/538384
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As this article is based intentionally mostly on primary resources, only in rare cases do I refer to secondary sources to fill 
in holes in the timeline or synthesize information whose absolute accuracy is not necessary for our research to reach its 
conclusions (and whose point-by-point confirmation by way or primary sources is not worth our time to do). Below is an 
interesting segment of the article “The Battles of Latrun in 1948 – Between Myth and Reality” by Elhanan Oren (cited 
earlier in this article):238 

 
In presenting his thesis that Ben-Gurion ordered military 
operations to capture Latrun – not to alleviate the siege 
on Jerusalem but rather in order to establish “facts on 
the ground” with regard to Jerusalem before the United 
Nations would impose a settlement between Israel and 
Jordan – Oren here tries to demonstrate that the effect 
of siege conditions on the city only came to bear after the 
first of three (failed) Israeli operations – ‘Operation Bin 
Nun A’ (24-25 May) – failed itself on the 25th.  
 
He writes, “Dov Yosef presented the gloomy information 
without exaggeration with an understanding of the 
difficulties facing the national leadership. In his book 
[“The Faithful City (Ibid)”] Yosef reproduces the contents 
of a letter he wrote to Ben-Gurion (the date is not stated, 
but the points were apparently written before the first 
military operation [i.e. before the 24th]): ‘I do not want to 
add more troubles to yours, and I try to strengthen the 
heart of the city’s public, but we have only enough food 
for a few days more’.  

 

                                                           
238 p.82 of “The Battles of Latrun in 1948 – Between Myth and Reality” by Elhanan Oren in the journal ‘Iyunim BeTkumat Israel’ #8, 1998 
(https://in.bgu.ac.il/bgi/iyunim/8/5.pdf) 

https://in.bgu.ac.il/bgi/iyunim/8/5.pdf
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By contrast to his restrained tone here, on the 1st of June his tone worsened in his approach [to Ben-Gurion], and by the 
7th of June it was already one of desperate warning: ‘Are we supposed to settle for hopes and chances? These last weeks 
I warn and return to warn… I return and warn you, if we do not receive flour by Monday [14 June], there will be hunger in 
Jerusalem with all the consequences that it will bring’.  
 
The worst did not occur by virtue of the first shipments of flour which were carried by vehicle and on the backs of 
Jerusalemite stewards simultaneously with the preparation of the ‘Burma Road’ bypass, literally before the start of the 
1st Truce [11 June].” In his footnotes (#16) Oren writes that according to Yosef 8 tons of flour were brought to Jerusalem. 
 
Beyond what Oren writes, for the purposes of our research we learn that the situation in Jerusalem – expressed as a 
shortage of flour – only became severe by the 7th of June. In other words, until then – if we rely on Oren’s research to 
save us a little time in re-researching the background narrative – Jerusalem coped until then even if there had been 
shortages of supplies or problems with security; the “siege” was not felt so severely earlier on in the chronology. 
 
Minutes of the day’s cabinet meeting yield a number of insights with regard to Jerusalem – as presented by Ben-
Gurion:239 

 the situation in Jerusalem “got significantly worse” from the week before, although all the neighborhoods are in 
Jewish control apart from Sheikh Jarrah and the Augusta-Victoria Church; most Arabs have left the city except in 
the Old City. 

 “We are unable to set up aerial observation during the day for fear of attacks by [Arab] Spitfires, and therefore 
our airplanes fly at night” 

 The Chief Rabbi’s son came to deliver a report in person (no indication that he came by plane) 
 From that report we learn: people don’t go out into the street, water is being delivered to every home, there is 

bread for ten days but many other things are missing. People praise Dov Yosef’s work. There is no electricity and 
no radio and the people feel very cutoff. 

 

 
 
  

                                                           
239 p.3-4 in https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34354 - minutes of the 4th Cabinet Meeting of 23 May 1948 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34354
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Monday, 24 May 
Entering the press reports of this day we have one which appears to back-up Elhanan Oren’s evaluation above of 
Jerusalem’s situation in this period: 
 

Gleaning key points in this summary of events, even by May 
24th the press still confirms that while the intercity highway 
had been sealed, it had been possible for “absolutely 
essential” supplies to get through, though this required that 
“each time this was done, a sharp battle had to be fought”; 
the report also concedes that while “the food situation… was 
‘very difficult’ nobody was starving” although “there were 
serious shortages”, yet “the water distribution worked 
‘admirably’”. The military situation in the city, for the Jews, 
had improved since 15 May. 
 
Summarizing other reports of the day, the Palestine Post 
says the shelling of Jerusalem entered its 9th day “yesterday” 
(23 May) at a “reduced pace”; the Arab Legion resumed the 
bombardment of Hadassah & Hebrew University on Mt. 
Scopus, following the evacuation of patients and staff; the 
settlement of Ramat Rachel was retaken again by Jewish 
forces. 
 
The referenced summary at the left in addition to another 
report below on the exchange of telegrams between 
reporters in Jerusalem and Ben-Gurion in Tel Aviv raises 
again an ongoing issue of developing historiography of this 
period – namely inaccuracy in reporting. The summary on 
the left, quoting the Jewish (Israeli) leadership tries to 
emphasize Israel’s determination to hold on to Jerusalem – 
but employs the image of a “second Stalingrad” to be 
“defended to the last man”; in light of the impression that 
the city is “under siege” from within and without, such a 
metaphor reinforces the idea even from these days of 
history being created that Jerusalem was indeed like 
Stalingrad in every sense of the word, but as we have seen it 
really wasn’t. 
 

 
In the second report we again learn that owing to problems with 
sending telegrams, news about the battle of Jerusalem is 
presented “entirely in a distorted and one-sided version”: here 
for our study this is of interest not because of political biases but 
rather because any report emphasizing the city as being cut-off or 
under siege would tend to overstate what is, albeit a difficult 
civilian situation, but not “Stalingrad” (whether such a portrayal 
benefits a pro-Arab or pro-Jewish audience). 
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Nevertheless, in a separate report reviewing the coverage of 
the war in the Arab press, including from outlets like the 
British BBC based in Arab countries, we also see the battle of 
Jerusalem being described by the King of Jordan as a “second 
Stalingrad”. If future researchers were to base their 
information on these reports to try and gain an understanding 
of the battle of Jerusalem they would be impressed to read of 
the capture of the Wailing Wall – even though the Post 
intones to remind the reader that Jews have not been able to 
access the sacred site since December 1947. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
A report in the Hebrew-language ‘Haaretz’ newspaper describing the situation in 
Jerusalem, portrays a similar picture to the one we’ve seen above for this day in the 
Palestine Post: here it says that the city had been virtually without electricity for ten 
days until it was renewed Saturday night (though the reports notes that the Palestine 
Post and another Hebrew newspaper had managed to operate – but from our 
introduction to the Jerusalem Committee and its functions we now know how that 
was made possible) – but the noteworthiness of this report is that the first-hand 
account is credited to “an eyewitness from Jerusalem who reached Tel Aviv at the 
end of the week”, meaning Saturday night, the 22nd.  
 
The last instance of any kind of regular travel to or from Jerusalem was shown above 
on the 20th (possibly also the 21st); here a short lull of 2-3 days until the next instance 
of access to or from the city.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Underscoring the situation in the city is an urgent telegram sent this day from “Etzioni” (the code-name for David 
Shaltiel, the district commander of Jerusalem) to ‘everyone’ - “Amitai” (David Ben-Gurion), “Hillel” (Israel Galili), “Yadin” 
(Yigael Yadin), “Consul” (Lieutenant-Colonel Amnon Zeir, the representative for Jerusalem at the General Staff in Tel 
Aviv) and “Avidar” (Yosef Avidar, the commander of the supply/quartermaster corps at the General Staff) in which he 
pleads “After 11 days of non-stop battles we are facing the complete depletion of ammunition of all types. I am prepared 
to fight without food but we have no way of fighting without ammunition. I cannot accept Avidar’s message that ‘303 
type shells are nowhere to be found’. The matter will put half of my weapons completely out of use…”, to which he is 
answered (possibly by Yadin) “I am doing whatever I can to send you an airplane. The rest will get to you with the 7th 
[armored] Brigade which is fighting hard now on its way”.240  
 
From the grim tone of the telegram and the desperate reply, we can fairly well understand that the air carriage of mail 
in this period was not just not a low priority but of no priority whatsoever. 
 

                                                           
240 Reproduced in Daniel Rosenne “The Stag in Uniform: IDF Military Post, 1948 to 2015”, The Association for the Commemoration of the Fallen 
Soldiers of the IDF Signal Corps, p.73 & in his Powerpoint presentation “The Stag in Uniform”, p.30 - 
https://www.amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/The_Stag_In_Uniform_Presentation_1.0.pdf  

https://www.amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/The_Stag_In_Uniform_Presentation_1.0.pdf
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And yet, in spite of the generally dire situation 
which arises from both the press reports and 
military communications of this day – we have 
postal history evidence of access with the 
city:241  
 
a couriered cover from a sender in Jerusalem, 
addressed to Haifa and postmarked at the Tel 
Aviv head post office; it is double-franked 10 
mils using both a Jerusalem local (interim) 
stamp as well as an Israeli ‘Doar Ivri’ postage 
stamp – presumably to ensure unimpeded 
acceptance of the letter by the post office, if 
the interim stamp was not acceptable.  
 
The auction catalogue described this cover as 
having been “flown” – but it mixed up 
elements of the prevailing narrative: air 
service was in the hands of the army only; as 
per the narrative only “privileged” civilian mail 
could be carried by airplane – if accompanied 
by an authorizing handstamp, which this cover 
lacks. Either way, my unreserved evaluation is 
that the cover was transported by land.  
 
And again, even here in the thick of battle, 
proponents of the prevailing narrative, that 
Jerusalem was under “total siege”, have to 
decide – if mail could leave the city even 
now, how could it be under “total siege”?  

  

                                                           
241 TAS 39 Lot 33 
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Tuesday, 25 May 
A summary of news from the Palestine Post includes reports of Arab attacks on the settlement of Ramat Rachel and on 
the New Gate of Old City for the 3rd day in a row; the Israeli Air Force bombed Arab positions on the outskirts of 
Jerusalem. 
 
Of note, at least from this date until 1 June, there is an overt increase in the number of archival correspondences 
referencing communications by telegram and telegraph, giving the impression that communication by land or air was 
not available.242 See entries for 1 June below for additional relevant developments. 
 
For this date we have a revealing letter (posted the following day), from Haifa and addressed to Jerusalem, stating: 
“every day I try asking the post office and ‘Aviv’ [taxi service] if there is a connection with Jerusalem our capital and until 
now I have not received an affirmative reply.”243 This is one of a small number of examples of mail addressed to 
Jerusalem in the period before the renewal of regular mail services in mid-late June, and we see that although the post 
office didn’t know when postal service would be renewed, it accepted mail to Jerusalem nonetheless. Here this is a rare 
example of registered mail from this period – the only one I have seen. We see from the sender’s comment that a lack 
of postal / communication service with Jerusalem was not a foregone conclusion even at this date. 
 

 
 
 
 
  

                                                           
242 See for instance pages 82-98/119/121/132/146 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298, Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948 
243 SKU 144710 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
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Wednesday, 26 May  
(The Palestine Post is not published for 1st time in 15 years, per report on the 27th) 
On this day the Arab Legion launched an attack on a portion of the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem highway, capturing the radar 
station hill from the ‘Etzioni’ brigade and thereby threatening Jewish control of the section of the highway rising from 
Shaar HaGay (Bab el Wad).244 
 
The Israel Defense Forces is formally established as the single unified armed force of the State:245 
 

 
 
There are telling comments in an archival letter (likely a telegram) sent from Zeev Sherf in Tel Aviv to Hanna Even-Tov in 
Jerusalem, in which he writes:246 
 

                                                           
244 “Operation Bin Nun Bet” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%91%D7%9F_%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%9F_%D7%91%27  
245 Archive file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1178045 (000pctd) 
246 Pg. 39/41 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132 of 1948 Jan-May correspondence between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv secretariates 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%91%D7%9F_%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%9F_%D7%91%27
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1178045
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/309132
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“I don’t know if you received my last letter in which I described in detail the situation roughly ten days earlier. From you 
I received only today a mail package after a long break, and those are letters 934, 916, 940, 942, 241, 939, 955, and I 
don’t know what is missing in the middle or what is missing a code [number] or didn’t arrive at all. It’s hard to criticize 
the air service: they are very burdened with critical missions.” 
 
In closing he adds, “I want to wrap up. Our hearts are in fear for all your safety, for the safety of the city and her future. 
Were it only that we would be able to go out and peace and see one another in peace. We don’t have much to fear. The 
bombardments from the air are easy by comparison [to Jerusalem]. A little each day (and there is even a day without 
bombardments), and light bombs. The city continues quietly about its life and the people are quiet, a little from an inner 
sense of security and a little from a Tel-Avivian sense of light heartedness.” 
 
Sherf’s letter reveals a number of important details: 

 Air service was not available even for the government to send mail; we see that point made more clearly in a 
letter from Even-Tov, below, on the 27th; 

 Evidently there was a land transport of mail from Jerusalem on the 26th – but we see that it apparently had 
not occurred for about 10 days (note the displayed couriered Jerusalem cover to Tel Aviv on the 16th – these 
events may be connected). The transport of mail was likely handled by the postal service, and this would 
account for the circumstance of some of the documents being missing or being received out of sequence. 

Sherf’s letter also reminds us, 75 years later, that while Jerusalem was under bombardment even Tel Aviv was still 
exposed to warfare and bombardment; perhaps on a smaller scale, but still a reminder that the whole country was a 
single front. 
 
Minutes from the day’s cabinet meeting shed light on the size and strength of the Jewish air force at this time: Ben-
Gurion reported, albeit without confirmation, that 2 Egyptian Spitfires had mistakenly landed in Kastinia and been 
captured by Israel; with the air force’s existing 4 fighter planes, it’s combat strength could now rise to 6: “We have 4 
combat planes of our own and with these 2 – it will be now 6. Of all the airplanes we shot down – none could be made 
serviceable. We hope that from the 4 we have – 3 of them will be ready for use tomorrow. The significance of the matter 
is, we would then be able to operate other types of aircraft, like bombers, and these airplanes could defend them. 
Without this, they would have to operate only at night as bombers, because it’s easy to shoot them down with Spitfires 
or by some other type of plane.”247 
 

                                                           
247 p.16 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2470209 - minutes of the 5th cabinet meeting of 26 May 1948 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2470209
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Ben-Gurion also reported on military activity around Latrun the day before and on setbacks that the Jewish forces there 
had sustained – the element of surprise was lost, and the Arabs had begun concentrating their forces in this area, but it 
had a surprising effect on the situation in Jerusalem: “Throughout the day yesterday we received reports that the 
pressure on Jerusalem has softened. It’s possible that this is due to the concentration [of Arab forces] on Latrun and on 
Kiryat Anavim; in any case the reports from Jerusalem until the afternoon were reassuring, from a military point of view. 
Not that the situation has improved: the civilian situation is terrible. But the military situation – there is nothing more 
worrying about it than what there was a few days before.”248 
 

 
 
 
Thursday, 27 May 
Archival materials from this day depicts a dichotomy in the situation in Jerusalem, between the progress of the war and 
civilian life, and communications access. From the press we see reports portraying an image of normalcy amid fighting 
and even weakening enemy resolve (i.e. not a picture of siege/starvation/strife etc.); the press reports this as the 12th 
day of shelling of Jewish Jerusalem, and a large battle along the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem road in the Latrun area. 
 

 
 

                                                           
248 p.19 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2470209 - minutes of the 5th cabinet meeting of 26 May 1948 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2470209
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The following archive letter from Dov Yosef in Jerusalem to A. Perelsohn, the inspector of foodstuffs, is a chance 
continuation of the issue of the flour shortage referenced earlier in our chronology.249 It confirms that the intercity 
highway is presently closed (though there is no indication that it has been so for an extended time); we understand 
from the content that supplies in the last couple of weeks have come not just from outside the city (“Government 
supplies” – Tel Aviv) but also from abroad (which is noteworthy because our current specialist philatelic literature 
implies that there was very little sea traffic to/from Israel at this time). In spite of the dire supply situation described, 
there is no mention of supply by air. 

 
“On the Subject of: Supply of Flour to Jerusalem 
I refer to my telegram from today and my letter 
from the 20th of this month, with copies sent to 
Kaplan and Worlinsky. 
 
Apart from the transportation problems what 
worries me is the problem with the finance of 
imports to Jerusalem. The moment the roadway is 
opened, flour in particular will come. 
 
From the arrangements for the supply of Australian 
cheese (your letter from 12 May) I understand that 
‘Steel Brothers’ continue their operations for us. It 
would have been desired to take advantage of the 
organizations also for the supply of flour to 
Jerusalem, at least until we manage to establish a 
body like that of our own.” 
 
“…Our situation here at the moment is absolutely 
terrible. We have still a limited supply of barley. We 
no longer have Australian flour from the 
government supply and for a mixture we are 
beginning to use flour which we forcibly 
requisitioned from the merchants and which costs 
us about 130 Palestine Pounds per ton. In order to 
keep the consumer price of bread stable at 61 mils 
per kilo the Jerusalem Committee will need to assist 
with the price of flour.” 
 

 
From the same date we have a “smoking gun” document critical to our study, here sent from Hanna Even-Tov in 
Jerusalem to a certain member of the Organization of State Employees in Jerusalem, and it reads:250 
 
“In reply to your letter of 14.5.48 (which reached us only today), I reiterate the explanation which I gave you verbally in 
the meantime: 

a) We have no influence on the arrangement of flights from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv. As far as we understand this 
service is available only for army matters. 

b) Also in regard to arrangement of seating places on automobile transport our office is very restricted. We are 
permitted to give permits to leave Jerusalem only to clerks who are invited to work by the various 
departments of the temporary government. 

I advised you at the time of our conversation to approach the institutions of the Histadrut [Labor Union] in Tel Aviv, 
which undoubtedly have the influence by way of their representative to issue a permit to travel to Tel Aviv. If I receive a 
permit like this from any governmental body I will be happy to assist you with all the arrangements.”  
 

Critical as this document is to our research we should keep in mind that the lack of air service mentioned in it refers to 
civilian-governmental matters; in Chapters V to VIII below we will address air service (and carriage of mail) as regards 
the army, a matter championed by the prevailing narrative – and debunk its use with regards Jerusalem. 

                                                           
249 p.36 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/451952 on 1948 March-August Jerusalem situation of bakers and rationing 
250 p.130 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298 - Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/451952
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
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Virtually every point in this letter is critical to our 
study and speaks for itself – chiefly, and in addition to 
Sherf’s letter from the 26th, as regards air service there 
was nothing to discuss as far as it being of service 
even to the government, neither for mail nor for 
travel.  
 
As expressed emphatically in the letter, in spite of 
what we read from Werfel’s memorandum of 1 May, 
that passenger convoys ultimately never took place in 
this period, there evidently was transport of 
individuals in other types of convoys; we observed this 
earlier in the chronology and now again here too. 
 
Of interest beyond the obvious is the comment that a 
letter mailed in Jerusalem on the 14th took 2 weeks to 
reach its local governmental address. Also of note, the 
use of telecommunications (“explanation given 
verbally”) in lieu of mail. 
 
The letter also alludes to a matter we will examine in 
the next chapter, which is the control of and top 
priority given to the army of various civilian postal 
services, specifically of telecommunication. 
 

 
Following on the same curious matter of innercity mail 
taking so long to reach its destination, we have from 
this date a letter sent by Avraham Renan (in charge of 
the Jerusalem postal service) to a local correspondent 
at the ‘Sansur’ building, a major office building in the 
center of town housing various official and semi-official 
offices, including the Jerusalem Emergency Committee: 
Renan acknowledges the receipt (presumably that 
same day) of a letter sent to him on the 11th(!)251 
 
 
 
What is remarkable – as we will see for material logged 
for 30 May – in a report prepared that day by Renan 
himself, he comments on the public disappointment on 
seeing its mail addressed outside Jerusalem piling up 
on the floor and not being dispatched, and that the 
crowds which originally overwhelmed the post offices 
have more or less disappeared. With that in mind it’s 
hard to fathom why innercity mail would take so long 
to deliver. 
 

 
On interest, the archive file from which the above letter appears contains 6 letters written that day from Hanna Even-
Tov to local Jerusalem residents regarding notices which have arrived from the Inspectorate of Foodstuffs in Tel Aviv, for 
them to come and pick up. It’s likely that there was a shipment of mail from Tel Aviv that day – either one package 
containing several mail items or many individual mail items. In light of Even-Tov’s earlier letter above from this date, this 
mail shipment certainly did not come by way of air.  

                                                           
251 p.133 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298 - Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948; also pages 134, 136, 138, 140, 142, 
144 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
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Friday, 28 May 
A review of the press reports: a major battle at Latrun which began on Monday; a separate (earlier filed) report in the 
day’s edition describes it as a 20 mile front, where the epicenter at Jerusalem has spread along the road to Tel Aviv with 
Latrun as the focal point.  
 
Here we can pick up the narrative of ‘Burma Road’. There are seven different versions of how this road was found / 
discovered252, but for our purposes we simply need a commonly-agreed timeline to understand its influence. As noted 
earlier for 21 May (though I have found no documentary source for this), on this day it was decided that an alternate 
route bypassing Latrun needed to be found – this may have been an initiative of the American Colonel, David ‘Mickey’ 
Marcus (aka “Michael Stone”), who served as an advisor to Ben-Gurion and who was appointed commander of the 
“Jerusalem Front” on 28 May.253  
 
On 25 May ‘Operation Bin Nun A’ to capture Latrun failed and as a result it was decided to capture Arab villages Beit Jiz 
and Beit Susin, surrounding the area and this operation ended successfully on the 26th. As a result, from the 28th it was 
possible to open a bypass route from Kiryat Anavim to Hulda, accessible by way of Jeeps – and so it became known as 
the “Jeep Road” at this time. Exactly at this time, 27-28 May a number of foot patrols explored and stumbled upon 
additional ways of bypassing Latrun and even reaching Jerusalem – but without the way being enabled for vehicles, this 
didn’t alleviate the siege conditions on the city. It turned out that a 10km bypass was possible of which 8km was 
accessible for jeeps, but 2km being a steep section required road engineering and in any case the bypass in total needed 
to be fitted for road traffic – this was the future “Burma Road”.254 One source even says that between May 31st and 1 
June a unit of jeeps managed to reach Jerusalem and return the following night with jeeps from the city.  
 
Below is a map showing the three main bypass routes – “Derech HaAyalot” which we encountered earlier above, the 
“Jeep Road” and “Burma Road” (also known locally as “Route Seven” on account of the 7th brigade, see below): 
 

 
 

                                                           
252 See for instance: https://www.yekum.org/2022/05/%D7%9E%D7%99-%D7%94%D7%99%D7%94-%D7%9E%D7%92%D7%9C%D7%94-
%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A-%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94-%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%95%D7%90%D7%94-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%95%D7%9F-
%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%AA/  
253 “David Marcus” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%95%D7%93_%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%A1  
254 “Burma Road” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94_(%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C) 

https://www.yekum.org/2022/05/%D7%9E%D7%99-%D7%94%D7%99%D7%94-%D7%9E%D7%92%D7%9C%D7%94-%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A-%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94-%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%95%D7%90%D7%94-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%95%D7%9F-%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%AA/
https://www.yekum.org/2022/05/%D7%9E%D7%99-%D7%94%D7%99%D7%94-%D7%9E%D7%92%D7%9C%D7%94-%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A-%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94-%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%95%D7%90%D7%94-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%95%D7%9F-%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%AA/
https://www.yekum.org/2022/05/%D7%9E%D7%99-%D7%94%D7%99%D7%94-%D7%9E%D7%92%D7%9C%D7%94-%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A-%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94-%D7%94%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%95%D7%90%D7%94-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%95%D7%9F-%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%AA/
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%95%D7%93_%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%A1
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94_(%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C)
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In any case on 30 May the 7th armored brigade in the area received a bulldozer and began preparing the road.255 On the 
night of 30-31 May a supply convoy of 13 jeeps (whose resources required Ben-Gurion’s approval) attempted to make 
the way to Jerusalem but failed when the lead jeep overturned; this was attempted again the following night 
successfully – carrying flour and ammunition, and bring back empty trucks from Jerusalem. The general narrative I’m 
using is unclear about when this began – that the vehicles reached whatever point they could and their wares were 
carried onward by soldiers on foot, and that a pipe to bring fuel was quickly added to the path – but evidently these 
events occurred very close to these dates, as we shall see below; the road entered use at the same time as it was being 
developed. 
 
Here we can safely refer to Dov Yosef’s memoirs to help fill-in some gaps in the above narrative, and we will see 
reference to some of these points further down, especially in cabinet minutes from 8 June: apparently following the 31 
May / 1 June convoy that successfully reached the city, arrangements were made for trucks from Jerusalem to travel 
part way down to a location a mile away from Bab el Wad (Shaar HaGay), and from there to receive supplies that had 
been manually hauled to there from Bet Susin (which as we learned from the summary for 28 May, was captured on the 
26th) – the stewards were members of the Jerusalem Mishmar Ha’am, and this arrangement existed, according to Yosef, 
for 5 nights. That actually dovetails with the mentioned cabinet minutes of 8 June which portray a more organized and 
militarily-involved operation involving as many as 1600 stewards, mules and jeeps by the 7th.256  
 

 
 
On 10 June the first supply convoy of trucks passed via Burma Road to Jerusalem257 and the first stage of the 
preparation of the road for full vehicular use was completed the following day.258 That next day the “First Truce” 
entered effect and it had widespread effects both on the military situation and on supplying Jerusalem – not necessarily 
for the better as we will see. 
 
 
Sunday, 30 May 
In a summary of the day’s press reports: the Jewish Quarter surrenders; the shelling of Jewish Jerusalem continues; the 
Arab Legion attempts to penetrate Jewish Jerusalem in 2 sectors. On the night of 30-31 May the Jewish forces launched 
‘Operation Bin Nun B’ to capture the fortress at Latrun – but this failed.259 
 
A lengthy press report, “Steady Sweep to East on Road”, paints a picture of partial Jewish and partial Arab Legion 
control of points along the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem road, specifically from Latrun to Jerusalem. There are references to areas 
which can be driven or walked unarmed. Of note is the comment that the Arab Legion is trying to “cut the Jerusalem – 
Tel Aviv lifeline”, implying that has not been totally cut-off.260 
 

                                                           
255 “From Tel Aviv to Jerusalem – A Journey in the Footsteps of the Combatants of 1948” by Moti Golani and Amnon Ramon in the book “Shana 
Rishona LeAtzmaut 1948-1949”, Mordechai Naor ed., Yad Yitzhak Ben-Zvi (1988); p.278 
256 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.154-156 
257 “Burma Road” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94_(%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C) 
258 Golani & Ramin in Naor ed. (Ibid), p.279 
259 “Operation Bin Nun Bet” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%91%D7%9F_%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%9F_%D7%91%27  
260 See: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19480530-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7ctxTI--------------1 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%93%D7%A8%D7%9A_%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%94_(%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C)
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%91%D7%9F_%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%9F_%D7%91%27
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19480530-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7ctxTI--------------1
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On this day Avraham Renan, postmaster of Jerusalem, delivers a report of his activities with the Jerusalem postal service 
to his superior in Tel Aviv.261 Key details of his report are: 

 After initial exuberance over the postal service the level of demand for it has dropped dramatically; 

 This is due apparently to the fact that mail is not being dispatched outside the city 

 10 sacks of mail for outside the city have accumulated (in a separate document Renan calculates 3000 letters 
per bag – so here 30,000 letters) 

 The report alludes to the high priority given to army needs and its own order of priorities over civilian needs, 
even within a civilian service – particularly telecommunication 

 There is hope for air service to assist (but no indication that air service was or is forthcoming) 

 An employee waiting to relocate to Tel Aviv is stranded due to “lack of transportation” – a curious expression in 
place of writing that this is due to “the siege” 

 

                                                           
261 Pages 102/104 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298 - Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
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“Jerusalem, 21 Iyar 5708, 30.5.48 
 
To: Mr. Fridburg [Zvi Fridburg “Prihar”] 
From: Avraham Renan 
 
On 10/5 I received from you a commission to 
organize the postal services of Jerusalem and I 
would like to present you a report of our activities 
as of the mentioned date until today. [The date is 
likely an error for 1 May – see above for “1 May”] 
 
On 9.5.48 we began with the letter service: 
We opened the three post offices: Rehavia, Mea 
Shearim and Mahane Yehuda, and also a temporary 
sorting office in the city. 
On the eve of the opening the public received a 
notice about it on the radio and in the press. 
 
On the first days people waited in long lines in order 
to buy the new stamps which we prepared in 
accordance with your instructions, and to send 
regular and registered letters to all places in the 
country. However very quickly the public became 
aware that the letters were laying in the sorting 
office and were not being sent to their destination. 
 
As of now there is no line in the post office and the 
income from the sale of stamps does not exceed 2 
Pounds per day – the disappointment among the 
public is great. Regardless we continue with the 
service in the hope that on one of the days a plane 
will come to bring letters from Israel and perhaps 
also from abroad and will also take a sack or two 
for distribution by you (in Tel Aviv). About 10 sacks 
full of mail are waiting for the first convoy to go out. 
They will go to the head post office in Tel Aviv for 
ongoing service. 

 
In the sorting office and at the registry department for registered mail there consistently worked about 10 people for the 
last two weeks; every post office has 3 people. 12 postmen, half of the usual number, are distributing local mail. 
 
As you know the head post office building was liberated on 15.5.48 and since then we strived to achieve regular service 
also with other areas of the postal organization such as telephone, telegraph, etc. Starting today the telephone 
switchboard will work with all her supporting services and also overseas telephone services according to a certain order 
of priority. All the technical workers will be busy with one of the projects in accordance to the standard organization as 
before the end of the Mandate in spite of the fact that some 80% of the projects are for the Army. After an agreement 
with institutions of the army we reached an agreement with regard to the balance of priorities and a fair distribution 
between projects for the army and projects for the public citizenry. It’s important to note that the organization of the 
postal service across all its responsibilities is a civilian organization. 
 
With regard to the radio service we reached a similar agreement. All the staff continues to work for now but the decision 
on determining priorities is in the hands of the army. 
 
All the technical services of the post are under the management of Mr. Friedman, who is waiting for his transfer to Tel 
Aviv but is still besieged in Jerusalem because of a lack of transportation. Mr. Friedman is assisted by Mr. Berman in the 
area of telephony and Mr. Ofner in the area of the radio.” 
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In the same archive file for this day there is 
a letter from a member of the Statistics 
Department to Hanna Even-Tov, in which he 
writes “I’m not sure that in the next few 
days [in Hebrew: “days close by”] it will be 
objectively possible to ride to Tel Aviv…” – 
implying that the situation is not long-
existing and that there is an expectation it 
will pass shortly.262 In any case we now 
know from our chronology that as of 28 
May the “land siege” however long it may 
have existed was broken with the discovery 
and development of the alternate bypass 

routes – though we will see further down that there continued to be a bottleneck with land transportation for 
months thereafter. 
 
From minutes of the 6th cabinet meeting this day we get a clearer picture, confirming much of what we found 
independently elsewhere:263 Ben-Gurion reports, “The communications [telecommunications] is very poor and we don’t 
always receive updates on time. The operations take place at night and the notices don’t manage to arrive until the 
morning. Only in the afternoon does the picture get clearer of the situation. I will produce the notices in a special file for 
the secretariat. 
 We had these last nights direct connections with Jerusalem. People came not by airplanes but by jeeps. 
Yesterday were transferred 150 armed men [soldiers] from the camp at Latrun to reinforce the two Palmach brigades 
inside Jerusalem and its surroundings. Another 300 recruits still have to arrive. After they went up to Jerusalem other 
soldiers came down. We hope to be able to bring up to Jerusalem ammunition still before the army comes.” 
 

 
 
For this date we also have postal history and more will be seen hereafter: a cover from Rosh Pinna couriered to the 
city and entered into a letter box; subsequently processed by the sorting office (‘rosette’ postmark) on this date.264 
 

  
                                                           
262 Excerpted from letter p.109 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298, Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948 
263 Page 2 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2470217 - minutes of the 6th cabinet meeting of 30 May 1948 
264 T51 Lot 192: my sole skepticism is the Jerusalem franking (also rare stamp) – if franked in the city, why not also deposited at the public counter? 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2470217
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Monday, 31 May 
From the press archives, two stories of interest: the battle for the road to Tel Aviv continues, with “the initiative 
[resting] with the Jews, according to Arab military sources”, and the water source for Jerusalem, located at Ras el Ein, 
being captured by Israel. 

  
 
From the archives there is a telegram this day from Zeev Sherf to Gruenbaum (likely Yitzhak Gruenbaum, a senior 
member of the Provisional Government) whose contents reveal the state of communications at this time:265 “I think that 
much material that I sent you did not arrive, therefore I will produce short summaries in this manner [telegram], until 
transmission by air [airplane] is ensured”. He ends this message “I will continue to telegraph”.  
 

 
 

We see that even by now official mail by air was not yet established, and that in the apparent absence of reliable 
land-transported mail, the only recourse was by telecommunication. 

 
 
Tuesday, 1 June 
Summary of press reports this day: the 17th day of bombardment of Jerusalem with Churches in the Old City being hit; 
Latrun fortress blown up & heavy fighting in the area. 
 
Here is the only instance I have seen requesting anything specifically by “airplane” – for the Jerusalem Secretariat to 
receive a copy of any daily newspaper, sent from Hanna Even-Tov to Zeev Sherf:266 “For the purpose of orderly work we 
must receive at least one daily newspaper. Please arrange a dispatch by airplane under my name. Give the task to a 
responsible person. The matter is very important.” I don’t see documents confirming this was done, but the manner of 
its request suggests that this was highly irregular. The brevity of the message & lack of cited addresses suggests that it 
was telegrammed or telegraphed. 
 

                                                           
265 Page 12/222 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2384890 - Secretariate of the Provisional Government May-June 1948, Sherf (124/2-
 (ג
266 p.69 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298, Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2384890
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
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From minutes of the day’s cabinet meeting we get a sense of how difficult it was to transport any significant quantity of 
heavy materials on the new paths to Jerusalem: “With regard to Jerusalem there is nothing new, apart from the regular 
bombardment by the Arabs. Last night we managed to bring up to Jerusalem a cannon and a heavy mortar.”267 

 
 
For this date we have postal history: a cover from Jerusalem 
addressed to Petach Tikva – but couriered to Tel Aviv where 
posted at the head post office; the cover is double-franked 
with a Jerusalem local stamp as well as an Israeli ‘Doar Ivri’ 
stamp to ensure that the postage is accepted by the post 
office.268 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Wednesday, 2 June 
Summary of press reports: the battle of Latrun continues; Hadassah & Hebrew University at Mt Scopus are bombarded 
again (since the evacuations above; Jordan’s aim was to gain physical control of the area under its custody but Israel 
refused to accept that condition); a cease fire in Jerusalem enters affect at 5am this date; a report stressing the 
necessity of food reaching Jerusalem; the Tel Aviv edition of Palestine Post reaches Jerusalem yesterday – no mention 
if that was effected by air, but the archival report below may suggest land transport. 
 

   
                                                           
267 p.2 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2488045 - minutes of the 6a cabinet meeting of 1 June 1948 
268 T50 Lot 165: the stamp is a rare type 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2488045


P a g e  | 148 

 
 
In minutes of the day’s cabinet meeting Prime Minister Ben-Gurion shares that “we brought up heavy ammunition 
around Jerusalem. I saw a man who came last night from Jerusalem. According to him there is still food, the distribution 
is very good especially the distribution of water… there is no hunger there in the meantime. I was told that the poor 
strata are hungry but the man claims this is not so – they take care that every family receives a meal although very 
small. Naturally there is depression over the bombardments.”269  
 

 
 
As it is expressed Ben-Gurion’s comment about the ammunition sounds like it was brought by land transport – a likely 
reference to the developing ‘Burma Road’ route. 
 
 
Thursday, 3 June 
From archive documents there are signs that civilian-related land transport was available: below at left is a request from 
Hanna Even-Tov to the “Commander of the ‘Convoy of Tel Aviv’” in Jerusalem to release a certain driver and his vehicle 
for urgent work for the Jerusalem Secretariat; next to it at right is a request she sent to Zeev Sherf (likely by telegram/ 
telegraph) to send 3 members of the Public Works Department to Tel Aviv to meet with their superiors about 
departmental affairs; they are waiting for an invitation from Tel Aviv and she asks Sherf to arrange this.270 
 

  
 
We have not seen for the last several days any reference to feasible requests for the supply of materials to Jerusalem; 
here now from this date we have what may be the first instance in a while, and from very shortly after the opening of 
the Burma Road: 271 dated 3 June and sent from “the center”, addressed to P. Landa of the Supply Department of the 
Jerusalem Committee (with a copy to Dov Yosef), it reads: “The list which we sent to Tel Aviv with regards to the most 
urgent needed provisions for the first week, other than flour and fuel, is: 3 tons of egg powder, 10 tons of milk powder, 
10 tons of preserved fish or salted fish, 10 tons of legumes, 10 tons of grains, 5 tons of yellow cheese, 5 tons of jam. 
Please prepare a list of needed provisions for after the above items arrive and to prepare a system for making orders.” 
 

                                                           
269  Page 3 of 2 June 1948 cabinet protocols: 
https://www.archives.gov.il/archives/Archive/0b0717068031be30/File/0b07170680347afc/Item/0907170689760820 
270 p.44 & 52 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298, Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948 
271 p.158 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051 - 1948 Jerusalem Committee on transport of materials May-July 

https://www.archives.gov.il/archives/Archive/0b0717068031be30/File/0b07170680347afc/Item/0907170689760820
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051


P a g e  | 149 

 
By virtue of the weight of the materials listed 
being in tons – and in light of limitations 
imposed both by the available aircraft in Israel 
at this time as well as the condition of the 
improvised air strips in Jerusalem, all of which 
we will review in the next chapter – we know 
that the transport of these vital materials to 
Jerusalem could only have been effected by 
land. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Friday, 4 June 
Information from foreign reports in the press: a report in the Palestine Post from a United Press correspondent in 
Amman (Jordan) is a few days old (it mention the 18th day of the bombardment – the 17th day was June 1st as per a 
report above) but it reports “disciplined organization” and “high morale” in spite of the bombardments and supply 
shortages even in this late period; the report in the Australian newspaper, referring correctly to the fall of the Jewish 
Quarter “last week” mentions “at least one military convoy reached Jerusalem along the main highway last week”. 
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A letter in the archives from this 
date – apparently a “real” letter, 
sent from Hanna Even-Tov to the 
Transport Committee of the 
Jerusalem Emergency Committee, 
asking permission for transport is 
revealing:272 “The honorables Graetz 
and Matrikin of the Statistical 
Department are requested to go 
immediately to Tel Aviv. I did not 
approach you in regard to them 
until now as I thought that officials 
of the Jewish Agency did not require 
special permits to leave Jerusalem. 
However I believe for the sake of 
good order it would be best if I 
arrange though you the travel of 
any employees requested by the 
State. Further to this I ask of you to 
include Mr. Graetz and Mr. Matrikin 
among the first travelers.” 
 
The letter suggests that the two 
mentioned employees were 

requested in Tel Aviv some time ago, and that there had been a habit of not making such requests for members of the 
Agency. The request that they be included among the first travelers is not expressed as a future request for an 
undetermined convoy but rather that they be among the first on the next / presently expected convoy. Again, the 
procedure we observe here is totally different to the one detailed by Werfel in his memorandum about convoy travel 
arrangements for the public, which he stated did not actually take place prior to the 1st Truce. 
 
 
Sunday 6 – Monday 7 June 
 

Further indications that official mail 
was not accorded special treatment: 
a Vaad Leumi letter from Jerusalem 
dated 6 June is received in Tel Aviv 
on the 18th as per the office-receipt 
handstamp (i.e. likely carried by the 
mail convoy of 18 June – and not 
airmailed); the letter mentions a 
telegram sent that day, an irony as 
telecommunication was being used 
to close the time-gap in mail 
deliveries but then a letter such as 
this is sent as well and takes 2 weeks 
to arrive.273 
 

 
Below we have 2 different letters sent from Hanna Even-Tov to the Transportation Committee in Jerusalem regarding 
travel requests:274 in the first from 6 June, on the left, she writes that based on invitation telegrams she received from 
various departments of the government she is supposed to assist the following people to travel to Tel Aviv and requests 
of the Committee “please prepare for the above individuals exit-permits from Jerusalem and to enter those people into 
the list of travelers on one of the upcoming convoys”. 
 
                                                           
272 p.26 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298, Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948 
273 Page 61 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2384890 - Secretariate of the Provisional Government May-June 1948, Sherf (124/2-ג) 
274 p.20/19 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298, Jerusalem Secretariat 25 May - 7 June 1948 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2384890
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/137298
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In the second letter, from 7 June, she reiterates that among the people who have been approved to travel to Tel Aviv 
the ones she presently lists should be sent in the first dispatch of travelers, and that the dispatch of the others will be 
arranged between herself and the Committee once the first convoy has left.  
 

   
 
From minutes of the day’s cabinet meeting Ben-Gurion reports that the new route to Jerusalem is being prepared by 
way of laying down stones, and that hopefully in two more days the road will be ready. He adds “from Jerusalem we’re 
getting cries of ‘SOS’ about the food situation” – in other words parallel with developing land access to the city, the 
supply situation was still critical.275 

 
A press report from the following week, Friday 11 June, reports 
that “four Jewish military convoys arrived in Jerusalem… at the 
week-end” – the implication being, the last weekend, 4-6 June (as 
noted in earlier Australian press reports, there is a lag of at least a 
week between an event and the report made about it). As the 
report also makes no mention of the Truce, entering effect on the 
11th, the report is clearly about events from a week before. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
275 p.4-5 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2469610 - minutes of the 8th cabinet meeting of 6 June 1948 – poor quality archive copy so 
not reproduced above. 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2469610
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From the diary entry of Harold Levin, a foreign correspondent and resident of Jerusalem, on this day he wrote that 12 
tons a night were getting through and he estimated that the city needed 17 tons daily; on 28 July he noted that during 
the first truce, 11 June to 8 July, 8000 truckloads arrived.276 
 
We also have postal history for 6 June: a cover from Tel Aviv addressed to Jerusalem, prefranked 10 mils for the 
domestic letter rate – still in Tel Aviv, using a ‘Doar Ivri’ stamp (these were not available in Jerusalem until 20 June), but 
posted at one of the 3 branch post offices in Jerusalem (postmark with a ‘star’ device).277 
 

  

                                                           
276 Harry Levin, “Jerusalem Embattled: A Diary of the City Under Siege March 25th, 1948 to July 18th, 1948”, Victor Gollancz, 1950; p. 236 & 273. 
Referenced in https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Burma_Road_(Israel)  
277 TAS 51 Lot 193 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Burma_Road_(Israel)
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Tuesday, 8 June 
Very revealing comments are made by Prime Minister Ben-Gurion in that day’s cabinet meeting minutes:278 

 
“I drove to see the situation of matters on the road 
to Jerusalem. Our forces are operating in three 
ways to bring food to the city: 
a) They are enlisting people in order to bring the 
food a good distance by foot. There are 
disagreements between members of the army: 
Stone [Mickey Marcus] believes the distance is 
about 600 yards and other estimate it to be 2km. 
However also for a distance of 2km a person could 
carry a weight of 20 kilo on his shoulders. Yesterday 
they brought to Jerusalem fuel so the vehicles could 
come down from Jerusalem to Shaar HaGay and 
take the shipments that the people bring on their 
shoulders. If it turns out that the distance is 600 
yards the people will be able to make the trip twice; 
if the distance is 2km – once. Till now we managed 
to organize 600 people in the place – 300 soldiers 
from the front and 300 from the training camp. 300 
volunteers got organized and tomorrow their 
number will reach 1000, if all goes according to 
plan. They are bringing flour, sugar and 
concentrated foods. They will bring the supplies also 
by donkey. Camels were discounted from this 
activity because in cases of gunfire they are likely to 
run wild and cause a commotion. Likewise jeeps 
were drafted for this activity. Till now only a few 
jeeps have been gathered in the area but we’re 
making efforts to have as many as possible. 
 
b) We working as hard as possible on preparing 
the new road although this road will be very 
difficult, full of stones and steep slopes, but many 
forces have been assigned for this work. Local 
people believe that the work will continue for 
another 48 hours or 24 hours. I believe it will be 48 
hours. At this rate it may be possible that tomorrow 
they will be able to transport supplies in vehicles 
straight to Jerusalem. 

 
c) The military operation: Battalion 1 is late in coming, indeed the supplies ran late and we lost a day. Tonight there 

will be one of the most critical operations; if it succeeds there is much reason to believe that Jerusalem will be 
liberated (this we will know tomorrow morning). And then it will be possible to travel on the main highway and 
we won’t be dependent on the goodwill of others. The operation which will take place tonight will not disrupt the 
transport of food, but rather it will draw manpower to the operation but this will actually help out people who 
are transporting food because the battle will distract [enemy] attention from the transport of the food. But if the 
enemy notices the transport of food he will indeed try to disrupt that activity. I will not be able to say with 
certainty, but there are good chances that the question of food to Jerusalem, even before the time of danger, will 
find its solution in some way. If the operation tonight succeeds – they will deliver food to Jerusalem all day 
tomorrow. A thousand men who will be gathered in place will be able to bring 30 tons of food and Jerusalem will 
not need more than this.” [Ben-Gurion is referring to ‘Operation Yoram’ which took place between 8-9 June, and 
failed – the last of 3 attempts to capture Latrun prior to the “First Truce” of 11 June.]279 

There is not a word about air transport even from the Prime Minister – everything is based on land transport. 

                                                           
278 p.2-3 of 8 June 1948 cabinet minutes: https://www.archives.gov.il/archives/Archive/0b0717068031be30/File/0b07170680347afc/Item/0907170680347b3e  
279 “Operation Yoram” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%99%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9D  

https://www.archives.gov.il/archives/Archive/0b0717068031be30/File/0b07170680347afc/Item/0907170680347b3e
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%99%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%9D
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We also have postal history for this date: on the left, a letter from Jerusalem to Nahariya, franked 10 mils using 2x 
interim Jerusalem stamps – but couriered to Tel Aviv and posted from the head post office there (the stamps were not 
accepted at the Haifa HPO which marked the cover for postage dues tax, but this was ignored by the post office in 
Nahariya which accepted the Jerusalem stamps as did most of the country’s post offices in this period).280 
 

 
 
 
Wednesday, 9 June 
From minutes of the cabinet meeting on this day, on the subject of the transport of food to Jerusalem we learn the 
following from Ben-Gurion:  

 
“An emissary was supposed to come and give a 
report from the front but he has not yet arrived. 
It’s impossible to reach the front headquarters by 
phone. I received updates only about the 
situation with food but they too only came from 
one end – up to Latrun. On that end they made 
preparations to transport up: A) 18 jeeps with 
flour – in every jeep there are 3 sacks whose total 
weight is 220 kilo. B) 15 mules who made the 
journey twice and brought 60 sacks of flour. C) 
580 people who each will carry 20 kilo of flour 
and will travel the road twice. Likewise they will 
also bring fuel. 
 
The people arrived on time at the intended 
launching point. The food was also assembled 
together and the front commander, Stone 
[Mickey Marcus], gave the order to transfer the 

food by the jeeps, mules and people. Jerusalem was instructed to send porters to load 22 large cars and to be ready at 
11pm at night. Until now we have not received an update that the food reached the other side and whether it arrived 
alright. Nevertheless there is reason to believe that it remained in Beit Sutin [likely a misspelling for “Beit Susin”]. It’s not 
yet clear what was the reason for that, we have to suppose that nothing got through or that only the jeeps made it.”281 
 
In light of what we learned earlier from Dov Yosef himself, about the difficult state of flour supplies in Jerusalem at this 
time, if this was the size of the force available to dispatch with such vital supplies – and it was improvised between 
mechanical, animal and human manpower, and even then may not have gotten through – this was the best that could 
be done to address such a critical need, and that other matters such as mail for example were so far down the list of 
priorities as to simply not exist in the government’s deliberations. 

                                                           
280 TAS 45 Lot 126 
281 p.2 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34373 - minutes of cabinet meeting 3-chet of 9 June 1948 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34373
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An editorial published this date, likely by the Palestine Post’s managing director, Gershon Agron, declared “As it 
happens the road from Jerusalem to the coast is in effect open for military traffic. To that extent it is not besieged…” 
From this, at least in the public sphere, the ‘siege’ on Jerusalem ended on or around this date (although we have seen 
from the above that the reality was much different): 
 

 
 
 
Thursday, 10 June 
The first issue of the Hebrew philatelic bulletin “HaBulai HaIvri” (‘Hebrew Philatelist’) from June ‘breaks’ the news about 
the existence of the Army Postal Service – and reveals that “on 10 June a large number of letters which were dispatched 
the day before from Jerusalem reached Tel Aviv.” There is no indication that the mail was flown; the head of the APS 
confirmed to the bulletin that the army’s postal service began operation on 20 May. Further below in our treatment of 
the army postal service in Jerusalem, we will refer back to this article.282 
 

  

                                                           
282 Accessible at: http://www.israelphilately.org.il/images/173361.pdf  

http://www.israelphilately.org.il/images/173361.pdf
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Monday, 14 June 
Minutes of the cabinet meeting this date included a series of action items to carry out during the period of the 1st Truce; 
with regards Jerusalem, Ben-Gurion noted: “1) The Problem of Jerusalem: a) Access to the city of Jerusalem. This is a 
very complex problem – organization, economic, engineering, political: organizational – there is a question of vehicles to 
transport food from here to Jerusalem; engineering – there is a question of the route to take. The important thing which 
occurred during the upheaval of the war is that an alternative route to Jerusalem was captured. This cost us casualties, 
like every conquest. However the alternate route has big problems: in one place for a distance of 150 meters it is 
necessary to lower heavy wagons in a chain and to raise them up again in a chain; and it is necessary then to repair a 
good part of this way so that the wagons will be able to traverse it on their own, or to pave an alternate route in this 
area. This is also a political question because there are disputes about the transport of food on the alternate route which 
we forged, with the Arabs as well as with the UN inspectors. At the moment the transports are going through alright. 
The amount of food being transported grows from day to day. If we will be able to conduct transport on this route as 
well as the repaired [main highway] route, there is no doubt that we will be able to provide for the needs of Jerusalem 
and prepare a large surplus inventory over the course of these 28 days. 
 
B) The problem of exiting Jerusalem. The word “escape” has a shameful connotation and I avoid shaming. The suffering 
in Jerusalem in the last weeks: there is a danger of hunger as well actual hunger, also the daily and nightly 
bombardments (the number of those killed is not so small: hundreds have been killed and thousands injured), also the 
meager rations that are distributed (at this opportunity we should offer great appreciation to [Dov] Yosef on his 
activities, but the rations are very small, in recent days the residents of Jerusalem received less than the internees of the 
German detention camps received), also the fear of starvation – people who experienced suffering like this should not be 
shamed, and should be called to distance themselves from fleeing the city. If this is clear that we must avoid a mad 
exodus, we must use all the implements at our disposal. (What the Arabs couldn’t succeed in doing by force of 
bombardments and by force of starvation, mass flight from the city will do). But the principle of leaving the city does not 
have a solution. The solution is a change in Jerusalem’s destiny. And we must take care of reinforcing Jerusalem over 
these days so that there be no desire to leave her.”283 

  

 

 
                                                           
283 p.4-5 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2470220 - minutes of the ‘Yud’ cabinet meeting of 14 June 1948 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2470220
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A press report (at left) by Isidore Stone, on his travels along the 
Burma road from the night before, Saturday the 13th, illustrate the 
conditions of the road and show that international awareness of it 
existed already then. 
 
We also have postal history from this date:284 a cover originating at 
the ‘Kinneret’ hotel in Jerusalem, addressed to Tel Aviv – franked 
locally in Jerusalem but posted at the head post office in Tel Aviv. 
 

 
 
 
 

  

                                                           
284 TAS 48 Lot 216 
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Thursday, 17 June 
This information is presented solely to complete the picture arising from this timeline – regularized, ordered and 
proceduralized transportation work regarding Jerusalem. The letter on the left, albeit from the 10th establishes a 
procedure for the charging of expenses for haulage within Jerusalem, and is likely a related facet of the document on 
the right from 17 June, establishing a procedure for the reception of convoys – both come from the same archival file.285 
 
The 10 June document on the left is entitled “transport and portage”; it was distributed to all departments of the 
Committee, and reads: “For the convenience of the various departments, our transportation department has taken upon 
itself to deal with various transports in the city and loading and unloading of commercial materials. The departments are 
asked to be in touch with Mr. Tuchman in the transportation department with regard to any transportation activity and 
to always indicate on whose expense account the necessary work should be undertaken. In cases where the expenses are 
not chargeable to the Jerusalem Committee, the expense must be received ahead of time by the person to whom that 
transport is intended, after the prices are set by Mr. Tuchman.” 
 

  
 
The document from the 17th on the right was written by the Jerusalem Committee and addressed to the management of 
the warehousing, entitled “Reception of Commercial Goods from Convoys”, and reads: “In order to avoid complications 
with the receipt of wares split up on the convoys and in order to know to whom to charge the cost of the transport from 
Shaar HaGay (Bab el Wad) to Jerusalem, and then the rest of the expenses, you are asked to prepare a precise daily 
register of the wares which have been received for warehousing or to other places, and have been brought in by way of 
our service. This register needs to include the following details: the type of wares, the amount, the packaging and 
number of units, the name of the sender, the name of the receiver, notes (if any).” 
 
On this day postal contact between Jerusalem and the rest of the country was supposed to be renewed. As we will see 
in the section below, reviewing the period of the Truce and thereafter, apparently the first convoy under Truce 
supervision – specifically by the main highway next to Latrun, was supposed to have left Tel Aviv for Jerusalem on this 
day: Hebrew press reports from the 16th and 17th, as well as internal postal bulletins, announced the resumption of 
inter-city mail service on the 17th; of greater import to the general public though was that these convoys were supply 
convoys – nevertheless, the mail service (and the arrival of the food convoy) only took place the next day, Friday the 18th 
owing to sabotage and uncleared mines along the main highway. 

                                                           
285 pg.15 & 21 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2483904 of 1948 Jan-Aug - Jerusalem Committee correspondences 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2483904
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The cover illustrated on the top right is an unusual instance of mail couriered from Tel Aviv into Jerusalem and 
postmarked there on this date. As we know the first official UN monitored convoy only left Tel Aviv the following day, by 
the main highway, so here we can deduce that this cover was brought up to the city by Burma Road the day before. Also 
of note – it’s return addressed to the Vaad HaLeumi, the Jewish National Council – which was just as much a vital 
governing body as the Jewish Agency: our specialist literature, beginning at least with Kanner & Spiegel’s 1961 articles 
cited above, believes that Jewish Agency mail was all flown on account of its quasi-governmental status (though we shall 
see in the course of this article that this is incorrect). Here then, another quasi-governmental body whose mail was not 
flown – and we know this empirically, among other reasons, because it lacks any army postal marks attesting to it being 
routed by the army’s air service. As it bears franking using Jerusalem’s local interim stamp the cover was likely couriered 
stampless and then franked and posted in the city. Also of note, it’s printed matter mail which is intriguing because we 
wouldn’t normally expect great efforts to be made couriering such ‘un-private’ mail. This cover serves to show yet again 
that even in the period commonly called the ‘siege’ period of Jerusalem, postal communication was possible. 
 
And as regards mail carried by the “mail convoy” of 18 June, we have two examples to review; the first one below at left 
is a typical example of delayed mail, postmarked in Jerusalem on 12 May – but backstamped arrived 18 June in Tel Aviv 
at the head post office (the unnumbered trilingual postmark with a dot at the base): 
 

  
 
On that same day, 18 June, there was also mail which was couriered out of Jerusalem, and here we have above on the 
right such a case, addressed to Tel Aviv: prefranked 10 mils for the letter postage rate, in Jerusalem using one the city’s 
local interim stamps – but owing to the possibility that it might not be accepted as valid postage, whoever couriered the 
cover affixed an official Doar Ivri stamp, which was not yet available in Jerusalem (only from the 20th onwards – see 
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below), and this was cancelled (postmarked) on the 18th – but at the TEL AVIV-3 department of the head post office, the 
registry division. No convoy mail was processed at that department: all of it, where requiring a backstamp (i.e. 
registered mail), was processed by one of the unnumbered postmarks. Here the courier must have had access to this 
specific department and there he entered the letter into the mail stream. 
 
An interim summary: in this period, beginning with the start of the independent Israeli state and running through to the 
eve of the “1st Truce” (15 May - 11 June), we see first-hand examples of close, even micro-managed, control of 
administrative matters in Jerusalem including in the postal service. The tight administration contrasts with reports of 
supply shortages, shortages of electricity and fuel, and careful rationing of water.  

We encounter an intriguing theory that Ben-Gurion's military strategy at this time was not so much to alleviate 
“the siege” on Jerusalem but rather to establish ‘facts on the ground’ before an international settlement could be 
imposed on Israel, and as one indication of this notion we learn that Jerusalem was managing to subsist from its 
stockpiled supplies even beyond the start of the 1st Truce: the establishment of an alternate land route to Jerusalem not 
so much saved the city from starvation but rather ensured territorial contiguity between Israel and Jerusalem (eventually 
enabling the government to declare the city “Israeli occupied territory” – an important change in its legal status, as we 
shall see below). This idea dovetails nicely with Mishael Shaham’s assertion (cited earlier) that the purpose of the 
Haganah-managed convoy system to Jerusalem was merely to enable the stockpiling of supplies, so the city could survive 
if cut off, because there was no plan (at that time) to hold any part of the main highway or Arab settlements along it; the 
soldiers were too valuable for use in military operations to keep them garrisoned there along the road. 
 As in the period studied above (20 April - 14 May) we do see cases of transportation between Tel Aviv and 
Jerusalem and the passage of mail (even if privately couriered), and even up to 24 May we learn that land access to the 
city is possible provided that pitch-battles are fought to enable it. We can concede that in this period, particularly from 
around 22 - 30 May there are periods of 1-2 days where there are no indications of land access to the city, but after each 
lull we encounter examples of transport or contact with the city from outside.  
 We also see an apparent case of mail from Jerusalem reaching Tel Aviv as late as 26 May with a clear indication 
that this is not due to air service, and a likely confirmation that the last transport of mail from the city was on 16 May; 
we also have evidence of mail from Tel Aviv reaching Jerusalem on the 27th – here we can concede as well that postal 
access from the city was cut off for about 10 days. With that, we also see instances on inner-city mail taking upwards of 
2 weeks to reach their destination so that the notion of a “postal siege” may be overstated if local mail took just as much 
time to reach its address.  

More importantly, we see that the solution to mail problems in this time was to resort to telecommunications – 
and we see a sudden upsurge in the number of references to this in archival documents from 26 May to 1 June, although 
we continue to see cases of written letters prepared also for posting (some even referencing telegrams or telegraphs). 
We see one single instance of a government request for a newspaper to be sent by airplane, although we don’t know if 
that was approved; conversely on 2 June we learn from the press that newspapers (for civilians) from Tel Aviv have 
reached Jerusalem (the fact that air supply was not specified leads me to believe that this was carried on the new ‘Burma 
Road’). 

From early June we again see requests for travel permits to go “by convoy” to Tel Aviv, and there is no indication 
that a significant period has passed since the last convoy/s. 
 As initiated in the section before, we see now more overt examples of the army taking charge over civilian 
communication, setting its priorities and receiving service before the civilian sector. 
 We see examples of incomplete or misreported events in the press, partly due to political bias and partly due to 
poorly functioning telecommunications - either of which give rise to later misappraisals of events in this period. We also 
see comparisons of the battle for Jerusalem to ‘Stalingrad’, further feeding the popular notion that Jerusalem’s condition 
is akin to that of her Soviet WWII counterpart (incorrectly by my assessment). 
 We learn that Mount Scopus was practically evacuated of all Jewish employees - which contrasts to a theme in 
our postal history of “flown besieged” mail to that enclave, a matter we will address further down in this article. 
Likewise, we learn that the ‘Burma Road’ and another ‘Jeep Road’, come into existence already from 28 May, and that 
an earlier bypass called ‘Derech HaAyalot’ existed from 12 May – all indications that however difficult the transportation 
and supply problems were for Jerusalem she was not truly hermetically besieged: once the key bypass routes come into 
existence on 28 May the notion of a physical siege on Jerusalem until 20 June, as popularly written in our literature, is 
completely dispelled. 
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iii. Events from the Truce Period Through to September 1948 
Though we are presently before the 20 June date put forth in our philatelic literature as the date on which the “physical 
siege” on Jerusalem ended, I believe we have seen enough evidence to the effect that the “physical siege”, if it ever 
existed, ended much earlier – and in light of the numerous reports of contact with the city prior to then, it’s debatable 
on what date that might have been. In any case from the day the critical ‘Burma Road’ came into existence, 28 May, I 
believe we should release ourselves from the notion that anything unique changed on or around 20 June. Furthermore, 
the specialist literature speaks of “the First Convoy” of 18 June and “the Second Convoy” of 20 June carrying mail:286 we 
now know that many convoys preceded these and so these proper-noun appellations only refer – as best as we 
presently know – to the first “mail convoy” and the second “mail convoy”, and nothing more. 
 
The press report below, from 15 June, for example, describes the convoy activity on the Burma Road “in use before the 
cease-fire” (i.e. before 11 June) and depicts an image of freely flowing heavy traffic in both directions on the road, 
leading the correspondent to conclude at the end that “this… is one reason why Jerusalem a few days ago announced an 
increase in its meager meat ration”. 

 
 
 
On 11 June the “First Truce”, brokered by the United Nations’ ‘Consular Truce Commission’ and in preparation since 
May, entered effect across the country/war zone, but its non-military stipulations appear to have gone unnoticed in our 
philatelic literature and their ramifications have a far-reaching impact on our study, dwarfing any significance given to 
“20 June”.287 
 
 
 

                                                           
286 Example, JSPS (Ibid) p.91, 135, 181-182 
287 Map: https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/6/60/Palestine_Military_Situation%2C_June_11%2C_1948%2C_Truman_Papers.jpg 
cited in https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1948_Arab%E2%80%93Israeli_War#First_truce:_11_June_%E2%80%93_8_July_1948  

https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/6/60/Palestine_Military_Situation%2C_June_11%2C_1948%2C_Truman_Papers.jpg
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1948_Arab%E2%80%93Israeli_War#First_truce:_11_June_%E2%80%93_8_July_1948
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Most histories of this period describe the “First Truce” from its military aspect, as a cease fire between Israel and the 
various regular armies of the involved Arab states (the local “Arab Liberation Army” of Fawzi al-Qawuqji did not 
recognize the agreement), in which neither side was supposed to engage in warfare with the other or attempt to gain 
military advantage over the other – although there were infractions.  
 
Nevertheless there was another aspect of this agreement, especially as regards Jerusalem, and here we are aided by the 
recollections of Dov Yosef: the cornerstone of the Truce Commission’s position, as stated by the UN mediator, the 
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Swedish count Folke Bernadotte, was that “the supply system should be so organized that neither of the two parties 
would be in a more advantageous military position at the end of the truce than they had been before; food stocks 
should therefore not be increased.” The image that arises from Yosef’s memoirs is that first the Truce was instituted 
with a skeletal framework of its parameters – and then, over the course of its existence, every point had to be 
negotiated, argued over, and somehow or other implemented; the Truce conditions essentially took form only over the 
course of its 4-week lifetime, nothing substantial for the home-front occurred overnight with the start of the truce,288 
certainly not civilian travel or private transport – these were non-existent at this time (see below). 
 

 
 
Bernadotte’s position, adopted by the Truce Commission, subtly links the civilian food supply situation to the “military 
position” of either side, and this became a core element of continuing problems in supplying Jerusalem even after the 
truce entered effect – an issue described by Yosef himself as one of the toughest, if not bizarrest, problems in his 
charge, affecting both the aspects of transport as well as supply.289 
 

 
 
The effect of the Truce Commission's position was its ongoing attempt to actually reduce the daily per capita food ration 
of the Jews of Jerusalem as well as their supply of clothing, and then to police the quota’s enforcement: if Yosef’s Jewish 
nutrition expert recommended a daily calorie intake of between 3100-4200 (depending on various circumstances), the 
Commission initially set the level at 2800, revising it to 3100 on 1 July. Further, the Commission even objected to the 
receipt of private food parcels in Jerusalem, insisting that they be counted as part of the calorie ration.290 
 

 
 

A direct expression of this pressure can be found in a report from 
Sunday 14 June, about a Haganah (i.e. Israeli Army) announcement 
from Friday the 12th about the open use of the Burma Road – the Arab 
Legion’s command threatened to open fire on it unless stopped, and 
did fire upon it: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
288 Citing a passage from Bernadotte’s memoirs, “To Jerusalem” in Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster 
(New York), 1960, p.223. That’s not all: from minutes of the Israeli cabinet meeting of 4 June, on the issue of Jewish immigration to Israel, 
Bernadotte said that it may have to be stopped altogether – owing to his office’s inability to determine which new immigrant might be fit for army 
service (p.2 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2488044 - minutes of cabinet meeting 7a of 4 June 1948). 
289 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.231. 
290 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.232-234 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2488044


P a g e  | 164 

 
 
The development of transportation and supplies was a byproduct of ongoing and slow negotiations with the Truce 
Commission, and the resulting stream of traffic was low: “Our stocks were almost exhausted, and to the danger of real 
hunger was added the frustration of the population, who... looked with increasing impatience on the failure of the truce 
to bring in supplies.” Initially traffic on the Burma Road was low, measuring 130 tons over the period of 15-17 June. “The 
third week in June was the alleviation of pressure... as the convoys at last began to arrive regularly” – but the 
Commission forbade food stocks to build up, and even the use of the bypass roads was forbidden in effecting supply to 
Jerusalem as the Jewish leadership had informed the UN that these roads were being used to supply outposts and not 
Jerusalem.291 The arrangement was that two convoys would leave Tel Aviv every day: they travelled by the ‘Burma Road’ 
to Bab el Wad (Shaar HaGay) from where they continued on the main highway to Jerusalem; the trucks were checked on 
loading in Tel Aviv by UN observers and there was a second check by UN observers at Bab el Wad.292 
 

 
 
Dov Yosef mentions the subject of the problem of the transport of civilians, and offers a very unusual explanation: 
according to him the issue was to keep morale up and prevent a massive exodus from the city in light of the Truce, so he 
decided “on strict measures. No one was allowed to leave without a special permit issued by the Jerusalem Emergency 
Committee, and I took care that these permits should be issued only in exceptional circumstances.”293 By contrast, the 
image that arises from archival documents – even from comments by Dov Yosef himself (further below) – is that road 
access to/from Jerusalem remained strained and limited due poor road conditions, a lack of vehicles, security 
considerations and the prioritization of road usage – thus necessitating the continuing use of permits, as this had been 
instituted since the establishment of the Jerusalem Emergency Committee in April. But indeed permits to travel 
continued to be used well into late 1948 as we see in the archive files. Either way, as we will see in the chapter 
addressing Mount Scopus, for apparently a similar reason to Yosef’s in regard travel permits, there indeed was a dogged 
Jewish insistence of retaining hold of that enclave and neither fully evacuating it nor abandoning it in spite of its 
besieged and bombarded conditions – and already in December 1948 there were plans to return and re-establish the 
hospital and university campuses on that site. 
 
The following letter from the Jerusalem Committee from 16 June sheds much light on the severe limitations imposed by 
the new UN truce – no private importation of materials into the city and a totally centralized administration for the 
transfer of materials to Jerusalem:294 “Dear Sir, In light of the conditions of the truce over the next four weeks from 11 
June 1948, it is necessary to bring provisions to Jerusalem in a concentrated manner. 
 
Whereas the import and transport will be arranged by us, and there is no possibility of private transport, and whereas 
we are interested in assisting all the importers and wholesalers to bring their wares to Jerusalem, we ask of your honor 
to come at the earliest possible time to our offices in order to give us the needed items over and above those which he 
has already ordered or which are already in his possession in Tel Aviv or Haifa. It is desired to bring the necessary 
documents. Of course we will be willing also to handle new orders if your honor would provide us with the necessary 
details. The department for imports will handle these matters and we ask you to go to room 239 in the Sansur building. 
This matter is urgent.”  
 
On the right is a typical type of request by a business in Jerusalem to have needed materials brought into the city from 
suppliers outside, here Tel Aviv: 
  

                                                           
291 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.235 
292 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.234/236 
293 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.231 
294 p.138 & 45 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051 - 1948 Jerusalem Committee on transport of materials May-July 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051
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Observing this transport and supply bureaucracy at work, below at left is a 30 June dated list of 5 import permits 
approved by Mr. Landa of Supply Department of the Emergency Committee and sent to a Mr. Belkind, requesting him to 
send the following materials to Jerusalem if possible: each line item is a separate, numbered permit specifying what has 
been approved to import into the city – #17 for “Nur” branded match sticks; #18 for “Menorah” branded candles; #21 
for sardines and meat in preservative cans; #22 for applesauce; #23 for cod fish.  
 
At right is an actual import permit (#24) issued on 30 June by the Import Department of the Jerusalem Committee, 
indicating the names and addresses of the importing and exporting merchants and their addresses, in Jerusalem and Tel 
Aviv respectively; the materials to be imported and the quantity; the permit is valid for 30 days from the date of its 
issuance. At the bottom is a message to the Transportation Department in Tel Aviv [unclear which body this belonged 
to] requesting that they permit the transport of the above mentioned items to Jerusalem.295 
 

  
                                                           
295 p.51 & 52 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051 - 1948 Jerusalem Committee on transport of materials May-July 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051
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Earlier, in our time-line chronology of events, for 1 May we saw a portion of a report from 14 July 1948 outlining 
procedures for the issuance of exit permits from Jerusalem in the period before the First Truce; here now we see the 
second portion of that report addressing the period from 20 June:296 Part B) of the report is entitled “In the Period of the 
[First] Truce” and it reads, “On 20 June 1948 “Egged” [bus cooperative] convoys began running daily to Tel Aviv. The 
number of requestors for exit permits went and increased, and in addition to them were hundreds of requests which had 
accumulated from the previous period. The new permits which were issued were now listed according to the date on 
which the permit holder had been slotted to travel. Holders of old travel permits would come to the office to receive a 
new travel date; the travel date would be written in the body of the permit and the permit holder’s name entered into 
the list for the date on which he had been assigned to travel. The lists were prepared daily by hand. The clerks would set 
for each person their dates of travel and at the end of the day Mr. Werfel (or Mr. Ben-Menachem) would receive the lists 
and pass them on together with copies to the offices of the Jewish Agency. A copy in Hebrew was intended for 
publication in the “Egged” yard on the day of the departure and a copy in English was sent for approval by the Truce 
Commission. 
 
It sometimes happened that not all those who were entered into a list actually travelled on their allotted date. The 
reason for this: the list included more names than the number of spaces set aside by “Egged”. In order to avoid 
interferences by the masses requesting permits, printed request forms were made and special clerks (headed by Mr. M. 
Y. Levi) distributed them among the crowds in the “Egged” yard or at the “Schmidt College” and also received them back 
filled in, in order to review, consider and reply to them on the spot. At the same time there were still many requests 
which had been submitted earlier, before there were official request forms, and these caused problems for the 
administration. For this reason new employees were recruited: Karni, Shapira and others. 
 
I don’t have details about how the requests on the official forms were handled because I stopped working with the 
matter of permits at the end of June. After Mr. Werfel left Jerusalem, his responsibilities were transferred to Mr. S. 
Issarov.” 
 

 
 

At this juncture we should be aware that there was no private travel or transport out of Jerusalem in this period, until 
late July (and then still with a regime of travel permits); we will address this shortly below.  

 
The Truce ended on 8 July and contrary to agreements made with the Truce Commission that the Arabs would enable 
the water supply to Jewish Jerusalem – because the situation had existed prior to hostilities – the city’s water supply 
was not renewed in the span of the Truce’s existence, and was only facilitated by the Jews laying a temporary pipeline 

                                                           
296 p.82 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493371 - 1948 June-Oct Jerusalem investigation black market exit passes + info on procedure 
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of their own, which first delivered water on 11 August.297 Yosef describes the supply of electricity as “poor and erratic, 
but it was restored to some extent. At the beginning of July, two of six high tension lines damaged by shelling were 
repaired, and the plan then was to give each quarter of the city current once every two nights, for several hours a 
night.”298 
 

The image that arises from Yosef’s account, even if we allow for some inaccuracies as we’ve observed in his book, is that 
of a battered city limping into a truce, permitted minimal repairs so as not to exceed a certain status quo ante, to 
continue subsisting (semi-starving) according to certain arbitrary socio-economic measures – and then to be exposed to 
renewed warfare once the truce ended. In other words, from 11 June (until 8 July) under the Truce, nothing significant 
occurred to improve transport, supply or land-transported communication with the city; at best the warfare ceased 
but the atmosphere of subsistence and siege, particularly the restricted freedom of movement to leave the city, 
essentially continued. By that accounting neither 11 June nor 20 June represent an ‘end’ of “the siege”; barring the 
actual warfare, whatever socio-economic and transport conditions existed prior to 11 June continued after it too.  

 
The Israeli army was similarly impacted by the terms of the Truce: consider this directive from 22 June – “In accordance 
with the decision of the UN observers group, a complete prohibition on the movement of military vehicles has now 
entered force, including armored cars, tanks, artillery, armed units and so on. In order to permit the useful negotiations 
between us and members of the observation force, we must commit that notification of every instance, even the 
smallest, will be sent quickly and with the necessary detail to Shnurman [likely a liaison].”299 
 

 
 
Whether influenced by the Truce or just a matter of military professionalism, the army subsequently published detailed 
guidelines on the number of drivers and passengers that could travel on different type of vehicles – serving to 
underscore that in spite of free-spirit photographs that we might see from the front lines from time to time, there was 
indeed a stringent directive on vehicular transport:300 
 

 
 
On a motorcycle – one passenger in addition to the driver, provided they wear protective headgear 
On a passenger car – as per the number of seats in the vehicle 
On a Jeep – 3 passengers in addition to the driver 
On transport truck 15 (3/4 ton) – 11 passengers in addition to the driver 
On transport truck 30 (1½ ton) – 15 passengers in addition to the driver 
On transport truck 3 ton – 19 passengers in addition to the driver, with full military gear 
On transport truck 3 ton – 25 passengers in addition to the driver, without any military gear 
* It is forbidden to have more than one person sitting in the drivers’ seat 

                                                           
297 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.230 
298 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.228 
299 From “Etzioni Brigade Orders Bulletin #25” of 22 June 1948, Order 255; p.73 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 (000brjb) 
300 From “Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #28” of 13 July 1948, p.50 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 (000brjb); photograph 
from article on 70 years to the liberation of Ashkelon: “70 שנה: 70 אירועים ודמויות מתולדות אשקלון” in ‘Kan Darom’ of 19 April 2018, 
https://www.kan-ashkelon.co.il/news/18231 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
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Moreover the army did not want soldiers travelling by foot especially outside of the city: Order 271 of 6 July directed 
that all drivers be informed that they must carry soldiers who are seen walking by foot and trying to catch a ride, 
particularly on roads outside of the city.301 
 

 
 
Though not strictly pertinent to our philatelic study, we do see from the archives that as of 13 July, the Etzioni brigade 
appointed a Yigal Caspi to serve as “the brigade officer responsible for transportation on the Jerusalem-Tel Aviv 
highway”; I don’t yet know if he replaced an immediate predecessor in this position but we do see that such a position 
existed – from the military’s position – to manage transportation along that artery.302 
 

 
 

The ‘First Truce’ was followed by 10 days of war 
nationwide, from 8-18 July known in Hebrew as 
the “Battles of the Ten Days”, in which Israeli 
forces launched a series of attacks and 
consolidated territories; the battles in Jerusalem 
concentrated on consolidating Jewish control over 
western areas of the city, which in turn 
strengthened Israel’s control of western road 
access to the city, but a planned operation, 
‘Kedem’, to capture the Jewish Quarter of the Old 
City failed.303  
 
 
 
Ironically a day before the end of the ‘First Truce’, 
on 7 July, the Truce Commission secured an 
arrangement whereby Mount Scopus would be 
demilitarized and the Arab Legion would enable 
Israel to send convoys with personnel and food 
supplies to Hadassah Hospital and the Hebrew 
University there: the first convoy set out two 
weeks later but then the Arab Legion refused to 
permit further convoys to come through. Yosef’s 
account is unclear here as he writes that he filed a 
complaint with the Commission, which in turn 
“talked to the Arabs, the Jews on Mount Scopus 
somehow survived without replacements of fresh 
supplies.” It was only on 1 December 1948 that a 
subsequent agreement between the sides 
enabled convoys to go to Mount Scopus regularly 
twice a month.304  
 

                                                           
301 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #27 of 6 July 1948, p.116 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
302 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #28 of 13 July 1948, Order 286; p.111 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
303 “Battles of the Ten Days” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA#%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7

%A2%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9D & 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%A2%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9D & “Operation Kedem” 
in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%A7%D7%93%D7%9D  
304 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.270-271 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA#%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%A2%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA#%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%A2%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%95%D7%AA_%D7%A2%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%A7%D7%93%D7%9D
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An important matter of note for us, examining this period from the perspective of philately and postal history (if we rely 
on Dov Yosef’s account for this point) – the convoys in the period from 15 May 1948, with the entry of the United 
Nations into the overnight internationalized conflict – were not under the protection of the Red Cross: this albeit had 
been the plan but the Red Cross itself refused to participate citing its own organizational regulations forbidding it to 
operate “under another body”. The matter came up in the course of the ‘First Truce’ and as such we need to keep this in 
mind when examining mail which purports to have Red Cross handstamps – such as that described as “besieged Mount 
Scopus mail” (which we will address in Chapter XII in Part 2, below); the Red Cross in Israel/Palestine had nothing to do 
with non-POW mail.305 
 

 
 
A ‘Second Truce’ brokered by the UN entered force on the night of 18 July until 15 October, whereupon the war 
resumed with Israel launching a series of operations to expel the foreign Arab armies and consolidate territories – but 
now ironically, with Jerusalem gradually becoming a quieter, if simmering, war zone. 
 
A critical event in this period was the Israeli government’s declaration on 2 August that the status of Jerusalem would be 
that of “Israeli occupied territory”: the legal ramification of this change was that Jerusalem was no longer a city 
dispossessed of a country’s sovereignty as it effectively had been with the termination of the Mandate – and that in turn 
quashed foreign efforts to turn it into an “international zone” as the United Nations had been attempting since the end 
of the Mandate.306 
 

 
 

 

                                                           
305 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.233; he mentions that the Red Cross 
“escorted” one convoy to Jerusalem of 24 trucks around 17 June (maybe a little thereafter), which carried only medical supplies (p.235) – an 
inaccurate reference to one of at least 3 “Red Cross convoys” of the IRC’s own supplies brought to Jerusalem from Tel Aviv. See below, the chapter 
on Mount Scopus. 
306 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.319 
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Below is a map dated 2 September 1948 and signed by Ben-Gurion in his capacity as Defense Minister, showing in red 
shading the areas of Israel deemed to be “Military Administered Territories” in Israel; the Jerusalem corridor and 
western Jerusalem are not shaded but within the boundaries of the thick blue line on the map which appears to be the 
developing national borders of the State.307 A possible reason the Jerusalem area is not shaded is because it was 
administered by a civilian governorship and not by a direct military administrator:308 
 

 
                                                           
307 Archive file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2640859 (R0005c1r). Indirectly it helps postal historians understand why in this period 
some domestic Israeli mail was either a) censored (i.e. originating in Arab populated areas held by Israel, like Nazareth), or b) areas where postal 
service was suspended (like Jaffo). 
308 See for instance the bi-weekly/monthly “Orders, Regulations and Notices” of the Jerusalem military governorship published by Dov Yosef’s 
administration, closely regulating civilian life within the military-held area, including a limitation on earning exaggerated profits: 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/289751 (0007td1) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2640859
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/289751
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A practical outcome of this change in status was that it negated the purpose of the Truce Commission’s inspection of 
food and supply transports to the city: “Jerusalem was a city in Jewish occupation, firmly linked up with the rest of Israel, 
and we had freedom of movement on the Burma Road and hence free access to Jerusalem. There could be no question of 
our right to bring in food” – and indeed still in early August “the UN observers, realizing the absurdity of their position, 
stopped trying to check the quantities of food coming into the city.”309 
 
There was a gradual easing of siege conditions in Jerusalem, but in the period of the 2nd Truce this was still slight: food 
rationing and control had to be continued throughout the truce period, although the rationing system was “revised” and 
“improved” as per Yosef. The food situation had improved by September and was better than it had been since the start 
of 1948, though still almost no milk reached the city, meat was still being rationed in small amounts, and fuel was not 
easy to come by. Still in August there were calls to abolish the requirement of travel permits to enter and leave the city: 
according to Yosef in this portion of his account (see above for his earlier comments in the portion detailing the 1st 
Truce) this was a matter of the military high command who insisted that for security reasons the Military Governor's 
office strictly control transit of people into and out of the city - this applied to everyone “without exception, including 
the consular corps”310 – indeed as the image arises from archival materials, and not quite the product of enforcing high 
morale as Yosef wrote earlier. 
 
The combination of the existing permit-regime and new controls imposed by the United Nations’ truce added further 
complexity and complication to travel. Below, from 28 July, we have a letter from the Transportation Department of the 
Jerusalem Committee, addressed to Dov Yosef, in which it writes:311 
 

 “Dear Sir, in your letter of 15 July 1948 your honor 
established a public commission for the arrangement of 
travel permits from Jerusalem, and established its powers. 
The commission began its work immediately after its 
establishment and made the necessary preparations in 
light of the renewal of passenger transportation. 
Nevertheless the commission has encountered 
administrative problems which do not permit it to fulfill its 
duty. On these issues the commission deliberated in its 
meeting today and reached the following conclusions: 
a) It is necessary to put at the commission’s disposal a 
suitable organ for the execution of its tasks. We proposed 
a body of 9 people and we agreed after an additional 
deliberation to begin with a body of 4 clerks and an 
emissary and to expand it as per the needs of the work. 
Even this requirement was not fulfilled until now and there 
is no one to carry out the work that this commission 
decides on. 
b) The inclusion of the chairman of this commission in all 
meetings with “Egged” [bus cooperative] pertaining to the 
organization of passenger travel and its arrangements. 
c) To establish direct contact between our commission and 
the authorized agency of the UN tasks with handling 
issuing travel permits and all matters arising from this. 

 
d) To prepare for the commission a daily register of information regarding matters of travel and transportation, in 

order to enable the direction of our work. 
e) Not to publish any public announcement except by way of the commission. 

If the above requests are not fulfilled, especially the first of them – with great expedience, it will prevent us from 
functioning and we will be forced to resign from the commission and remove the responsibility before the public from 
ourselves.” 
 

                                                           
309 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.327-328 
310 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.327-328 
311 p.225 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/532935 - 1948 July-Sept - Jerusalem administration various on policies procedures prices 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/532935


P a g e  | 172 

 
Civilian transportation between Jerusalem and other cities only began on 29 July, and to appreciate how complex the 
travel arrangements had become until then, we should review the following pair of documents.312  
 
The letter on the left dated 3 August is a summary of information from 28 July – written by Dr. Lanberg, in charge of the 
Distribution Department of the Jerusalem Committee, and addressed to the Transportation Officer of the Jerusalem 
Brigade (the Etzioni Brigade), and it reads:  
 

“Subject: Travel of Civilians Through Your Care – Dear Sir 
I hereby confirm the contents of my telephone 
conversation with you from yesterday [27 July] and ask 
for your help in organizing the transfer of ration coupon 
books belonging to the civilians who leave the city 
through your care. By decision of the Jerusalem 
Committee, every civilian has to give over his ration 
coupon booklet to our department on the day he leaves 
the city. The booklets will be kept by us and will be 
returned to the consumers when they return to 
Jerusalem. Those consumers who leave the city for an 
extended period or indefinitely will receive from us a 
transfer card against the coupon booklet they have 
handed in to us. The transfer cards are necessary for 
receiving vital rationed materials in the rest of the 
country. For the sake of organized travel, I propose the 
following measures: A) you will appoint a person to be 
responsible to make a register of the civilians who leave 
the city through your services. That person will be in 
touch with us with regard the handling of the ration 
booklets and the transfer cards. B) The encharged person 
will receive from us a booklet of transfer cards which he 
will fill out according to our instructions, and will be 
authorized to issue the cards to the passengers in 
exchange for their ration booklets. C) That person will 

transfer to us the ration booklets of the civilian passengers once a week on Wednesdays and will inform the passengers 
upon their return to Jerusalem that they can receive their booklets at our department.” 
 

This letter on the left, dated 29 July is the transportation 
officer’s reply to Lanberg, in which he acknowledges 
receipt of Lanberg’s letter of the 28th and then points 
out that civilian traffic between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv is 
set to resume very shortly and that once it resumes it 
will be forbidden for any non-military person to use 
military transport facilities – and that as such, “the is no 
need for the arrangements in your acknowledged 
letter”. Nevertheless, someone – possibly Lanberg 
himself – penned in the pedantic question “and in the 
meantime?” next to the point regarding the impending 
resumption of civilian traffic (a further pen notation 
indicates that Lanberg will continue treating the matter 
after a conversation, on 4 Aug.). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
312 p.11 & 12 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051 - 1948 Jerusalem Committee on transport of materials May-July 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2493051
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In the event civilian traffic, announced on July 28th, began on 
the 29th – but it was limited to two round-trip convoys a day, 
and age limits pertaining to men of military age required 
special arrangements in addition to the existing need for 
civilians to apply for exit permits. Essentially nothing tangible 
had actually changed, merely the Army relinquishing its role as 
a facilitator and protector of civilian transportation. 
 
 
Indeed, the limitations on civilian traffic were such that many 
drivers turned to army units to request recommendations by 
them to the civilian traffic authority, to authorize their travel. 
In mid-August the army published restrictions on this practice, 
noting that units had indeed been recommending civilian 
drivers before the inspectorate; the army laid down that 
civilians had to apply to the governmental Traffic Office for 
gasoline rations and permits to travel, and that whatever 
civilian vehicles had been seconded by the army were being 
handled by way of a special arrangement obviating the need 

for units to apply to the civilian inspectorate. The order closed that if a unit commander saw exceptional need to 
recommend travel for a civilian vehicle, he should apply by way of the Quartermaster at the High Command 
(‘Matkal/AGA’) and not the civilian Office for Transportation.313 
 

 
 
By September there were more signs of normalcy and return to routine with the transfer of the Supreme Court, Land 
Registry offices and district immigration offices to Jerusalem.314 And yet, even by then it appears that civilian road travel 
was extraordinarily limited – akin to breathing from underwater using a straw, and we glean this by way of two 
documents.  
 
The first, at left, is a segment of the minutes of the 31 Aug. 1948 Military Governors council, which reads:315 “On the 
matter of travel and transport: no one in the local authority wants to limit travel from the city or to it. If only there was 
free travel, if only Jews would come and spend here substantial sums of money, if only the Jews of Jerusalem could leave 
and vacation outside of the city – but there is no possibility of travel on the main highway. The security situation is not 
one whereby it’s possible to send cars in full confidence even under the observation of the UN, and therefore we have to 
use the Burma Road. And this is a military road, and even the Prime Minister who was asked about free travel on this 
road said that for military and security reasons it is forbidden to permit free movement, and I have nothing further to 
add on this matter. 
 
Immediately with the start of the Truce we requested transit of vehicles on the Burma Road, and this was not approved. 
Afterwards the army agreed to permit the travel of one bus, after that we managed to get to 4, and now I demand 
another 5 vehicles. If only we could reach the possibility of organized travel of 300 people a day back and forth, this 
would solve the problem. We have no interest in limiting travel and it’s important that the public sense and know what 
we are doing.” In this period the Jewish population of Jerusalem numbered about 100,000 people. 

                                                           
313 Jerusalem District Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #1 of 24 August 1948, Order 20; p.73 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
314 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.328-329 
315 P.189-190 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2464918 - 1948 Jerusalem minutes of Military Governors council Aug-Feb 1949 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2464918
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It is possible that Dov Yosef revealed encouraging information prematurely because from a letter dated ten days later 
(at right), on 10 September, addressed by him to a Mr. Shumacher, the National Transport Officer at the High Command 
in Ramat Gan, we learn that he is here trying to raise the number of buses on Burma Road, apparently from one, to four 
a day:316 “With regard to transportation to Jerusalem, the commander of “Mishmar Haam”, Dov Rosen, informs me that 
you are prepared to permit two buses to traverse by way of Burma Road. We are very interested in increasing the 
number of passengers (although it would be desirable to permit free travel in general), and I ask that you permit the 
two additional buses and to notify me about it as well as the local transportation officer.” 
 
Indeed, even for soldiers the matter of transit between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv was complex and bureaucratic well into 
September: from the order below published 21 September we learn, “As of the date of this order the following 
arrangement enters force as regards the travel of members of the military to Jerusalem: every passenger from Tel Aviv to 
Jerusalem or from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv, on army bus service, must carry in addition to the travel permit (form AKA/520 
or form AKA/1350), a travel voucher (form numbers AKS/3004) signed by the unit commander [and stamped by the 
unit*]. Requests to travel on the line between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem must be placed at least 24 hours ahead of time 
with the travel office at the place of origin.”317 
 

 
 
In light of the virtual choke-hold on travel and transport between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv (or elsewhere for that matter) 
in the period after the opening of the Burma Road – roughly 3 months from June to September – it is ironic that most 
histories, philatelic and otherwise, focus on an imagined period of April-June or March-June as being a period of ‘siege’. 
From all that we have observed in our survey until now, the exigencies and limitations of both periods are roughly the 
same (the intensity of warfare within the city nowithstanding). 

                                                           
316 p.6 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1884731 - 1948 Sept - Jerusalem request to increase transport on Burma Road 
317 Jerusalem District Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #5 of 21 September 1948, order 73; p.17 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/504133 (000brje); * see also order 77 expounding on the “travel voucher”: a voucher was necessary for each direction, not one issued for 
‘roundtrip’ travel; it had to be fully filled in – and if there were any changes or amendments made to it, it was invalid; see p.18. 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1884731
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/504133
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/504133
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The most surprising element of all for our research is that at the end of November the Truce Commission succeeded in 
brokering a truce between “all Arab forces” and Israeli forces in the Jerusalem area: on 30 November the sides signed an 
agreement that from 1 December “there shall be a complete and sincere cease-fire in the Jerusalem area”, with 
freedom of movement to be permitted “within the present lines of the two forces” but not in areas of “no mans’ land”, 
and that there would be subsequent meetings to broad and improve the scope of the agreement and the conditions of 
within the Jerusalem area. The truce held up fully for 26 days until soldiers of the Arab Legion opened fire on Jewish 
soldiers and in January a plane bombed an old age home, but it appears that this agreement broadly held up until an 
armistice was signed with Jordan at the end of the War in 1949.318 

 
By way of philately the atmosphere of crisis in Jerusalem 
in the period June-August, we observed above, 
expresses itself as the relative scarcity of mail we see 
sent to or from Jerusalem, ironically, in this 1-2 month 
period ‘after’ the siege. Indeed Dov Yosef himself 
comments, “Convoys had resumed under strict UN 
supervision, but there was as yet no transportation for 
passengers. Newspapers still did not come from Tel 
Aviv.”319 We also see from empirical evidence that mail 
service was still slow – here a letter written (likely sent) 
on 20 June from the Clerks’ Union in Jerusalem to Prime 
Minister Ben-Gurion in Tel Aviv, but office-received 
(government secretariat) only on the 28th: 320 
 

 
By August we see the situation improved – 
a letter (at left) from Dov Yosef to Ben 
Gurion, written on the 16th and office-
received on the 18th: 321 
 
Below we have a typical case of mail 
couriered from outside the city into 
Jerusalem, unusual in this specific instance 
(from Haifa) for being entered into the 
mail stream in Jerusalem unfranked and 
untaxed, though accepted by the post 

office anyway – but nevertheless evidence that some people still didn’t rely on the postal service to transport the mail: 
 

 

                                                           
318 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.266-267 
319 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.217 
320 Page 134 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2384890 - Secretariate of the Provisional Government May-June 1948, Sherf (124/2-ג) 
321 p.82 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2244003 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2384890
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2244003
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A glance at some press reports from the period depicts a similar picture to the postal history shown above – tension and 
inconsistency: we see that parcel service between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem began on June 25th, but was limited to 2 kilo 
weight and restrictions on what its contents could include. Evidently this service was interrupted – perhaps in the period 
of the ‘Ten Days’ military operations between the First and Second Truce, because we learn on 8 August that parcel 
service between the cities will be “resumed” on Monday the 9th and the weight limit raised to 5 kilo.  
 
We also learn there that there had not been a regular mail service between the cities until then and that this would 
“begin” also on the 9th, which is intriguing because the 28 June report announcing the reopening of the General Post 
Office stated that “mail is now being collected from pillar boxes and leaves the city daily” – evidently here too there was 
an interruption in the service, likely too a result of the break between the Truce periods. Somewhere in between (12 
July) parcel delivery in Jerusalem had been limited to the branch post offices only, and a security reminder from the end 
of that month (27 July) intones that unexploded shells are lying around. 
 

 
 
Indeed we see relatively little mail nationwide in this period, particularly overseas sea mail. These matters of scarcity of 
mail and scarcity of land transport may make more sense to us in light of information from minutes of the cabinet 
meeting of 14 June 1948, where in a report given by Moshe Shertok, the foreign minister, we see a clear connection 
between foreign supervision and even control over and at Israel’s ports, and her ability not just to import materials but 
even where she can unload them – impacting her internal transportation service.  
 
Details of his report remind us of the political and military intricacies of the time: on the one hand the city of Haifa was 
under Israel’s control – but not its port. The port had been under British control even after the establishment of Israel 
on 15 May, until 28 May when its administration was transferred by the British to a neutral party with regards to Jews 
and Arabs – not the Israeli government, but rather the Haifa municipality (Israeli nonetheless, but not an acquiescence 
to the existence of the Israeli state which Britain had not yet recognized); nevertheless, the port was still under British 
military occupation until 30 June, when it was officially and finally evacuated by the British and taken over by the state 
of Israel – and until that date Britain’s control of the port impacted Israel’s trade and communications. And on the other 
hand, there was the UN’s overarching supervision of Israel’s commerce at the Tel Aviv port in the Truce period.  
 
As Shertok reported on 14 June, “Today a ship arrived with a cargo of 300 transport vehicles (this ship arrived on the day 
of the Truce [11 June] at Haifa. As the British authorities did not permit it to unload its payload, it continued to Tel Aviv). 
The first UN observer who inspected the ship gave his evaluation that its cargo it not considered war-making material, 
although from his report to his superior (captain Millender), it transpired that he asked to delay the unloading until he 
received official instructions. 
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 He visited the ship and saw the whole cargo. I 
asked him if he found weapons on the cars. He 
replied: there were no weapons on the vehicles. I 
asked if he found any fittings to enable the 
attachment of weapons on the cars. No – he 
replied – he did not find any such fittings to enable 
the attachment of weapons to the vehicles, but he 
added: it’s very easy to attach weapons.  
– What you say that it is very easy to attach 
weapons, is this valid regarding all the vehicles in 
the cargo?  
– Yes, this is applicable to all the transport 
vehicles.  
– Do you mean to say that during the period of the 
Truce ordinary transport vehicles will not be able 
to enter Israel? There is a large fleet of vehicles in 
the country. But the fleet isn’t sufficient because 
the country in general isn’t endowed with means 
of transportation. The conditions of the World 
War and the difficulties of importing arising from 
it brought about a severe shortage in means of 
transportation. And we shouldn’t ignore the fact 
that even the railways are not operating now.  
– Yes, he said, but when you bring in 300 vehicles 
in one go it significantly improves the [your] 
situation.  
 

 
I said: do you know that the transportation is organized by cooperatives who are adding 
additional vehicles in a wholesale manner? In ordinary times, which is to say, before the 
Truce, we had to seize vehicles and remove them from homes and businesses and from 
cargos at the ports in order to have a fleet of 200 vehicles to send food to Jerusalem  
– is your intention that even during the period of the Truce we have to continue seizing 
cars and to interrupt transportation in order to bring food to Jerusalem? I felt that his act 
was beginning to fall apart.  
He returned and said to me: I’m not saying that this is forbidden, only that I have to ask my 
superiors’ opinion; if you express these matters as you have, I will pass them on in an 
official manner. If so the matter of the vehicles is now at a draw.” 322  
 
At left is a press report of how this saga ended and was reported: 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Indeed, almost perversely, for 6 weeks after the termination of the Mandate, to effect the evacuation of British 
personnel, the Mandate authority was superseded by the remaining presence of the British military, which changed its 
status to that of “Forces in Occupation of Foreign Territory”, and delineated various areas in Israel which would remain 
under British military and police control until the evacuation of British forces from Palestine/Israel was complete – in 
effect, “independent Israel” was partly under unshakable foreign (British) occupation until 1 July 1948, when Haifa port 
officially came under Israeli control and the full evacuation of the British from the country was complete: 
 
 

                                                           
322 p.3-4 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34373 - minutes of cabinet meeting 3-chet of 9 June 1948 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34373
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The book “Jerusalem and Safad Postal Services in the Transition Period” (JSPS), the standard-bearer of the existing 
narrative this article seeks to correct, writes that “The Mail Convoys(sic) from Jerusalem on 18 and 21 June constituted a 
break in the postal siege, but nor(sic) did they emphasize that the postal services of Jerusalem had already become 
normal. They were isolated events which did not even clear the accumulated mail nor were they followed immediately by 
orderly everyday postal service out of and into the city.” The writers defined “normal postal services” as the 
“standardization of all facets of the services, eg. postage stamps, postmarks, R-labels [registry labels], equipment, etc.” 
though they set the observed dates of arrived mail after the two convoys – 23 June or thereabouts – as the actual 
resumption of postal service with the rest of the country, and this they deem was “the main event representing the 
return to ‘normality’”.323  
 
JSPS’s parameters for defining their methodology are disingenuously broad and misleadingly all-encompassing: well at 
the beginning of our overview we saw that Jerusalem’s – indeed Palestine’s – postal services were repeatedly affected, 
interrupted and disrupted by warfare as early as late-1947; now we will see just below that the convoys JSPS mentions 
were part of a systematic daily routine between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv under UN auspices, starting on Friday the 18th, 
and not “isolated” one-off transports. Indeed the whole expression of “convoy mail” is misleading because for the next 
several weeks of Jerusalem’s history all travel to and from her was by convoy transportation only, so all mail, including 
standardized routine mail in this period is effectively “convoy mail”. More to the point, there was very little to 
standardize postally between Jerusalem and the rest of Israel, apart from postage stamps and postmarks, as the 
Jerusalem postal service was subordinated to the national postal service and its regulations, and that registry labels and 
forms were in any case inherited stocks from the Mandate and used nationwide for a number of years thereafter, as 
was the equipment. 
 
JSPS and other sources variously refer to the [mail] convoys of Friday 18 and Monday 21 June as the “first” and “second” 
convoys, where much all-encompassing import is attached to them specifically, particularly their dates. We have seen 
exhaustive evidence that “convoys” of various kinds long pre-existed these dates: is there any way to reconcile this 
popular misunderstanding with the historical record?  

                                                           
323 JSPS, ibid, p.243 & 259/262 
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Here we have a period press report from Sunday 20 June expressing these as the “first approved” convoys under 
United Nations auspices, with the press’ emphasis being specifically on the first convoys to travel by the original main 
highway past Latrun – it does not even mention the Burma Road (whose inspection regime we learned about further 
above). From this report it transpires that there were convoys on the 18th and also on Saturday the 19th – and that from 
this date, the 20th, the convoys will be running daily. Our literature’s emphasis on these convoys being “the first” is 
merely semantic – these were “the first” convoys to run under the framework of the UN’s Truce Commission but these 
were definitely not the first convoys to travel between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv since 20 April as is widely written. 

 

 
 
By extension, in regard to JSPS’s hypothesis about the Doar Ivri stamps being brought to the city in a manner to avoid 
UN inspection, indeed had that been the factor it would have been better to bring the stamps before the inspection 
regime officially began on the 18th. The fact that the stamps were not brought in sooner, again, just underscores their 
low priority in the scheme of things. And if to highlight this again, the short space allotted in the newspaper to news 
announcing the resumption of postal services between Jerusalem and the rest of the country, on page 2 in a small 
snippet, further emphasizes the low priority accorded to it – it does not even mention the unique introduction of the 
Doar Ivri postage stamps (contrast this to the rapturous reports of 9 May announcing the start of the “Jewish” postal 
service in the city, cited above). 
 
For many years there was an unanswered question as to when delayed mail from Tel Aviv and the rest of the country 
was transported to Jerusalem, for virtually none bear arrival markings (and only a few have docketed arrival dates); the 
impression arises that the outbound convoys were so laden with supplies to the starving city that there was no room to 
carry mail in addition.324 The press report above offers a critical clue: a truck driver from the convoy of June 19th said 
his was a 10 ton truck – but his and others were only loaded to 8 ton weight, meaning there was both space and 
weight capacity left over. If so, there is no reason to imagine that delayed mail to Jerusalem was not carried up on 
these first convoys and indeed this interpretation of the event helps explain why covers displayed in JSPS bear docketed 
arrival dates that specifically don’t match the dates of the ‘first’ or ‘second’ convoys.325 
 

                                                           
324 Implied notions as per correspondence with Zvi Aloni z”l of 28 March 2020 
325 See JSPS (Ibid), p.188-194 
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Press reports from the 1920s reveal the popularity of taxi transported mail as a bypass to the Mandate, and later Israeli 
postal service. In our timeline chronology above we saw an example of taxi mail from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv sent on the 
day usually considered to be the start of the War of Independence (29 Nov. 1947): here below (at left) we another 
example of many from this period – here a cover from Tel Aviv, postmarked in Jerusalem on 30 June, well into the 
period of the Truce, a the period the existing narrative considers to be ‘after’ the ‘siege’; it serves to show that at least 
as far as postal communication was concerned, it was as unreliable at the start of the war as it was now (the taxi was 
probably part of an assembled convoy sent that day from Jerusalem). 
 

  
 
Lest we imagine that problems with postal services in this Truce period were confined to Jerusalem, above at right we 
see an example of many, of taxi mail used with other cities – here an inner-city Haifa cover transported by Taxi outside 
of the posts, on 11 June 1948.326 
 
JSPS’s authors note that the first day on which official Israeli ‘Doar Ivri’ (“Hebrew Post”) postage stamps were offered 
for sale in Jerusalem was on Sunday 20 June, and suggest that these were brought up to the city on the 1st mail convoy 
of Friday 18 June. They opine “It is most probable that these Doar Ivri stamps were brought to Jerusalem through the 
Burma Road [for] although the old regular road to Jerusalem (via Latrun) was now passable to Israeli vehicles, for the 
time being in the First Cease-Fire [Truce] period, it would not be permitted by the UN observers (whose duty was to check 
every car going by this road to Jerusalem) to bring Hebrew stamps – being a symbol of sovereignty – as the UN did not 
recognize Jerusalem as a regular part of the State of Israel.”327 
 
From what we have exhaustively learned above, in this period Israel’s own legal status of Jerusalem was not one of 
official sovereignty, with the city technically belonging to no country at all after 14 May until Israel changed the legal 
status of the areas under its control to “Israeli occupied territory” – in August. Further, the United Nations imposed 
inspections on Israeli traffic running on both the main highway and the Burma Road, so that the idea that Israeli postage 
stamps could only enter Jerusalem by way of the Israeli-made alternate route is factually incorrect. On this point, there 
is a further issue: if official Israel postage stamps were brought into the city from 20 June onwards why was the official 
Israeli trilingual postmark not brought in at that time as well? It assuredly existed, being manufactured by the same 
workshop (E. Rubel) that produced all the other trilinguals of this period, all with the same idiosyncratic need to have 
their date-slugs centrally supplied (ordered a month in advance) and changed daily; the Israeli trilinguals entered use in 
Jerusalem variously from early July into August, depending on the post office and department involved.  
 

I don’t presently have documentation to explain the delay in bringing in the official postmarks, but in light of the fact 
that a) road/land access to Jerusalem essentially existed since 20 April, albeit with interruptions and danger, and b) the 
Burma Road alternate route existed from the very end of May, in spite of clear postal history and documentary evidence 
showing that some mail did transit between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv in this time, the general dearth of mail as well as 
the delay in bringing the official Israeli postmarks and postage stamps to the city merely underscores that postal 
service was a very low priority for the city’s and nation’s government at this time. These service delays and lack of 
supplies were not expressions of ‘the siege’ per se, but rather a reflection of low priority in the face of scarce transport 
implements and limited transportation access to and from Jerusalem.  

                                                           
326 TAS 52 Lot 196 (left) and TAS 44 Lot 135 (right) 
327 JSPS, Ibid, p.244 
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Chapter Summary of Conclusions 
The objective of this chapter of the article was to give context and documentary basis for understanding Jerusalem’s 
circumstances and postal service with it in 1948, relying as little as possible on any secondary sources. At first, having 
reviewed the tenets of the presently accepted narrative about Jerusalem in 1948, we tried to understand how her 
circumstances – postally and otherwise – compared with the rest of the country in that period, specifically leading up to 
20 April, the date which our philatelic literature (and much general history) considers to be the start of the siege on 
Jerusalem, and I believe we found that essentially there was nothing unique specifically to Jerusalem in that period. 
Jerusalem’s uniqueness was merely its large size in relation to other similarly impacted locales in the country. All of the 
country was one front; there was no home-front versus a military front. Moreover, in our survey we also found that 
turmoil existed in Palestine during most of the Mandate’s existence such that there is no real starting point for the “War 
of Independence” itself, leading to the ‘siege’ on Jerusalem – it’s merely the name for yet another stage in an ongoing 
sequence of security crises which struck Mandatory Palestine. 
 
We reviewed postal and transport events in the period from 20 April onwards in a systematic chronological manner in 
order to try and locate a starting point for the ‘siege’ on Jerusalem, and here by way of systematically accessing press 
and government archives as well as empirical postal history evidence we discovered and revealed that Jerusalem was 
never hermitically besieged, and that convoy access to here did not end on the 20th: indeed postal services and transport 
communication were interrupted and disrupted over the period into June and even beyond owing to the terms of the 
First Truce, but the notion of a solid 4-, 6- or 8-week siege on the city was dispelled in light of the information we 
assembled and reviewed. The presence of the British until the very end of the Mandate on 14 May enabled road access 
with Jerusalem to one degree or another; in the period of Israeli independence, from 15 May we found numerous 
instances of land access to Tel Aviv as well as confirmed cases of mail being received (by way of archived correspondence 
attesting to this); we also found that alternate road access to Jerusalem, what became known as the ‘Burma Road’, 
came into existence already from 28 May – from which point Jerusalem was undisputably not ‘besieged’.  
 
Separately we found postal history proof as well as evidence from the archives that there was postal communication 
with Jerusalem throughout this observed period. Specifically in the period prior to the opening of the Burma Road we can 
list the following dates of postal mail (telecommunications and instances of general transport are excluded here): 
 
21 April  - the latest known dated airmail to reach Jerusalem (i.e. passed through the posts) 
23 April  - report of a transport of mail on the Ramallah road, but in proximity to Jerusalem, and then brought to  

  Jerusalem 
27 April  - accumulated mail from Jerusalem is transported to Haifa (i.e. passed through the posts) 
28 April  - apparent ability to send letters even if outside the mails as per a letter from Hanna Even-Tov 
2 May  - mail (from abroad) reaches Jerusalem, mail posted from Jerusalem on 19 April reaches Ramat Gan; taxi  

  mail reaches Jerusalem 
3 May   - taxi mail from Jerusalem 
5 May  - the latest known dated mail of the Mandate Jerusalem head post office 
7 May  - Jerusalem Emergency Committee correspondence sent to Tel Aviv; same-day dispatched and arrived  

  army mail from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv (not air mail) 
9 May   - 2 documented instances of mail sent through the posts from Jerusalem; Emergency Committee 

  correspondence to Tel Aviv sent this day; postmarks for the interim Jerusalem postal service are  
  received this day most likely from Tel Aviv and transported by land 

12 May  - mail from Haifa postmarked 26 April reaches Jerusalem this day (the arrival coinciding with a  
  documented case of a planned mail convoy from Jerusalem that day) 

14 May  - same day Jerusalem dispatched & Tel Aviv arrived army mail (not endorsed as 'air mail') 
16 May  - couriered letter from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv; also mail sent to Jerusalem this day per 26 May archive 

  Correspondence; non-urgent army cover posted on May 14th received in Tel Aviv this day. 
19 May  - letter from Dov Yosef to Tel Aviv (per 20 May cabinet minutes) 
24 May  - couriered civilian cover to Tel Aviv 
26 May  - Tel Aviv & Jerusalem secretariates receive mail from each other on this date 
27 May  - implications that Jerusalem secretariate received mail from Tel Aviv (inspectorate of foodstuffs) 
30 May  - letter from Rosh Pinna couriered to Jerusalem 
1 June  - letter from Jerusalem to Petach Tikva couriered and posted in Tel Aviv; the Tel Aviv edition of the  

  ‘Palestine Post’ reaches Jerusalem 
6 June   - letter from Tel Aviv couriered to Jerusalem 
8 June  - letter from Jerusalem to Nahariya couriered and posted in Tel Aviv 
(10 June - Army mail posted the day before from Jerusalem reaches the Tel Aviv Base APO ‘A’ this day) 
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From this brief summary, setting aside any instances of documented land transport, we see frequent even if delayed and 
insufficient postal contact between Jerusalem and the rest of the country especially in the troubled period of 15-30 at the 
height of the siege period on Jerusalem, prior to the opening of the ‘Burma Road’ alternate route. 
 
This section was a critical stepping-stone in our research here because the notion of Jerusalem being under a hermitic 
and long-lasting siege gave legitimacy to the idea that all mail, at least military mail plus other “privileged” civilian mail 
was necessarily flown. Indeed we also showed that Jerusalem’s condition did not materially improve with the start of the 
First Truce or for many weeks thereafter. Once we debunked the notion of the all-encompassing ‘siege’ we helped isolate 
the notion of flown mail from the unfounded ideas giving rise to it, making it easier now in the next section to investigate 
and evaluate it. Further we also shed light on the practical alternative to postal communication in this period – 
telecommunications, a concept so intuitive as to make the notion of ‘urgent’ flown mail an antiquated and even 
laughable alternative in this period, in the warlike circumstances of that time. 
 
Our findings till now should have been sufficient to demonstrate that all mail was carried by surface transportation as 
were practically all supplies – military and civilian – sent to and from Jerusalem; we even have documented proof that no 
air mail was available for civilian mail (see entries for 14 May) nor for the civilian administration (see entries for 27 May), 
and that even for military matters, by 30 May personnel were reaching Tel Aviv from Jerusalem by jeeps and not 
airplanes. Nevertheless as the existing narrative with its exclusive emphasis on flown mail is so influential we do need 
now to turn to it and properly analyze that matter and place it in its correct context. 
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PART 2 
Re-examining & Revising the History of the Army Postal Services & Air 

Service in Palestine in 1947-48 and in Jerusalem in 1948  
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V. Reappraising the Army Air Service and the Army Postal Service in 1948 
Our reference just above to Moshe Shertok’s report about a ship bringing 300 vehicles to Israel cast light on unexpected 
and often overlooked complexities of early Israel’s legal and territorial status, and its transport and communications. 
The matter of the army’s involvement in air travel and postal services is similarly complex and requires the same degree 
of attention to detail. 
 
The existing historical narrative that this article seeks to correct refers to the use of the Israeli army’s air force for flying 
mail from army units in Jerusalem plus various so-called “privileged” government and civilian mail to Tel Aviv; that 
aspect of the narrative relies on a heavy supposition that air transport was vital in this period, and this owing to “the 
siege”. We have just above now completed our survey of “the siege” period and found that there was no hermetic 
isolation of the city, and that in virtually all instances, reference to civilian and even military transport and travel 
referred to transport by land.  
 
Let’s now get acquainted with narrative’s essence on this subject of flown mail and then we will have a foundation from 
which to continue with our examination – as written in the book “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services” (JSPS): 
 
“As described earlier [indeed, in the initial portion of this article citing the progenitors of the existing narrative – see 
Yehuda Levanon’s article] a small improvised airstrip called MAROM was hastily constructed at the outskirts of Rehavia 
[a neighborhood in western Jerusalem]. Opened on 6 April ’48 it enabled light airplanes, so called “Primus”, because of 
the loud noise that they made (actually Oster (sic) light airplanes) when landing and taking off. These planes were the 
only supply line to besieged Jerusalem until the “Burma Road” was opened early in June. They carried weapons, 
ammunition, Army personnel, medicines and sometimes also mail. Because of the small capacity of these planes, and the 
great other needs, the mail which did not have high priority hardly got space. The mail delivery into Jerusalem was 
almost non-existent… The very few examples of incoming mail are the exceptions, showing the great difficulty in getting 
mail into Jerusalem. But even for outgoing mail, where the available capacity was much larger, the demand far exceeded 
the capabilities, and priority rules had to be established to enable the functioning of the service. Since the “MAROM” 
airstrip was operated by the Army, first by the Hagana Jerusalem Brigade Air Service, and later by the Israeli Air Force, it 
was the Army who set the priority rules. Four classes of mail were established according to diminishing priority… Army 
Mail, ‘Menorah Club’ mail, Jewish Agency mail, Privileged Civilian mail.”328 
 
To begin addressing the points raised in the existing narrative let us begin from the most basic element encapsulated by 
it, by understanding the nature and possibilities of Jewish aviation in the period of the Mandate: 
 
 

A. Civil Aviation and the pre-State “Jewish Air Force” 
The existing narrative refers to the Jews’ military use of airplanes in April 1948 – this would place this activity a) in the 
period prior to the establishment of the Israeli Army (26 May), and b) in the period of the Mandate (Israel became 
independent on 15 May). As such, the matter of civil aviation at this time was in the control of the Mandate authorities, 
as was the permission to fly or use airports or airstrips. In our survey earlier above of the convoy ‘system’ managed by 
Mishael Shaham, we were reminded that the pre-state army, the Haganah, was deemed an illegal armed organization 
by the Mandate: this begs the question, what was the legal feasibility of pre-State airplanes using airports like Tel Aviv 
or even flying at all? 
 
As mentioned earlier – and a number of times in this article – our philatelic literature often depicts this period of time as 
one of chaos and lack of authority: I think in the chronology above we saw ample evidence that when the Mandate 
wanted to exert control it knew how to do so, even into June when the British at Haifa port forbade the unloading of 
trucks ordered by the ostensible sovereign power just beyond the port, Israel.  
 
Were we to believe the existing narrative, that the winding down of the Mandate necessarily meant a relinquishment of 
control, we might dismiss the relevance of considering the banal administrative matter of “civil aviation”, but as we see 
from the two documents below, it was functioning apace as late as the end of the Mandate in May 1948: the document 
on the left from 23 March refers to the handing over of duties as the Director of Civil Aviation, from Sidney Storrar to E. 
Healy329; another document (not illustrated) from 20 April, reports on the theft of payroll monies from that department 
(i.e. 3 weeks before the end of the Mandate).330 

                                                           
328 JSPS (Ibid), p.136 & 139/144/146. 
329 p.17 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/940369  
330 p.4 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1228736  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/940369
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1228736
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Indeed, in mid-January the director for civil aviation, Storrar, told Jewish representatives that he had received 
instructions to continue managing operations “without regard to the partition of Palestine or instructions related to 
the evacuation of the British from Palestine”, that his department continued to receive full budgets for its work 
including development of infrastructure, and that it had received development contracts from the Royal Air Force.331 
 

Lest we be tempted to think momentarily that perhaps Jewish air 
planes could covertly land at secondary airports (see map 
above332), we learn that there was a set procedure for pilots 
landing at non-customs airports (eg. not Lydda or Haifa), as we 
learn from this 31 March 1947 document: the pilot had to report 
to the police or to any other civil authority even in the 
neighborhood, and that he should not be allowed to take off until 
permission was received; those contacted authorities were to call 
the officer in charge at Lydda Airport for further instructions.333 As 
we would expect, there were established rules and procedures 
and the atmosphere was not, as we will see, one where “rules are 
made to be broken” (see above for that referenced quote). 
 
Earlier in this article, we surveyed the key Jewish bodies and 
institutions that had an important role to play in the context of 
this study, and one of the critical facets we found was that the 
Zionist bodies increasingly played a dual civilian-military role, 
whereby processes and services ostensibly servicing the civilian 
sector doubled-up to provide assistance also for Jewish self-
defense – in time becoming the developing future army of the 
future state. This was not just “a state within a state” but also very 
seriously a budding army within a state within a state. 

 

                                                           
331 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force”, Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.139 - 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf 
332 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.42 
333 p.6 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/472102 

http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/472102
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Here too in the realm of aviation there was a similar relationship: as we learned in that survey, the pre-state army, the 
Haganah, had a nascent underground air force of its own (the “Air Service” – ‘Sherut Avir’) as did it’s ‘elite’ sub-army, 
the Palmach – its underground “Aerial Section”, the ‘PalAvir’. More prominently in the public sphere there operated a 
civilian aviation company called “Aviron” (‘Aeroplane’ – many pioneering Jewish-Zionist enterprises in Palestine were 
generically named after their function, in Hebrew), founded in 1936 by the Jewish Agency, the Histadrut and the Vaad 
HaLeumi (Jewish National Council) during the Great Arab Revolt to run inland charter flights and assist with aerial 
security needs.334 “Aviron” together with Jewish flying clubs in the country helped promote a Zionist policy of ‘conquest 
of the skies’, encouraging interest in aviation and training as pilots: “Aviron” as a legitimate commercial enterprise 
succeeded in training pilots and receiving licenses for them while at the same time the company and its employees also 
assisted the Jewish defense establishment. Here is where this short summary connects with the events in our study: 
 
Until the official establishment of the ‘Sherut Avir’ on 10 November 1947, both it and its Palmach counterpart were 
shadow entities quietly training cadets and acquiring knowledge of aviation. Being extensions of “illegal” armed 
organizations in the eyes of the Mandate authorities limited their ability to grow and develop. Now, with the impending 
29 November 1947 United Nations vote on the partition of Palestine on the horizon together with increasing military 
tension in the country, the Haganah High Command decided to officially establish an aerial arm. On the day of its 
establishment the ‘Sherut Avir’ numbered 12 airplanes, and by the day of the UN vote itself, following a fatal crash, its 
fleet was reduced to 11 aircraft (of types “de Havilland DH.82 Tiger Moth”, “RWD-13”, “Zlin”, “Taylorcraft B”, “Auster 
Autocrat”, “Republic RC-3 Seabee” and “de Havilland DH.89 Dragon Rapide” – many types from many countries.335 
There is a reason for the pedantic list: there were no “Piper” planes in use as much of our specialist postal history 
literature and “first-hand personal accounts” like to write – the Piper Cub PA-11-90 first arrived in Israel only in 
September 1948.336 The air section of the Palmach joined ‘Sherut Avir’ on 2 December.337 
 
The Tel Aviv airport had been built in 1938 near the Palestine Electric Company’s ‘Reading’ power station and 
functioned until sometime in early WWII. Now in late 1947 part of the runway was covered in sand mounds, and the 
facility itself served as a closed and protected base for units of the royal engineers and transportation corps, and entry 
into the zone was only by permission of the British army; vehicles of the units used the remaining runways as a car 
park.338 Tensions between Arab and Jewish employees at country’s main airport at Lydda, and threats to attack aircraft 
of “Aviron” there, led the British to permit the quick evacuation of those planes to Tel Aviv on 13 December, thus 
facilitating the reconversion of the site to an airfield (the British army evacuated the field on 27 January).  
 
At left, the Tel Aviv air field in December 1948; at right the field in February 1948: a ‘Tiger Moth’ biplane on the sands in 
the foreground, the inspection booth in the far background behind the aircraft, and a kiosk at left.339 
 

  
 

                                                           
334 “Aviron” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%95%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9F_(%D7%97%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%94)  
335 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.122 & “Israeli Air Force” in the War of Independence in Hebrew 
(https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%95%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9

C%D7%99#%D7%94%D7%99%D7%A1%D7%98%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%94) citing  ,1971 ,עורכים משה הדר, יהודה עופר, "חיל האויר", משרד הביטחון

24עמ'   – I recognize that this is a secondary source but the basic information is useful for illustrative purposes. 
336 Danny Shalom, “Israeli Air Force Aircraft”, BAVIR Aviation & Space Publications 2006, p.79 - http://www.iaflibrary.org.il/Product.asp?ProdID=951 
337 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.128-129 
338 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.134 
339 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.135 & 143 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%95%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9F_(%D7%97%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%94)
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%95%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%99#%D7%94%D7%99%D7%A1%D7%98%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%94
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%95%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%99#%D7%94%D7%99%D7%A1%D7%98%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%94
http://www.iaflibrary.org.il/Product.asp?ProdID=951
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As director of Civil Aviation, Sidney Storrar had certain sympathies with the Jews and was aware of their plans to create 
a Jewish air force; he provided favorable assistance in issuing Jewish officials with permits for the acquisition of 
airplanes and for conducting emergency flights. On 17 December 1947 Storrar met with the managers of “Aviron” and 
the Electric Company and issued them a permit to operate single-engined airplanes for commercial flights from Tel Aviv 
airport to Lydda and Haifa. The license was issued for 3 months and on 21 December “Aviron” published a notice about 
the establishment of an “Air Taxi” from Tel Aviv to Lydda, highlighting that “the flight will last just 7 minutes”.340 
 
By January 1948 there was a general understanding between the Jewish aviation enterprises and the Mandate civil 
aviation department regarding the Jews’ ability to render aerial assistance to isolated settlements, as long as the aircraft 
were not used to attack the Arabs.341  
 
Nevertheless already in mid-January the management of “Aviron” complained to the Jewish Agency and the Steering 
Committee of the Histadrut that the company lacked sufficient aircraft in light of the worsening security situation in the 
country, necessitating more frequent flights between Tel Aviv and Lydda: as part of the license agreement the company 
was required to transit Lydda airfield on every flight (a distraction which nevertheless served to covertly acquire aircraft 
fuel); carry out inspections of high tension cables owing to growing sabotage of electricity poles; to transport air mail 
and deliveries of value where these could not be transported by other means; and to conduct flights to Sodom and the 
Negev (with the approval of the Mandate authorities); and more. 
 
Around the same time, on 12 January there was an option to expand the company’s operations by beginning to use the 
airfield at Atarot, 11km north of Jerusalem, for civil aviation – although the manager insisted this could not be done 
because of the company’s shortage of planes: of the 5 that were air-worthy, three were allocated to the pilot training 
school (of whom two were actually assigned to “special tasks” of ‘Sherut Avir’), and the remaining two were being 
warehoused pending their annual maintenance checkup. The company therefore needed more airplanes urgently and 
had approached both the Jewish Agency and the Histadrut for the financial assistance to acquire more aircraft. In any 
case agents of the Jewish administration were simultaneously attempting to procure aircraft secretly from abroad.342 
  
The development of the future state in the shadow of the Mandate is extraordinary in its daring: here, by January 1948 
the Tel Aviv airfield was under the joint control of “Avrion” and the Tel Aviv municipality (whose territory this was) – 
nevertheless, on the 23rd the Haganah high command decided that the management of the field did not suit its military 
needs and set about to have the ‘real’ management of the airfield covertly transferred from “Aviron” to the ‘Sherut Avir’ 
itself (“Aviron” had in any case been liaising with the Haganah but this caused problems for ‘Sherut Avir’ which needed 
full control over its own procedures and activities). By the 28th of the month, the “1st Squadron” (the only one – 
commanded by future ace, Modi Alon) which had gradually come into being over the last month, numbered 14 pilots, 
with 4 ground crew belonging to the ‘Sherut Avir’ but working under the administration of “Avrion” – and 6 members of 
the Sherut Avir’s [1st] pilot training course (numbering 20 cadets).  
 

It seems that the airfield finally came under the covert 
command of a member of ‘Sherut Avir’ (under Misha Kanner) 
around 7 March,343 and concomitantly with the progressing 
evacuation of the British from Palestine and the worsening 
security situation nationwide, with the Air Service operating 
gradually more in the open, the Haganah High Command 
placed the airfield, Aviron’s equipment, facilities and personnel 
under direct control of the Air Service, and removed the 
“Aviron” representative from the airfield’s management 
“without any notice” on 11 April, signed by Israel Galili, the 
“RaMA” (commander of the national staff).344 
 
This was a delicate sleight of hand because the Mandate was 
still in charge of civil aviation (as well as the rest of the 
country). The arrangement between the Haganah and “Aviron” 
was that in whatever was security-related the company would 
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follow the orders of the Air Service; its draft-age employees would be enlisted into the Service except for those that the 
Service deemed exempt owing to their existing tasks at the company; and the company’s ‘Rapide’ aircraft would be 
used as a first priority for security needs by order of the Air Service, which would also determine who its pilots would 
be. As Galili expressed it, “I must ensure that the activation of the ‘Aviron’ company for security purposes takes into 
consideration as much as possible its need to continue fulfilling its civilian-national operations”.  
 
In the end the ‘coup’ was less unilateral and the two bodies jointly coordinated their separate and shared activities on a 
daily basis, Aviron’s employees were exempted from the draft, and an additional ‘Rapide’ aircraft was jointly purchased 
by Aviron, the Jewish Agency and the Histadrut.345 This is an important point both for our study and for historical 
accuracy, as most histories vaguely summarize that the Haganah simply took the company and its facilities over early in 
1948, and as we will see a little further below the company likely carried civilian mail in late April while operating inland 
charter flights. (Intriguingly, as Ambar, Eyal and Cohen comment in their study, the Air Service was never officially 
retitled “Air Force” and the latter appellation simply came into use as observed on documents throughout the month of 
April and thereafter.346) 

 
While the Sherut Avir may have managed to secretly take 
control over the management of the Tel Aviv airfield, greater 
forces still imposed themselves onto it operationally. The 
Negev was the weak link of the Yishuv’s defense, because 
ironically there in its vast expanses there were no Jewish 
settlements, only 25 tiny scattered of outposts all of whom 
together across the whole area numbered 900 Jews. In Ben-
Gurion’s words, here, unlike in the rest of the country, the 
problem was not of defending settlements but of defending 
territory - for future settlement and agriculture.347  
 
As it transpired, it was here on 16 December 1947 that the 
nascent Israeli Air Force conducted its first aerial assault – on a 
force of Arabs preparing to attack a Jewish settlement. A 
Jewish RWD-13 plane (flown by Pini Ben-Porat) opened fire on 
the Arabs and dropped grenades on them forcing them to 
disperse and cease their attack. Word of this reached the 
British who threatened that “any Jewish airplane that opens 
fire will be shot down”, effectively ending for now the 
possibility of using the Sherut Avir for armed purposes.348 The 
illustrated document from as late as 10 April, issued by the 
Department of Civil Aviation to the Aviron company, written by 
Storrar’s replacement, Healey, sheds more light on the matter 
as here the reference is to “civil aircraft” found shooting or 
dropping explosives being liable to be shot down by the Royal 
Air Force.349  
 
Underscoring further the limited operational abilities of the air 
service, on 15 January 1948, a flight to deliver supplies to Gush 

Etzion (the bloc of settlements just between Hebron and Jerusalem) was spotted by a British aerial surveillance flight – 
and caused problems because the Jews had not received prior permission to fly there.350  
 
The presence of the Mandate, with the policies of the British Government behind it, also hindered the ability of the 
Sherut Avir to develop. The Avrion company participated in an open tender of the Royal Air Force to purchase surplus 
Auster airplanes (APO-3/5) held in reserve at the Aqir (Ekron) air base, and these were covertly received by the Jewish 
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Agency on 21-22 January 1948, dismantled and stored in Sarona in Tel Aviv.351 Just a day later the British Government in 
London tried to cancel the sale352 – indeed as a result of this sale British Government policy became to not sell any 
military supplies to the Jews, ostensibly to avoid widening the conflict in Palestine; and even when a transaction had 
taken place, such as the sale of the air bases at Ramat David and Aqir (Ekron) to the Jewish Agency, the British delayed 
their evacuation from the sites (Ramat David was sold on 16 March but evacuated only at the end of May – see our 
commentary in the last chapter about the presence of the British in Israel even after the declaration of Independence).353 
The further development of the Jewish air force therefore took place by way of undercover acquisitions made overseas, 
and the covert import of dismantled airplanes into Mandatory Palestine. In the end it took until 8 and 21 March just for 
the purchased Auster planes to undertake their first test flights.354 The following map merely illustrates what a 
worldwide and covert effort it was for the Jews to acquire aircraft and supplies from abroad (until 15 May, when Israel 
become independent and these efforts continued in light of arms embargos) – and even then how few could be 
procured at such great and circuitous efforts:355 
 

 
 
Earlier in this article we learned about the Haganah’s strategic reassessment which expressed itself as the “Tochnit 
Daled” (Plan D) program of offensively aimed military operations: in light of Sherut Avir’s limited aircraft capacity and 
attack capabilities the air service was not initially included in (or even informed of) the revised operational strategy 
when it was presented in March 1948.356  
 
When the Sherut Avit requested to be included in the plan, it formulated the following missions in the scope of Tochnit 
Daled’s aims:  

a) “strategic reconnaissance” – surveillance of frontier areas of neighboring countries (all of whom were expected 
to attack Israel, according to Tochnit Daled’s outlook); 

b) “strategic bombing” – meaning primarily the targeting of air bases in neighboring countries; 
c) “tactical reconnaissance” – surveillance and aerial photography of important sites within the country; 
d) “tactical bombing and bombardments” – the targeting of very specific sites and locations, in conjunction with 

ground forces;  
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e) “air defense” – defense of the skies over key Jewish population centers, although a secondary mission as the air 

force intended to achieve ‘air defense’ by virtue of destroying its enemies’ air forces;  
f) “communications assignments” – this mission involved much of what the air service had been doing till then, 

the “raising of communications”357 (meaning the actual static aerial carriage of communications equipment to 
enable better ground-to-ground communications via the nationwide telephone network358 – also called in 
Hebrew “Mail Drops”[הורדות דואר]), aerial drops of weapons, ammunition and food, the transport and landing 
of small units of soldiers where their dispatch was not possible by way of parachuting;  

g) “tactical support of ground forces” – aerial surveillance in support of ground operations and protection of 
ground movements, water pipes, etc. – all by way of wireless communication and signals with the ground.359  

 
One of the ongoing support missions of the air service, which increased as the war developed in intensity, was the 
evacuation of the wounded from combat zones. This was a difficult task partly due to the distances involved, and partly 
because light aircraft were not suited to the carriage of stretchers – both the planes and the stretchers had to be 
specially adapted to enable this assignment to be handled.360 A similar ongoing task was that of inspecting actual and 
testing potential air strips for envisaged activities in the immediate future, an assignment that required considerable 
resources across the country.361 
 
All this was planned without knowing if ongoing plans and activities to bolster the existing air service with combats 
planes would be successful. On 22 March the air service command even had to inform the chief of staff that at its 
present aircraft levels the air service would not be able to protect the full length of the country’s borders in the event of 
an invasion.362 In the first four months of the war there were no nighttime training exercises owing to the lack of 
suitable equipment in the aircraft and a lack of ground lights to indicate the location of an air strip – even at Tel Aviv air 
field. Nighttime training only began gradually in March,363 and we saw by way of cabinet minutes in the chronology 
above that indeed the Air Service / Air Force was forced to operate at night in May owing to the vulnerability of its 
airplanes to gunfire by day. 
 
Ambar, Eyal and Cohen’s history notes that from 23 February the district commander of the Army ordered British forces 
to stop using the main highway to Tel Aviv as the route for evacuating Palestine and instead to use the Jerusalem-
Ramallah-Latrun road; I haven’t been able to independently confirm that. Nevertheless, from their information the 
absence of active British army presence on the main highway led to an increase in Arab attacks on Jewish transportation 
along it – and this in turn forced a change in Jewish planning for defense of the convoys.  
 
The Sherut Avir had been providing the convoy planners (eg. Mishael Shaham, cited earlier in this article) with 
intelligence and information on roadblocks and ambushes lying in wait since December 1947, though from March aerial 
support for every convoy became a necessity and every convoy’s journey akin to a military operation.364 The aerial 
support was formally limited to reconnaissance only, being that the British had threatened to shoot down any Jewish 
aircraft engaging in warfare (defensive and offensive) and the Jewish forces lacking suitable ordnance for aerial combat 
support.365 Nevertheless, preparations for combat support had been under way for over two months and already on 27 
March there occurred the first open instance of aerial combat with hand-dropped make-shift bombs and a machine gun, 
by an Auster airplane – in support of the “Nebi Daniel” convoy returning from Gush Etzion.366 In Tochnit Daled’s key 
operation in the Jerusalem area, “Operation Nachshon”, to capture critical locations along the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem 
highway to better secure Jewish supply transportation running along it, the Sherut Avir played an integral role providing 
air support for combat and intelligence in what was its first role within a major ground operation – and this in spite of 
the presence of the British.367 
 
The following maps will help give us a sense of the scope of Sherut Avir’s activities in the pre-State period: 

                                                           
357 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.231-232 
358 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.237-238; also Nir Sarig, Moshe Shamir & Avi Golan editors, “100 Years of Communications” (100  שנות

 Part 1; Amutat Kesher, 2022 p.94 (https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_A.pdf) ,(קשר
359 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.231-232 
360 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.238-239 
361 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.241 
362 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.232-233 
363 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.240 
364 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.268 
365 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.269 
366 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.271 & 273-274 
367 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.296 

https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_A.pdf


P a g e  | 191 

 

 The map of northern Israel shows the zone of activity of Sherut Avir in the Galilee: Jewish settlements are those 
with a circle with a black dot in the middle (those without the dot are Arab locales); the air base at Yavneel is 
indicated by airplane icon:368 

 

 
 

 The following two maps show a) at left, the area of aerial operations in the Negev where the chain-like line is 
the water pipe (and shaded areas along it are the portions vulnerable to attack); b) at right, one of the 
reconnaissance routes used by Sherut Avir to patrol and supply Jewish settlements (a “Senegev” operation 
route), with Tel Aviv as the starting and ending point:369 
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 These are the areas of operation along the Jerusalem corridor and the block of settlements at Gush Etzion, just 
south of Jerusalem:370 

 

  
 
In light of the broad (if visually grandiose) geographic scope of the air service’s operations and the detailed list of its 
missions, we might expect for it to count sufficient aircraft – if not for the full defense of the borders (a limitation 
mentioned above), then at least to fulfill the assignments it set for itself and was also tasked to fulfill. Much detailed and 
specialized information exists about the pre-State air force including detailed personnel lists of even foreign Jewish and 
non-Jewish volunteers – however, getting a tally of aircraft at the Sherut Avir’s disposal at any given time is 
extraordinarily difficult to find.371  
 
In this period the pre-State government-in the-making (the Jewish Agency and any affiliated branches) were busy 
procuring war materiel and aircraft, some of which was dismantled and stored in Palestine and some of which was in 
various stages of being ordered and covertly shipped; some aircraft which were in use were subsequently relegated to 
spare parts, also hindering an accurate aircraft count; and in any case overt combat aircraft had to be concealed from 
the Mandate authorities, leaving the Sherut Avir ‘armed’ with just light single-engined aircraft and touring planes on the 
eve of Israel’s independence. With the departure of the British and the invasion of Israel by the Arab armies, Israel could 
begin to introduce combat aircraft into the battlefield as these arrived in the country and/or were assembled from 
underground storage and made airworthy: by the end of the war the Israeli Air Force numbered 173 aircraft of 20 types 
– though only 74 were actually air-worthy, and of these just 15 were combat aircraft and bombers.372 
 
Nevertheless we do have the following archive document which sheds invaluable light on the air service’s operational 
strength in this critical period. For all of its various tasks, by 28 April the Sherut Avir was split into 4 squadrons and a 
reserve (the numbers next to the listed aircraft types in the document are not the number of aircraft but rather a 
designation of the aircraft type, though this is unclear but confirmed by other sources cited in the footnotes):373 
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 Squadron 1 (the “Tel Aviv Squadron”, code-named ‘Namer’ – tiger), based at Tel Aviv air field (‘Sde Dov’) was 
the primary aerial force; it was composed of a combat wing numbering 4 aircraft and a training wing374 
numbering 2 aircraft – 6 aircraft in total, and was reorganized in January 1949.375 At its peak the squadron 
numbered 22 light and medium aircraft.376 

 It was this squadron which was active in the area of the Jerusalem corridor and Gush Etzion.377  

 Squadron 2 (the “Negev Squadron”, code-named ‘Gamal’ - camel), based at Nir Am, numbered 3 aircraft; at its 
peak the squadron numbered 4 aircraft, and was disbanded in January 1949.378 

 Squadron 3 (the “Galilee Squadron”, code-named ‘Lavi’ - eagle), based at Yavneel and supporting the Golani 
infantry brigade, numbered 3 aircraft; at its peak the squadron numbered 8 aircraft, and was disbanded in 
January 1949.379  

 Squadron 4 (code-name ‘Arieh’ – lion) was the photography squadron, based at Tel Aviv air field;380 per the 
document it numbered 2 aircraft in April 1948.381 

 An Air Service Command reserve of 5 aircraft.382 
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In total, from the document it arises that the Air Service almost on the eve of Independence 2 weeks later, numbered 19 
active aircraft of all types (in additional to whatever aircraft were being used for spare parts, as noted in various 
sources) and 228 servicemen (although 607 was the intended complement)…383  
…and in light of what this article set out to examine, the regular and scheduled flying of air mail from Jerusalem by way 
of the army, it seems extraordinarily unlikely that this was feasible under the circumstances. But this is just an initial 
superficial observation. 
 
Digging a little deeper if we consider the capability of the air service of this period in context, we see the startling 
threadbare parameters of its limitations: just to fly top members of the political leadership between Tel Aviv and 
Jerusalem, literally a strategic decision had to be made each time whether to spare aircraft from servicing a regional 
area or fulfilling a critical task such as evacuating the wounded. Consider the following summary from Ambar, Eyal and 
Cohen’s history which begins with a description of a ramshackle improvisation to protect aircraft from ground-fire:384 
 

“Squadron 1 continued to send her aircraft to isolated 
settlements in the central region of the country even though 
the landings in these areas became ever more dangerous. On 
the 3rd of May [the pilot Zvi] Ziber got caught up in strong 
gunfire from the Arab village of Hudita, whose inhabitants 
fired at every plane that landed there. Ziber had to wait for 
the passenger had had flown there to return to the craft, and 
in order to prevent damage to the plane he improvised a 
mobile defense measure: a cart full of sand bags which he 
placed between the airplane and the source of the gunfire. 
Once the passenger returned, the two would sit on the plane 
and as Ziber drove the aircraft towards the edge of the 
airstrip, approaching the village, a tractor would drag the 
cart before the airplane to protect it from the Arab gunfire. 
 

 
Nevertheless the primary areas of Squadron 1’s operations were in Gush Etzion and Jerusalem. As the siege on Jerusalem 
continued and the period for the withdrawal of the British approached, the importance of the flights to and from the 
area grew, particularly the need to fly members of the Yishuv’s leadership. Some of the members of “Minhelet Haam”, 
who were residents of Jerusalem, remained in the city in order to not adversely affect the morale. When the number of 
meetings increased as the moment for deciding on declaring independence approached, it was necessary to fly them 
every so often to the meetings in Tel Aviv.  
 
The weather and mechanical problems affected not a few of these flights, and this impacted the order of the meetings of 
Minhelet Haam. Thus for example Ben-Gurion recorded in his diary on 4 May: “The 13th meeting [of Minhelet Haam] was 
postponed till tomorrow. The weather adversely affected our airplanes’ ability to reach Jerusalem.” And two days later: 
“I requested at ten o’clock two airplanes to carry members. It turned out that all the airplanes were broken and it was 
possible to take [only] from the Negev (they have two) and from the Galilee (they have three). I ordered to take one from 
each.” [In a separate instance] Ben-Gurion also wrote [on the 5th] to [Eliezer] Kaplan, the finance minister in Minhelet 
Haam who lived in Jerusalem, to explain to him why planes were not sent to ferry him and his associates: “We have to 
save wounded from Gush Etzion, and the two airplanes we have were busy with that task. You and the others have to 
make the determination if to cancel the airplanes’ activities and to have them stand by for your needs.”  
 
Of note, the researchers’ account above does not mention the carriage of mail. We will address that shortly in the next 
section. 
 
One of the prominent hallmarks of Israel’s military operations – by land and air – in this period of April-May, is that 
they had to occur at night: Israel did not have air superiority, and just from the chronology of events we reviewed 
further above (let alone the description of improvised aircraft defense just above) we see directives that convoys travel 
at night (eg. entry for 16 May), that ground operations occur at night (many instances cited), and that air operations be 
limited to night-times (entries for 23 & 30 May) owing to vulnerability from enemy aircraft as well as ground-based 
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gunfire. Although archive cabinet minutes reveal that new combat aircraft are reaching Israel on an almost daily basis, 
as of 26 May (see the date’s entry), when 2 stray Egyptian Spitfires are captured, Ben-Gurion reveals that the air force’s 
combat strength will now rise from 4 to 6, of which “we hope… 3 of them will be ready for use tomorrow”. As of that 
date Israel’s combat air strength was 3 and perhaps 4 airplanes. 
 
This chapter merely served to put into perspective on the broad fundamental level, the military’s aviation needs 
juxtaposed with its aerial capabilities – set against the existing narrative of Israel’s postal history that mail from 
Jerusalem was flown by the army on a regular basis from April into August. Circumstantially we have seen that this was 
not possible. We will now examine this matter more closely, and review the individual details that comprise the basis for 
the existing narrative that mail was flown. 

 
The next chapter of our study will review the history of the army’s postal service, but as a segue 
to it there is an important matter to clarify: as we learned above, the Air Service did not take 
over the “Aviron” company nor was the company liquidated in this period. Indeed, as late as 
[Sunday] 25 April the company resumed daily charter flights between Tel Aviv and Haifa by way 
of a 21-seat “Dakota” aircraft: the plane landed in Tel Aviv from Haifa and would fly back 
“tomorrow” (unclear if the meaning is on the 26th, the day of the press report for it to be “daily”, 
or on the 27th). The purpose was “to ease transportation between the two cities”, in this period 
of warfare on the roadways. 

 
This is a matter of great significance for postal history because we learned earlier that the [periodic] carriage of mail was 
one of the conditions the Mandate ‘Department of Civilian Aviation’ stipulated when issuing “Aviron” its license to fly, in 
December 1947; we also have examples of mail posted from one city to the other but actually postmarked in the city of 
destination. I addressed this phenomenon in an article on the Haifa head post office in April-May 1948, which found 
that the sorting office in Haifa apparently ceased operating in mid-April, that mail from Nahariya during the Mandate 
postal service period (eg. up to 2 and 6 May 1948) was being postmarked in Tel Aviv rather than Haifa, and that non-
Nahariya originating mail of the types shown below – without any signs of being privately couriered, such as vertical 
folds – are likely examples of flown mail by way of this new inter-city charter service exactly as occurred with “Palestine 
Airways” in 1938-1942:385 
 
On the left is a cover on “Haaretz” newspaper postal stationary, imprint return-addressed to Tel Aviv, and addressed to 
the newspaper’s post office box in Haifa – postmarked in Haifa (as per the interim “split ovals” type postmark it was 
posted at the head post office; per unsourced information in the specialist literature, from 10-14 May, but based on 
new findings in my research it may date from 6-14 May); on the right is an interim period (2-14 May) cover sent from 
Ata Textiles in Haifa to a transport company in Tel Aviv – postmarked in Tel Aviv, and the return address pencil-
amended “Tel Aviv Main Post Office” but retaining the imprinted post office box details from Haifa. 
 

   
 
The critical point here is that this regards civilian mail during the Mandate era likely carried by civilian aviation (the 
“Aviron” company) under the control of the Mandate authority. My cited article shows mail from Nahariya during the 

                                                           
385 Alex Ben-Arieh, “Legalized Taxi Mail and the Hidden History of the Haifa Head Post Office in April-May 1948”, in JerusalemStamps Bulletin #1 
p.24-55: https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf  

https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf
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Mandate postal administration era, with the possibility that it was either sent by taxi or by air (likely depending on road 
conditions day by day); the fact that the two examples above are from the interim postal administration is 
notwithstanding – civil aviation was still under Mandate control even if the mail was now under the control of the 
interim administration.  
 
Nevertheless, domestic civil aviation ended by the time Israel declared her independence and was invaded by foreign 
Arab armies. As such, the matter of flown civilian mail by civilian aviation is closed and irrelevant for us from this period 
onwards; for proof of this we can refer to our entries by date in the chronology laid out earlier: on 14 May Hanna Even-
Tov wrote to the postmaster general, Zvi Prihar, to complain that air service had not been provided for the Jerusalem 
postal service “as promised” in a directive of his from 5 May; on the 26th her counterpart in Tel Aviv, Zeev Sherf, noted 
that “It’s hard to criticize the air service: they are very burdened with critical missions”; on the 27th she wrote to a 
correspondent that air service is entirely in the hands of the Army and the Jerusalem Secretariate is powerless to 
influence its use. All this serves to underscore the highly influential and misleading interpretation of Even-Tov’s inquiry 
to Zeev Sherf of 9 May, on which days air service could be expected to carry mail from Jerusalem: the mere question 
does not imply the actual implementation. 
 
What the existing postal history narrative about Jerusalem relates to, is the carriage of mail by the pre-State army 
during the Mandate era and the subsequent Israeli army during the Israeli State era. Here, quite separately from the 
flying of mail originating in the civilian postal stream we have some examples of mail transported (illegally) by the army 
outside of the postal stream during the Mandate era:  
 
At left, pre-dating the establishment of the different air squadrons, is a 23 January 1948 flight log of an Auster airplane 
detailing its activities and observations in the Negev that day, mentioning the “throwing of newspapers” over the 
settlement of Tkuma at a height of 1500 [feet?] at 10am, again at 1055am at a height of 500 over Halutza, again over 
Hatzerim at a height of 500 at 12pm, and again over Shaar HaNegev and Nir Am at 500m at 1235pm.386 Note that the 
improvised “air mail” there is limited to newspapers only.  
 

 
 
On the right is a 11 April 1948 dated weekly summary of aerial activities by the 1st Squadron for 4-10 April, prepared by 
the intelligence officer of the squadron: it carried out 245 sorties totaling 164 flight hours, of which 12 were combat 

                                                           
386 Reproduced in “The Postal History of the Transition Period Israel 1948: Vol II The Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services, Part 2” by Zvi 
Shimony, Itamar Karpovsky & Zvi Aloni, p.156 
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related, 31 were reconnaissance inspections and photography, 99 were for communications purposes and the transport 
of passengers and cargo, and 22 were for training and maintenance. In this period the squadron carried 5485 kilograms 
of weapons and ammunitions, 750kg of food, and 100kg of mail – but the report also mentions that the squadron 
operated also outside of its zone, at Yavneel, Naan and the Negev, in addition to supporting the activities of “Operation 
Nachshon” in the Jerusalem corridor.387 Indeed we see mention of the carriage of mail but a) not necessarily related to 
Jerusalem (certainly not from Jerusalem – as the airstrips there did not yet exist), and b) a low quantity relative to the 
apparent 6300kg capacity of the sorties.388 We also don’t know from the reference if “mail” included letters or if this 
was also “newspaper drops” as above. 
 
With these observations as a segue, what lies before us now is to examine the postal service of the Haganah / Israeli 
Army and assess whether it did indeed fly mail on a regular basis from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv, as the existing narrative 
posits, and whether the various ‘classes’ of mail outlined earlier in this section were indeed flown. 
 
 

B. A Revised History of the Early Period of the Army Postal Service 
Approaching the subject of Israeli military mail in the period of the War of Independence we come across an 
extraordinary circumstance: there is no accurate or remotely reliable account of the postal services of the Haganah or 
its successor, the Israeli Army, and very few documents are available for the critical early period of the War. What we 
have are a clutch of articles written by philatelists based on mail in their possession, or the three articles by Kanner and 
Spiegel in the BAPIP bulletin from 1961 which are often considered to be the cornerstone of research on the subject – 
except that their article, even if based on documents, lacks citations and so in many instances does not hold up under 
critical examination.389 More disarmingly, the late chief historian of the Israeli Army’s Communications Corps, 
Lieutenant-Colonel Gabi Sarig (Rosenzweig; 1928-2008), who wrote a pioneering article about the army’s postal service 
in the war (1972), himself based most of his piece on Kanner and Spiegel’s work, commenting that virtually nothing was 
published or known (even to himself) about the service until the Hebrew translation of their articles appeared in 1962.390 
 
Similar to our inquiry above into the “siege on Jerusalem”, when we approached Dov Yosef’s personal account “Faithful 
City”, which appeared to address precisely our subject as written by a person who should have known everything there 
was to know about the city’s situation – but found to be replete with inaccuracies and missing information, here too on 
the subject of army mail we have a historiographical problem with another apparent gift, Colonel Daniel Rosenne’s new 
2022 published book “The Stag in Uniform: IDF Military Post, 1948 to 2015”,391 which should cast light on our subject 
but for our specific period is very short and influenced by the perspective of the existing literature which emphasized 
the primacy of postal mail over telecommunications392 (though in our chronology above we began to see evidence to 
the contrary); it is partially based on secondary sources like Kanner and Spiegel with partly misinterpreted (see just 
below) and even misleading documentation393 – and mixes events and statistics from different periods of the army and 
its postal service, leading overall to an inaccurate history of its operation in the War. Most critically he writes that “from 
mid-May 1948 mail to Jerusalem began to be transported by airplane, twice a week” – and cites generally a certain 
archive file whose only relevance to that point is the cited 9 May telegram from Hanna Even Tov to Zeev Sherf, inquiring 
on which two days of the week mail can be expected to be flown (and whose implementation, we already observed, 
never occurred).394 This is not to diminish Rosenne’s work, being as he is the chief historian of the Communications 

                                                           
387 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” (Ibid) p.298 
388 100kg of mail is about 3.6 bags of mail, or 10,800 letters: extrapolated from information by Avraham Renan, in charge of the interim Jerusalem 
postal service - see p.34 of archive file ISA-no-no-0007e8c https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854 (18 bags = 500kg); the number of 
letters per bag is based on an estimate of 3000 provided by Avraham Renan, in a proposal for the establishment of postal service in Jerusalem, 
dated 5 May 1948 – replicated in JSPS, ibid, p.299-300. Compare this to Renan’s estimate of 450,000 letters a day transiting Jerusalem alone. 
389 Kanner and Spiegel themselves mention this problem, citing an article in the BAPIP bulletin by Dr. E. Rachwalsky in 1953 (followed by a number 
of subsequent additions and corrections), and an article by "M.B." in The Holy Land Philatelist (#56-57) in 1959, based on "official data" but still 
yielding "general information" on the operation of the army postal service. Kanner & Spiegel (Ibid), BAPIP #35 p.5. 
390 Lieutenant-Colonel Gabi Sarig, “The Army Postal Service in the War of Independence” (שירות הדואר הצבאי במלחמת השחרור), in Kesher ve 
Electronica journal, series 74 volume 7 part 2, December 1972; p.45-51. See 
http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Gabi_Sarig_Kesher_Velectronica_Articles_1.02.pdf, p.40-46. 
  pdf - Google Drive.הספר הצבי במדים The_Stag_In_Uniform_1.0 דניאל רוזן, "הצבי במדים":  391
392 Rosenne “Stag” (Ibid), p.6 + footnote #4  
393 Some of which comes directly from retrospective archival sources which attempt to portray the chaotic period of the posts in 1948 in a more 
optimistic and positive light than it was, and which themselves mix information from various periods thus distorting the accuracy of their own 
narratives, as used by Rosenne from here (“Survey of Activities by the Department of Posts, Telegraph, Telephone and Radio from the day of its 
Foundation 15 May 1948 until December 1948” – archive file ISA-PMO-PMO-000w8i5), p.15-23 of file 
http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/kinon.pdf . This is a problem I referred to in my article on the registered mail service in Israel 
in JerusalemStamps Bulletin #2 (https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin002.pdf) p.95 
394 Rosenne “Stag” (Ibid), p.6 + footnote #5 

http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Gabi_Sarig_Kesher_Velectronica_Articles_1.02.pdf
https://drive.google.com/file/d/18Sf__ezIOosAgsZQIJIOAPTGKhoHJKxD/view
http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/kinon.pdf
https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin002.pdf
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Corps395 with a prolific catalogue of published works and documentary discoveries, but here specifically in our subject of 
meticulous investigation his narrative’s utility (and Sarig’s cited above) is limited and, as with Yosef’s book, must be 
leveraged carefully where its own unique information is useful.  
 

In light of Rosenne’s otherwise meticulous research across all of his publications we understand from his reference to 
Jerusalem “air mail” that he too did not find any documentary source for this except a) what Kanner and Spiegel 
wrote, without citation, and b) the implied reference to it by Hanna Even-Tov, which as we have subsequently 
learned in our chronology of 14, 26 and 27 May above did not actually materialize. Likely Kanner and Spiegel relied on 
that same document for the basis of their assertions, and with that “fact” now debunked, now from here we need to 
clarify the actual circumstances of army postal service with regards Jerusalem.  
 
This impression gains further credence from archival research by the philatelists Yaacov Tsachor and Stephen Rothman 
in 1989396 – possibly one of the most recent attempts to find source information specifically on the army postal service 
in 1948 Jerusalem – and they write, “Although Spiegel and Kanner indicate that all mail from APO #5 [the army post 
office in Jerusalem] prior to August 2nd [1948] was flown to Tel Aviv, we did not find any confirmation of this in the 
archives.”397 Tsachor and Rothman’s research took place almost 30 years after Kanner and Spiegel’s articles – and still 
they (no one) could find the source for the latters’ assertions. Nevertheless, even with partial documentation available 
they too concur with the prevaling narrative that “it is probable that most military mail was, indeed, sent by planes from 
Jerusalem”, though they concede “but it is quite likely that at least some of it went by messengers and convoys.”398 
 
Here we also need to be mindful of a subtle but critical point: the documents of Hanna Even-Tov refer to the civilian 
post; Rosenne and Kanner & Spiegel wrote specifically about the army and army post – these are two totally separate 
matters (which they mixed up, relying on documents pertaining to civilian post to write a narrative about the army 
post) and our examination here aims to adhere to this factual distinction. We will address all these matters here below. 

 
Confronting us is a situation where the existing literature has published and relied upon unattributed assertions about 
dates and events, making linkages between them and from those linkages, deriving conclusions; this in turn has led the 
literature (and the narrative which has arisen) to rely very heavily on circumstantial postal markings to make various 
assertions including that mail with Jerusalem was flown, and in some cases also mixing up the function of the ‘internal’ 
army postal service with that which serviced the soldiers themselves and in so doing misunderstanding the role and 
operation of each one specifically and misunderstanding postal procedure more broadly.  
 
One of the great flaws of the existing philatelic literature and narrative is that it seeks to base its history of civilian postal 
service with Jerusalem on the back of a conjectured history of the army postal service with Jerusalem, where it 
emphasizes the primacy of postal mail over telecommunications: if Jerusalem was “cut off” and “besieged”, there was 
no way to communicate with it; communications was vital for the military (obviously) and quick communications 
required fast transit – hence aerial transportation. It follows therefore that army communications were “flown” and 
civilians with special connections could also have their mail flown as “privileged civilian air mail”. 
 
Our chronology above already showed that Jerusalem was not “cut off”, at least not hermetically, and that land access 
to the city was possible throughout most of the period the postal history narrative claims that it was besieged; we also 
saw empirical indications that telecommunications overtook postal communications when mail transportation was not 
possible. In our survey of the air service we saw that its operational responsibilities were broad though its physical 
capabilities limited, calling into question – circumstantially at least – whether the air service / air force could really have 
been transporting mail on a regular basis between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv.  

Now we will address the operation and capability of the army postal service. 
 
In postal history and specifically in our study, accurate chronology of accurately documented events is key to 
understanding circumstances. 
 
We begin with an intriguing quandary: when did the postal service of the Jewish/Israeli military begin, and how did its 
development affect its operation? The Haganah was pre-State Israel’s main armed force and remained the “Haganah” 
after Israel’s independence (15 May), until the Israeli army was founded on 26 May (to begin absorbing the various 
                                                           
395 https://www.amutakesher.org.il/?CategoryID=280  
396 Yaacov Tsachor and Stephen L. G. Rothman “Jerusalem’s 1948 Army Post Office – Archive Documentation” in Holy Land Postal History (HLPH) 
bulletin #39, summer 1989; p.1030-1037 
397 Tsachor & Rothman, HLPH #39 (Ibid), p.1035 
398 Tsachor & Rothman, HLPH #39 (Ibid), p.1037 
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Jewish armed forces which existed in the country into a single unified armed force – the Haganah and its ‘elite’ branch 
the Palmach; the revisionist-Zionist ‘Etzel’ movement and the more radical ‘Lechi’ movement). The widely cited 
landmark 1961 articles by Kanner and Spiegel on the army postal service state that it was established on 20 May 1948, 
between the period when the military was called (and organized) as the ‘Haganah’ (plus the additional armed forces) 
and the establishment of a unified “Israeli Army”; they write further that the regional base ALEF in Tel Aviv began 
operating on 23 May while the regional base BET in Haifa began operation on 25 May.399  
 
Facing us at this starting point is the existing narrative’s array of various dates and periods during which Jerusalem army 
mail is alleged to have been flown on a regular basis:  

 in their landmark article on the army postal service, Kanner & Spiegel (1961) write that mail was flown from the 
opening of the army post office (#5) in Jerusalem around 4 June to 1 August 1948;400  

 in a later article (1962) on the “Menorah Club” the two write that mail was flown from at least 5 May until 10 
July;401  

 Yehuda Levanon wrote that that the ‘Marom’ airstrip in Rehavia operated from Friday 6 April until it closed on 
5-6 July, and that mail was flown from there;402  

 Yirmiyahu Rimon, cited at the beginning of this article, wrote that mail was flown between May and July 
1948;403  

 the cornerstone specialist philatelic book “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services” (JSPS) believes that mail was 
flown from as early as April, with the opening of the MAROM airstrip, until at least 30 June;404  

 and Zvi Aloni’s summary of the interim period cites April until 2 August – a compilation of the dates cited in the 
other sources.405  

 
We need to re-establish the historiographic foundations of the army postal service in order to understand how it 

actually worked and whether and how it also flew mail. 
 
 
i. The ‘Communications Service’ and the Internal Army Mail Service (“Doar Makamri”/”Doar Rishmi”) 
Here we are indeed aided by Rosenne’s new book which draws our attention to the existence of two separate types of 
“army mail” which existed in the period of the War of Independence:  

 The original kind of “army mail” was an internal, covert telecommuncations and mail network, established 
during the Mandate era when the Haganah was considered an illegal armed force by the Mandate authorities; I 
haven’t located an official formal name for it in its time: per Rosenne it has subsequently come to be called 
(perhaps even during the War of Independence) “Doar MaKamRi” (‘MaKamRi Mail’) based on the acronym for 
the Hebrew expression “Misrad Kesher Merchavi” – regional communications office ( מקמ"ר – משרד קשר

 in archive documents it appears to be called rather generically “official mail” (‘Doar Rishmi’) 406;(מרחבי

 The subsequent “army mail service” developed for the transmission of mail to and from soldiers was known 
literally in Hebrew as “Sherut Doar Zvai” or more popularly by its acronym “ShaDaTz”. 

 
Rosenne’s 2022 narrative may mix together developments of the internal “Doar Makamri” from different periods of the 
War of Independence but for our purpose we can rely on its basic outlines.407 This internal communications network 
was established over the years by Haganah’s “communications service” / “signals service” (‘Sherut Kesher’), the 
forerunner of the Israeli army’s ‘Signals Corps’, which was itself established by the High Command in late 1936. The 
“communications service” was initially tasked with establishing a nationwide network of radio communications, visual 
signals and pigeon mail.408 In time the sheer scope of communications activity by the “Sherut Kesher” encompassed the 
following methods: telegraph, telegram, beacons, visual signals, flag signals, signal lamps, heliograph, telephony, mail 
pigeons, radio broadcast, radio transceivers, transistors, wireless, morse code and more;409 the “Sherut Kesher” also 

                                                           
399 Kanner & Spiegel, Ibid, BAPIP #35 p.5 & 14  
400 Kanner & Spiegel, Ibid, BAPIP #36 p.8 
401 P. Kanner and Y. Spiegel "The Menorah Club Mail Service from Besieged Jerusalem - 1948" in BAPIP bulletin #41, December 1962; p.13/15 
402 Holy Land Postal History bulletin #8, p. 362/364 
403 Holy Land Postal History bulletin #8, p.374/376 
404 JSPS (Ibid), p.141, 143, 151 
405 Zvi Aloni “Minhelet Haam” (Ibid), p.116  
406 Rosenne “Stag” (ibid), p.143. In some archival documents, specifically those pertaining to Jerusalem, from May-June 1948 and later there are 
references to “Mak-im” ( ים-מק ), meaning “Misrad Kesher – Yerushalayim” (‘Communications Office – Jerusalem’). 
407 Rosenne “Stag” (ibid), p.8 
408 Daniel Rosenne “Communications Service of the Haganah” 2022 article at 
https://www.amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Haganah_Signal_Service_1.02.pdf  
409 Dr. Jacob Baal-Schem, “Battlefield Communicators for Jerusalem at 1948 and 1967 Wars”, Amutat Kesher, 2018; p.101-118. 
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employed various forms of encryption over its networks.410 Facilitating its infrastructure involved the covert acquisition 
as well as domestic manufacture of communication devices and facilities, and covert co-opting of Mandate postal 
service infrastructure – an entire area of activity (sub-industry) in its own right. And all this – separate from the activities 
of the ‘Palmach’, ‘Etzel’ and ‘Lechi’ which undertook their own communications activities. 
 
The Sherut Kesher, specifically in the War period, and especially from around April 1948 onwards also used runners 
(couriers) to carry messages and mail between military units of the battalions; these were vital in situations where 
telecommunications were not possible, but they also employed to reduce workload on the wireless operators (and 
likewise replaced by the use of wireless communication where the use of runners was not possible).411 

 
At left is a wartime illustration of what 
occupied the attention of the 
Communications Service – operational 
plans for the dispersal and positioning of 
military communications equipment in 
support of military operations, an 
example of many:412 above are 3 groups 
of 3-4 “MK-21” communication radios 
for each of 3 forward companies; at 
center is the combat headquarters acting 
as a central communications point; at 
the bottom is the rear base, the artillery 
and the rest of the brigade using a 
combination of “MK-19” and “MK-20” 
radios. 
 

 
The Sherut Kesher’s role was so vital that the Yishuv 
employed its services in virtually every aspect of the its 
activities, from defense and security matters, to public 
information, to contact with covert activities abroad, 
encompassing intelligence eavesdropping, contact with 
facilitators of illegal immigration activities (“Aliya Bet”), 
overseas broadcasts and more. The Sherut Kesher was 
essentially a pre-State military and civilian, 
nationwide and international communications 
provider. The diagram at left of its organization from 
1937-1945 simply serves to illustrate the scope of its 
activities – and from 1945 onward into the War of 
Independence its functions and capabilities continued 
to develop and grow.413 It is not translated but its sheer 
complexity and integration underscores the service’s 
broad reach and central role. 
 
Although Rosenne has written about the Sherut 
Kesher’s history in other publications his 2022 history 
picks up the narrative specifically of ‘Doar Makamri’ 
from March 1948; nevertheless his book contains a 
remarkable document from 1947 in its appendix, left 
undescribed, but it helps shed light on the existence of 
the internal Haganah mail service. Dated 5 December 

                                                           
410 Daniel Rosenne “Communications Service of the Haganah” (Ibid) p.12-13: 
https://www.amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Haganah_Signal_Service_1.02.pdf 
411 See for example “100 Years of Communications” (100 שנות קשר) - Nir Sarig, Moshe Shamir & Avi Golan editors, Amutat Kesher, 2022; pages 
109, 117, 122, 126 - https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_A.pdf  
412 From “Operation Yekev” of 19 October 1948, illustrated in Daniel Rosenne’s compilation “Military Operations in Jerusalem In the War of 
Independence – Reports from Communications Officers” ( ני הקשרדו"חות קצי –מבצעים בירושלים במלחמת העצמאות  ), P.9 
413 Daniel Rosenne “Haganah” (Ibid) p.3 

https://www.amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Haganah_Signal_Service_1.02.pdf
https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_A.pdf


P a g e  | 201 

 
1947 and entitled “Communications”, it was issued by the command of the ‘Kiryati’ region, this being the Tel Aviv 
district;414 it details “a new method” of internal postal service and alludes to a preexisting service which it now replaces: 
 

“As of Sunday 7/12/47 the existing system of 
communication will cease and a new arrangement will 
enter use. In the city there will open 4 post offices which will 
work from 1700 to 1900.  
 
Every manager is to bring the mail by himself to one of the 
four offices closest to him between the hours 1700 to 1900. 
From the regional offices letters will be transferred to the 
“postal center” which will be open between the hours of 
1900-2100, and from there the letters will be distributed by 
a large number of liaison-men to the whole city, with 
central oversight over the distribution.  
 
In case you have an urgent letter after 1900 o’clock, you 
will be able to bring it to the “postal center” until 2100. 
After that time no more letters will be accepted.  
 
Security arrangements have been made that the letters will 
arrive the same evening to their destination; in case a letter 
does not arrive (incorrect address, the addressee is not 
found), it will be returned to you in a matter of hours. 
 
 

Office “Center”: Makal415 106, the Arab Institute, Montefiori 4 between the hours 1900-2100 
Office A: Makal 106, ditto, 1700-1900 
Office B: Makal 6, Strauss Building 
Office C: Makal 11, Tel Nordau school, Fishman street, the new house, 3rd floor 
Office D: Makal 105, the Religious school, Basel street across from the ‘Ahudut’ bakery, 3rd floor 
 
In order to ensure effective operation, a number has been assigned to you which you will have to write on each letter you 
send. Your number is ---------. Likewise do not write any address or name on the envelope, rather the number and the 
name on an enclosed slip. In case you have many letters you will be able to concentrate the names and addresses on one 
sheet. 
 
Note: The brigade and zone managers will come from the communications office to receive the mail.” 
 
I haven’t actually seen any mail of this type; the earliest internal army mail I have observed dates to February 1948 
and appears similar to mail of the type Rosenne ascribes to March 1948: 
 
A number of aspects of this newly introduced postal service will appear a few months later, in 1948, with the 
introduction of the ‘soldiers mail’ (“shadatz”) service. What may explain the possible discrepancy between the postal 
services described (and alluded to) in this document from December 1947 and Rosenne’s history dating the “doar 
makamri” to March 1948 is that this document appears to describe a localized, district-wide covert and internal mail 
service; Rosenne’s history subsequently describes “inter-unit” internal army mail. While both may technically be “doar 
makamri”, it may be that that conversion of the internal postal service to a Haganah-wide, nationwide service is what 
distinguishes between the two periods.416 
 

                                                           
414 Rosenne “Stag” (Ibid), p.71; “Kiryati” in this period was the codename for the Tel Aviv region, predating it’s use by the subsequent “Kiryati 
Brigade” based in Tel Aviv – reference: “The Stranger Cannot Understand - Code-Names in the Jewish Underground in Palestine” by Gershon & 
Aliza Rivlin, Ministry of Defence publications (1988), p.398 & “Kiryati Brigade” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%98%D7%99%D7%91%D7%AA_%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%99%D7%AA%D7%99 
415 The Hebrew acronym מק"ל which is likely something like ‘misrad kesher leumi’ – national communications office. 
416 Rosenne cites as his source a Haganah directive of 4 March 1948 entitled “General Regulations for the Exchange of Letters and their Like” 
( 8194במרץ  4כתבים וצורתם, ׳ההגנה׳/אג״ם/מת״ם, הוראות כלליות על דרכי חליפת מ ); “Stag” (Ibid) p.8 footnote 9 
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As he describes it, from March 1948 the “doar makamri” service began to take root by way of the network of 
communication offices which the Sherut Kesher had opened and the system of mail deliveries for the secure transport 
of mail between those offices.  
 
A “communications office” generally encompassed a number of geographical areas and included three components:  

 A “frontal office” with a ‘public counter’ where liaisons of the military units would deposit and receive their 
telegrams and mail; there was usually a series of mail cubbies, each designated to a different military unit.  

 A “back office” with a designated ‘work area’ which served as a mail sorting area, with erected mail bags for the 
sorting of mail to be sent between different “communication offices” as well as a series of mail cubbies for the 
sorting of mail to different military units serviced by that same communications office; that communications 
office would be responsible to distribute the mail for those associated units in the framework of its daily mail 
distributions. 

 An area set aside for handling telegrams, including a wireless-set room, a teleprinter room (in 1949), and a 
covert messages room. 

 
Rosenne may have had limited exposure to examples of postal history when he wrote his book: based on the 
appearance of internal army mail covers I have observed, there appear to be two types of (stampless) “internal army 
mail” – a) mail sent between high-level military offices, such as district- and brigade-level headquarters without 
transiting a “communications office”, and b) mail sent between lower-level military units through the mentioned 
“communications offices”; the former is more prevalent in the period prior to mid-May 1948, whereas the latter – 
scarce as it is – is observed from this period onward with actual unit- and communications office markings. 
 

  
 
In our earlier daily chronology of Jerusalem events, we observed Haganah mail sent from the headquarters in Jerusalem 
to its counterpart – the national high command – in Tel Aviv.  

 Above at left is the earliest dated internal army mail I have observed, from 26 February 1948, sent from the 
Haganah City Commander (David Shaltiel) to the commander of the “Moriah” battalion in the city (Zalman 
Mart), and it employs the same types of markings we saw in the chronology – dispatch (and arrival) markings 
effected by an illustrated handstamp of the relevant high-level office together with datestamps used in 
conjunction with “dispatch”, “registered”, and “received” instructional markings. These covers do not bear any 
“communications offices” handstamps.  

 On the right is the latest dated type of cover of this appearance that I have seen, from 17 May – here the 
reverse side of a cover sent “by air” from the “Haganah” headquarters of the Negev to the “Haganah” High 
Command in Tel Aviv, displaying the handstamps of both offices; in short order “Haganah” would be replaced 
by “Army”, from around 26 May when the Israeli Army was established. 

 
Another similar type of cover I have observed in this period is the following one, sent on 10 May 1948 from the Haganah 
headquarters in the Negev (backstamp) to the “Commander of the Reconnaissance Company” – carried by a “special 
runner” (special courier), with his handstamp on the front and back. Here we do see an early instance of an actual unit 
handstamp (rarely seen prior to mid-May), this being the framed and date-stamped “Negev Brigade” handstamp on the 
front (the “Brigade” designation taking over from the broader “Haganah Negev Headquarters” designation as on the 
illustrated handstamp: 
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Below is a “classic” example of lower-level internal-army mail from this period, here employing codenames and aliases 
as was the practice at this time: a stampless cover endorsed “Rush” (‘Dahuf’) at top left, sent from the “Mizrachi 
Department” of the signals corps in Jerusalem (handstamp on back) and addressed to “HaLevi” (possibly Noah Ben-Ami 
Lerman), this then being rerouted to “Maimon” (Zvi Zohar Friedman, associated with the Hagana’s intelligence service); 
the cover was registered at the communications office in Jerusalem (form handstamp on front) and dispatched by that 
office on 23 May 1948 (datestamp on right corner):417 
 

 
 
In May 1948 a communications office was opened at the High Command in Tel Aviv (the “Red House”), and in June the 
first “frontal” communications office was opened at Front A (‘Hazit Alef’) – the northern front, at Kibbutz Mizra.418  
 
Below is the High Command document of 6 May 1948 announcing the establishment of a communications office in 
Room 16 at its premises (the ‘Red House’ at 121 Hayarkon Street in Tel Aviv):419 the office would begin operating on 
Sunday, 9 May and would service the High Command itself. “All mail of the High Command will be sent by way of this 
communications office. The office will handle mail between a) the High Command and the Brigade-level staffs, b) the 
departments and services of the High Command, c) the High Command and external bodies.”420 
 

                                                           
417 Rivlin, “Stranger” (Ibid), p.147, 162, 280/80 
418 Rosenne “Stag” (Ibid), p.8  
419 For example “Red House” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%93%D7%95%D7%9D; the 
exact address is per “General Staff Orders 5708 (1948), booklet 3 - Quartermasters Corps” p.85 (p.323 of the file) here:  
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2311047 (000c0bw) 
420 Rosenne “Stag” (Ibid), p.72 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%93%D7%95%D7%9D
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2311047
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Rosenne displays (above right) a list of 11 numbered “regional communications offices” which he describes as the 
“Makamri organization by the end of the war” (though likely as late as mid-November 1949, based on his cited source) – 
where the communications office at the High Command (#8) was responsible for its overall administration, but a group 
of 6 “central communications offices” were collectively under the command of a “central communications commander” 
and 3 others were “frontal communications offices” (plus the High Command’s “communications company” at office #8 
and a “Negev Region communications office” [#3] in Beersheva). These numerical assignments (and locations) differ 
from the army post offices of the “Army Postal Service”, as we will see in the next chapter. Rosenne notes that it was this 
“central communications commander” of the group of 6 “central” offices, Captain Fabienne Natan, who after the war 
was charged with combining the “Makamri” communications service with the army post “Shadatz” service.421 
 
As noted above, Rosenne’s list likely post-dates the War period because we do not see actual numbered 
“communication office” handstamps (as we will with “soldiers’ mail” army post office APOs), rather what we see on mail 
are unit-specific “communications office” markings such as these from Jerusalem: from left to right – a 24 Oct. 1948 
dated “Communications Office – Battalion 61” handstamp with officer’s signature and below it a variant with the 
officer’s title “Communications Officer” in the center instead of a date-line; in the middle, a linear text “Communications 
Officer of the 62nd Battalion” handstamp with his signature, and below it a framed handstamp “Communications Officer” 
hand-dated 17 Nov. 1948; on the far right, a combination of linear-text and illustrated handstamp of the 
“Communications Office 6th Brigade” (with signature);422 a telegram received at the Jerusalem communications office. 
 

  
 

                                                           
421 Rosenne “Stag” (Ibid), p.9 
422 Daniel Rosenne’s compilation “Military Operations in Jerusalem In the War of Independence – Reports from Communications Officers” ( מבצעים

דו"חות קציני הקשר –בירושלים במלחמת העצמאות  ), P.10 (24-10-48), 12 (19-10-48), 14 (19-10-48), 17 (20-10-48), 19 (17-11-48) 
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Internal army mail is not often seen and likely the reason for this is its security-sensitively. One example is this cover 
from the “Military Police – Jerusalem District”, with its handstamp on the back; addressed to the “Military Police 
Brigade 10” (the “Harel” brigade). It was dispatched by a “communications office” on 27 March 1949 (partially unclear 
on the front) and processed 2 days later by the “Communications Office – MATKAL” at the high command in Tel Aviv. 
 

 
 
Another example is the following cover sent from the “Military Police – Brigade 6” (the retitled/reconstituted ‘Etzioni’ 
brigade in Jerusalem) to the “Headquarters of Front C / military police”, bearing the dispatching unit’s handstamp on 
the front and back (with officer endorsement on the front), and processed by the “Communications Office – Brigade 6” 
on 20 March 1949: 
 

 
 
Below is an example of a heavily re-routed internal-army cover from Nvember 1948, apparently sent from the 
“Transportation Service” whose boxed form handstamp is visible on the front, and addressed to the commander of a 
mobile force; we see additional “communications office” handstamps of the High Command and of “Front C”: 
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Rosenne’s history of the “Doar Makamri” in the period of the war ends with his comment, that with the establishment 
of the army (i.e. after 26 May), the “Doar Makamri” handled monthly about 8,000 telegrams and 40,000 pieces of 
registered mail (roughly a third of all the mail which passed through the system) – however this summation is 
misleading because the internal army mail service continued to exist until the present-day; although “solders’ mail” was 
instituted in May, at least during the period of the War the two army postal services were separate, and as such there is 
no significance to tallying a statistic for the internal army mail only until 26 May, for it continued to exist thereafter as 
well. 
 
If Rosenne’s book from 2022 is the only resource I have seen addressing the internal army postal service, its fairly scant 
coverage of 1948-49 is underscored by the following observation: every single history of the communications corps / 
signals corps of the War period which I accessed, does not address postal mail, but rather focuses on other 
communications channels, particularly telecommunications and pigeon mail.423 Indeed as per the personal recollections 
of a long-time member of the Communications Corps, Jacob Baal-Schem, writing about a drive with the head of the 
engineering department of the postal service in June 1948, “in this period and for a long time thereafter the main 
communications channel between units of the Haganah was the telephone, and therefore a close relationship existed 
between the Haganah and the management of the postal service, and for a certain period (in May 1948) the postal 
service was subordinate to the Sherut Kesher of the Haganah.”424 We will address that last matter a little further down. 

 

 
 
We will indeed see postal history of the “Doar Makamri” in the next chapters, but the very limited mention it receives in 
the annals of the history of the Signals Corps is indicative of its apparently low priority and importance in the scope of 
the Corp’s other activities. This is relevant for us to know because in Part II of this article where we examine and re-
evaluate postal history we will better appreciate the significance (or lack thereof) of internal army postal 
communications. 
 
 
ii. The Army Postal Service (“Shadatz”) 
We open this survey of the “army postal service” with a remarkable revelation – it was not part of the “Communications 
Service” (Signals Corps). Earlier we referred to the Communications Corps’ historian, Gabi Sarig, writing about the APS in 
1972 that its history was virtually unknown: he added that during the War of Independence it was not under the 
responsibility neither of the “Communications Service” (‘Sherut Hakesher’) of the Haganah nor of the Israeli army’s 
subsequent “Communications [Signals] Corps”; that it was an “anonymous” service run by members of the civilian 
postal service. He knew to write that the service in its wartime incarnation ended (“disbanded”) in June 1949 but at the 
time of writing he did not know to whom to assign the service or what became of ‘army mail’ thereafter.425 
 

 

                                                           
423 For example: Daniel Rosenne “Communications Service of the Haganah” 2022 article at 
https://www.amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Haganah_Signal_Service_1.02.pdf; Dr. Jacob Baal-Schem, “Battlefield Communicators 
for Jerusalem at 1948 and 1967 Wars”, Amutat Kesher, 2018; all of the compiled articles written by the Communications Corps historian, Lieut-Col 
Gabi Sarig, in http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Gabi_Sarig_Kesher_Velectronica_Articles_1.02.pdf; the seemingly 
comprehensive 1500+ page 2-part history of the Corps “100 Years of Communications” (100 שנות קשר) - Nir Sarig, Moshe Shamir & Avi Golan 
editors, Amutat Kesher, 2022 - https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_A.pdf and https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_B.pdf 
424 Dr. Jacob Baal-Schem “Jerusalem Signal Communicators in Israel Independence War”, Amutat Kesher (2013), p.134; a short biography is in “100 
Years of Communications” (100 שנות קשר) Part A- Nir Sarig, Moshe Shamir & Avi Golan editors, Amutat Kesher, 2022, p.3 - 
https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_A.pdf 
425 Lieutenant-Colonel Gabi Sarig, “The Army Postal Service in the War of Independence” (שירות הדואר הצבאי במלחמת השחרור), in Kesher ve 

Electronica journal, series 74 volume 7 part 2, December 1972; p.45-51. See 
http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Gabi_Sarig_Kesher_Velectronica_Articles_1.02.pdf, p.45. 

https://www.amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Haganah_Signal_Service_1.02.pdf
http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Gabi_Sarig_Kesher_Velectronica_Articles_1.02.pdf
https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_A.pdf
https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_B.pdf
https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_A.pdf
http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Gabi_Sarig_Kesher_Velectronica_Articles_1.02.pdf
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Rosenne, citing Kanner and Spiegel’s articles, writes that the army postal service was the responsibility of the 
Quartermasters Corps (the present day “Technological and Logistics Directorate”) – but their articles don’t state that. 
Nevertheless, Rosenne is correct although that piece of information had to be dug out independently from the 2-volume 
restricted-issue history of the Quartermasters Corps itself, and even then in relation to the sheer scope of the Corps’ 
responsibility in that time, the postal service receives virtually no regard in its official history.426  
 
Nevertheless the Quartermasters Corps was a suitable placement for the army postal service, being that the Corps took 
upon itself an array of activities, each of which in its own right merited becoming independent branches of the army: it 
originated as the “Department of Armaments and Economy” of the Haganah in July 1947, one of 4 branches of the High 
Command as it was reorganized then (the others being Manpower, Operations and Finance), and was renamed and 
reorganized on 1 February 1948 as the “Quartermasters Corps” (‘Agaf HaAfsanaut’ – “AGA” by its initials) under the 
command of General Yosef Avidar (shown below at right).427 Over the months into the War the Corps absorbed into 
itself and contained a number of vital services: armaments (development and maintenance), transportation and haulage 
(including the creation of armored vehicles), storage, equipment and supplies, veterinary services, animal transport 
service, and postal services. Below at left is the Corps’ initial organization on the eve of Independence, in May 1948.428 
 

   
 
With the location and oversight of the army postal service now confirmed we can make better sense of the few archival 
documents I have seen regarding the service’s establishment and operation.  
 

 
The first,429 from 26 March 1948, is a telegram from the 
“Department for Headquarters Administrative Tasks” (Makhlaka le 
Tafkidey Mateh - MATAM) of the High Command and addressed to 
“AGA”, the Quartermasters Corps, and reads: “Matter: Postal 
Service – It has been decided that your department is to establish a 
postal service for recruits. I ask that you prepare for me as soon as 
possible a recommendation for the structure of the service and an 
operational plan for the present stage, until the termination of the 
Mandate, and for the stage thereafter.” It’s signed by “Boaz” on 
behalf of the High Command – “Boaz” was the alias / codename for 
General Zvi Ayalon.430 

                                                           
426 Rosenne “Stag” (Ibid), p.10 & “The Quartermasters Corps and Logistics Network in the War of Independence” ( אגף האפסנאות והמערך הלוגיסטי

 restricted publication) by Zohar Levkovich, IDF publishing (1986), p.16-17 + “The Development of the Quartermasters Corps / במלחמת העצמאות 
and the Logistics Network of the IDF 1949-1966” by Zohar Levkovich (1988). 
427 Levkovich “War of Independence” (Ibid), p.43 
428 Levkovich “War of Independence” (Ibid), p.17 
429 Displayed in “Israel Military Mail: A Proposed New Terminology and Chronology” by Baruch Hurwich in Holy Land Postal History bulletin (HLPH) 
#45-46 (Winter/Spring 1991), p.246 
430 “The Stranger Cannot Understand - Code-Names in the Jewish Underground in Palestine” by Gershon & Aliza Rivlin, Ministry of Defence 
publications (1988), p.72 
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Evidently a proposal was slow to be forthcoming because we then see over a month later, on 3 May 1948, that the 
Haganah formally established a position for the Army Postal Service, calling it “Establishment #32/48” – this becoming 
its official “establishment number” (‘Teken’ in Hebrew) in army documents. The following document431 (on left) was 
sent by the “Department for Headquarters Administrative Tasks” (MATAM) by “Lapidot”, the alias for Matityahu Dagan 
(Kornfeld), who served as a member of the department and was in charge of publishing official notices from the 
Haganah/Israeli Army;432 it was sent to the Haganah’s directorates, brigades, corps and services and informed them of 
the APS’s establishment, reading: 

1) “The following military establishment will enter force as of the date of this notice. 
2) The establishment supply, transport and weaponry will be published by the AGA (Quartermaster Corps) 
3) The AKA (Manpower Directorate) will provide the manpower to supply the establishment personnel needs.  
4) This above cited service will be an independent budgetary item and AGA (Quartermaster Corps) will publish a 

notice about this in its own publication of orders and regulations.” 
 

  
 
The enclosed details of “Establishment #32/48” (above right)433 likely of the same date describe the Army Postal 
Service’s functions as two-fold, “To maintain postal service between members of the military in their various units and 
the civilian population in the country and abroad” as well as “To maintain postal service between members of the 
military in their various units and themselves”. Interestingly, on the second point, the document here does not delineate 
the difference between its inter-unit postal service and that of the internal army postal service “Doar Makamri” – we 
will learn about that a little further below in our synthesis of the two postal services. It specifies that there will be: 

 1x headquarters staff for the APS, consisting of 7 members including 3 officers: a commander of the postal 
service, a deputy commander, an accountant, a chief clerk, 2 clerks and one driver;  

 2x bases [these being national regional bases], consisting of 12 members each including one officer: each staff 
included postal base officer, a sergeant, a squad leader, a clerk, a driver, and 7 privates;434  

                                                           
431 Displayed in “The Date of Establishment of Israel Military Postal Service” by Baruch Hurwich in Holy Land Postal History bulletin (HLPH) #45-46 
(Winter/Spring 1991), p.264 
432 Rivlin “Stranger” (Ibid), p.262 & “Matityahu Dagan” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%AA%D7%AA%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95_%D7%93%D7%92%D7%9F_(%D7%A7%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%A0%D7%A4%D7%9C%D7%93)  
433 Hurwich “Establishment”, HLPH #45-46 (Ibid), p.266 
434 In military terms, a “sergeant” (‘samal’) and a “squad leader” (‘mefaked kita’) are not officers though both need to undergo special training 
courses in commanding personnel to be eligible for those ranks; here, the “sergeant” is listed above the “squad leader”, suggesting that the squad 
leader’s rank is that of “corporal” – one rank below him. 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%AA%D7%AA%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95_%D7%93%D7%92%D7%9F_(%D7%A7%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%A0%D7%A4%D7%9C%D7%93)
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 8x army post offices [regional APOs], consisting of 4 staff members each – no officers or drivers: a chief clerk or 

sergeant, a squad leader, and 2 privates; 
 1x office for returned letters, consisting of 3 staffers but no officers or drivers: a squad leader and 2 privates 

 
Earlier we read from Kanner and Spiegel’s research that the army postal service began operating around 20 May – but a 
few weeks earlier an important preparatory stage took place: on 9 May the Quartermasters Corps issued mail box 
numbers to military units (called ‘KABA’ numbers as we will learn below) which had been prepared according to a list, 
these being numbers 145-226 (though some are missing in between).435 According to the document the list itself was 
secret and only the units on the list were notified of the mail box numbers. Of interest to us will be the numbers issued 
to the Etzioni Brigade in Jerusalem, here number 211 issued to the Brigade staff (headquarters) and to its 3 battalions 
212-214. The office receival handstamp dated 14 May is likely that applied by one of the units on this list – from the 
manuscript number at the top right, seemingly “169”, it’s the Supply and Equipment Service Camp’s copy. 
 

  
 

The next document we know of pertaining to the establishment of 
the army postal service is this telegram (at left) dated 18 May, sent 
from AGA [the Quartermasters Corps] at the High Command to 
“Boaz” – Zvi Ayalon, informing him that “the army postal service 
will begin to operate on 20 May”.436 The signatures are unclear but 
the officer in charge of the APS throughout its existence in the War 
was Major Eliezer Matanya (Shenkar).437  
 
Though not illustrated in Kanner and Spiegel this telegram is likely 
the source for their information on the date of the start of the 
Army Postal Service. 
 

                                                           
435 Reproduced in “The Postal History of the Transition Period Israel 1948: Vol II The Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services, Part 2” by Zvi 
Shimony, Itamar Karpovsky & Zvi Aloni, p.180-181 
436 Displayed in “Israel Military Mail: A Proposed New Terminology and Chronology” by Baruch Hurwich in Holy Land Postal History bulletin (HLPH) 
#45-46 (Winter/Spring 1991), back cover 
437 Rosenne “Stag” (Ibid) p.10 & 66 
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Major Matanya – really Major Eliezer Shenkar as he is 
usually known – could easily be overlooked in history 
as minor cog in a large machine; a major in the Israeli 
army nowadays is around 27-28 years old, but 
Shenkar was actually a well-known and distinguished 
postal administrator; his brother Chaim worked at the 
government printing office in Jerusalem.  
 
Eliezer held a law degree from Palestine and served 
as a postal clerk in Jerusalem from 1926 before 
reaching the level of the postal administration in the 
city; in WWII from September 1942 he served in the 
British army in the Royal Army Ordnance Corps 
(RAOC) where he reached the rank of Major, and in 
May 1944 was appointed to be the postmaster 
general in Cyrennaica before being released from the 
Army in 1946; Shenkar also served as the PMG in 
Eritrea and the Dodecanese Islands in this period. 
After the War, in October 1945 he returned to work 
in Jerusalem and later served as the acting head 
postmaster in Tel Aviv until sometime in mid-1947. 
Shenkar served as the head postmaster of Jerusalem 
before being appointed to the equivalent position in 
Tel Aviv, in February 1948, though evidently he 
resumed being the HPM in Jerusalem before again 
being appointed to the same position in Tel Aviv, in 
February 1961.438 
 
The significance of being aware of Shenkar’s 
biography is that he entered the Israeli Army postal 
service with over 20 years experience managing 
civilian and military postal operations; his adherence 
to procedure and regulation was assured. 

 
What is of interest here, and will be referred to again just below, is that the execution of a policy did not necessarily 
mean the outward appearance of it: the military unit postal numbers were issued on 9 May but as we shall see a little 
further below, these are not observed used on mail until at the first days of June; likewise the telegram’s statement that 
the postal service “will begin to operate on 20 May” does not necessarily mean that we will see outward signs of its 
activity on mail so quickly. 
 
Ironically, as it turns out from researching the press archives (clippings above), the establishment of the APS on 20 May 
was not actually a big secret: already in early July the editor of the Hebrew philatelic bulletin “HaBulai HaIvri” (‘Hebrew 
Philatelist’), Dr. G. Hesky,439 received confirmation of that fact from Shenkar himself when Hesky published press reports 
about the army postal service’s new registered mail service. 
 
Below is the organization of the High Command on the 1st day of Israel’s independence, 15 May 1948:440 listed across 
the top and then below in tabular format are the various cross-service Corps / Divisions assigned to the High Command 
– Operations (known by its Hebrew acronym, ‘AGAM’), Manpower (‘AKA’), Quartermaster (‘AGA’), Training (‘AHAD’), 
Finance (‘AKS’); at the bottom are the actual combat branches supported by those services, and themselves under the 
High Command – infantry brigades, artillery corps, navy, air force, engineering corps. In the table the Quartermaster 

                                                           
438 It is possible that “Matanya” was actually his wartime codename/alias as through to 1961 he is still referred to by the surname “Shenkar”. 
Sources: Haaretz – 25 Sept 1942, p.6; HaMashkif – 12 May 1944, p.6; HaBoker – 18 May 1947, p.4; Al HaMishmar – 12 May 1944, p.8; Haaretz – 18 
May 1947, p.4;  Davar – 12 Oct. 1945, p.8; Haaretz – 10 Feb 1948, p.4; Maariv – 17 Feb. 1961, p.32; Palestine Post – 18 May 1947, p.2. 
439 Not to be confused with the person who served as an advisor to Israel’s philatelic services in the late 1940s-early 1950s, Dr. Moshe Hezky 
(sometimes written as Hesky, but in Hebrew it seems to be a truncation for “Yehezkel” – ‘Hezky’, starting with the letter ‘chet’). 
440 Levkovich “War of Independence” (Ibid), p.57 
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Corps is indeed assigned the service of providing “Army Mail”; the ‘Signals Service’ (responsible for the internal army 
communications and mail service) is assigned to the Operations Corps. 
 

  
 
Around this time, 11 May, we have a tantalizing reference to private “soldiers mail”: at the end of that day’s issue of 
“Etzioni Brigade Staff Orders” (#15), there is a notice regarding “Mail” and it reads “The registry center (AKA) [‘Agaf 
Koach Adam’ – Manpower Division] has received a letter for Uri Hermoni (originally Smolarsky), whose address is 
unknown”. The “registry center” was part of the Manpower Division, and became in time the Chief Adjutancy441 – its 
handstamps can been seen on army mail during the War in instances where a soldier could not be located at a given 
address and his details had to be rechecked at the registry center.442 We don’t know from the statement if the letter 
was sent by another soldier (within the army postal service) or from a civilian outside but the fact that there was a 
distribution system for soldiers’ mail and involving the manpower division, is revealing as we rarely see personal mail 
addressed to soldiers in this period (as these do not bear overt endorsements to that effect): 
 

 
 
 
On 20 May another event took place – as alluded to earlier in Jacob Baal-Schem’s recollections, civilian 
telecommunications came under the control of the army. This development helps us understand that there were two 
separate army communications services in existence (or about to exist at this time), and that indeed one was oriented 
towards telecommunications while the other to postal communications.  
 

                                                           
441 “Manpower Division” of the Haganah in Hebrew: http://www.irgon-haagana.co.il/Info/hi_show.aspx?id=47117&design=&levelId=59805&  
442 p.11 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330 (00108g7) 

http://www.irgon-haagana.co.il/Info/hi_show.aspx?id=47117&design=&levelId=59805&
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330
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The document at left was sent by Yitzhak Gasko of the ‘Sherut HaKesher’ in the 
name of “the Head of the [military] Communications Service” of the High 
Command to Zvi Fridburg, the Postmaster General:  
 
“I hereby inform you that as of today, 11 Iyar, 20 May 1948 at 15:00, the entire 
telephonic system is to be placed under the control of the Communications Service 
of the High Command. Please bring this to the attention of all postal managers in 
the country.”443  
 
Gasko (1908-1988) was the first “National Telephony Officer” (‘Katzin 
HaTelefonim Ha’artzi’ – ‘KATA’) still during the period of the Haganah’s ‘Sherut 
Kesher’, having earlier served as the telephony officer in Jerusalem.444  
 
 
 
 

 
An interesting aspect of Gasko’s title incorporating the word “national” (meaning its context “nationwide”) is that the 
postal unit numbers issued to the military units (in the cited list above and then also to others) were similarly issued to 
“National Security-Forces” (‘Kochot HaBitachon HaArtziim’ – ‘KABA’; the name meaning “nationwide security forces” 
not “national-security forces”) – the apparent designation of the post-Independence / pre-Israeli Army armed forces, 
but whose appellation remained the same in the framework of the army postal service throughout its wartime 
existence.445 The postal service was known as “Army Post” (‘Doar Tzava’) but the generic name for the units / bodies / 
bases it serviced were “National Security Forces”. 
 
Here we will pause our survey of the Army Postal Service and pick it up after the following section; the subsequent 
materials to add to our revised history of the APS are very specific to our investigation of Jerusalem flown mail and 
marshalling them here would only complicate the general history that we are trying to reconstruct. 
 
 
iii. Synthesis: The Army Postal Service and the Signals Service in Cooperation 
This juncture of our developing revised history is a good place to address the question of how the Communications 
Service (the Signals Service) existed in tandem with the army postal service. We observed earlier the heavy emphasis 
placed on telecommunication activity with regard the Communication Service, but we saw clear indications that its 
activities also involved postal mail, its transfer and delivery – how did this take place?  
 
Ironically the information we have comes from the very region of our investigation, the Jerusalem-based Etzioni brigade 
and the district’s military administration. The details are fragmentary but it’s possible to assemble a reasonably accurate 
picture of how both communications services operated through 1948, from June onwards. In many cases the 
information was published by Etzioni’s “communications officer” whose position was code named “Aloni”; in this period 
May-June, this was Ariel Amiad (nee ‘Klibner’; 1924-2005).446 The documents make reference to an authority called 
“Ma’ar” (מע"ר), an acronym whose meaning, based on its observed contexts, is likely “Command/er of Etzioni Brigade 
and Jerusalem District” (מפקד חטיבת עציוני ומחוז ירושלים) which would mean General David Shaltiel’s office / command 
as he was the commander of both in this period, until 2 August 1948;447 thereafter this position was held briefly by 
Moshe Dayan from around 2 - 23 August, and then from 24 August by Yitzhak Levi.448 

                                                           
443 p.28 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2410200 - 1948 Apr-Aug Matkal various documents (ISA-PMO-PMO-000w3ie) 
444 “100 Years of Communications” (100 שנות קשר) Part A- Nir Sarig, Moshe Shamir & Avi Golan editors, Amutat Kesher (2022), p.93 - 
https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_A.pdf 
445 Rosenne “Stag” (Ibid) p.11 footnote 21 
446 See “Aloni Documents” opening comments in http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/jerusalem.pdf and “Ariel Amiad” in 
Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%A2%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%A2%D7%93  
447 See for example the memorandums on pages 159 & 177 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp), issued by the 
Ma’ar and signed by “Commander of the District and Jerusalem Brigade” (מפקד מחוז וחטיבת ירושלים) and “Jerusalem Brigade in War of 
Independence” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%98%D7%99%D7%91%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%

AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA. Another clue that Ma’ar is Shaltiel and his office is derived from the telephone line listings in 
this document (https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332, online file reference 000ba4j): it lists certain key personnel by name, including 
Moshe Dayan and Dov Yosef but Shaltiel is not listed. As long as the administrative structure in Jerusalem predated Yosef’s appointment as Military 
Governor, there was a phone listing for “Ma’ar”, but once appointed such that listing disappears from the lists. 
448 See pages 90 & 69 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2410200
https://amutakesher.org.il/hundred-years/Part_A.pdf
http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/jerusalem.pdf
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%A2%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%A2%D7%93
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%98%D7%99%D7%91%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%98%D7%99%D7%91%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
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What we have been calling “Doar Makamri” – mail sent between the ‘regional communications offices’ of the 
Communications (Signals) Corps – is a series of communication types (defined in the documents as “mail or telegrams”) 
clearly suited for handling by an internal army mail service, where everything was defined as a matter of ‘priority’; 
priority regarding the type of mail, priority regarding the urgency of the mail, and priority regarding its degree of 
secrecy. To gain an appreciation of this we should be apprised of the 4 levels of “urgency” and “secrecy”:449 
 

Priority (lowest to highest) Urgency Secrecy 

1 “Regular”       (‘Ragil’ - רגיל) “Restricted”     (‘Mugbal’ - מוגבל) 

2 “Rush”            (‘Dahuf’ - דחוף) “Confidential” (‘Shamur’ - שמור) 

3 “Immediate” (‘Miyadi’ - מידי) “Secret”            (‘Sodi’ - סודי) 

4 “Urgent”        (‘Bahul’ - בהול) “Top Secret”    (‘Sodi BeYoter’ – סודי ביותר) 

 
With the degrees of urgency and secrecy in mind we can better appreciate the types of communication handled by the 
“Doar Makamri”, in this order of priority – from highest to lowest: 
1. Operational orders and authorizations –   “Immediate” urgency, and only in special cases “Urgent” 
2. Notifications about the enemy and his activities –  “Immediate” urgency, and only in special cases “Urgent” 
3. Orders and requests for urgent supply of equipment –“Immediate” urgency, and only in special cases “Urgent” 
4. Short reports about operations –    “Rush”, and only in special cases “Immediate” 
5. Administrative orders related to intelligence and operations – “Rush”, and only in special cases “Immediate” 
6. Other memorandums –     “Regular”, and only in special cases “Rush” 
 
The management of the army’s internal communications service was similar to traffic management on the roads, with 
the varying criterion serving as a traffic-light attempt to regulate the volume of ‘traffic’ affecting the communications 
offices: the same documentary source establishing the priority of communication by its type describes the 
communications flow as being from the brigades to the corps and vice versa, with the above prioritization being a 
necessary step to reduce the “heavy volume of work on the communications offices”, ensure quicker transmission of 
the communications, while attempting to limit the apparent overuse and misuse of the higher levels of urgency being 
assigned to the messages by their senders.450 Evidently the problem was severe enough that by August 1948 the misuse 
of the “urgent” priority would henceforth be reported to the army’s chief prosecutor.451 
 
The document requests that senders strive to use lower levels of priority endorsements on their messages, and that 
“Urgent” messages be limited to cases where they pertain to “sudden and expected developments which are liable to 
affect the positive outcome of an operation or for the urgent request for reinforcements” of various kinds. It further 
warns that the misuse of priority endorsements will lead the communications offices themselves to set the priority on 
their own. An intriguing garbled request, towards the end of the document, appears to request that the use of “regular 
mail” be avoided as much as possible – suggesting that this too was being used to transmit internal communications.452 
This document is reproduced in Appendix 4 at the end of this article. 
 
There are a number of interesting procedural regulations of pertinent to postal history research: 

 As regards the sending of mail (I quote the word “letters” as used in the document, as distinct from the “mail”),453 
 “letters” sent from military units to the “Ma’ar” had to be stamped/signed off by either the unit commander, his 

deputy or the adjutant;  
 “letters” from departments of the “Ma’ar” had to be stamped/signed off by the department head or his deputy; 
 but “letters exchanged” between the quartermasters and ‘Halamish’ [the Supply Service of the Etzioni 

Brigade]454 or between the intelligence officers and ‘Hashmonai’ [the alias for Yaakov Eini, the intelligence 
officer of the brigade]455 and its representatives are exempt of this regulation.  

  

                                                           
449 The earliest actual definition of the levels I found is this document from 11 August 1948, although the terms are seen used much earlier - p.38-
40 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
450 Document dated 27 June 1948, p.62 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
451 From “Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #32” of 4 Aug 1948, regulation #343; p.25 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 (000brjb) 
452 Document dated 27 June 1948, p.62 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
453 From “Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #25” of 22 June 1948, regulation #241; p.69 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 (000brjb) 
454 Halamish’s meaning being derived from its contextual use, eg. receiving additional water supplies for the district’s units & appointing a 
quartermaster for water supplies): Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #15 of 11 May 1948, Order 172, p.7 of file 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330 (00108g7) - see also p.77; units ordering ‘small Talits’ for religious soldiers: Etzioni Brigade 
Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #26 of 30 June 1948, Order 262, p.121 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
455 Rivlin, “Stranger” (ibid), p.206 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463


P a g e  | 214 

 

 As regards the addressing of mail (here too the word “letters” is used): 
 What the regulation terms “official letters”, are not to be addressed to the headquarters staff officers by their 

aliases but rather addressed only to the “Ma’ar” itself; 
 If there are contents in the letter of a private/personal nature (‘Prati’ - פרטי), the letter should be addressed to 

the relevant officer by his alias with the additional endorsement “Private” (personal); 
 Letters not complying with these regulations will be returned to their senders;456 likewise with “secret” and “top 

secret” registered letters not being so endorsed.457 
 In time, by August, another regulation was issued requesting that mail not be sent using overly recycled 

envelopes – on account of the sheer multiplicity of addresses causing confusion with their processing; recycled 
envelopes were no forbidden per se, only that they not bear many invalid addresses on them. 

o In an apparent amendment from November, it was stated that any reused envelope (with an economy 
savings address label affixed) had to have its prior addresses and postal markings erased or 
obliterated.458 

 The same regulation now also requested that mail addressed to headquarters offices include the word 
“Jerusalem” wherever the intention was for the district’s headquarters (as opposed to the actual High 
Command, in Tel Aviv).459 This regulation reflects new changes in the organizational structure of the army, 
which we will read about just below. 

* As the expression “official letters” or “official mail” appears often in documents pertaining of the internal army 
communications service – without actually being distinguished from other types of mail – that expression may in fact be 
a byword for “internal army communications postal mail”. 
 
From various sources we also gain a picture of how “Doar Makamri” mail was transported:  

 by mid-July there were 4 daily mail pickups and deliveries of “regular official mail” between units and the 
“Communications Office - Jerusalem” – at 0730, 1100, 1700 and 2030.460 

 Later that month there was an additional amendment, whereby as per an arrangement with the [main] 
“communications office” in Tel Aviv, “regular official mail” of the “Ma’ar” would be sent to Tel Aviv twice a week (on 
Mondays and Thursdays), and letters endorsed as “Urgent” and “Immediate” would be specially sent even outside 
of these days. 

 “Registered” letters were to be so endorsed on the top-center [on the front], and on the top left side, the 
registry number; the absence of these details would prevent the Communications Office from tracking the 
letter.461 

The implication seems to be that by this time the Tel Aviv communications office was the main office throughout the 
“Doar Makamri” internal mail system, and likely the reference is to the ‘High Command’ (MATKAL) office. 

 Another document from November sheds more light on the manner of mail collection and delivery – this being done 
4x times a day at the battalion- and institutional-level, by motorcycle couriers of the Communications Office. This is 
to say, the mail was not collected at the brigade-level at one central location but rather assembled by each battalion 
(the main sub-unit of a brigade) or relevant district institution. 

 Additionally at this time there was also a daily transport of mail from the district Communication Office to 
the Central Front Command and General Staff in Tel Aviv (as 12:00 noon), carried by a “mail car” (unclear if 
of the civilian postal service or the army), and that for this transport the mail to those locations had to be 
assembled at the Communications Office by 11:00.462 

The above cited documents (the relevant portions thereof) are displayed in Appendix 5. 
 
Between July and September the Israeli Army underwent major organization changes. I express this broadly and vaguely 
because for this article it wasn’t necessary to delve deeper into the matter and the basic changes can be gleaned from 
the documents I accessed. This is useful information to know because a) it gives context to changes we observe 
documented in the files, and b) it helps explain the continued operation of the internal “Doar Makamri” and the “Doar 
Shadatz” army postal service. 
 
A key change in the military forces in Jerusalem was the belated formal mass induction of its servicemen into the Israeli 
Army: although the “Israeli Army” was established on 26 May, it appears that servicemen in the Jerusalem district were 

                                                           
456 From “Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #22” of 8 June 1948, regulation #211; p.92 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 (000brjb) 
457 From “Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #34” of 10 Aug 1948, regulation #365; p.15 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 (000brjb) 
458 Document of 8 November 1948; pages 8-11, specifically p.11 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
459 Document of 10 Aug 1948; p.41 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
460 From “Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #28” of 13 July 1948, regulation #293; p.50 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 (000brjb) 
461 From “Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #31” of 27 July 1948, regulation #332; p.39 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 (000brjb) 
462 Document of 8 November 1948; p.8-11 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) - displayed in Appendix 7 
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not formally listed as members of the “Israeli Army” until late in July, and then this carried out merely by way of 
administrative classification of servicemen according to prepared lists of registered solders in the district; the 
classification as members of the Israeli Army entitled the soldiers to various benefits whereas those not so classified 
either received fewer benefits or were required to undergo formal induction.463 
 
Although the ‘Etzioni brigade’ is often referred to as the 6th brigade in most histories, these were organizationally two 
different units – the former was disbanded in order to form the latter. These changes occurred as part of a broader 
change in the structure of the army from hodge-podge semi-improvised brigade-sized units formed prior to Israel’s 
independence under the Hanagah’s High Command, to a more professional, uniform and organized structure under a 
unified army high command. 
 
The Etzioni brigade was not so much disbanded as it was dis-assembled and reconstituted according to new army-wide 
organizational pattern: many of Etzioni’s component units were transferred to the newly established “6th Brigade” and 
the “Jerusalem district” command, where a new local High Command-level ‘Manpower directorate’ was established 
under a new local branch of the ‘High Command’, expressed as “High Command – Manpower Directorate (Jerusalem)” 
(‘MATKAL/AKA’ (Jerusalem) – )(מטכל/אכא )ירושלים as observed on documents from this period. All transfers of 
personnel between the Brigade and the District, or even outside of the district, required now the approval of the local 
Manpower Directorate of the High Command.464  
 
Within this reorganization Etzioni’s communications service unit was assigned to the new 6th Brigade’s and District’s 
headquarters staff, and this new headquarters-level communications staff was to establish liaisons at each the brigade’s 
battalions (the subsequent capital unit below the brigade level).465 
 

 
 
The first clue we have of this change comes from a 19 July 1948 document (below, left) – here issued by the newly 
formed and entitled “6th Brigade” – informing that the codename “Aloni” for the brigade’s “communications officer” has 
been “cancelled” and that as of that date all inquiries pertaining to communications (internal and army mail) should be 
directed to the “6th Brigade communications officer”. The issuing department of this order is the communications 
[department] here now assigned to ‘AGAM’, the Operations directorate [of the brigade] – a sign of the new army-wide 
restructuring.466 Note that its assignment to the Operations directorate is exactly as per the organizational structure of 
the Israeli Army’s own ‘High Command’ (‘Matkal’) on the 1st day of independence – displayed above.  
 
Another memorandum (below, right) from the 27th is more intriguing – issued by “Aloni” on the subject of “Army Mail” 
(i.e. not the internal mail), it states that as of this date “Aloni” is not to be approached on matters regarding the army 
postal service and that instead all inquiries should be directed to straight to the army post office at the central post 
office building. It’s issued by the “brigade communications officer” with the alias “Aloni” as the signature.467 
 

                                                           
463 From “Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #31” of 27 July 1948, regulation #329; p.37-38 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 
(000brjb) - more details about the procedure are listed there 
464 “Orders of High Command/Manpower Division – Jerusalem, bulletin #7” of 10 September 1948, regulation #21 & Bulletin 5 of 31 Aug., 
regulation #10; p.40-41 & 60 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
465 “Orders of High Command/Manpower Division – Jerusalem, bulletin #5” of 31 August 1948, regulation #18; p.63 of 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
466 Document of 19 July 1948 – “Aloni” codename cancelled; p.50 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
467 Document of 27 July 1948 – “Aloni” no longer the liaison person for army mail; p.63 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
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This brief survey of organizational changes in the army, and in Jerusalem in particular, helps us better understand the 
following 11 August 1948 document pertaining to the Army Postal Service.468 Issued by the 6th Brigade’s 
Communications Service headquarters staff, it is entitled “High Command Orders” and addresses newly instituted 
priorities set for the urgency and secrecy of mail – specifically in regards to the army postal service, and exempting the 
“Communications Service” from these regulations.  
 
As it is expressed, it appears that identical levels of urgency and secrecy were now instituted at the army postal service, 
thereby bringing it into line with the existing prioritizations used within the “Communications Service”. Nevertheless the 
document is written in an oblique way, where in a number of places it appears to be directed rather to the attention of 
the Communication Offices of the Communications Service itself rather than to the army postal service, making the 
reading of this document confusing in places. It may be rather, that the information presented was originally intended 
for the use of the Communications Service and has here now been made known to the Army Postal Service as well, for 
the benefit of their knowledge. In any case the regulations and criteria are more detailed here than in other referenced 
documents so for the purpose of our article and postal history research in general, the document is worth summarizing 
below (this original is displayed in Appendix 6). 
 
There were set 4 levels of urgency, in rising degree: “Regular” (‘Ragil’ - רגיל), “Rush” (‘Dahuf’ - דחוף), “Immediate” 
(‘Miyadi’ - מידי), “Urgent” (‘Bahul’ - בהול), where: 
 
“Regular” is every mail item or telegram which is not marked/endorsed by any degree of urgency.  

 Every one authorized to send “official army mail” is authorized to send communications by this priority. 
“Rush” is every mail item or telegram endorsed by this expression.  

 Only an officer is authorized to use this priority of urgency. 
“Immediate” is every mail item or telegram endorsed by this expression.  

 Only an officer bearing the rank of a company commander or equivalent or higher is authorized to use this 
priority of urgency.  

 Battalion-level intelligence officers and commanders of “completely isolated” [cut-off] units are authorized in 
exceptional cases to use this priority of urgency.  

 This priority is reserved for materials concerning operations and materials which require immediate action 
which will “indirectly affect” operations. 

“Urgent” is every mail item or telegram endorsed by this expression. 
 Only officers bearing the rank of battalion commanders or equivalent or higher are authorized to use this 

priority of urgency. 
 Brigade-level intelligence officers, commanders of “independent units which are completely isolated” [cut-off], 

and staff officers of High Command directorates are authorized in exceptional cases to use this priority of 
urgency. 

 This priority is reserved for materials “whose absence will impact the course of operations, the course of battles 
or contact with the enemy; and to call for help”. 

 

                                                           
468 Document of 11 Aug 1948; pages 38-40 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
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Senders were of course asked to use the lowest possible priorities for the dispatch of the communications, and were 
further informed that “the degree of urgency assigned to a telegram or letter determines only the speed with which it 
will be transported and not the speed with which the receiver will react or respond to it.” 
 
At the moment a priority of urgency is affixed to a telegram or letter, the assigned officer will sign his name next to the 
endorsement and will indicate his function and rank. The duty sergeants of the communication offices must check if the 
rank of the officer entitles him to set the priority indicated, and where the rank is insufficient they must inform the 
sender of this and request that he obtain the signature of a suitably ranked officer. In cases where an officer has set a 
dispatch priority which he is not entitled to request, the communication office duty sergeant is authorized to report this 
to his superior officer at the communications office, and that officer will file a complaint with the commander of the 
transgressing officer. 
 
Communications marked as “Rush”, “Immediate” and “Urgent” should be sent by courier to the Communications Office 
and it is forbidden to wait until members of the Communications Office come to collect other mail items in order to 
then take advantage of the visit to give them these higher priority items to take. 
 
As regards the priority of ‘secrecy’, here too the same existing 4 levels were used - “Restricted” (‘Mugbal’ - מוגבל), 
“Confidential” (‘Shamur’ - שמור), “Secret” (‘Sodi’ - סודי), and “Top Secret” (‘Sodi BeYoter’ – סודי ביותר): 
 

 “Restricted” - material whose exposure is permitted to all members of the army, but only to members of the 
army [i.e. not civilians employed by the army, etc.]. All army materials not otherwise endorsed is considered to 
be “restricted”. This is material which should be stored in files in locations which are not accessible to civilians. 

 “Confidential” - material which is not directed to all ranks. Only a clerk bearing the rank of sergeant and higher 
is authorized to see this material and to handle its contents, and the unit commander [unclear which] will 
determine who must and is authorized to see the material. The material should be stored in files in locations 
which are not accessible to other ranks. 

 “Secret” - only a unit officer, not a seconded officer, is authorized to see the material and to handle its contents. 
The unit commander will determine which officers must and are authorized to see the materials. If there is a 
reason to bring the contents of the material, in part or in their entirety, to the attention of other ranks, that 
officer will do so without exposing the material to those interested in seeing it. It must be stored in a place 
which is not accessible to anyone apart from the unit commander and his office. 

 “Top Secret” - only the unit commander personally is authorized to see the material and to handle its contents. 
If he wants or if there is a need to pass the contents onward, in part or in their entirety, to a lower rank, he will 
do so without exposing the material. That portion must be kept in a place which only the unit commander can 
access. In special cases it is possible to mark communications as “Top Secret - For the Commander Personally”. 

 
Below we have an example of internal-mail (on requisitioned and army re-used OHMS Mandate postal stationary) sent 
from the Communications Office of Front C (boxed form handstamp on front) and addressed to the headquarters of that 
Front; the cover is handstamp endorsed “Secret” on the top left, and was processed by the Communications Office of the 
6th Brigade. 
 

 
 
Below we have an example of a reused internal army mail cover from April 1949: the front (at left) was originally 
addressed to an individual, Asher Peled, and endorsed as “Personal” (‘Ishi’) on the top left; it was sent by the 
Intelligence Service whose illustrated handstamp is on the left, and handstamp-endorsed as “Secret” (‘Sodi’) and “Rush” 
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(‘Dahuf’) on the lower-front. The dispatching unit’s handstamp is unit-officer signed as required for these levels of 
priorities. When the cover was reused and then addressed to the Government Secretariate (white label on back) without 
any urgency or secrecy priority endorsements, it was processed by the Army Postal Service (datestamp on top of front, 
the new “back”, see left image) – we will learn about this further below in this section. 
 

 
 
Unit commanders and security officers (where there are) will be responsible for the safekeeping of the materials in 
accordance to the regulations above. 
 
The communication offices will handle all material, except “Restricted”, as registered letters: the letters have to be 
marked with blue stripes [in the manner of a large ‘plus’ sign across the front, as done on registered mail] and it must be 
passed on from hand to hand only upon obtaining a “clear signature” of receipt for it. From this it would appear that all 
internal army mail except “restricted-secrecy” was automatically handled as registered, not ordinary, mail. 

 Material marked as “Secret” and “Top Secret” will, in addition to the above, also be stamped by wax seal and 
next to each signature of the receiving person “along the communication channels during the transit of the 
materials” it will be indicated the name and position of the signor. 

 Mail marked as “Top Secret - For the Commander Personally” must be sent by special courier who will find the 
commander, identify him and receive from him an official receipt. 

 
No one is authorized, based on his connections with the headquarters staff, to read materials which are not addressed 
to him. Only the sender and the receiver of the communication are authorized to decide who may read the material. 
The passing of information to military sources which are not authorized to receive it is an offense similar to the passing 
of information to civilians, and this is a serious violation of the military code of conduct. 
 
Regarding the writing of correspondence, it is forbidden to use names or aliases in messages. The proper procedure is: 

 for telephone communication, one must request the correspondent’s telephone number by way of his position 
and unit or just the name of the unit itself (except for a few telephone subscribers which are not assigned to a 
specific unit) 

 for telegrams: the address will be the unit's headquarters staff, such as “Givati” [infantry brigade] or “Matkal/ 
AGAM” (High Command - Operations Directorate). If the telegram is addressed to a specific person at the staff - 
his name should appear just after the serial number of the telegram in the body of the telegram, such as 
“FROM: Matkal/AKA [High Command - Manpower Directorate], TO: 7th Brigade KA/22 [the alphanumeric 
designation of one of the units of the brigade] to the attention of....” (except for certain people in the High 
Command or in other places, who are known by their own names). 

 for letters: the address will include the position and the unit. Letters which do not bear the name of the unit on 
the envelope will be returned to their sender. (For personal private letters the address will include the 
addressee’s name and unit). Every registered letter must bear the sender’s return address and time of dispatch 
on the top right corner along with his signature below the time. At the top of the envelope should be written 
“REGISTERED”.  

 This provision evidently omitted the need to also write the registry number on the cover, which was 
then reiterated in another issue of these regulations in November - with the additional term that this 
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applies also to mail marked “Secret” and “Immediate” (possibly implying that all degrees of urgency and 
secrecy required the registry number to be written).469 

 
The commanders of the units will submit to your Communication Offices the names of all the commanders in their units. 
 

With the prioritization endorsements and procedures now made 
known to the army postal service we can better appreciate the 
following document of 5 September 1948, which actually 
delineates the mail responsibilities of the Communications 
Service and of the Army Postal Service, and promulgates 
interaction between the two.470  
 
As with the document above this one too was issued by the 
Communications Staff of the Operations Directorate of the 6th 
Brigade, here entitled “Communications Office – Transfer of 
Official Mail” and reads:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The following are orders 10/12 of the General Staff dated 11 August 1948: 
 
Official Mail – Dispatch: 

A. The Communications Service, as of the date of this order, will transmit the following types of official mail: 
1) Official mail whose priority of urgency or secrecy is other than “regular”, as explained in General Staff 

orders 3/3 of 23 June 1948; 
2) Official mail other than that in term #1 above, and whose enclosure is not larger than 13x16 centimeters. 

 In an apparent amendment from November, this term now included the provision that the Maps Service 
and Photograph Service could send materials without restriction to their size or packaging, by way of 
the Communications Service.471 

B. The Army Postal Service will transmit the following types of official mail: official mail which is not included in 
term #A1 above, and –  
a) [official] mail whose enclosure is larger than 13x16 centimeters; 
b) [official] mail which is folded (not in an envelope) and packaged in a roll, or in packages on condition that 

term B’ of the General Staff Order 5/18 of 7 July 1948 (not including sub-provision #5) is fully adhered to; 
C. The official mail which is sent by way of the army postal service must not be stamped by the postal handstamp 

of the unit [the numbered triangular ‘KABA’ handstamp], and it is forbidden to write the postal unit number on 
the envelope of the dispatching or receiving unit. 

D. All the official mail which is handled by the Army Postal Service should be marked (ideally by a handstamp) with 
the words “Official Mail” 

E. When writing the address on mail only the name of the unit should be indicated, and its location must not be 
written. 

                                                           
469 Document of 8 November 1948; pages 8-11, specifically p.11 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
470 Document of 5 September 1948; p.27 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
471 Document of 8 November 1948; pages 8-11, specifically p.11 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
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Official Mail – Private Addresses: 
The Communications Office in Jerusalem ( ים-מק  – ‘MK-JM’ = Misrad Kesher Yerushalayim) will transmit mail to private 
addresses only if they are of a priority delivery and only if they are sent by a brigade commander, district commander or 
the Operations Directorate. For postal history research this is a critical point, because as will see in our evaluation of 
postal history in Chapter X, many covers bearing the MK-JM datestamp are described in the philatelic literature (and by 
philatelic dealers) as being ‘flown priviliged’ civilian covers – but as per the regulation above this cannot be. 
 

 In order that we have a brief example for this issue at this juncture, below we see a typical example of the sort 
of cover often misdescribed as “flown privileged civilian mail” handled by the ‘communications service’ (in 
Jerusalem) – a cover addressed initially to the ‘Palestine Post’ newspaper and then changed (in different 
handwriting) to the ‘Haaretz’ newspaper in Tel Aviv; with the cover being datestamped 22 May 1948 using the 
‘MK-JM’ initialed handstamp of the “Communications Office Jerusalem”, such a marking automatically invites 
this mis-evaluation of the cover as it presumable dates to the period of “the siege” on Jerusalem.  
 

  
 
Albeit our referenced regulation dates from August, but the Army Postal Service, responsible for mail to private 
addresses, existed from May; already at this juncture of our survey, we know such a cover to a civilian address – 
lacking any priority endorsements and officer endorsements and signatures (and postal markings of the civilian 
postal service, responsible for delivery) – could not have been carried by the internal-army mail service (and 
separately until now we have seen ample evidence that such a cover would also not have been flown). 

 
All the official mail from all the units which is addressed to private addresses will be transmitted by way of the Army 
post office [i.e. APO 5] or by way of the units’ couriers. 
 
The Communications Office in Jerusalem ( ים-מק  – ‘MK-JM’ = Misrad Kesher Yerushalayim) will transmit, as of the day of 
this order, only the mail which has been described in the General Staff orders mentioned above. The Communications 
Office will be severe in the fulfillment of the above regulations.  
 
Below is a reused cover, here sent from the “District Headquarters Jerusalem” (handstamp twice on back) and addressed 
to the “Administration Office of Front B”; the cover was dispatched by the “Communications Office – Jerusalem” (MK-JM 
handstamp) on 27 September 1948: 
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From around September the “Communications Office – Jerusalem” seems to have been replaced by the 
“Communications Office Brigade 6” as we observed above, dated after this period and seen on mail from October 
onwards. This was likely part of the army-wide structural changed we learned of earlier, coming into effect in September. 
 
As noted earlier the expression “Official Mail” in army parlance seems to be a reference to “internal army mail”, where 
here apparently for the first time, various types of this mail would now be handled by the army postal service. The logic 
of the conditions are somewhat confusing for what they exclude (or include) but broadly it appears that:  

 the Communications Service would handle any mail of a “non-regular” priority of urgency or secrecy, while the 
APS would handle all of the “regular” priority mail;  

 and the Communications Service would additionally handle “other” smaller sized mail (up to 13x16cm) while the 
APS would handle “other” larger sized postal items – although here it is unclear how or if these overlap with the 
priorities of urgency or secrecy noted above; 

 the Communications Service would handle mail to private addresses only if these were of the ‘highest’ military 
level as regards the sender; virtually all mail to private addresses would therefore be handled by the APS. 

 
Tellingly, “official mail” handled by the APS was not supposed to bear the triangular postal unit KABA handstamp of 
the military unit – as used by standard APS handled mail. In other words, the absence of these handstamps from this 
period onwards serves to indicate that the mail originated with the internal army communications service: 
 

  
 

 At left is an example of internal-army “official mail” (handstamp endorsed) sent on a reused cover: addressed to 
an administrative department at the ‘Kirya’ military and government complex in Tel Aviv, it was sent by the 
“Military Government in the Conquered Territories” (linear handstamp at left); was dispatched on 17 February 
1949 by the Army Postal Service via Army Post Office 3 in Tel Aviv. 

 
 At right is another “official mail” (handstamp endorsed) internal-army cover, here sent as registered mail 

(manuscript endorsement at top left): sent from the “SHEKEM” (Canteen Service) at the High Command and 
addressed to the commander of the 404th battalion, it was dispatched from Amy Post Office APO 3 in Tel Aviv on 
1 March 1949, and was issued a registry label of the same APO. The cover does not bear any special urgency or 
secrecy priorities and so was eligible to be processed by the Army Postal Service. 

 
Below we have an example of mail contemporary to the new procedure of interaction between the two army postal 
services, and it nicely also involves the Palmach, which in this period (prior to November 1948) was still a separate 
“army” from the national Israeli Army: this is a stampless “official mail” manuscript-endorsed cover; it is tied on the 
back by the emblem of the ‘Palmach’ with the additional manuscript endorsement “Jerusalem” – its apparent origin, 
and it is addressed to an Eli Ron at the “Communications Department” at army postal unit (KABA) 222 – the 5th 
Battalion of the Harel brigade. The cover is inter-unit mail – but here now, lacking any urgency or secrecy priorities it is 
handled as standard army mail by the Army Postal service: it is front-stamped 2(?) Oct. 1948 transit by regional Army 
Post Office, APO 5 (Jerusalem), and even tied by the APS’s slogan cachet “Soldier - Change Your Foreign Name to a 
Hebrew Name” – unusual here as this normally applied to mail bearing foreign-sounding names, but as it entered use on 
2 Oct. (until 3 Nov.) its initial implementation may have been inconsistent. 
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The 5th battalion of the ‘Palmach’ was originally charged with safeguarding the road between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem; 
from June, with the start of the 1st Truce of the 11th, the battalion was transfered from the Jerusalem hills to the 
military base at SARAFAND (Tzrifin) for rest and recuperation; the battalion subsequently participated in “Operation 
Danny” in this area (Sarafand - Ramla - Ben-Shemen - Rosh Ha’Ayin) in July. Although the battalion was subsequently 
transferred back to Jerusalem in September, this cover was transferred to SARAFAND, as backstamped 9 Oct 1948 by 
APO 14 (the regional army post office based there) & subsequently to APO 15 (TEL-LITVINSKY - on the outer perimeter 
of the zone of operations in Operation Danny) on the 11th and possibly here front-stamped with the triangular 
handstamp of KABA 222.472  
 
The addressee was not found and the cover was manuscript marked on the back “Transferred to Battalion 7, KABA 224” 
possibly dated 26/10 & signed by an officer; the original address was amended in red crayon to KABA 224 & written in 
pencil at top “Transferred to Battalion VII Negev Brigade” + backstamped 27 Oct APO 14 arrival. The 7th battalion was 
assigned to the Negev brigade of the Palmach: at this time in October it participated in “Operation Yoav” to break 
through to the besieged Negev, and its forces operated roughly from the area south of Sarafand. In the annals of Army 
postal history APO 10 at Ruhama is noted for servicing the besieged settlements and 2nd and 8th battalions of the 
Negev brigade: here it seems due to the location of the 7th battalion this was serviced instead by APO 14. The cover 
arrived at the intended unit 2 days after the lifting of the siege on the Negev.473 
 

At left is an unusual example of internal-army “official mail” 
(handstamp endorsed) sent stampless and tied by a triangular 
KABA army postal unit handstamp: it is addressed to a 
member of the Secretariate of the Prime Minister’s Office; as 
stampless mail of the internal-army type it does not bear an 
“On Active Service” endorsement. The cover does not bear a 
return address but here the front is tied by an army post unit 
handstamp, of KABA 403 – “TA’AS”, the armaments production 
department, the likely facilitating office enabling the cover to 
enter the mail stream of the Army Postal Service (this being 
contrary to, but possibly as per a revision to, the regulations 
above from August 1948); the cover does not bear special 
urgency or security priorities enabling it to be handled as 
ordinary mail by the APS. The cover was dispatched on 7 June 
1949 by Army Post Office 3 in Tel Aviv, shortly before the 

termination of the APS on the 24th (the War of Independence effectively ending 3-4 months earlier). We will learn about 
various aspects of “soldiers’ mail” in the next chapter. 

                                                           
472 “5th Battalion of Palmach” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%92%D7%93%D7%95%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%99_%D7%A9%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A4%D7%9C%D7%9E%22

%D7%97; “Operation Danny” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%93%D7%A0%D7%99 
473 “7th battalion”: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=6200; “Operation Yoav” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%99%D7%95%D7%90%D7%91; “Emergency, Local and Private Postal 
Services” (Ibid), p.120/136/140 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%92%D7%93%D7%95%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%99_%D7%A9%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A4%D7%9C%D7%9E%22%D7%97
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%92%D7%93%D7%95%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%99_%D7%A9%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A4%D7%9C%D7%9E%22%D7%97
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%93%D7%A0%D7%99
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=6200
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%99%D7%95%D7%90%D7%91
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Another example of mail handled by both postal service – and the civilian postal service is this June 1949 stampless 
cover:474 it is handstamp-endorsed “Official Mail” on lower-front, addressed to a civilian (Joseph Oplatka) at post office 
box address in JERUSALEM with an additional unit notation below referencing army postal unit 241 and “AKA” (the 
manpower directorate of the Army - the addressee may have been a soldier on leave); it is tied twice on back by a 12 
June 1949 dated boxed datestamp “Air Force Office Post | High Command” (Doar Misrad Cheyl Avir - MAFRASH 
[Mifkada Rashit]); the back is tied by a partial “NIVDAK” (‘Inspected’) censor handstamp. The cover does not bear any 
secrecy or urgency priorities. It was sent as registered mail & bears a registry label of APO 3 (TEL AVIV) - the district 
army post office (of the Army Postal Service) which would have serviced the Air Force’s high command; the front is tied 
by a 12 June 1949 APO 3 dispatch postmark & tied by the same on the back (as done on registered mail). The cover 
probably transited the APS’s regional hub at BASE ALEF in TEL AVIV and was then transferred to the civilian postal 
service by way of the TEL AVIV head post office: the cover is subsequently backstamped 12 June transit by the civilian 
postal service postmark at JERUSALEM-1 (head post office) & next day JERUSALEM-3 (registry division) transit. As noted 
earlier – but seen inconsistently – the cover, originating as it does as internal army mail, does not bear a dispatching 
KABA postal unit handstamp. 
 
An interesting development from the following month, November, is that the Communications Service asked the units 
in the Jerusalem district to reduce their use of telegrams “to a minimum”, and in particular those which could be sent 
instead by the regular mail. Indeed the document containing that request was actually a memorandum issued due to 
numerous complaints made about the quality of the Communications Service’s work, which it attributed to poor 
awareness of regulations and their implementation.475 In any case it the image that arises by this time is that workload 
in general imposed a toll on the operation of the Communications Service and that where possible, even in the realm of 
telecommunications it preferred to be released from low-level mass communication in favor of its handling by the Army 
Postal Service. This document is in Appendix 7. 
 
 
We have now written a reconstructed general and ‘high-level’ history of the mail and communication services of the 
Israeli Army through much of 1948. It is not overly detailed, focusing instead on aspects that will serve the investigation 
in this article on Jerusalem flown mail, but it was a necessary step so that we have a conceptual framework of these 
services and understand how the army’s two postal and communications services worked and cooperated with each 
other, and what their procedures were. 
 
Now we approach the intricate matter of the postal and communications services specifically in Jerusalem, our area of 
interest. The documentary materials we will review here are detailed and laden with significance in light of the 
assumptions of the existing narrative we seek to rewrite. 
 
 
 
 
  

                                                           
474 SKU 136241 
475 Document of 8 November 1948; pages 8-11, specifically p.8 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
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VI. The Start of the Army Postal Service in Light of its Postal Markings in May 1948 

Chapter V above served to reconstruct the general history of the military postal service – before the establishment of 
Israel and thereafter – while also reconstructing and reappraising the history and operation of the country’s military and 
civilian air service which assisted with mail transport. Both the military’s communications and mail service, as well as its 
air service, pre-existed the foundation of the State of Israel; the communications and air services already took form and 
undertook operations before the establishment of Israel and of its unified “Israel Defense Forces” in May 1948.  
 
We learned that the air service was very restricted as far as its operational capability, on one hand due to the legal and 
military limitations imposed by the presence of the British Mandate in pre-State Palestine, and on the other due to the 
(resulting) paucity in size and weak physical strength of its aircraft. The air service indeed participated in mail drops, 
specifically in the Negev region, but as of the end of our survey the quantity of mail it carried was small while the scope 
of its responsibilities was broad. 
 
We separately surveyed the establishment and operation of the military’s mail and communications service and 
determined early on that the historiography citing regularly flown mail with Jerusalem was based on misinterpreted 
archival documents (or no documents at all) and that essentially we already knew at that point that this is an 
assertion without basis. Nevertheless the existing narrative is so entrenched that our research had to continue, to 
conclusively revise the history and postal history as we know it.  
 
In our survey we learned that initially the “Communications Service” of the pre-State army, the Haganah, operated a 
covert internal mail service – apparently localized within the country’s districts until around March-April 1948 when it 
became a nationwide internal army mail service; then the “Army Postal Service” servicing the letters of soldiers was 
formed over the space of two months, between late March and mid-late May, entering actual operation on 20 May.  
 
Both services operated a circuit of “post offices” – Army post offices and Communications post offices – and transmitted 
mail between their own offices or to addresses outside, the Communications Service handling “official mail” between 
military units and other institutions, and the Army postal service between other servicemen and private addresses, and 
non-“official mail” between military units. 
 

With an ongoing reorganization of the military taking place between July and September, the strict delineation of mail 
handled by the Communications Service and the Army Postal Service changed: from September 1948 the APS took 
responsibility for irregular sized mail of the Communications Service as well as that service’s low-secrecy / -urgency 
priority mail; likewise the APS also undertook the delivery of virtually all Communication Service mail intended to 
private addresses. 

 
The existing postal history narrative that this article seeks to redress is based on a myriad of important details which we 
could not have addressed earlier in our reconstruction of the history of the military’s postal service and air service. We 
established the factual historical and procedural foundations just above and here now based on those foundations we 
will want to go back and carefully examine the specific details.  
 
There is a plethora of information and our challenge as researchers is to choose an optimal approach to address it: we 
will do this on a chronological basis, because – quite naturally – any history is a product of accumulated events and their 
consequences along a time line. As a result, we will pause our history of the Army Postal Service, specifically its army 
post office in Jerusalem, to address matters which arose before the establishment of that APO. 
 
 

A. Fundamental Historiographical Problems with the Existing Knowledge Base 
Now we turn to the bedrock of the existing knowledge base of the Army Postal Service, and collect some raw information 
(or conjecture) from Kanner and Spiegel, as the recognized landmark article of our existing knowledge base.  
 
They wrote that the two regional hubs of the postal service, BASE ALEF (“Base A”) in Tel Aviv and BASE BET (“Base B”) in 
Haifa, opened on 23 and 25 May respectively; for BASE A they specifically wrote that it “started service on 23rd May, 
1948, as evidenced by the brief service report for the first week showing a turnover of 8 bags of mail and 3 parcels 
received and 18 bags of mail despatched” (emphasis mine) – their phrasing is telling and we will refer back to it.476 
 

                                                           
476 Kanner & Spiegel BAPIP #35 (Ibid), p.14 



P a g e  | 225 

 

  
 
They further wrote that both bases were issued with circular date stamps: from the way their observations are 
expressed the following comments about dates are based on their observations of mail, not from any official documents 
– “A strike of ABPO ALEF is known without any date. The 26th May, 1948 must be taken as the earliest date. It may be 
noted that until the 7th June, 1948 the month was indicated by [Western] Arabic numerals instead of Roman numerals, 
probably prior to the awaited delivery of the proper date bits from the makers. In fact, a service message of ABPO BEIT 
[BET] to [Headquarters of the Army Postal Service] of 28th May, 1948 urged delivery of the date stamp.”477 
 
Below the two regional Base APOs the APS was organized as a circuit of numbered branch Army Post Office “regional 
offices” (#1-14, skipping 13), servicing designated regions across the county – entitled in Hebrew simply as “Misrad” 
(‘Office’) followed by its designated number. On this Kanner and Spiegel wrote that the datestamps issued to these 
APO’s were made of zinc and of uniform design; initially using Roman numerals for the month in the date head, though 
some APOs used Western Arabic figures for the month – until July 1948; and that the APOs were issued only one 
instrument, until December 1948 when they were issued two – though from that period they did not necessarily use 
them both at the same time.478 
 

 
 
According to Kanner and Spiegel’s history the army post office “APO 3” assigned to Tel Aviv predated the one allocated 
to Jerusalem (APO 5), so to close this initial assembly of their information we will add what they wrote about APO 3 and 
its postmarking devices: this office opened between 22 and 24 May, and that it was one of the busiest post offices of 
the APS; citing a weekly report for 30 May - 5 June, they showed it processed almost 1800 postal and telegram items.  
 
Regarding APO 3’s datestamps, the first type, according to their taxonomy, was of “Type I”, described earlier by them as 
being 24mm in diameter with 2.5mm high letters – this being slightly smaller in diameter and lettering than their “Type 
II” datestamp; here at APO 3 the first type postmark had a flat-headed “3”, a Western Arabic numeralled date, and small 
asterisks on either side. They illustrate dateless strikes of the postmark calling these “early strikes still without date”, 
and that the digits for the month were represented by Roman numerals starting between 16 and 18 June 1948.479 
 

  

                                                           
477 Kanner & Spiegel BAPIP #35 (Ibid), p.15 & XB 
478 Kanner & Spiegel BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.3-4  
479 Kanner & Spiegel BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.5-6 & XA 
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We assembled all of this initial information in order to establish a comprehensive, but simplified, starting point for the 
existing postal history narrative which relies so heavily on Kanner and Spiegel’s work – so we can cross-examine it. We 
did this here in our chronological study of the APS in order to display at this juncture a document from 28 May – Postal 
Circular #10 of the civilian Department of Posts, Telegraphs and Telephones – Office of the Postmaster General; the 
circular is classified “Secret” and is entitled “Hebrew Army Post”, and reads:480 
 

1. We hereby notify regarding the operation of the Hebrew 
[Jewish/Israeli] army postal service in the State of Israel.  
 

2. The service is presently for regular letters only.  
 

3. Letters from soldiers to civilians are free of postage. 
These letters will be stamped by a handstamp of the army 
and at the head of the address it will be written “On Active 
Service”. Letters from civilians to soldiers will be charged 
postage as per the regular postage rates. Every letter 
addressed to the security forces in the country will be 
transferred to the Army postal service.  
 

4. The Hebrew army post is divided into two bases as such: 
Base A – in Tel Aviv, Hayarkon Street in the hut next to the 
“Red House” 
Base B – in Haifa, 24 Mechles Street 
 

5. To these bases are assigned the army post offices as 
listed below: 
 

Base A    Base B 
Army Post Office # 3 – Tel Aviv   APO # 4 – Haifa 
--“--           # 5 – Jerusalem  --“--  # 6 – Rosh Pinna 
--“--           # 8 – Rehovot --“--  # 7 – Affula 
--“--           # 9 – Netanya 
--“--           # 10 – Nir Am481 
 

6. The base will transfer mail bags with the head post 
offices in Tel Aviv and Haifa in vehicles of the civilian postal 
service, twice a day at the times which will be set by the 
base officers in liaison with the managers of the head post 
offices [Jerusalem’s HPO only reopened on 28 June] 

 

7. The carriage of mail bags in the smaller settlements (“moshavot” as expressed in the original text) will be done by 
members of the army postal service 
 

8. The bags of mail from the bases to the head post offices will include letters to civilians and also closed mail bags to 
the different post offices of the army [meaning, the “Army Post Offices” - APOs]. The letters to civilians will be delivered 
to their addressees in the usual manner. The closed bags need to be sent to their destination according to the lists in 
item 5 above. 
 

9. The dispatches need to be done in the usual manner, meaning with certificates of dispatch, a registry of the closed 
bags’ details, and so on. 
 

10. The postal managers will be in constant touch with the officers of the army postal service for the purpose of 
rendering every assistance possible and to fully cooperate with them. 
 

11. This circular is secret and is not to be published. 
 

12. The clerks are ordered to adhere to these regulations and to carry them out precisely 
 

13. The manager of the army postal service hopes to initiate a domestic registered mail service in the coming days. 
 
                                                           
480 p.20 of this file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2461993 (001nzp3) 
481 This is a crucial detail as all the postal histories known to this researcher place APO 10 at Kibbutz Ruhama – but Nir Am was the base for the 
military force in charge of the Negev front (the ‘Negev Brigade’) and published special arrangements for civilian mail to the Negev (discussed 
below), from May 1948 onwards, stipulated that such mail be addressed to Nir Am. Kanner and Spiegel further diverge from the circular’s 
information by assigning APO 8 to Netanya and APO 9 to Tel-Nof/Ekron airfield - BAPIP #35 (Ibid), p.16; Tel-Nof/Ekron is close to Rehovot but in 
any case their APO assignment differs from the one in Circular 10. 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2461993
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From Circular 10 we learn a number of critical points about the procedure and operation of the army postal service, as 
well as its interaction with the civilian postal service: 
 
Procedurally, we see proof that from at least 28 May 1948 (and likely well before then, from at least the 20th) it was 
necessary for soldiers’ mail to be endorsed “On Active Service” (“BeSherut Pa’il”) – meaning, in evaluating postal 
history we should not downplay the necessity of adhering to this requirement from at least this early date, that army 
mail be properly endorsed using that expression. 
 
Operationally, we learn that the Base APOs (as well as the civilian Head Post Offices in Tel Aviv and Haifa) functioned 
as “offices of exchange”, from which and to which mail between the army and civilian postal services would transit – 
meaning, when examining postal history, if transit marks are applied (and these may not be, if the mail was in a “closed 
bag”), these are the transit points we should expect to see between one postal administration and the other. 
 
Logistically, we also learn that the civilian postal service provided the backbone of the transportation for army mail: it 
was vehicles of the civilian postal service which carried mail from the Base APOs to the HPOs (and likely vice versa as 
well), and it was the civilian postal service which transferred closed bags of army mail between a Base APO and its 
respective numbered APO “branches”; the civilian postal service would deliver army mail to civilians in virtually all the 
cities and towns, except for the small settlements (my translation for the document’s use of the term “moshavot”) 
where it was the APS which would handle the transportation. 
 
Initially, the Army Postal Service offered mail service for “regular letters only” – not registered mail, not printed matter 
mail, not overseas mail; we should not see postal history of these other types of mail pre-dating their own first dates of 
operation. 
 
It goes without saying but we also see the Circular’s emphasis that postal procedures be followed and executed 
precisely – meaning, we should be wary of discounting inconsistencies in procedure when examining army mail postal 
history. 

 
These points, among others, contradict assertions made in Kanner and Spiegel’s articles, but we won’t address those 
contradictions one-by-one here for fear of going off-track, but focus rather on more critical points for our examination. 
 
Just above we cited Kanner and Spiegel’s assertion that the army postal service began operating around 22-25 May – 
but if the civilian postal service, which was necessary to complement the APS’s operation, was only informed of its 
existence on the 28th, it’s hard to believe that the APS physically began operating collectively nationwide as early as 22-
25 May.  
 
To refine this point we can even refer to Kanner and Spiegel’s own unsourced information regarding the opening dates 
of the various Army Post Offices: APO 3 in Tel Aviv – between 22 and 24 May; APO 4 in Haifa – 25 May; APO 5 in 
Jerusalem – 4 June (it was actually 7 June as we will learn further below); APO 6 in Rosh Pinna – 1 June; APO 7 in Affula 
– 27 May; APO 8 said there to be at Netanya – 22 May; APO 9 said there to be at Tel Nof – 28 May; APO 10 said there to 
be at Ruhama – 28 June.482 By their accounting, of the 8 published APOs on 28 May, 3 opened afterwards and 2 more 
opened between 27-28 May, still after the launching date of the army’s postal service. 
 

 Kanner and Spiegel cited weekly statistical reports, from the week of 23 May for Base A (the regional hub in Tel 
Aviv) and 30 May for APO 3 (Tel Aviv), expressing their determination of Base A’s starting date “as evidenced 
by” a service report for that week – except that 23 May was a Sunday, the start of the work-week ending Friday 
May 28th (the date of Circular #10 above), and 30 May was a Sunday for the work-week ending Friday June 4th.  
 

 They wrote that APO 3 opened between 22 and 24 May, but cited operational data from the following week – 
from where did they determine that the APO actually began the week earlier? Allowing for even a little time for 
new operations to begin, likely the processing data for Base A and APO 3 related to activities closer to the end of 
those weeks rather than at the beginning – and if a critical facility like Base B in Haifa was lacking a postmarking 
device as of 28 May (as noted above by Kanner and Spiegel) then clearly we have a reason to believe that we 
wouldn’t necessarily see mail processed by the APS bearing its postal markings so soon after 20 May. 

 

                                                           
482 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.5-10  
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Based on empirical evidence, what likely occurred prior to the official albeit secret announcement of the Army postal 
service on May 28th was a series of developing arrangements on a local basis between regional offices of the army 
postal service and its civilian counterpart.  

 
Approaching the exposition of this notion we should keep in mind that Kanner and Spiegel’s research is fundamentally 
not rooted on solid information and so is open to broad critique: one indication that they lacked essential information 
on the APS is their unusual and tendentious fixation on initially addressing a single late-June dated cover handstamped 
“field post” in the opening portion of their expository article, rather than focusing on the broad mass of mail endorsed 
“on active service” in accordance with the postal directives (we will address another “field post” cover shortly).483  
 
 
i. Digression about Army Post Office 10: A Revised History of APO 10 
This is a timely and necessary digression as it will be critical to us further on in our research; an exposition of APO 10 will 
yield untold rewards for our research on Jerusalem’s APO.  
 
Another indication Kanner and Spiegel lacked key documentary sources such as the 28 May circular lies in their 
misinterpretation of APO 10 as not being based at Nir Am, as listed in the document, but rather at Kibbutz Ruhama – 
and then only from 28 June (and according to them, in late December, at Julis).484  
 
The Negev Brigade consisted of: 

 the 8th battalion assigned to the ‘South Negev’, under command of Chaim Bar-Lev (the future Chief of Staff), 
based at Zeelim;  

 the 2nd battalion assigned to the ‘North Negev’, under command of Moshe Netzer, based at Nir-Am (though 
some sources cited further below state that it was based at Gvaram); 

 the Negev Brigade’s headquarters was at “Camp Mekorot” (‘Mahane Mekorot’ – named after the water 
company ‘Mekorot’, whose pipes supplied water to the region) next to Nir Am,485 where the 2nd Squadron of 
the Air Service (as we learned above in our survey) was based, and included a large logistical facility which was 
located there too along with a field hospital and other facilities.  

 Subsequently the 7th and 9th battalions were attached to the Brigade, where the 9th battalion was the 
“mechanized attack battalion” (‘Gdud Pshita Memuchan’), commanded by Israel Carmi, and this was based next 
to Ruhama.486  

 
We see then the significance of Nir Am, and therefore the unsourced insistence in the literature that APO 10 would be 
located anywhere else at this time is strange; indeed some military-history sources write that the headquarters of the 
Negev brigade were relocated from Nir-Am to Kibbutz Dorot immediately with the Egyptian invasion of Israel on May 
15th, and that the headquarters was relocated again “after a short while” to Ruhama – but we will solve this discrepancy 
a little further below.487 Indeed there are a number of discrepancies in the assignments of the APOs to geographical 
locations, between the Circular, Kanner and Spiegel, and Gabi Sarig’s article cited earlier – I will attempt resolve this 
matter in sub-section iii below. 
 
Operations in the Negev were far from resulting from improvised ad-hoc circumstances in the field: quite similarly to 
Jerusalem and her “Emergency Committee”, in the second-half of December 1947, Ben-Gurion established a 
plenipotentiary “Negev Committee” to tackle all aspects of the civilian and military needs of the Negev. This committee 

                                                           
483 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #35 (Ibid), p.5-6 & XA 
484 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #35 (Ibid), p.XB, 16 & BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.10-11, 14. 
485 “Headquarters of the Negev Brigade” (מטה חטיבת הנגב) entry at the Palmach Museum website: 
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=7740. There is an odd discrepancy in the historiography as no source I’ve seen states that 
the brigade’s headquarters was at Ruchama, including the Palmach Museum’s own entry about the brigade’s headquarters. Nevertheless that 
site’s entry for the history of the Brigade (“Negev Brigade” in Hebrew and in English: 
https://www.palmach.org.il/en/history/database/?itemId=6190) states that on the day of the Egyptian invasion of Israel (15 May), Nir-Am was hit 
by artillery fire and the Brigade’s headquarters was moved the next day to Kibbutz Dorot, though “after a short while the brigade’s headquarters 
moved to Kibbutz Ruchama”. I have not seen this mentioned anywhere else including in the Palmach’s official history “Sefer HaPalmach” and the 
below reference Wikipedia entry for the brigade’s history; even Postal Circular 10 of 28 May (i.e. 2 weeks after the alleged events) still lists APO 10 
as being at Nir-Am. My assessment is, even if the headquarters left Nir-Am, this was likely the administrative staff alone and not the actual 
logistical, aerial and supply infrastructure which was established at Nir-Am. Either way, I am of the belief that whatever pertains to postal service 
remained at Nir-Am. 
486 “Negev Brigade” (חטיבת הנגב) in Hebrew:  https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%98%D7%99%D7%91%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A0%D7%92%D7%91 
487 Indeed even the Palmach’s own official history does not state that Ruhama ever served as the brigade’s headquarters: “Sefer HaPalmach” (Book 
of the Palmach), part 2; Zrubavel Gilad and Matti Meged editors; Palmach Members Association & HaKibbutz HaMeuchad publishing (1955): 
https://rosetta.nli.org.il/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE73935350 

https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=7740
https://www.palmach.org.il/en/history/database/?itemId=6190
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%98%D7%99%D7%91%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A0%D7%92%D7%91
https://rosetta.nli.org.il/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE73935350
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was chaired by Yosef Weitz, a member of the Jewish National Fund (and a historical figure of many accomplishments488), 
and its members included a representative for agriculture, a representative for settlement, a representative for 
construction (representing directly the Histadrut-affiliated “Solel Boneh” construction company), Yigal Allon the 
commander of the Palmach which was assigned to protect the region, and the future Prime Minister, Levi Eshkol, as the 
manager of the “Mekorot” water company and representative of the “Histadrut” labor union. This committee operated 
without a formal letter of appointment and its accomplishments were the direct result of its members’ personalities and 
administrative and executive abilities; it took full responsibility for the civilian needs of the Negev as well as charge over 
the Palmach units assigned to it. 
 
It was this Committee which prepared the Negev for the exigencies of the expected upcoming war: effecting the 
concrete reinforcement of the Negev settlements, the paving of roads, the laying of airstrips, the establishment of the 
hospital at Nir-Am, the acquisition of trucks and their armor reinforcement, the establishment of “Camp Mekorot” for 
the brigade headquarters in Nir-Am as well as the establishment of an auto maintenance depot there and at some other 
settlements. The supply depots at Nir-Am were the product of the Commission appointing the merchandise company 
“HaMashbir HaMercazi” and the dairy company “Tnuva” to open a central supply warehouses at Nir-Am to serve as 
main supply depots of food, agricultural supplies and materials for the region. Transportation to the region was effected 
by way of a newly established cooperative by the Committee called “HaNegev”, which undertook to transport supplies 
to the region. The Committee was disbanded following Operation Yoav (15-22 October 1948) which effected the full 
liberation of the Negev from the threat of the Egyptian army. 
 
Augmenting the committee was a “rear office for the Negev” (משרד עורפי של הנגב), based in Tel Aviv, and commanded 
by Yosef Schein, the quartermaster of the 2nd battalion. This rear office organized and managed the transportation of 
supplies (food, fuel, construction materials etc.) to the Negev by way of convoys, liaising with the Committee and with 
other relevant authorities.489 Here then, in a brief historical summary, we see that operations in the Negev were centrally 
organized and managed, leaving little room for ‘chaos’ and disorganization. 
 
Israel’s declaration of independence on 14 May 1948 served as the trigger for the invasion of the country by foreign 
Arab armies, including Egypt’s, on the 15th. Egypt invaded from the south and attacked Nir-Am by air and artillery from 
the beginning, so that already by the night of 15-16 May, the headquarters of the Negev brigade was indeed evacuated 
from that settlement to Kibbutz Dorot – but it did not order the evacuation of the air squadron, which continued to 
operate from Nir-Am even under continuous aerial and artillery bombardment in the initial days of the Egyptian 
invasion.490 Here too, as we observed earlier in our survey of the nascent Israeli air force, the Negev Squadron was 
immediately forced to operate at night because of the air superiority of the Egyptian Air Force and its strong artillery 
support (though the squadron did not have pilots with night flight experience).491 
 
Although the squadron’s aircraft were visible in full view, they were not damaged by the Egyptian bombardments, but 
as a safety precaution the squadron relocated itself to Kibbutz Dorot on the night of 19-20 May (the unit’s equipment 
was transferred by jeep from Nir-Am to Dorot – the settlements were not cut off from one another), and it informed the 
Air Force high command of this change. The field at Dorot was entirely improvised, being located ‘on the fly’ just on the 
19th and simply became an established ‘fact’ by virtue of its immediate use as an alternate air field to the one at Nir-
Am.492 Nevertheless, the air field at Nir-Am continued to be used – albeit not as the headquarters (‘air park’) of the 
squadron – and “Mekorot” camp continued to function as the main supply base in the Negev.493 
 

Here then in this initial period of the War, up to the time of the 1st Truce (11 June), what apparently happened is that the 
administrative command staff of the Negev headquarters relocated from Nir-Am to Kibbutz Dorot on May 16th; the air 
squadron followed suit a few days thereafter – but the actual logistical hub of the Negev brigade and of operations in 
the Negev, at “Mekorot” camp, remained at Nir-Am and continued to function there. As such, we can now better 
appreciate why Circular 10 of 28 May, published after both the brigade headquarters and the air squadron had relocated 
to Dorot, still referred to APO 10 as being located at Nir-Am – the key was apparently the post office’s association with 
the logistical and supply services still based there at the main camp. 

                                                           
488 “Yosef Weitz”: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yosef_Weitz  
489 “Negev Committee” (ועדת הנגב) at the Palmach museum: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=8466 & in English: 
https://www.palmach.org.il/en/history/database/?itemId=8466  
490 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.231-232 
491 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.234 
492 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.234-235 
493 For example in July: “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) 
p.563 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yosef_Weitz
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=8466
https://www.palmach.org.il/en/history/database/?itemId=8466
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Contrary to what appears in much of our philatelic literature, such as “The Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” 
book’s (Ibid) chapter on wartime mail with the Negev – similar to the situation with Jerusalem – the Negev was not ‘cut 
off’ by an enemy army (here the Egyptian), as land access to it existed up to the 1st Truce, but the facilitation of convoys 
during the 1st Truce period (11 June – 8 July) required that the opposing army not open fire on convoys transiting key 
intersections on the way to the Jewish settlements in the Negev. Unfortunately, Egypt’s adherence to the Truce terms 
was partial and so convoys only passed intermittently: already on 16 June the commander of the Negev squadron 
reported “the road for the convoys is closed” (“הדרך לשיירות סגורה”), and indeed for the first 14 days of the Truce there 
were no convoys; one scheduled for 24 June had to turn back when fired upon though another on 1 July came through, 
nevertheless another convoy of 5 July was also fired upon. Land access with the Negev was tenuous but the description 
of it as being “under total land siege” (from 11 June to 20 October) is factually incorrect.494  
 

 
 
An obscure but critical historical development from this period undermines much of the present postal history literature 
pertaining to “flown” mail with the Negev in the period of June 1948 onwards: the Negev air Squadron was temporarily 
disbanded. At the end of the period of the 1st Truce (8 July), as expressed in archival correspondence, “as a security 
precaution the Negev Squadron was temporarily relocated [by the Air Force High Command] from Nir-Am (sic) to Tel 
Aviv”, terminating at least temporarily the existence of air support to the Negev.  
 
Owing to a worsening security and supply situation in the Negev, the Operations Directorate of the military High 
Command contacted the Air Force high command on 16 July and requested the reconstitution of a light aircraft 
squadron to support the transit of supplies to the Negev. The Air Force replied in return on the 22nd that this could be 
possible provided that the squadron be based at Dorot and not at Nir-Am owing to the latter’s close proximity to the 
front lines with the Egyptians; the airstrip was Nir-Am had only been usable at night but this was unnecessarily 
dangerous for larger aircraft. Already on July 22nd the Negev Squadron was reconstituted, with 2 Auster aircraft and 4 
pilots; it would be administratively subordinated to the 1st Squadron in Tel Aviv but operationally it would be 
subordinated to the Negev brigade headquarters – but the airstrip at Dorot had to be prepared and provisioned with 
the necessary bunkers to protect both the aircraft and the personnel.495 
 
Although the reconstitution of the Negev Squadron received approval of the Air Force’s high command, and aircraft and 
personnel were assigned to it, ironically the needs of the Negev brigade were so great that the scant resources of the 
undeveloped air field at Dorot coupled with a series of unexpected mechanical problems with aircraft precluded its 
immediate use, so that by 28 August the squadron had not actually undertaken any operations in the Negev.496 In the 
intervening time the air force looked for a more suitable alternate air field. 
 
The matter of Ruhama being cited as the location of APO 10 seems to be a historiographic error in our postal history 
literature: the suitable location for an air field at Ruhama (also known as the “Avak-1” air field) was only identified on 17 
August 1948 (6km from Kibbutz Ruhama itself), with the first test flight taking place on the 22nd; the telegram 
announcing the commencement of its operations, dated the 24th is illustrated below.497 As such, any connection 
between APO 10 and Ruhama can only date to sometime after August 24th. 
 

                                                           
494 “The Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.134; lacking source citations, and in light of egregious errors in fact, the whole 
chapter in the book (p.116-162) needs to be binned, re-researched and rewritten. 
495 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 2: 15 July 1948 – 15 October 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.671 
496 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 2: 15 July 1948 – 15 October 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.672-678 
497 “Independence: A Bridge in the Sky - Air Transport Command, 1947-1947” (‘Gesher Aviri LeAtzmaut’ – גשר אווירי לעצמאות) by Maj. Avi Cohen, 
Zvi Ofer editor; Ministry of Defence publications (1997); p.244-245: http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Gesher_Aviri.pdf  

http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Gesher_Aviri.pdf
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And indeed, the Army Postal Service contacted the Quartermaster Corps on August 27th to request the resumption of air 
transport of mail to the Negev, following its suspension due to the cession of land convoys to the region. Air mail service 
to the Negev appears to have resumed around 28-30 August (the first reports of problems with mail transports are 
recorded for 2 September).498 Already by September 1st – according to intercepted Egyptian reports – the base at 
Ruhama was called “the main supply base”, though in the end the air field at Ruhama closed down on the 27th of 
November, with its personnel and aircraft being transferred to Ekron.499 
 
Here then we have a simple revised history of APO 10, which as a byproduct, confirms fundamental inaccuracies in 
Kanner and Spiegel’s account:  

 APO 10 was based at Nir-Am and remained there even once the headquarters staff of the Negev Brigade and 
the air squadron relocated themselves to Kibbutz Dorot;  

 the main base at Nir-Am, “Mekorot” Camp, did not close and did not relocate;  

 land access to the Negev continued up to the 1st Truce whereupon ironically with land access being dependent 
upon the adherence of the Egyptian Army to the terms of the Truce, land access became intermittent and 
unsafe;  

 ironically too, towards the end of the Truce period the air squadron which serviced the Negev was withdrawn 
from it and disbanded – only to be reconstituted shortly thereafter and nominally based at Dorot, but over the 
course of a full month between 22 July and 28 August it virtually did not operate, until the commencement of 
air operations from the new larger air field at Ruhama.  

 

As such, APO 10 likely existed at Nir-Am from May until late August (even if its postal operations were minimal in July-
August), whereupon it was transferred to Ruhama from late August. The air field at Ruhama closed on 27 November and 
its activities transferred to Ekron – but that locale was already serviced by either APO 8 or 9 as noted earlier above (see 
sub-section iii below for a resolution to that issue), so APO 10 may have remained in Ruhama and received mail by land 
until it was subsequently transferred to Julis. 

 
 
Futher evidence of fundamental inaccuracies in Kanner and Spiegel’s research can be derived by way of the Circular 10’s 
omission of APO 11 at Tiberias in regard to Kanner and Spiegel’s assertion that APO 10 opened on 28 June: according to 
them APO 11 opened on 15 June;500 if so, how could Circular 10 publish an office (APO 10) destined to open only a 
month after its publication but not an office (APO 11) set to open 2 weeks after publication? Furthermore, we saw 

                                                           
498 “Independence: A Bridge in the Sky - Air Transport Command, 1947-1947” (‘Gesher Aviri LeAtzmaut’ – גשר אווירי לעצמאות) by Maj. Avi Cohen, 
Zvi Ofer editor; Ministry of Defence publications (1997); p.257 & footnotes on p.573: 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Gesher_Aviri.pdf 
499 “Independence: A Bridge in the Sky - Air Transport Command, 1947-1947” (‘Gesher Aviri LeAtzmaut’ – גשר אווירי לעצמאות) by Maj. Avi Cohen, 
Zvi Ofer editor; Ministry of Defence publications (1997); p.269, 378 & footnotes on p.589: 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Gesher_Aviri.pdf 
500 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.14 

http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Gesher_Aviri.pdf
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Gesher_Aviri.pdf
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earlier above a 3 May 1948 document outlining the personnel establishments and planned structure of the APS: there it 
outlined 2 regional base APOs and 8 “branch” APOs; Circular 10 shows all 8 APOs including APO 10 – so how is it 
possible that this APO would have opened only a month later? We will address this matter further below in a more 
appropriate context. 
 
 
ii. Evidence of Early Army Mail Interaction with Civilian Postal Services – Without APS Postal Markings 
Press reports from 17 May write that “as per an arrangement with the management of the post office in Tel Aviv [eg. the 
city’s postmaster, at the head post office], it is promised that from 18 May 1948 there will regular communication and 
the transport of parcels between the settlements of the Negev and the rest of the country. From that same date it will be 
possible to send letters and parcels to settlements in the Negev from any place in the country where there exists a post 
office or postal agency. Letters and parcels should be addressed as usual with the additional endorsement “NEGEV”. 
Settlements in the Negev should equip themselves with postage stamps and transfer their mail to the temporary post 
office at Nir-Am.” The report further adds, that during the first week of this mail service’s operation, before the 
settlements are able to equip themselves with postage stamps, the franking of the mail will be done at the post office in 
Nir-Am and the settlements’ accounts will be expensed. The report publishes the rates for parcels but most importantly 
it ends with the following tantalizing clue: “With this notice all other existing methods of transmission of mail with the 
Negev settlements and soldiers serving there are cancelled” – this was likely a sign that the APS’s new regional army 
post office (#10) at Nir-Am was now undertaking to handle solders’ mail as well as civilian mail. 
 

  
 
In light of the Circular of 28 May, the above mail service was most likely being facilitated by APO 10 at Nir-Am in 
coordination with the civilian head post office most relevant to that region – Tel Aviv. Nevertheless, for some reason 
Kanner and Spiegel, here relying on a slightly shortened press report from the ‘Davar’ newspaper, write that this mail 
service did not in fact take place “owing to the military situation” (an odd assertion as the whole country was in a 
“military situation” at this time); I have not found any information in the literature or archives to support their claim.  
They do concede – and the 28 May circular confirms this too in point #7 – that the army did service the mail needs of 
the Negev settlements, and we were clearly apprised of this further above, in our survey of the nascent air services.501 
The Negev Brigade and the air squadron were based at Nir-Am – the transportation implements for the distribution of 
mail by air and land – and most logically APO 10 there was the “temporary post office” handling this new mail service. 
 
Indeed, the press report at below (excerpted from a larger article) in the ‘Haaretz’ newspaper of 4 July trumpets the 
success of postal contact with the Negev, writing: 
 

                                                           
501 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.16. Shimony/Karpovsky/Aloni in “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), citing the same 
‘Davar’ press report used as Kanner and Spiegel do not write that the published mail service did not take place – but they do nevertheless also 
write that APO 10 was established in Ruhama on 28 June 1948; p.125-126, 136. 
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 “In spite of the lack of communication, which existed before the war with the Negev 
region, the mail is active now and well organized. Hundreds of letters, journals and 
parcels are received and distributed. The postal manager, a member of one of the 
settlements, makes great efforts to improve his “establishment”. He hopes that in the 
very coming days he will be able to expand the framework of his work in the area of 
sending parcels from residents of the Negev settlements to their relatives in various 
parts of the country. The post office, which is located in a small room which served in 
the past as a station of the Jewish Settlement Police, is organized to perfection. 
Whoever saw the organization of other post offices in the country, would know to 
appreciate the nice arrangements here.”  
 
The tell-tale clues, that this is a well-organized post office and that it’s located in a 
former station of the Jewish Settlement Police, leave a strong impression that the 
post office / settlement in question is APO 10 at Nir-Am.502 If even a fraction of this 
report is accurate it would still have to be the product of several weeks of operation 
– and not just one week since 28 June, when Kanner and Spiegel posit that APO 10 
opened. 

 
 
The above example pertained to precursor APS localized interaction between the civilian and military postal service, 
specifically at APO 10 in the Negev. Below we have a different example of localized interaction between the nascent 
army postal service and its civilian counterpart in Tel Aviv (i.e. APO 3): this is a hand-dated letter dispatched on 19 May 
1948 (red crayon) with an unclear handwritten endorsement below “For Dan and Partners Ben-Arzi”, sent from the 
“Police Brigade” at the “Training Base” and addressed to someone called “Helner” (likely a real surname and not an alias 
as it bears the vowel symbols below the letters) at #94 Bugrashov Street in Tel Aviv. The letter was not prepaid with 
postage, submitted stampless, and is endorsed in blue crayon “Doar Sadeh” (‘Field Post’); it is handstamped – possibly 
pre-stamped and endorsed postal stationary – with the circular cachet of the “Commander of the Northern Police 
Station – Tel Aviv” and signed by him “Y. Shamai”, and is subsequently postmarked 23 May 1948 by the head post office 
in Tel Aviv. Of note, a fairly long transit time for local city mail. 
 

 
                                                           
502 As per the Palmach’s history, all the Negev settlements had a guard station belonging to the Jewish Settlement Police, but their history singles 
out the one at Nir-Am as being equipped with a van armed with a Lewis machine gun to patrol the water pipe-line, giving the strong impression 
that this station must have been more important than the others: https://www.palmach.org.il/en/history/database/?itemId=8464  

https://www.palmach.org.il/en/history/database/?itemId=8464
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The address was the location of a religious kindergarten (and as we observed above with the December 1947 cover 
internal army mail service) this may have also been the location of a covert military facility. The referenced “training 
base” on the return address is likely the first and temporary absorption and training camp of the Haganah and Israeli 
Army at “Machane HaKelet Kiryat Meir” (‘Kelet’ - kvutzot le hachanat tironim, meaning “Camp of the Squads for the 
Preparation of Recruits”) – in the Kiryat Meir neighborhood of Tel Aviv near to the German Templar colony of Sarona, 
where the military ran shortened basic training courses. This is likely the reason why the mail here was endorsed by the 
commander of the Northern Police Station (Yarkon district), one of the city’s 3 stations, Yehoshua Shamai. 
 
The nascent civilian police force was at this time designated a “brigade” of the Haganah (and soon-to-be-established 
Israeli Army). As I wrote about this cover and subject in a separate article,503 the expression “Doar Sadeh” (‘field post’) 
appears to be a postal endorsement unique to this “police brigade” (possibly an inherited expression from the English 
‘Field Post’ as many of its founding officers had served in the WWII Jewish Brigade of the British Army) and although not 
adhering to the standard procedure to be endorsed “On Active Service”, evidently accepted by the civilian postal service 
as postage-free army mail. (The only other known “Doar Sadeh” cover, overly-referenced in Kanner and Spiegel, was a 
civilian letter with postage whose addressee was apparently a member of the “police brigade”.) The various if unusual 
endorsements on army mail in this period should not be treated lightly or flippantly: in a section further below we will 
learn that there was significance for the use of the expression “Meguyas” (‘recruited’/’drafted’) on army mail as well. 
 
The cover is lightly vertically folded in the manner of couriered covers of this period but we don’t know how it physically 
went from the training base to the postal stream; it may have been ‘couriered’ to a letter box and deposited there or 
actually processed by the new APO 3 office in the city and then transferred to the civilian postal service, but either way 
we see that it was nevertheless accepted stampless and processed without sanction.  
 
Of significance for our research at this juncture is the evident involvement of the civilian postal service in the 
transmission of army originating mail – this was made possible by the new arrangements published a few days later in 
Circular 10 of 28 May. Nevertheless we do not see here postal markings of the APS, neither of Base A (if at all relevant) 
or APO 3 (which we would expect to see). All the same, their absence does not obviate the apparent existence of this 
new postal cooperation. This did not exist in December 1947, when the “new” Kiryati internal mail system entered force 
and all of its mail was processed and distributed covertly outside of the civilian postal service. 
 
 
iii. Attempting to Make Order of the Location of the Army Post Offices 
Kanner and Spiegel in BAPIP bulletin #35 (Ibid), p.16 summarized the following APO’s by the noted locations; for APO 2 
they noted (BAPIP #36 p.5) that it was initially assigned in January 1949 to Camp 161 at Khayat Beach in Haifa before 
being transferred to Hadera: 
 

 
 
As we’ve seen, some of these assignments differ from those mentioned in Circular 10 of 28 May 1948 of the civilian 
postal service: there, APO 8 is assigned to Rehovot, APO 9 to Netanya and APO 10 to Nir-Am. As I argued above, APO 
10’s placement at Nir-Am (adjacent to the present day town of Sderot) makes sense as that was the location of the 
Negev Brigade’s headquarters and of the 2nd air squadron supporting it. 
 

                                                           
503 Alex Ben-Arieh “1948 era ‘Doar Sadeh’ Military Mail & Postal History of the Israel Police” in JerusalemStamps Bulletin #1, p.68-73 
(https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf) 

https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf
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Nevertheless, how do we reconcile the 
conflicting information regarding APO 8 
and APO 9? A reliable source might be 
the “General Staff Orders 5708 (1948), 
booklet 3 - Quartermasters Corps” 
publication of around mid-January 
1949.504  
 
The publication lists the key military 
post offices by address but omits their 
actual “office” number. We can match 
the addresses consistently to APOs 
listed in Kanner and Spiegel but oddly at 
a certain point their APO numbers are 
no longer in sequential order. At left is 
the document’s listing with the APO 
numbers from Kanner and Spiegel 
written in red along-side. 
 
The original listing of “Rehovot” could 
be reconciled with the updated listing of 
“Tel Nof” airbase, which was in close 

proximity of the city – though why it was listed as APO 8 in the Circular and APO 9 as per Kanner and Spiegel is 
unknown. Barring an error in Circular 10 one possibility may be that the APO numbers between Netanya and Rehovot 
were switched in the course of 1948, and if so it would have been already sometime in June, as the earliest dated APO 8 
transited mail I have seen (29 June) pertains to a Netanya-based unit. 
 
The listing here of an APO at “Julis” – likely the APO 10 reference as per Kanner and Spiegel – is most likely the former 
British base in the vicinity of the Arab village of Julis near the city of Ashkelon (the largest British base in the south of the 
country on a strategic position along the roadways), about 22km north from Nir-Am (although there is also an ancient 
Jewish village in the upper Galilee by that name – but less relevant under the circumstances).505 
 
Ironically Gabi Sarig’s updated history of the army postal service from 1972, based largely on Kanner and Spiegel but 
with additional materials included, actually adds more confusion to our attempt to make order.506 On one hand he 
helpfully tries to show the location of the Haganah and Palmach brigades up to 15 May 1948 with their postal unit 
(KABA) numbers displayed in large thick ovals (the smaller circled numbers are the brigade numbers), but on the other 
hand, another map of his ostensibly displaying the location of the actual APOs mixes up the history of their locations – 
we see APO 2 at Hadera (i.e. correct to February 1949), but APO 10 which the General Staff document above attributes 
to Julis (near Acco / Acre) is still displayed in the area of the Negev (likely Ruhama as Sarig’s history follows closely upon 
Kanner and Spiegel’s). 
 
 

                                                           
504 p.85 (p.323 of the file) with various references to orders dating as late as 6 January 1949 (eg. p.56 of the document / p.294 of the file); the 
scanned copy is hand-dated 22 Feb. 1949 but as per the location of APO 2 it likely post-dates the period of the publication if Kanner and Spiegel’s 
assignment of APO 2 to Hadera is correct: https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2311047 (000c0bw) 
505 “Machane Emanuel” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%97%D7%A0%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%90%D7%9C & 
“Julis” in English: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Julis,_Gaza  
506 Lieutenant-Colonel Gabi Sarig, “The Army Postal Service in the War of Independence” (שירות הדואר הצבאי במלחמת השחרור), in Kesher ve 

Electronica journal, series 74 volume 7 part 2, December 1972; p.45-51. See 
http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Gabi_Sarig_Kesher_Velectronica_Articles_1.02.pdf, p. 40-46 of the file. 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2311047
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%97%D7%A0%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%90%D7%9C
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Julis,_Gaza
http://amutakesher.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Gabi_Sarig_Kesher_Velectronica_Articles_1.02.pdf
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Above we have a schematic diagram, based on the APO allocations of Circular 10, illustrating how the two postal regions 
of the army postal service interacted with each other, and the APOs assigned to them, and how the army postal service 
interacted with the civilian postal service by way of the head post offices of each region. The key hubs are the base APOs 
of the army postal service and the HPOs of the civilian postal service.  
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iv. The Significance of Postal Markings in Early Army Mail Postal Historiography 
What we observed with the two examples of mail in sub-section ii above are instances of early era army postal service 
mail interacting with the civilian postal service – but not necessarily bearing postal markings of the APS itself. This is 
both instructive for our knowledge of how the APS began working but also to disabuse ourselves of the presumption 
that APS postal markings necessarily had to be in use already then, around 18-23 May (if not a few days later too). 
 
This is important for our revised history of the APS because we are about to address certain cornerstone assumptions 
laid down by Kanner and Spiegel, and subsequently adopted by others, that APS postal markings necessarily came into 
use so early. The consequence of that that assumption is that it has enabled far-reaching interpretations about the 
carriage of the mail in this early APS period, particularly as regards mail being flown. In particular the existing 
methodology of interpreting date-stamps puts extraordinary emphasis on trying to impose early dates on mail where no 
other markings may suggest otherwise: the earlier the date (i.e. May and early June, before the opening of the Burma 
Road), by this conception, the more likely the mail was flown – being that Jerusalem was ‘clearly’ under siege in the 
earlier period of the time under our examination. 
 
Before we continue with our examination of postal markings on army mail, it would be instructive for us to at least be 
acquainted with the types of markings we ought to see – to establish a baseline of the expected appearance of such 
mail. For this we will observe a very standard sample cover army mail and review all of its elements: shown below is a 
cover that was sent by a soldier to another soldier in December 1948; the addressee could not be found and the cover 
was returned. As per the numbered elements: 

1) In 2 steps: a) the cover is endorsed on the top left of the front in Hebrew “Be Sherut Pail” (‘On Active Service’); 
b) the return address on the back bears the sender’s name, service number, and army postal unit number (367 – 
per Harris, this is the headquarters of Front ‘C’ [‘Hazit Gimmel’], the “central front”);507 

2) The cover is addressed to another soldier, at army postal unit number 253 (per Harris this is the 42nd battalion of 
the 4th Kiryati brigade – by December 1948 this may not be entirely correct); 

3) The cover bears the unit’s army postal unit (‘KABA’) handstamp bearing the number 367 (as referenced on the 
return address); 

4) The cover was dispatched on 24 December 1948 from Army Post Office 14 (at Sarafand / Tzrifin), evidently the 
APO servicing the dispatching army unit. As we do not see any further transits at other APOs the intended 
address was also serviced by this same APO; 

5) In 3 steps, a-c: the addressee was not found and a notation in manuscript was written on the back (5a), with the 
address on the front amended with the comment “not with us” (5b), whereupon the cover was dispatched via 
APO 14 to the Returned Letter Office on 27 Dec. (5c) for further investigation; 

6) In 3 steps, a-c: the cover was received at the RLO on the same day (6a) and it registry of servicemen updated the 
address to army postal unit 235 (per Harris, the headquarters of the Kiryati brigade) using a form instructional 
handstamp on the front (6b), and added a more prominent amendment to the intended KABA unit on the top of 
the cover, “235” in red (6c); 

7) In 2 steps, a-b: the RLO dispatched the cover back to APO 14 on the 31st (7a) and it was backstamped received 
by the APO (7b – unclear date). 

 

 

                                                           
507 For example as per the history from the Ordnance Corps: https://www.himush.co.il/?item=1156&section=169  

https://www.himush.co.il/?item=1156&section=169
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The key elements of a standard “soldiers’ mail” cover are: the sending & return addresses; the dispatching triangular 
KABA handstamp, and the APO postmark. In this simple example we see the requisite postal markings, endorsements 
and manner of writing addresses for the dispatch of mail; we also had a unique opportunity to see army mail being re-
routed and even returned – all with full postal markings and notations. We will learn about these elements in greater 
detail in the following sections, but here at least we gain a visual impression of what normal army mail would look like. 
Indeed army mail is always fully transit and arrival postmarked (within the APS) like “registered mail”; army registered 
mail is distinguished merely by it being insured, as we will learn further down. 
 
 
Turning now to Kanner and Spiegel’s comments about the postal markings of the APS we are confronted with an 
astonishing quandary: there are virtually no examples anywhere of genuine APS mail bearing postmarks dated in May 
1948. Of their survey of the army post offices the only relevant examples they strain to show are these: 
 
Base A – an illustrated stenciled strike dated “31-5-48” in Western Arabic numerals – but not on a cover – and an 
additional comment, “A strike of ABPO ALEF is known without any date. The 26th May 1948 must be taken as the 
earliest date”508 although they neither illustrate such a strike nor explain why May 26th “must” be accepted as the 
earliest known date. 
 
APO 3 – the only illustration they mustered was a stenciled one of a dateless strike, writing “this early strike is still 
without date”.509 They associate the lack of a dateslug with the postmark being in use ‘early’. 
 
For APO 7 they illustrated two different strikes, dated “23-5-48” and “23 V 48” but note that these are back-dated fakes 
as the post office only opened on 27 May.510 Nevertheless they offer no illustrations of postmarks from that day onward 
in May, but here we have apparent proof that fakes or misuse of these postmarks exist. 
 
For our part as researchers, it’s extremely difficult to find genuine army postal history with May-dated postmarks: with 
access to over 100 auction catalogues of leading Israel-Holyland dealers in their time, I had to go 21- and 29 years back 
to find suitable examples – of 27 May 1948 dated mail handled by Base A; with APO 3, in light of the prevalent theory 
that its dateless strikes are the earliest – and this requiring extra research to examine – we will deal with APO 3’s early 
datestamps further down in our study. 
 
Here at left we have an example of army-originating mail, from the 53rd battalion of the ‘Givati’ brigade, addressed to a 
civilian at Mount Carmel in HAIFA;511 apparently the cover dates to a period before the institution of the military units’ 
triangular postal unit KABA handstamps (for which this battalion’s would have been 207, per Harris), and instead used a 
handstamp of its own entitled “BATTALION 53” (‘Gdud 53’) to indicate the letter’s military origin. In May-June, 
specifically from mid-May, this battalion fought in the north-west Negev (Ashdod-Nitzanim-Faluja)512 and would have 
been serviced by APO 10 in Nir-Am, which as learned above existed from at least 18-20 May – albeit without an 
observed postmarking device (we will address that mystery further below). The cover was not processed at an Army 
Post Office but rather at the Base post office – here correctly at BASE A, which as we learned in Circular 10 above 
serviced the geographic region of the battalion, on 27 May 1948, the earliest date for a BASE A postmark which I could 
find across 30+ years of specialized auction catalogues. From BASE A, which served as an “office of exchange”, the letter 
was transferred to the civilian postal service for delivery in Haifa, also as per the procedures outline in Circular 10. 
 

                                                           
508 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #35 (Ibid), p.XB (figure 30) & p.15 
509 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.XA (figure 78) & p.6 
510 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.XB (figures 100 and 101) & p.9 
511 TAS 23 (July 2002), lot #1575 
512 Entry for ‘Gdud 53’ in “Lexicon of the Haganah” (Ibid), p.86 
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Above at right we have another 27 May BASE A processed cover involving a stablemate of the 53rd battalion:513 here, an 
undated interim period cover sent from Tel Aviv (posted anytime between 2-14 May) addressed to a civilian in HOLON; 
from the manuscript notation on the front, the cover was re-routed to “Headquarters Battalion 51”, also of the Givati 
brigade, serving in this period in the area of Yavne-Hatzor, very close to Ashdod,514 and would likely also have been 
serviced by APO 10. Here too, it was transferred from the civilian postal service to the army postal service by way of 
BASE A as the ‘office of exchange’. Here then we presently have, at least for Base A, an apparent earliest date of its 
postmark’s use; indirectly we also see here examples of pre-KABA handstamped mail, and APO 10 region mail not 
bearing that APO’s postmark, the circumstances of which we learn about further below. 
 

We see here then genuine May-dated army (and related) mail not bearing either the KABA handstamp of APO postmark, 
these likely constituting “forerunner” postal history, predating the institution of those markings. 

 
 
There was a subtle but vitally critical assertion set forth by Kanner and Spiegel, which we mentioned just above in our 
summary – with equal understatement: “From December 1948 all the APOs had two instruments, but only some APOs 
used them both at the same time”. Taken together with their other comments – that the Base A postmark initially used 
Western Arabic numerals for the month, before being replaced by Roman numerals on 7 June, and that APO 3 postmark 
similarly used Western Arabic numerals for the date until around 16-18 June – we gain the impression that there was 
therefore only 1 postmarking device at any of these locations, APOs and Base APOs, prior to December 1948. And if they 
consider APO 3 strikes lacking a date-slug to be “early strikes” (leading some researchers to hatch the theory that these 
date from the solid 9-day period of 22-30 May; see footnotes 15 and 16 above in this article) this instills into our 
understanding that the earliest APO 3 strikes lacked a date but later strikes bore a full date.  
 
The consequence of adhering to a conception that the post offices only held a single postmarking device gives rise to a 
one-dimensional, linear understanding of the postal history – whatever dates and postal markings may be lacking on a 
piece of mail (partially or in their entirety), if the observed postal marking exhibits any of the characteristics Kanner and 
Spiegel laid down, the mail item under examination must necessarily date to the eras they have pre-determined. This, 
as I have written in separate articles is an extremely dangerous methodology for interpreting postal history (apart from 
defying common sense, how a post office would have only one postmarking device): we have encountered this – and 
debunked it – with regards to the unnumbered Israeli trilingual postmarks on their first days of use in Haifa, as well as 
the interim and “rosette” postmarks used in Jerusalem (whose “gradual” deformities are supposed to serve as an 
indication of which period the postmarks were used, presuming only one device was actually in use).515 
 

                                                           
513 Josef Wallach auction 23 (Nov. 1994), lot 1056; the return address is [“besieged”] Ben Shemen but for our purposes the postal circumstances of 
the cover appear legitimate and properly handled. 
514 Entry for ‘Gdud 51’ in “Lexicon of the Haganah” (Ibid), p.85 
515 Alex Ben-Arieh, “Legalized Taxi Mail and the Hidden History of the Haifa Head Post Office in April-May 1948”, particularly pages 44-46, and “On 
the Jerusalem Interim and ‘Rosette’ Postmarks”, pages 56-67 in JerusalemStamps Bulletin #1: 
https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf 

https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf
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The moment we determine that more than one postmark device exists – unless we know for certain what unique 

characteristics belong to each one – the methodology of relying on the strike’s appearance to derive circumstantial 
information, such as its period of use, loses its validity. 

 
 
a. Examining the Singularity of ‘Base Alef’ Postmarks 
Let’s test our above outlined approach on Base A postmarks. According to Kanner and Spiegel its month was initially 
struck using Western Arabic numerals, and from about 7 June 1948 onwards, with Roman numerals; below we have a 
series of its postmark strikes on mail – supposedly from reputable sources but my use of them does not constitute any 
warranty of their authenticity (and in time I may even have something critical to write about them): 
 

  
 

 The cover on the left is partially unclear critically where it most needs to be – the month: albeit in Western 
Arabic numerals, it is presumed to be 28 May 48 (though being partly unclear it could be June).516 Assuming the 
date is correct (May) this would be the 2nd earliest dated strike I have seen for Base A; 

 There is a circumstantial problem with this cover, being described by Aloni as a couriered cover from 
Jerusalem to Tel Aviv – not flown [by the army], as he emphasizes: if so, how did it enter the army postal 
system? It should have been submitted to the civilian post office (or to a letter box) which would then 
transfer it to the APS. If not endorsed “On Active Service” how would the APS accept, against 
regulations, the letter directly from the courier as non-army mail? And then too, why did the APS cancel 
the postage stamp against regulations?  

 The cover on the right displays a mostly complete 1 June 48 strike, where the month is rendered with a Western 
Arabic numeral.517  
 

Notice though a difference in the location of the upward stroke of “Alef” at the base – on the cover at left the upward 
stroke starts higher on the diagonal stroke, and on 1 June cover at right it begins lower. Notice also that the upward 
stroke of the “Tzadi” begins lower on the diagonal stroke than it does on the strike on the cover at the left. Differences 
in the actual template of the postmark, between two strikes, would indicate 2 different postmarking devices – albeit 
both use Western Arabic numerals for the month in the date. 
 
Below is another cover with a 28 May 48 BASE A postmark – this time on a “Menorah Club” cover, a subject we will 
discuss further below (and one I have highly skeptical about). Setting aside anything related to this cover’s circumstance, 
notice the difference in the digits of the date here versus the other 28 May cover above on the left: 

                                                           
516 Illustrated in Aloni “Minhelet Haam” (ibid), p.119 
517 JSPS (Ibid), p.163 
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The strike from the first cover is reshown to the left of the enlargement of the strike on the present cover: among the 
vatiations we see,  

 the Hebrew letter TZADI at the center on the top is narrower on the strike at left than on the right;  
 the base of the Hebrew letter BET, to the left of the TZADI, points upward on the right-hand strike whereas on 

the left-hand strike it points downward; 
 the digits “28” are horizontally positioned differently between the strikes, more to the left on the right-hand 

strike than on the left-hand strike as regards the digits’ placement below the letters above them; 
 the digits “48” are more vertically squashed on the left-hand strike than on the right 
 the digit “5” on the right-hand strike is squashed, but of normal high on the left-hand strike 

 
We can even refer back to the earliest observed strikes of the Base Alef postmark, from 27 May, and see variations 
between the two strikes from that date as well as differences between them and the strikes from 28 May: 
 

 
 

 between the 2 strikes of the same date, we see a overt differences in the appearance of the letters ‘ALEF’, 
‘REISH’ and ‘TZADI’ on the top, from the words DOAR TZVAI 

 between this pair of strikes and those of May 28th – specifically with the strike on the left – we see variations in 
the letter ‘ALEF’ at the base, where its right-upward stroke begins lower on the diagonal stroke than on most of 
the 28 May strikes observed above. 

 

In light of all of these numerous variations between strikes from the same date, and strikes between the two observed 
dates, we either have two different datestamp devices – or at least one (or even two) fakes. Either way, we already 
see that from “day 1” there was more than one device in use. 

 
Now we will compare a (slightly) later-dated set of strikes where the month is now in Roman numerals: 

 Below on the left is a cover bearing a 3 June 48 strike, where here the month is indicated with Roman numerals 
– 3-4 days earlier than Kanner and Spiegel’s research;518 

 On the right is another cover with a Roman numeral month, here from 12 June:519 note some variations –  

                                                           
518 TAS auction 47 lot 239 
519 Aloni, “Minhelet Haam” (Ibid), p.140 
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 the “VI” here is different than on the cover at the left (the “V” appearing shorter, being stemmed higher 

up and the “I” unserifed);  
 note also that the stars on either side are horizontally aligned on this strike but on the cover above (to 

the left) the left star is lower than the dateline – this is not a function of the positioning of the dateline 
but of a variation in the actual postmark template; 

 note also the letter “Alef”: on the cover at the left its right stem begins lower on the diagonal stroke 
than on the cover here 

 

  
 
There are other possible variations in the lettering of the template and the date-slug between these four different 
examples, but with this we have demonstrated:  

a) that the Roman numeral month date entered use well before 7 June such that if Kanner and Spiegel observed it 
in use until then, clearly more than 1 postmark device was in use;  

b) even between these sets of strikes we observe variations in their templates, further strengthening the suspicion 
that more than 1 device was in use at this time.  

And once we determine that at the Base army post office more than 1 postmark instrument was in use at this time, it 
logically follows that more than 1 device could have been in use at any of the other post offices, especially APO 3, 
described by Kanner and Spiegel as being “one of the busiest post offices of the organization”. 
 

In summary, there was more than 1 postmarking device in use at BASE A in May-June 1948. 
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b. Examining the Singularity of ‘APO 3’ Postmarks 
Earlier in our summary of Kanner and Spiegel’s research on the APO 3 (Tel Aviv) postmark we learned that they believe 
the office opened between 22 and 24 May, and that the lifetime of the APO's datestamp could be summarized thus: in 
its initial format it was of the small sized “Type I” manufacture with small-size lettering in the permanent perimeter 
legend, with round-topped MEM and serifed SHIN in the title (“MISRAD 3”), as well as a flat-topped “3” in the title; 
according to them, in its earliest incarnation, which they call “the first Circular Datestamp” of the APO, it appears 
without a datehead at all (figure 78), and then it appears with a Western Arabic month in the datehead (figure 79) until 
between 16-18 June, when it becomes displayed with a Roman numeral (figure 80 & 70). Thereafter (presumably in 
October as per their illustration) the device is changed to a larger-lettered “Type II” manufacture, with narrow and 
squarish-topped MEM and unserifed SHIN in the title, as well as a round-topped “3” in the title (figure 81).520 
 

 
 
We will address the matter of the dateless postmark in a moment; it’s easier to begin by reconciling the issue of the 
datestamp template variations, and so demonstrating that from this perspective alone we can prove that multiple 
devices were used simultaneously. 
 
On one hand, we do see evidence of a change in the datestamps from Western Arabic month numerals to Roman 
numerals at around the time mentioned by Kanner and Spiegel:  

 on the left is a purported cover from besieged Ben Shemen to Tel Aviv, processed on June 17th at APO 3 – with 
Western Arabic month numeral;521  

 on the right is an active service cover from KABA 168 to Tel Aviv, processed on June 18th at APO 3 – with Roman 
numeral month. I describe the first as “purported” for reasons stated in the footnote: this insistence is important 
because we will shortly see that where examples of mail appear questionable they also bear “intriguing” postal 
markings (or lack expected postal markings).  

 

   
 
Nevertheless, we also have a case of a 22 July registered cover to Haifa transiting APO 3 – except here the device bears 
an oversized flat-topped “3” and the ALEF in “DOAR” is taller with a less accentuated left down-stroke than in the two 
examples above, likely then a different postmarking device to those. 
 

                                                           
520 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.4, 5-6 & XA (figures 78 and 81) 
521 Purported – sent by a “Doctor Pierre” without referencing an army return address but endorsed on the front “On Active Service” (in different 
handwriting); displayed in “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.219 
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On a single heavily-rerouted cover from October we are afforded examples of both the flat-topped “3” postmark and 
also the round-topped “3” postmark: the postmark with the flat-topped “3” dates to 16 October and by the time the 
cover was returned, on 30 October it was already being postmarked by the device with the round-topped “3”… 
 

 
 
However – we also see the device with the flat-topped “3” (and “Type I” round-topped MEM) in use as late as 29 
November on a cover from KABA 457 to 290 (the ‘Gadna’ training base), further evidence of at least 2 different 
datestamps being used at this time: 
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This survey merely shows that even if the manner of the datestamp configuration adheres to Kanner and Spiegel’s 
research there are still device variations and multiple devices used in this period, ruling out the rule-of-thumb 
methodology of a single device being used exclusively over a period of time. 

 
Moreover, we have an example of a fake: this is a 19 June 1948 dated strike cancelling civilian postage stamps, against 
regulations. The problem here is less the infraction and more the date itself – a Saturday (Jewish ‘Shabbat’), a highly 
unlikely possibility. If postmarked after the Sabbath, given double summer time in this period, and allowing an hour 
thereafter to begin engaging in work, this would be 1030pm at night). In light of what appears to be overt favor cancels 
– on tabbed stamps, no less – with unusual clarity, thick letters and heavy inking, the combination of circumstances 
opens the possibility that there is a fake or misused APO 3 postmark affecting/infecting our postal history stream: 
 

 
 
 
c. Examining the Singularity of Dateless ‘APO 3’ Postmarks 
Our purpose in demonstrating that multiple postmark devices were in used, and that at least one forgery or misused 
device was (or is) also in use, was to help us address the matter of the dateless APO 3 postmarks. Apparently due to 
Kanner and Spiegel’s assertion that the dateless postmarks are an early type – and particularly because they appear on 
rather sensational postal items said to have been flown – this issue has to be addressed very carefully. 
 
We refer back to Kanner and Spiegel who called these dateless APO 3 postmarks (figure 78 in their illustrations) “early 
strike[s] still without date”.522 From our initial summary of the existing postal history narrative laid out at the start of 
this article, we learned that various philatelists (and collectors and dealers) posit that this dateless postmark was in use 
from 22 May until as late as 30 May. 
 
If we accept the above propositions at face value, it should mean that the postmark device prior to, say, 1 June would 
be the same physical device used thereafter with a date (at least, let’s say, until 18 June when the format of the date 
changed and maybe the device itself too – but that’s an irrelevant matter for us at this juncture). This would mean, we 
should expect to see the identical template – the perimeter text and edge ring – on the dateless strikes as on those with 
the full date, bearing the Western Arabic month numeral. 
 

Surprisingly, it’s hard to find 
examples of the postmark 
bearing the Western Arabic 
numeral; here are 4 strikes for 
example. What we are 
interested in seeing is the letter 
“YUD” in the word “TZVAI” at 

the top left, the final small letter above the left asterisk. Note that it appears to be horizontally parallel to the asterisk. 

                                                           
522 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.XA (figure 78) & p.6 
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Now let’s take a look at strikes of the dateless postmark. Surprisingly these are much easier to find, albeit on sensational 
(or purportedly so) postal items. I found about 3 varieties of the angle of the ‘YUD’; according to Kanner and Spiegel the 
postmarks were made of zinc (metal), so if the device used is identical across many strikes, particularly if used in a short 
period like 22-30 May, we should not see any variations at all between the strikes – but we do. I should also mention 
that the strikes appear in two different colors – in black ink and violet-brown ink; this matter will be of greater 
significance to us further down in this article, but worth mentioning already here at this introductory stage. For this 
examination I aligned the images of the strikes so that the two asterisks would be horizontally aligned to each other; 
except for two of the three images in the last group, all the postmarks come from different postal covers. 
 
Below is “group 1” of strikes where the YUD is similar in its positioning as those strikes we saw above of the postmark 
with the Western Arabic datehead; when viewing the postmark perfectly horizontally the Yud’s base stroke is perfectly 
horizontal and parallel to the asterisk below it, and when viewed vertically the base stroke is perfectly parallel to the red 
dotted guideline next to it: 
 

 

 
 
In the next group (“group 2”) we see an anomaly, where the YUD is angular – its base stroke is not horizontally parallel 
to the asterisk but tilted slightly inwards towards the letter ALEF; when viewed vertically the Yud’s base stroke is slightly 
angled towards the base of the Alef and is not perfectly parallel to the red dotted guideline: 
 

 

 
 
In the next group (“group 3”) we an inverse anomaly to Group 2, where the base stroke of the YUD is actually tilted 
slightly away from the ALEF and towards the asterisk. The 2nd image from left is not clear enough but the two images to 
the right are more definitive though the come from the same cover, and the left-most image while weakly struck at the 
left is indeed downward tilted – here another postmark device: 
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We could conclude one of two things: either we are looking at (at least) 2-3 different postmarking devices, or, the same 
device – but not in use at the same time period (i.e. the anomalies are the result of use – wear and tear). Notice also 
how the outer ring exhibits more anomalies as we progress from one group to another, purely circumstantially, from 
“group 1” to “group 2” and then “group 3”: this doesn’t necessarily means it’s the same device across all the groups but 
it does mean that all these strikes cannot come from the same short period of 8 days; a postmarking device made of 
metal does not deteriorate so quickly. 
 
The existing literature focuses exclusively on the uniqueness of the dateless APO 3 postmark and relegates its use to the 
period of 22-30 May 1948, but there are additional cases in our postal history and these partial postmark strikes don’t 
necessarily receive the same evaluation. For instance we have these two different covers where the year alone appears 
but the rest of the date is missing: 
 

   
 

 On the left is a cover sent from a soldier at army postal unit (KABA) 150, the Communications Corps per Harris, 
and it is addressed to a civilian in Haifa; the cover is transit stamped by a “type I” APO 3 postmark missing the 
day and month – and the letter YUD is angled upwards like the “group 2” dateless strikes reviewed above.  

 On the right is a cover sent from a soldier at KABA 142, General Headquarters training school (likely either the 
camp at Kiryat Meir or Camp Yona, both in Tel Aviv) per Harris, but actually dispatched from KABA 163 
(Womens’ Corps training center), and addressed to Haifa; the cover is similarly transit marked by a “type I” APO 
3 postmark missing the day and month. The similarity of the error does not turn it into a measurable 
phenomenon – we have no way of knowing when these letters were sent; even the style of the digits of the 
triangular KABA handstamps differ from one another, suggesting different periods of usage. 
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There are even instances of the BASE ALEF postmark missing the datehead entirely: 
 

   
 
On the left is a purported flown civilian cover from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv, whose Jerusalem local interim postage stamp 
has been cancelled against regulations by the dateless BASE A postmark; then tied by a partly incomplete 3 June 48 
postmark, most likely APO 3… though why a civilian cover would be processed by APO 3 rather than the civilian post 
office (as per the regulations in Circular 10 cited earlier) is a mystery (eg. the army postal service handled deliveries only 
in small settlements). Unless the cover itself is forged. We will address that in Part 3 of this article. The seller of the 
cover, apparently accustomed to ascribing dateless APO 3 postmarks to 22-27 May, inadvertently described also the 
BASE A postmarks as also being in use without a datehead, between 22-27 May – this error is unrecorded in Kanner and 
Spiegel so it’s unclear what his source for that assertion would be. 
 
On the right is a purported flown civilian cover from Kibbutz Ruhama in the besieged Negev, addressed to someone in 
Ein Harod (the handwriting differs across all the elements); franked 10 mils with a Doar Ivri stamp and cancelled – 
against regulations – by the dateless BASE A postmark. Here too an additional mystery as this settlement’s mail was 
serviced by APO 10 in Nir Am (not Ruhama, as we learned earlier) and the settlement was additionally issued its own 
KABA triangular handstamp (#219/23), neither of which appears on the cover… Here too, the seller of the cover 
inadvertently described the BASE A postmarks as being in use without a datehead, between 22-27 May. 
 

It appears the army postal service’s approach to handling 
incomplete postmark strikes varied from APO to APO. At left 
we have a family correspondence cover sent from a sergeant 
at army unit post office KABA 188 (training base, per Harris) 
to addressee at KFAR HAROEH via HADERA, tied by the KABA 
188 triangular handstamp & regional Army Post Office APO 7 
postmark (AFFULA) in the right side of the center – with the 
date-slug missing, and supplemented by English office dater 
dated 29 July 1948. The cover was evidently delayed in 
transit, possibly because of army operations in the area. It 
was subsequently arrival handstamped 2 months later with 
another office dater dated 27 Sept, and with an 
accompanying dateless and incomplete regional APO 
postmark (likely APO 2 at HADERA) near the top of the cover. 
Both postmark “errors” are unrecorded in Kanner and 
Spiegel – naturally, as there appear to be many such 
incomplete postmarks on army mail, but here we both see a 
practical remedy to the problem (and an absence of 
overblown theories as to how the cover was transported). 
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d. Initial Evaluation of Mail Bearing the Dateless ‘APO 3’ Postmarks 
The subject of the dateless APO 3 postmarks is all encompassing because its phenomenon crosses all subjects of 1948 
mail, whether related to Jerusalem or elsewhere. As we have only now begun to pick apart the theory that any dateless 
APO 3 postmark was used between 22-30 May, I want to close out this stage of our examination by addressing a few of 
the non-Jerusalem related mail items which bear this postmark. My purpose here is to show that virtually every postal 
item bearing that postmark is problematic; of 17 unique postal items observed, I have not seen a single instance of 
normal “ordinary” mail bearing a dateless APO 3 postmark, all of it by contrast is sensational if not bombastic – 
invariably “flown” mail or closely associated with air transport without exception.* 
 
* Correction: I have actually seen 2 such covers, beyond these 17, which may actually be “ordinary” (though unusual 
nevertheless), but we will address them and their significance in Chapter X in Part II of this article. 
 
In the bigger scheme of things the subject of the dateless APO 3 postmark gives rise to a bigger question: why are there 
no May-dated APO 3 postal items? If that APO really opened as early as 22-24 May and was so busy and central to the 
army’s postal service, why in its critical opening days are there absolutely no mail items bearing its May-dated 
postmark? I opine, based on my comments earlier, that the APS postmarking devices entered use a little later than the 
official dates on which its offices opened – from June 1948. We know from our survey above, that as presently 
observed, Base A began postmarking mail at least from 27 May, and that those mail items oddly lacked the expected 
triangular KABA army postal unit handstamps and were similarly not processed by the expected Army Post Office 
associated with their originating region. An implication that arises from this observation is that while Kanner and Spiegel 
write that APO 3 opened sometime between 22-24 May we don’t see any such postmarked mail, and it would be hard 
to understand the logic of a branch APO receiving its postmark before its regional parent, the nerve-center Base APO. 
 
What we have instead is this clunky theory, defying all postal regulations, that a postmark bearing no date would serve a 
regular and ongoing purpose stamping mail – though to what end? Lacking a date it serves no purpose. Nevertheless, 
Kanner and Spiegel broached the idea and over time it was enthusiastically accepted by our philatelic community, yet it 
confounds reason. Best of all, as an all-encompassing theory, if this postmark is observed on mail – regardless of any 
extenuating circumstances – that piece of mail is automatically said to date to 22-30 May, when mail from/to certain 
areas of the country was ‘assuredly’ flown (thereby spiking its supposed market value to collectors). 
 

A fundamental problem with the mail bearing the dateless APO 3 postmark is that none of it bears the expected 
triangular army postal unit (KABA) handstamp which we would expect to see on mail naturally entering the army 
postal service’s mail stream. This issue goes unanswered in Kanner and Spiegel (and all others), who astoundingly do not 
state when the KABA handstamps themselves entered use. We know from our survey above that these postal unit 
numbers were issued as early as 9 May – so why throughout the month, even after the APS begins operations on 20 
May, do we not see any mail with a KABA handstamp?  

 
Here too, as above, I believe this is because the postal 
markings of the APS only entered use from June. Here at 
left is one of the earliest documentable instances of the 
KABA handstamp that I have found – around 3 June 1948:  
 
this is a civilian cover addressed to the Schweitzer hospital 
in Tiberias,523 franked 10 mils for inland letter postage and 
posted 3 June from Tel Aviv (the collector erroneously 
wrote 5 June); the number above the address “2648” may 
mean the date it was written (i.e. 2 June 48); the face is 
subsequently tied by the KABA 152 handstamp of what 
Harris lists as the “Headquarters Medical Service – 
Military Hospital 2 in Safed”. Of note, the cover does not 
bear any APO or Base APO markings. 
 
 
 

                                                           
523 “Schweitzer Hospital” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%97%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%A9%D7%9D_%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%A8  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%97%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%A9%D7%9D_%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%A8
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The following examples are postal items I have observed either in our literature or at prominent philatelists for sale, and 
so I have to rely on their images and descriptions to form my reaction.  
 
The first item is described as a cover addressed to a family member serving at Ein Shemer air strip (reverse not shown): 
it is franked 10 mils per the inland letter rate, using an interim stamp – valid for postage until 22 May 1948, here 
postmarked from the Affula post office on 17 May; in the words of the original description, “via [the] Military [and tied 
by] Tel-Aviv APO #3 dateless [postmark] - in use 22-27 May 1948, on face; [as addressee unknown, marked] Unknown & 
Return (in Hebrew manuscript on face) via APO #7 - 18.VII.48 on back - 2 months after dispatch”. The manuscript 
actually says “return to sender” – there is no indication that the person is unknown (see further below on this). 
 

 
 
The problem here lies with the routing: if the cover was posted at the civilian post office in Affula the cover could have 
been transferred via the Affula APO (#7), which according to Kanner and Spiegel opened on 27 May; or it could have 
been transferred to the regional BASE B in Haifa, which was responsible for Affula and then it would have been routed 
via the army postal service to Ein Shemer. Alternatively – more practically based on the dates – the cover could have 
been routed via the army’s post office in Netanya (APO 9, or 8 per Kanner and Spiegel), which according to Kanner and 
Spiegel began operating already on 22 May (i.e. covering the entire period supposedly represented by the dateless APO 
3 postmark) – possibly even earlier than APO 3 which they claim opened between 22-24 May. Either way what is 
incomprehensively unclear is why this cover had to transit APO 3 well further south in Tel Aviv – for what purpose? The 
postmark is a “group 1” type regarding the positioning of the letter YUD. 
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A Digression on Basic Army-Mail Routing Patterns: 
Let’s digress a moment and understand postal routing between the civilian postal service and the army’s; consider this 4 
November 1948 postmarked postal card: it was posted at Haifa (from a sender from the settlement of Kfar Hassidim) 
and addressed a soldier at army postal unit (KABA) 304. Per Harris this was the 35th battalion (of the Alexandroni 
Brigade) but his listing accidentally assigns it to “Azor Biryah Naftat, Tel Hai” – Biriya and Tel Hai are two locales in the 
far north; the brigade was actually assigned to an area called “Mediterranean-Galilee” (הגליל התיכון - HaGalil HaTichon) 
located between the eastern inland part of Tel Aviv, running past Petach Tikva, Herzliya, Kfar Sava, Netanya and Hadera, 
up to Zichron Yaakov in the approaches towards Haifa. The region was indeed divided into districts – “Nefachim” – and 
the 35th battalion was based at the training camp in Netanya, as such APO 8 (per Kanner and Spiegel) and observed here 
below.524 The parcel was first transferred to BASE B in Haifa on 3 November whereupon it was transferred to APO 8 in 
Netanya and received there on the 4th. 
 

  
 
Kanner and Spiegel write that APO 8 was originally assigned to BASE A and then on 1 August 1948 transferred to the 
responsibility of BASE B.525 That may be correct though in the next two examples we see civilian mail to APOs assigned 
to BASE A not transiting the base APO but simply being sent directly to the “branch” APOs under its control. As such 
here above the BASE B transit may actually have been to send the parcel to an APO under BASE A, but for our needs 
here we don’t need to digress on this further. 
 
Here we have an example of a 14 July 1948 postmarked parcel card sent from the civilian post office in Holon and 
addressed to someone at army postal unit (KABA) 290 – per Harris this was the training center of the Gadna pre-military 
youth brigade (and this would explain why no army personnel number is written after the person’s name). In this period 
there were Gadna training camps in various places including Mahane Yona in north Tel Aviv, Raanana, Naan and Shfeya 
(near Zichron Yaakov) – all in the region assigned to the Alexandroni brigade and serviced by APO 8 in Netanya.526 Here 
we see the parcel was sent directly to APO 8 without any intermediate transits – and certainly not APO 3 in nearby Tel 
Aviv, as seen unnecessarily on the dateless APO 3 stamped cover above and on many others reviewed below. This 
would suggest that the APO belonged to BASE A and didn’t require transiting the base APO as its transport remained 
with the base APOs geographic jurisdiction. Now we understand the basic mechanics of postal routing in this period, 
and can end our digression. 
 

                                                           
524 Short history of the Alexandroni Brigade: https://www.alexandroni.org/history/  
525 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.9 
526 “Gadna” at the Haganah Association website: http://www.irgon-haagana.co.il/Info/hi_show.aspx?Id=47287  

https://www.alexandroni.org/history/
http://www.irgon-haagana.co.il/Info/hi_show.aspx?Id=47287
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An additional problem with the dateless APO 3 stamped cover is the evident lack of markings attesting to any attempt 
to locate the presumed serviceman over the course of 2 months (we don’t know from the address that he was even in 
the army!). Army postal history from 1948-49 is replete with massively overwritten and over re-routed mail attempting 
to locate the intended addressee. The markings we see here are of the kind we would expect of the civilian postal 
service – but that would be incongruent with the cover apparently entering the army postal system just after dispatch. 
End of digression. 
 
Another problem with the Affula cover, perhaps more fundamentally, is that it predates the publication of the army 
postal service via the civilian post office: as of 17 May the APS hadn’t even begun operating (20 May); Circular 10 
announcing the APS to the civilian postal service was only published on 28 May… In short, a problematic cover from 
every angle. 
 
By contrast we are afforded an authentic counter-example by way of this cover below, posted the day before the one 
above – 16 May 1948 (i.e. the first day of the Israeli civilian postal administration): 

 
this cover is also addressed to someone at an air field, 
here a “ground crew” worker at the Tel Aviv airport; the 
return address on Mendele street in the city is at the 
bottom left. We know from history that the day before, 
the 15th – Israel’s first day of independence and her 
invasion by 5 Arab armies – the Egyptian air force 
bombed this airport causing civil aviation there to end 
abruptly and be transferred to Haifa airport. As we 
learned earlier this airport also serviced the Haganah’s Air 
Service, which worked together with employees of the 
“Aviron” aviation company. The cover was franked 10 
mils for the inland letter rate, here using a valid interim 
stamp for the postage, and posted at the Tel Aviv head 
post office (evidenced by the Israeli trilingual postmark, 
which was only issued in the city at this time to the HPO). 
The cover is also tied by the National Loan handstamp of 
the sorting office, so we see it entered the mail stream.  
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In the absence of any marking indicating that the cover could not be delivered we can safely conclude that it reached its 
addressee – but remarkably, this would now be a military site and yet the letter obviously was transmitted entirely by 
way of the civilian postal service. And why – because the APS only began operating on the 20th, and APO 3 or BASE A 
only a few days thereafter. In contrast to the Affula cover above, we see the intuitive logic of this cover’s handling, 
whereas with the Affula cover it is not clear how and at what stage it entered the army’s mail stream as it only bears an 
undated return-dispatch APO postmark. 
 

At left we have a cover illustrated in “The 
Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services”527 
described thus: a letter sent from Kibbutz Zeelim, 
return addressed P.O.Box 2040 Tel Aviv [the small 
settlements in the Negev enjoyed no postal services 
during the Mandate era and rented post offices 
boxes in Tel Aviv to receive their mail], and 
addressed to Ein Vered “near Tel Mond”. As written, 
“the letter was probably carried by an air force 
airplane to Tel Aviv Sde-Dov and was dispatched by 
Army Post ‘Office 3’ during the first period May 22-
27, 1948 when the ‘Office 3’ postmark was used 
without a date slug.” 
 
Earlier in our survey we reviewed the postal service 
servicing the Negev settlements by way of what the 
press called a “temporary post office in Nir-Am”, and 

I broached the idea that this is actually a reference to APO 10 (cited in Circular 10 as being in Nir-Am, the actual base of 
the “Negev” brigade, and not in Ruhama as often written but without attribution especially by Kanner and Spiegel); this 
service was published on 17 May to begin operating from 18 May. Kanner and Spiegel wrote that it did not actually take 
effect but as I noted then they provided no evidence for that assertion and I found no indication anyway to support 
their claim. Similarly the book displaying this cover recites the press notice and does not refute it.528 
 
What that press notice did state was that the settlements had to supply themselves with postage stamps although in 
the initial period the post office at Nir-Am would take care of franking their mail and charging the settlements’ accounts 
for the postage. (We might then expect such mail in the initial period to prominently bear the name of the settlement 
whose account was to be charged for the postage.) In other words, the mail was not being transported or delivered 
free of charge at least in the period attributed to this dateless postmark, 22-30 May; the settlements were also 
instructed to bring their mail to the post office at Nir-Am. 
 
Here this is a stampless cover: it was neither franked at the settlement nor at Nir Am and critically it is also not endorsed 
“on active service” (to be eligible for free army mail); further it only bears the dateless postmark of APO 3 in Tel Aviv 
(the “group 2” type with angular YUD) – but why? The description suggests it was flown to Tel Aviv – but the dispatching 
air base was at Nir Am, so why is there no initial army postmark from its receipt at Nir Am? Further, presuming it was 
transported by air or land from Nir-Am, the correct routing should be via the Base APO A in Tel Aviv for further 
transmission, not the “branch” APO #3. The destination address is very close to Netanya (see to the right of “Netanya” 
in the map above), where if the cover was actually carried part-way by the army we should expect to see the Netanya 
APO postmark (either #9 or #8 depending on which source, Circular 10 or Kanner/Spiegel is correct for this period). In 
short, this is another problematic cover undone by the compounded flaws of it being stampless and illogically routed. 
 
Below we have a virtually identical circumstance to the cover above – also from Zeelim, also stampless and similarly tied 
by the dateless APO 3 postmark (type “group 2”). The seller described it as a “flown courier cover… arrived & posted at 
APO #3, dateless postmark on front this in use 22 - 27 MAY 1948”, and noted that it was vertically folded (as commonly 
seen on couriered covers): 
 

                                                           
527 Ibid, p.130-131 
528 Ibid, p.125-126 
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The description again relies on a narrative proffering 
“flown mail” although as we have seen so far, there is 
no evidence anywhere of this being the method of 
transmission. The press notice of mail service via Nir 
Am made no mention of mail being flown to Tel Aviv.  
 
Left unexplained is how the cover was accepted into 
the army postal system and processed postage-free; 
it’s not endorsed “on active service”: the frequent (as 
we shall see) use of describing these stampless covers 
as “couriered” does not explain why a) they would 
necessarily be flown, or b) why this would enable the 
mail to be delivered free of charge. Being described as 
“couriered” in light of also being stampless is a red 
herring – a mixing in of irrelevant information to 
explain a clear postal procedural violation. 
 
The cover is addressed to a Rivka Burla at the Wizo 
school [for agriculture and home economics] in Nahlat 
Yitzhak.529 The most convincing element of this cover 
is the notation for local re-routing to a post office box 
“TA [Tel Aviv] POB 189” – but that is unquestionably a 

marking and function that could only have been undertaken by the civilian post office which would have known to 
which PO Box to reroute the letter, and there are no postal markings of the civilian postal service on the cover to 
indicate that it really handled the cover. All the same, the other problematic elements are so egregious that the mere 
notation of re-routing is not enough to override the other concerns.  
 
And here we have (at left) yet another cover from the same sender in Zeelim, an “R. Yafe”, to the same addressee Rivka 
Burla, also sent without postage and tied by the dateless APO 3 postmark (here of the “group 3” type): the description 
given by the seller is virtually identical to that provided for its counterpart above, also described as “flown courier cover 
to Tel Aviv” and estimated dating to 22-27 May. Here the sender addressed the letter to the post office box (189) in Tel 
Aviv to which the letter above was supposedly rerouted – but again the cover is posted postage free without any merit. 
 

  
 

                                                           
529 See for example: https://sites.google.com/a/tlv100.net/tlv100/trans_aylon/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8-%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%95-

%D7%91%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%9C%D7%AA-%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%97%D7%A7  

https://sites.google.com/a/tlv100.net/tlv100/trans_aylon/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8-%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%95-%D7%91%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%9C%D7%AA-%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%97%D7%A7
https://sites.google.com/a/tlv100.net/tlv100/trans_aylon/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%A1%D7%A4%D7%A8-%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%95-%D7%91%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%9C%D7%AA-%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%97%D7%A7


P a g e  | 255 

 
By contrast, at right above, we have a franked cover from the Negev described thus: “Besieged Kibbutz Gvaram in the 
Negev [P.O.Box 5093 Tel-Aviv] - Flown Courier cover to Qiryat Motzkin, family correspondence… franked 10m Doar Ivri, 
stamp tied Against Regulations, by Military postmark, posted at APO #3, the dateless postmark applied on front, this in 
use 22 - 27 MAY 1948.” The postmark is of the “group 2” type with tilted YUD. 
 
The description conceded an important point – that the postage stamp was cancelled against regulations by an army 
postmark. The trouble here is, of 6 franked covers tied by the dateless APO 3 postmark observed by me and the other 
two shown earlier tied by the dateless BASE A postmark – only one is correctly not cancelled by one of the military 
postmarks (and it too is problematic, but will be addressed further below in Chapter X). In our collecting community 
such army-cancelled franked mail is highly prized and rarely seen, yet with regards to these dateless postmarks the 
postal history is overwhelmingly postage-cancelled in a manner that raises suspicions. It is a common regulation across 
armies that their postal services do not cancel postage stamps of the civilian post office – so why with regards to these 
unusual dateless postmarks do we see them so frequently cancelling franks, against regulations? 
 
As raised in regard to the other covers studied above, here too there is a serious question regarding the routing, based 
on the postal markings: the cover was purportedly routed via APO 3 but the destination is near Haifa in the north – a 
matter for either BASE A in Tel Aviv to transfer to BASE B in Haifa, or for “branch” APO 4 in Haifa to handle on its own, or 
for the civilian post office to handle altogether. Even if we concede the possibility of APO 3 accidentally cancelling the 
postage stamp, why are there no subsequent army postmarks attesting to the rest of the journey? 
 

We have observed 5 different non-Jerusalem related postal items marked by the dateless APO 3 postmark and found all 
of them to be circumstantially problematic, casting serious doubt as to their authenticity. At this stage we understand 
that there is either a serious problem with the presence of the dateless APO 3 postmark on mail – or a serious problem 
with the interpretation of that postmark (that’s an unsubtle hint!). There is a solution to this riddle but it will make 
more sense to address it further down in Part 2 of this article, when we go to examine and evaluate the postal history 
of this period. 

 
With our review of the postal markings in the initial period of the Army Postal Service, what we have accomplished up 
to this point is to demonstrate: 

a) that while the APS may have started operating on 20 May very little mail exhibits its postal markings in that 
month; 

b) by way of postal history examples we see that the initial period of operation of the APS did not depend on the 
actual use of its postal markings; 

c) that already from the first days where APS postmarks are observed in use, we see evidence of multiple 
datestamp devices in use – thereby negating the commonly accepted methodology of predetermining the 
circumstances of postal history based on the appearance of a presumed single-used postmark device. This is 
especially important in regards to how the dateless APO 3 postmark is evaluated, and we will examine this in 
Chapter X. 

 
We will now revert to a close examination of 
the army postal service specifically in 
Jerusalem – essentially picking up our 
reconstructed history of the APS, moving now 
from the general to the specific – and learn 
about the operation of the army mail in 
Jerusalem as well as the air service in that 
city. As a segue to the next chapter we will 
briefly take note of a tantalizing postal cover 
with a partially hand-dated APO 3 postmark, 
“23 May 1948”, surely the earliest known 
dated APO 3 postmark, contradicting all that I 
wrote just above… 
 
…and I will close this section by stating that 
this cover is fake for multiple reasons. It will 
be addressed further in the next chapter. 
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VII. The Army Postal Service in Jerusalem in 1948 
The prevailing narrative that this article seeks to correct posits that mail from Jerusalem was flown by the army: in 
Chapter V we reviewed and revised the early history of ‘air service’ and of the army air service, as well as the early 
history of the Army’s postal service – “services”, actually, because we were apprised that there existed an internal-army 
mail service operated within the Signals Corps and a soldiers’ mail service operated by the Quartermaster Corps. We 
learned on the one hand about the responsibilities and limitations of the air service, as well as the circumstances within 
which it operated under the Mandate and then shortly thereafter; on the other hand we learned about the high-level 
operations, regulations and procedures of both of the army postal services (eg. secrecy and urgency priorities, officer 
approvals, etc.), and then about how and under what circumstances they interacted with each other (eg. what type of 
mail each service handled). 
 
In the subsequent chapter (VI) we took a closer look at the early period of the Army Postal Service’s operations, from 20 
May to very early June, using the presence (or absence) of postal markings on its mail to get a better sense of whether 
such mail was necessarily postally marked by the APS – this was critical in order for us to ascertain if early mail was 
necessarily postally marked by the APS; it was not. In the framework of that research we debunked the common theory 
that only a single postmarking device was in use at any given post office, thereby negating methodologies in Israeli 
philately which rely on the appearance of postmarks to derive otherwise postally-undocumented information about their 
period of use. In order to understand the circumstances under which these markings appeared, we had to first learn 
about the different Army Post Offices and their locations, and then the Base Offices to which they were assigned: we 
learned about the practical operation of the APS by way of the critical document “Circular 10” of 28 May 1948, issued by 
the civilian postal service; this enabled us to both understand the logistical workings of the APS and its interaction with 
the civilian postal service, as well as understanding under what circumstances mail would transit (or not) “branch” APOs 
and Base APOs. Our attempts to reconcile assertions from the existing knowledge base with documentary information 
and empirical postal history evidence led us to rewrite the history of the APO 10 post office in Nir-Am - this will shortly 
prove to be a key to understanding influential aspects of army postal history. 
 
In this chapter we now focus in specifically on the army post office in Jerusalem, its history and operations, with an eye 
to determining whether it actually enabled its mail to be flown out of the city. Here we will encounter very low-level, 
specific postal operation procedures and regulations critical for our subsequent evaluation of postal history in Part II. 
 
 

A. A Revised History of the Army Post Office in Jerusalem (APO 5) and a Collation of Procedures 
The civilian postal service’s ‘Circular 10’ of 28 May 1948 introduced the names and locations of the initial army post 
offices and base APOs. One of those offices was APO 5 assigned to Jerusalem. We learned then that although these 
APOs were being published on 28 May, not all were actually open and functioning as of that date, and indeed APO 5 was 
not yet open. Yaacov Tsachor and Stephen Rothman, whose research into the archives (published in “Holy Land Postal 
History” bulletin #39) will be referred to in this section, mention a 31 May notice issued by “Aloni” (Ariel Amiad, the 
communications officer of the Etzioni Brigade), laying out the forthcoming postal service in Jerusalem over 12 chapters – 
but don’t illustrate it. 
 
At present the first physical evidence we have of the APO in Jerusalem is the following document issued by “Aloni” on 4 
June 1948, entitled “Army Post – Appendix A”, and it reads:530 
 
1. The army post office will begin its operations on Monday 7 June 1948 at 0800. 
2. Correction to Provision 11 of Army Mail – *this was crossed out and not elaborated upon here; it is detailed in another 
document from “Aloni” dated 6 June (as “appendix B”), whose image is displayed below the present document. Its 
contents are incorporated below the provision “Usage” from the present document at hand.531  
 
Inspection: 

a. The inspection (censorship) of the outgoing letters from the military units will be done by the commander of the 
units or by someone appointed by him to be responsible for this. 

b. The unit commander will be responsible for each outgoing letter from the unit. 

                                                           
530 Reproduced in JSPS (Ibid), p.138 
531 p.69 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j); unfortunately not listed in Rivlins’ expansive book of wartime aliases 
and codenames (Ibid), where their book is surprisingly weak on Jerusalem alias, as per this same archive file (p.74), where the codename “Kidron” 
 is that of the quartermaster – both are (שלמה) ”appears this means “Military Governor - North Jerusalem”; the codename “Shlomo (קדרון)
included in the document’s distribution. 
 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332


P a g e  | 257 

 
c. The army post office reserves the right to re-open any letter which it deems necessary to inspect and will itself 

conduct the inspection. 
d. It is forbidden to transfer army mail from the units by way of “Mak-im” [Communications Office – Jerusalem, of 

the Signals Corps/Communications Service], rather only by way of the army post office (except for mail from the 
‘MAR’ [the office of the Commander of Jerusalem and Etzion Brigade]). 

e. The army post office will be open to those unit personnel responsible for mail every day between the hours 
0800-1300 and 1600-1900. 

Usage: 
a. We repeat and emphasize that the use of the army postal service is permitted only to those persons who are 

fully enlisted on active service. 
 
*Incorporating here the additional provisions from #2 above from a 6 June document (below at left), as it pertains to 
“censorship” and reads: 

a. The letters will be delivered by their writers with their envelopes opened, to the unit’s person responsible for 
the outgoing mail. 

b. That encharged person will sign his name next to the handstamp of the unit (on the upper left side of the 
envelope) 

c. Letters which do not bear the handstamp of the unit and the signature of the person responsible for the unit’s 
mail will be returned to the unit. 

 
On the bottom in manuscript is written: 
Postal Unit Numbers: 
Headquarters Staff of the Military Administration (North) – 211 
Military Police – 211/5 
the next item is garbled but relates to Battalion ‘Hey’ (i.e. ‘E’ or #5) of Mishmar Haam at 211/2, amended (sometime 
later presumably when the subnumbers became two digits – see further below) to 211/29 
 
Ironically the document does not say where the APO was actually located but in all likelihood this was at the Etzioni 
brigade’s home base at the Schneller Orphanage compound (also known in Hebrew as ‘Mahane Keva 1’ – ‘Permanent 
Base #1’), next to the Mekor Baruch neighborhood. 
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 As the document is phrased we learn that mail from the units until now had been transmitted by way of the 
Communications Office in Jerusalem – but that from the 7th onward this would be forbidden (except for the 
‘MAR’ – the Jerusalem City and District Commander’s office).  

 We also learn that access to the APO was restricted only to the unit liaisons appointed by those units’ 
commanders; access was not open to the broad public of the army.  

 We also see a clear restriction that APS service was only for fully enlisted soldiers on active duty: with all the 
above limitations in place, we should indeed be skeptical of any army-transmitted mail sent by civilians in 
circumstances where this could not be possible – rules are not made to be broken.  

 From the additional information we included on changes to “Provision 11” we learned that outgoing mail had to 
be stamped by the units’ KABA handstamp (at upper left) and also signed by the units’ mail officer 

 In practice we actually see relatively few postal items from any postal units signed by the mail officer 
but the KABA handstamp as I mentioned earlier is a critical postal marking which we should indeed 
expect to see on “shadatz” soldiers’ army mail. 

 
By way of illustration, here we have a 25 June 1948 appointment 
of a postal sergeant for ‘Permanent Base #1’ issued by the base 
commander and addressed to the Military Governor:532 entitled 
“Nachum Lifschitz – Entry and Exit to the Head Army Post Office”, 
it reads, “The above mentioned has been appointed to be the 
person responsible for army mail at Permanent Base #1. Please 
give him permission to enter and leave the head post office”. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Now, oddly, we have at least two cases of purported “proof” strikes of APO 5’s postmark – 3 days before the official 
announcement of its opening on the 7th:533 the two covers below are tied by the KABA 211 triangular handstamp of the 
Etzioni Brigade (more on the subject of the KABA numbers further below) and each with a Friday 4 June 1948 strike of 
the APO’s handstamp; the covers are endorsed “On Active Service”, both bear the same address to a Shimon Levi at 30 
Dizengoff street in Tel Aviv, and both are manuscript endorsed “Dugma” (Sample/Example) on the lower right (though 
for what purpose is unclear – a handstamp can be tested on a piece of paper and then disposed of). Although both are 
expertized by the philatelist Hans Georg Muentz (albeit I am far from beholden to his expertizations), of less importance 
is their possible authenticity and of greater importance is that we see that even prior to the official publication of the 
APO’s commencement of operations, it was known to endorse army mail at this APO as “On Active Service” – this is an 
important reference point for us, as we shall see other incongruent variations further in our study below. 
 

 

                                                           
532 25 June 1948 memorandum, page 65 of file: https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
533 TAS 38-331 & 37-52. 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
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The next documentary piece of information we have 
about APO 5 is a telegram from the next day, 5 June 
(12:25pm), sent from the Quartermaster General at the 
high command (MATKAL/AGA) and addressed to “Etzioni 
Aloni” – the communications officer at the Etzioni 
brigade.534 Entitled “Army Post” the message reads “We 
are sending you postal supplies and instructions. For G-d’s 
sake let us know the name of the person responsible and 
his people.535 He has to be in contact with the army postal 
service headquarters staff. The people will be recruited to 
the army postal service.”536 
 
Tsachor and Rothman, who found this document in the 
archives, noted in their article displaying it that they did 
not find a reply to the telegram. Nevertheless it contains 

a critical fact of postal history importance: the postal supplies were being supplied from the high command in Tel Aviv; 
we will soon address a matter related to what some sources call the “provisional” rubber army postmark of APO 5 and 
opine that this was locally made and used until the office “came under the control of the APS on 18 June” and began 
using the APS’s standard metal device (Kanner and Spiegel). Here we see apparent proof that this “provisional” 
postmark was not necessarily provisional nor locally made. We also don’t detect from this message that the APO’s 
staff was improvised or provisional as implied by Kanner and Spiegel (cited earlier in this article) but rather army 
members seconded to this service – nothing untoward about the phraseology in the telegram. 
 
By way of the first issue (June 1948) of the Hebrew philatelic bulletin, the “HaBulai HaIvri” (‘Hebrew Philatelist’), we 
learn an astonishing development in the postal history of the APS and of communication with Jerusalem in general:537 
already on 10 June a shipment of mail dispatched the day before from Jerusalem, reached Tel Aviv. We encountered 
this report earlier in our chronology to show that there was postal communication with Jerusalem (at least by way of 
the army) at this early date, but here it gains additional importance in the context of our research – showing that as of 
this early date APO 5 was fully functioning and dispatching mail out of the city (in spite of the “siege”).  
 

 
 
Also of note, on a matter treated earlier regarding non-Jerusalem army postmarked mail, is this additional insight: “The 
letters were affixed with Jewish National Fund stamps overprinted with the word “DOAR” [the local interim Jerusalem 
stamps, not available for sale outside of the city], and these were cancelled by a handstamp reading “Doar Zvai Basis A’” 
– correctly demonstrating the expected routing of the mail. Earlier we reviewed mail from outside Tel Aviv (not 
Jerusalem) tied by the dateless APO 3 (Tel Aviv) postmark, and intended to destinations beyond that city, expecting that 

                                                           
534 Tsachor & Rothman, HLPH #39 (Ibid), front cover & p.1030 
535 Tsachor and Rothman’s translation of this segment of the message was “For G-d’s sake inform the person responsible and his people” but as the 
Hebrew states “inform name [of] person responsible…” I translate this to mean, “inform us of the name of the person responsible and his people.” 
536 The unusual full-stops (periods) of a dot within a circle are actually as per regulations laid out in an undated memorandum entitled “Instructions 
for the Use of Telegram Forms” (provision #7); page 12 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
537 Accessible here: http://www.israelphilately.org.il/images/173361.pdf  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
http://www.israelphilately.org.il/images/173361.pdf
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the mail would be postmarked instead by Base APO A as here, and positing that this “odd” routing is a tell-tale sign that 
the examined postal history is “problematic”, either due to its authenticity or to the interpretation of it based on certain 
existing rules-of-thumb in our current knowledge base. 
 
As per the image above, the BASE A postmark is struck once – against regulations – on the postage stamp, and then 
again way from it: I would interpret the postmarks in that order, that the first strike was in error (though the mistake 
made), and then again correctly on the blank face as if to rectify that error. The illustrated cover would not have been 
“privileged civilian mail” as this would have been against regulations – and the bulletin’s source for this information was 
the APS itself. In any case, if the report knew to say that the mail was dispatched the day before the cover was likely tied 
by the APO 5 datestamp (i.e. the mail was received per procedure by the units’ mail sergeant and tied by a triangular 
KABA handstamp – not “privileged civilian mail”). 
 
On the day the APO in Jerusalem began operating (7 June), the APS instituted registered mail service “in all army post 
offices” for a postage fee of 15 mils (as with the civilian postal service).538 As stated in the APS’s own official 
announcement, “the mail sergeants will get a receipt for each letter or postal item which is registered at the army post 
office. The receipt should be given to the sender.” The notice further states that “postage stamps for the sending of 
letters abroad can be obtained through any postal sergeant”. We understand from this that by this date the army post 
office was not open to the public of the army but rather through the postal sergeant liaison. 
 
“Members of the army should deposit their letters at the postal unit to which they belong for the purpose of it being 
stamped with the handstamp. The office will transfer the letters by way of the mail sergeant to the regional army post 
office. It is forbidden to write the name of the military unit on the cover, rather it should be written at the top of the 
letter sheet the correct address of the sender, including: his service number, name, army postal unit number and the 
words ‘Israel Defense Forces’ (‘Tzva Haganah LeIsrael’) or ‘National Security Forces’ (‘Kohot HaBitachon BaAretz’). Above 
the address (on the envelope) should be written “On Active Service” (‘Be Sherut Pa’il’ – בשירות פעיל).”  

 
The notice included an illustration of the 
manner of addressing the mail (shown at 
left) – the addressee and his address only 
on the cover with the endorsement “On 
Active Service” above, and then (shown 
at right) the sender’s own address at the 
top (right) of his letter sheet. 
 
The notice includes information on 
registered mail service, overseas postage 
rates and mail submission procedures, 

and is displayed in Appendix 8 along with other undisplayed documents in this section. 
 
There was nevertheless confusion between the army and civilian postal services: above, the APS notified that registered 
mail sent from it would be charged the standard 15 mils postage fee, but an earlier announcement by the civilian postal 
service a week earlier, from 30 June, stated “The Hebrew army postal service will operate an inland registered mail 
service. Registered letters from civilians to soldiers are accepted at the current postage rate [i.e. 15 mils]. Registered 
letters from soldiers to civilians are exempt of postage. Envelopes stamped by army postmarks will be affixed with an 
army registry label. Registered letters of the army postal service will be sent together with a listing of the registered 
letters (form DT 1602).”539 Nevertheless it appears the civilian postal service was incorrect, although registered army 
letters are not observed franked and were likely prepaid in cash.540 
 

 
                                                           
538 Army Postal Bulletin #1 of 7 June 1948, p.66 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
539 Weekly Post Office Circular #5 of 30 June 1948, page 3 of this file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2461851 (001nzlz) 
540 We will learn by way of a press conference by the commander of the APS, in our entry for 1 August, that the fee charged for registered mail was 
actually for the APS’s insurance coverage of a registered letter, but that the letter itself was being sent free of postage. 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2461851
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A letter at left from the Eliezer Shenkar, head of the 
army postal service at its headquarters, dated 14 June, 
is revealing for a number of reasons.541 Its subject is 
“Army Post” and is addressed to “Aloni”; the letter is a 
reply to a letter from 31 May and another from 4 June 
– from 10-15 days before, indicating that postal contact 
was slow (i.e. unlikely carried by air), especially in light 
of the subsequent reaction and comments: “We 
received with great satisfaction the notice about the 
operation of APO 5 in Jerusalem, a matter which we 
deliberated about since the army postal service began 
operating in the country. Well Done.”  
 
Among the points it raises, the APO 5 approved 
personnel establishment is 4: a ranking Sergeant to be 
in charge, a squad leader (‘mefaked kita’) as his deputy, 
and two privates; the letter requests some personal 
information about the candidates to work in this office 
in order that it, the APS, be able to transfer them from 
their original units to the post office, and that selected 
candidates will be seconded to Permanent Base #1 in 
Jerusalem to receive their kits, food and housing. The 
letter specifically states “6) The sergeant in charge of 
APO 5 will be sent all the service’s orders which have 
been published so far, office supplies, stamps, etc.” and 
adds “7) APO 5 will exchange mail shipments with Base 
A in Tel Aviv by way of the ‘Aerial Supply Service’ 
(‘Sherut Aspaka Muteset’) or by any other way that 
opens in the future.” 

 
Much is made of point #7 in the letter referencing aerial transport (“or any other way…”), adding credence to the belief 
that mail in this period was indeed flown, though its real importance is that it confirms that mail from APO 5 had to 
transit the Base APO (A) regardless of where it was destined.  
 
I think at this juncture we have to step back and observe events along the time-line: APO 5 was officially opened on 7 
June, before this above letter from the 14th; as we have seen from our earlier chronological review of communications 
with Jerusalem in this period (specifically between Hanna Even-Tov of the secretariat in Jerusalem, and Zeev Sherf of the 
secretariat and Zvi Fridburg the postmaster general in Tel Aviv), there were communications by telephone and telegram 
in lieu of postal communications when contact was either urgent or mail service unreliable. This reply of 14 June is 
belated: the APO it refers to opened over a week before (whose opening with detailed instructions was published a 
week before then) and clearly had a) the personnel to staff it, and b) the procedures and guidelines to enable it to 
function; we have also seen documented proof of mail being dispatched from APO 5 to the Base APO in Tel Aviv, at least 
once on 9 June – 
 
I think it’s logical and evident that at least fundamental matters were cleared by telecommunications with the APS in Tel 
Aviv well before this 14 June letter was sent (and we don’t see office stamps to indicate when it even arrived); we know 
by way of the illustrated 5 June telegram above that indeed there was telecommunications between the nascent postal 
operation in Jerusalem and its parent office in Tel Aviv.  The 14 June letter further heralds the possibility of flown mail 
(albeit also other methods as well) – over a week after APO 5 was already processing (and dispatching) mail, though 
Kanner and Spiegel write that mail was being flown already from the 4th (3 days before APO 5 opened) “under the 
responsibility of the area-command” (i.e. not the APS as yet), an unfounded and likely impossible circumstance as we 
shall soon see.542  
 

                                                           
541 Reproduced in Tsachor and Rothman, HLPH #39 (Ibid), p.1031 
542 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.8 
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This is a situation of delayed communications and mixed communication, involving contact between “Amiad” (as the 
high-level communications officer of the brigade, responsible for communications overall) and the Quartermaster Corps 
at the high command, then “Amiad” again with the head of the APS itself; from notices and letters from May 31st and 4 
June, to the reply of 14 June – and then the following inquiry from a staffer at APO 5 (not “Amiad”) still that same day, 
the 14th, to the APS revealing that at least certain supplies had not been provided and that instructions to complement 
new postal policies, such as mail abroad, had not been given. The APO evidently knew about the overseas mail service 
(and likely all of the procedural regulations for the receipt and processing of mail), but lacked the logistical 
arrangements for its transmission. The image that arises is of “the center” in Tel Aviv being perpetually one step behind 
developments taking place in Jerusalem, who was itself proceeding unsure of itself: replying late to inquiries (i.e. 
because non-aerial communications was slow), and by the time those replies arrive they are overtaken by new inquires. 

 
A member of the APO 5 staff (“Ofira”?) contacted the APS headquarters 
this day, likely by telegram, regarding “Mail Arrangements” and 
inquired:543 “We ask for detailed instructions about the management of 
administration at the army post office. Although our office here has 
opened, we don’t know if the arrangements we established are those in 
accordance with the standing regulations of the central office. Likewise 
we ask for instructions regarding the management of book-keeping at 
the army post office.  
 
A question arose about the dispatch of letters abroad. This is a most 
urgent problem which requires immediate attention. If it is decided to 
permit the dispatch of mail abroad from our office, please supply us with 
stamps and likewise, together with instructions regarding their sale. 
 
Our office is lacking suitable equipment and we especially have a hard 
time obtaining mail sacks and suitable handstamps. Please ensure that 
these items reach us quickly.” 
 
 
 

 
The APS only received the message 3 days later, on Thursday the 17th; on Friday the 18th the first of the convoys to carry 
mail reached Jerusalem – a reminder, this was the “first convoy” to travel by the main highway which had been under 
threat from the Arab Legion prior to the 1st Truce (although from our chronology we know definitively that other convoys 
and vehicles had reached the city since at least the end of May, particularly by way of the alternate ‘Burma Road’). The 
postage stamps of the Israeli civilian postal administration, the “Doar Ivri” issue, entered local use in Jerusalem on 
Sunday the 20th, and as we know from our chronology these may have been brought on any of the convoys between 18-
20 June (we established that there were daily convoys, not just those of the 18th and 21st as commonly written). 
 
Set against the background of the existing postal history narrative, influenced largely by Kanner and Spiegel, that mail 
was being carried by aircraft all this time, we should keep asking ourselves – regardless of any other proofs to the 
contrary that we have seen until now – if mail was indeed being flown, owing to it being so “urgent” and “vital” for 
whatever reason may be mooted, why then was APO 5 so short on critical office supplies and particularly stamps (for 
registered and overseas mail), if fast air transport indeed existed?  
 
We will address in Chapter X the matter of the “provisional” and “standard” postmarks used by APO 5 (as mentioned 
earlier above) but at this juncture I would intone to say, I don’t think the above memorandum is referring to the 
“provisional” rubber APO 5 postmark then in use as being among the “suitable handstamps” which are lacking: that 
postmark was a very clear and dated handstamp, which albeit differed from the standard metal type but was not 
deficient in any way or adversely affected the processing of mail. 
 
In a subsequent development, as per a handwritten note dated 19 June (below, left), and addressed to “Noah”, it 
reads:544 “The army post office will open in the head post office building [the General Post Office, GPO]. Mr. Renan 
[postmaster general of the Jerusalem civilian postal service] found that it is possible to freely enter the building next to 

                                                           
543 Reproduced in Tsachor and Rothman, HLPH #39 (Ibid), p.1033 
544 Page 67 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
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the ‘Generali’ [building] and that the sidewalk by the entrances to the [central] post office will be closed off.” The last 
sentence seems to read that Renan will protect the area by way of metal wire fences. 
 

  
 
Subsequent to that message, the Etzioni Brigade bulletin of orders of 22 June (at right) announced that “the offices of 
the army post office are located in the civilian Main Post Office (next to the ‘Generali’ building). Unit commanders should 
supply their mail sergeants with a suitable permit which will enable them to enter the premises and authorize them to 
collect the mail for their units.”  
 
The notice further states, “Every unit mail sergeant should bring and receive their letters at least once a day. Unit 
commanders should take care that there not be a delay in the transfer of mail and to permit the mail sergeants to make 
their personal arrangements every day. Every unit should arrange their supply of postage stamps so that they last for a 
week-long period.” The notice adds, “It is possible to send letters abroad to the following countries…” and lists them 
out.545 
 

What we continue to see is very regimented and regulated postal procedures with restricted access to the army post 
office: in light of unusual (outwardly problematic) postal history we reviewed above and will continue reviewing below, 
we should contemplate carefully to what degree “rules are made to be broken”, to permit postal history with 
procedural shenanigans to be accepted into our postal history mail stream. 

 
Of note, contrary to what is written in our specialist philatelic literature (eg. JSPS p.127, 129, 254), the Main Post Office 
in Jerusalem did not open civilian postal services on 21 June, but rather on the 28th; on the 20th regular civilian postal 
service between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv (i.e. the rest of the country) resumed. What appears to have happened is that 
the city’s postmaster of the civilian posts facilitated the relocation of APO 5 to the MPO’s building, but the civilian 
service there only resumed over a week later (perhaps to permit time to make necessary security arrangements as 
noted in the memo).  
 

                                                           
545 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #25 of 22 June 1948, Order 249; p.71 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 
(000brjb) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
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As per a telegram illustrated by Tsachor and Rothman in their research, the APO apparently moved to the Main Post 
Office on 20 June:546 the telegram, replete with grammatical mistakes, was sent that day as “urgent” by a person called 
“Polishuk”, and addressed to Shenkar (who may have been his immediate superior) who received it the same day; it 
seems he was sent to Jerusalem to handle administrative matters for Shenkar. The message reads: “There is no longer a 
need for the two men. With difficulty I managed to recruit as the postal clerk Shlomo Gruzinski for the army post. I 
organized the matters of the army post and today it will be transferred from its former place to the Main Post Office 
building. I am thinking of returning tomorrow, Monday 21/6 together with the civilian mail. Reply to Mr. Renan 
regarding the telegrams…[unclear]… regarding telegrams abroad, the matter is urgent. It is necessary to discuss with the 
manager of the convoys the matter of organizing daily mail connections between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, and back. 
Reply to Renan regarding this arrangement and the times. Reply if you received 10 sacks [of mail] from Jerusalem which 
were sent to you.” 
 

 
                                                           
546 Tsachor and Rothman, HLPH #39 (Ibid), p.1034 
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We don’t know from the context of this message who the “two men” were who were no longer needed; it’s unlikely the 
2 privates listed in the approved establishment of the APO as that would be a significant change in formal allocation of 
approved positions. Either way the new recruit, Gruzinski, was apparently a postal clerk by profession and was locally 
seconded from his army unit within Jerusalem – all in accordance to the procedures we saw just above.  
 
Polishuk’s intention to return on the 21st with the civilian mail is likely a reference to the convoy of mail with travelled 
from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem and back that day. Of note also is the reference to the organization of transport of mail by 
convoy – no hint at transport arrangements by air, especially in light of Polishuk’s apparent high stature in the APS 
hierarchy which might have enabled him to secure such service. 
 
Of interest as well is the close coordination of postal matters with the civilian postal service, represented by Renan. 
Here we have to recall (from our various surveys above), that telecommunications in this period (as regards the 
reference to the question of telegrams abroad) was under the control of the army; road transport from Jerusalem was 
similarly under the army’s control. 
 
From a document found by Tsachor and Rothman from 24 June, we gain insight that air mail service for the army from 
Jerusalem did not yet exist:547 the telegram was prioritized as “official”, sent by “Army Post Office Number 5” and 
addressed to “Head of Army Postal Service” (meaning, Eliezer Shenkar); it reads: “Encountering difficulties with the 
transport of army mail by air and with the recruitment of a squad leader from among the clerks of the civilian postal 
service for fulltime service with the army postal service. Please provide suitable instructions to the offices handling these 
matters here.” Of interest, the telegram was not just received 40 minutes after cabling, it was received by the civilian 
post office, not the army APO, in Tel Aviv as per the trilingual unnumbered postmark of the head post office. As phrased 
in the message, it clearly sounds like there was no pre-existing and functioning process for the transfer of army mail 
from Jerusalem to the Base APO in Tel Aviv, by air. 
 

  
 
The reply from APS headquarters was sent the next day, and reads:548 “Please inform me what are the difficulties with 
the mail transports by air so that I will be able to solve the matter. A request for approval for the recruitment of a squad 
leader for APO 5 has been submitted. Please inform me who opposes and why the recruitment of a squad leader from 
among the civil postal clerks.” Tsachor and Rothman did not find a continuation of the correspondence on this matter, 
but in light of what the research in this article has shown so far, there is no reason to believe that mail by the army was 
being flown on a regular or organized basis from Jerusalem at least up to 25 June 1948 (and likely later).  
 
Astoundingly though, Tsachor and Rothman reached the opposite conclusion, while conceding that they had not found 
confirmation for Kanner and Spiegel’s assertion that all mail from APO 5 had been flown prior to 2 August, they wrote in 
conclusion, “From these documents we get a sense of the turmoil surrounding the military post in Jerusalem. It becomes 
clear that even with the best intentions things were fairly disorganized. It is probable that most military mail was, 
indeed, sent by planes from Jerusalem, but it is quite likely that at least some of it went by messengers and convoys.”549 

                                                           
547 Tsachor and Rothman, HLPH #39 (Ibid), p.1035 
548 Tsachor and Rothman, HLPH #39 (Ibid), p.1036 
549 Tsachor and Rothman, HLPH #39 (Ibid), p.1035 & 1037 
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This is remarkable as the documents they found did not confirm any mail being flown, and in the context of our 
research, actually strengthens the impression that mail was being carried by surface transport. I also believe, that seen 
in a chronological and contextual order of events, matters at APO 5 were much less chaotic and tumultuous than 
proponents of the flown-mail theory would like us to believe – the less chaos our findings demonstrate, the more 
reasonable it is that mail would be processed according to strict procedure, with less room for “rules to be broken”. 
 
On 1 July the APS began offering parcel services; the 30 June Etzioni Brigade orders bulletin wrote:550 “As of the date of 
receipt of this notice a parcel service from civilians to soldiers will begin operating. Postal sergeants of the units are to 
sign the dispatch certificates of parcels addressed to members of their military units. Postal sergeants are to receive the 
signature of the recipient in a special book which they are to keep for this purpose.” Here again we see that procedurally 
army mail could not bypass the bottleneck of the units’ postal sergeant – leaving little room in the meantime for us to 
evaluate army related postal history with a more forgiving attitude towards incorrect postal procedure. 
 

 
 

The Brigade’s orders bulletin from the 
following week elaborated on the 
procedure (in addition to publishing air 
and surface mail rates for mail 
abroad):551  
 
“As of 1 July 1948 a parcel mail service 
from civilians to soldiers (and vice versa) 
has begun. The maximum weight of a 
parcel is 5 kilogram. Parcels need to be 
nicely wrapped. It is forbidden to include 
letters, matches, weapons and 
explosives in the parcels. The address 
has to be written cleary and precisely, 
and written on the body of the parcel 
and on the form PT 238. Postage rates 
from civilians to soldiers are as per the 
current rates of the regular [civilian] 
mail. Postage rates from soldiers to 
civilians are as follows: up to 1kg – 15 
mils, from 1-3kg – 30 mils, from 3-5kg – 
45 mils. Postage stamps should not be 
affixed to the parcel or to the PT 238 
form.552 The postal sergeants of the 
units will sign the PT 238 form when 
they receive the parcels and will prepare 
a list of all the parcels intended to 
members of their units, and they must 

receive the addressee’s signature for each parcel delivered. The head of the army postal service will pay damages for 
every parcel which is lost or damaged, on condition that the loss or damage is not caused directly by enemy action or 
from an action beyond human control. Damages will be paid according to the commercial value of the parcel but in any 
case will not exceed IL£1 per parcel.” 

                                                           
550 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #26 of 30 June 1948, Order 261; p. 66 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 
551 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #27 of 6 July 1948, Order 282; p. 60 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 
552 Here again, an instance similar to army registered mail which was charged a postage fee but without the affixing of franks to the cover – just 
prepaid in cash. 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
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The same bulletin of 6 July also announced the institution of formal censorship on outgoing mail from the military 
units:553  

1. Military censorship has begun on all outgoing letters from army bases and within army bases, and which are 
written by members of the army.  

2. Letters will only be written in clear writing. It is forbidden to write in secret code or in shorthand.  
3. It is forbidden to discuss the following suvects in private letters: 

a. The strength and location of our units in their assigned regions. 
b. The assembly locations of our units and their movements, the dispatch of reinforcements of lack thereof. 
c. Any type of weapons and supplies 
d. Plans, orders or estimates regarding future military operations, whether these are based on actual notices 

or based on rumors. 
e. Methods of transportation or transport routes. 
f. Methods of communication and the organization of communications systems. 
g. Planned recruitment and reserves of manpower. 
h. Casualties which have not been officially published for public notification. 
i. The results of military operations, the degree of their success and the results of enemy operations; 

comments which are likely to sew demoralization and encourage defeatism. 
j. Rumors and personal criticisms which have the potential to harm the good name of the army. 
k. Explicit descriptions of military operations. 

 

 
 
The subsequent Orders bulletin of 13 July, in the middle of the “Ten Days” period of Israeli military operations between 
the 1st and 2nd Truce, published additional regulations pertaining to postal censorship on letters in foreign languages: 554 

1. As of the date of this order, it is permissible to write letters in foreign languages. The use of foreign languages 
should be limited to the minimum necessary in order to conduct personal correspondence with individuals for 
whom Hebrew is not their language. 

2. This privilege is given to the following languages: Yiddish, German, English, French, Polish, Russian, Czech, Italian 
3. The language of the correspondence should be written clearly on the envelope below the endorsement ‘On 

Active Service’. 
4. Letters in foreign languages should be submitted unsealed and the censor will close them after reviewing their 

contents. 
5. The unit postal sergeants will deliver the letters in foreign languages in as special package [bundle] to the army 

post office with an enclosed note, ‘Foreign Language’. 
6. Letters in other foreign languages not listed above will not be checked by the brigade but rather will be 

transferred to the head national censor office. 

                                                           
553 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #27 of 6 July 1948, Order 283; p. 62 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 
554 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #28 of 13 July 1948, Order 299; p. 52 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
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From this regulation we learn:  

 Prior to 13 July, solders’ letters abroad was an available postal service – but not in foreign languages 
(apparently) until now, and that APO 5 itself was capable of inspecting mail in the languages listed.  

 A national head censor office existed, which was equipped with staff to handle other languages. 
 Regardless of the foreign language used, all the foreign-language mail was transferred by the postal sergeant to 

the APO (#5 here but likely to any APO where a unit was based), and that APO took care of sorting which of 
these letters had to be forwarded to the national head censor office. We also learn that this type of mail was 
carried in a separate special mail bag (i.e. mail abroad in Hebrew would be in a different bag to this one). 

 
Shortly after the start of the 2nd Truce, on 20 July, the Orders bulletin published the following amendments to the 
censorship procedure:555 “For the purpose of more efficient work by the army postal service and the censor, the 
following regulations will be followed from now on: 

a. It is forbidden to mention at the top of a letter, whether in handwriting or in print, the word “Jerusalem”. 
b. The writing of correspondence on only one side of a sheet will make the work of the censor easier. 
c. The inspector of mail at the units must be an officer and he will sign off [on the inspection] in his full name. 
d. The postal sergeants must bring their units’ letters to the army post office and receive the letters for their units 

one time each day. 
e. The sender’s address has to appear on each letter. The units’ inspectors must ensure that this regulation is 

observed.” 
 

 
 
From this order we learn that: 

a) The frequency of the dispatch/receipt of mail between the units and the APO was reduced from 2 times a day to 
one. 

 This may have been a regulation unique to the Jerusalem district because 11 days later at a press 
conference held by the commander of the APS, Shenkar, he would state that the unit postal sergeant 
was to visit his army post office “at least once a day” to pick up mail for his unit (see below). 

                                                           
555 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #29 of 20 July 1948, Order 302; p.105 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
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b) Remarkably, a ‘blackout’ policy was instituted whereby the name “Jerusalem” could not appear in connection to 

the sender’s address – “on the top of a letter”: the Hebrew expression “berosh hamichtav” (at head of the 
letter) as used in the regulation assuredly refers not only to the actual correspondence (at the top of which, 
where the sender’s address was to be written) but also to its enclosure, the envelope, where at the top of the 
back his return address would be written. 

 This is an intriguing regulation because barely 3 weeks later, as we learned in our survey of the internal 
army communications service (‘Doar Makamri’), on 10 August, that service instituted a regulation to 
include the word “Jerusalem” in addresses pertaining to the district’s high command.556 

c) Letters could not be written on both sides of a page. 
d) The censoring official now had to be of an officer rank (i.e. not a “non commissioned officer” or less), and that 

he had to sign his full name on each inspected cover. 
e) The phrasing of the last regulation is a little vague – each letter must bear the sender’s address: as expressed as 

“bechol michtav” (thoughout the letter) rather than “al kol michtav” (on each letter), I interpret this to mean 
that the sender’s address had to be written on the top of each page of a correspondence of a letter. 

 
Nevertheless, a separate order issued this same day, 20 July, spelled out a new regulation for the addressing of mail:557 
“It is forbidden to reference names or aliases in addresses. The following regulation will apply to all from now: 

A. Addresses by telephone: to enable a connection with a subscriber [a “telephone subscriber”, someone issued a 
phone number] it is required to obtain his function and unit or his name and unit or the name of his unit only 
(except those subscribers who are not assigned to units and all operators are supposed to know who they are).  

B. Addresses on telegrams:* the address will be the headquarters staff name of the unit, such as “Givati” [the 
name of an infantry brigade] or “Matkal/AGAM” [‘High Command / Operations Directorate’]. If the telegram is 
addressed to a certain person at the headquarters – his name should appear immediately after the serial 
number of the telegram, in the body of the telegram. For example: ‘From: Matkal/AKA [‘High Command / 
Manpower Directorate’], To ‘Brigade 7 ka/22 0 [an alphanumeric designation of a specific unit of that brigade] 
to the attention of…’ (except for certain people at the High Command or in other places, who are known by 
their [own] names). 

C. Addresses on letters:  

 The address will include the [person’s] function and the unit name. Letters whose enclosures do not 
bear the name of the unit will be returned to their sender. (For personal private letters, the address 
should include the name and unit). 

 Every registered letter’s envelope should bear the address of the sender and time of dispatch on the top 
right corner, and the sender of registered letters must sign his name below the written time of the 
dispatch. At the top of the letter must be written the word ‘Registered’.” The implication seems to be 
that this regulation pertains actually to the postal sergeant responsible for the sending of the letters – he 
writes the address and the dispatch time, and then signs off on the envelope.  

 

 
                                                           
556 Document of 10 Aug 1948; p.41 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
557 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #29 of 20 July 1948, Order 317; p.108-109 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
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* The reference to Telegrams is to internal army telegrams – a soldiers’ mail telegram service by way of the APS only 
began operating on 1 August 1948 (see below). 
 
From this regulation arises an interesting contrast with the “Jerusalem” name blackout published earlier on the same 
date – here now, it was a regulation to actually publish unit names and even their functions. We can contrast that to the 
pre-Army era habit of cryptically addressing mail to military units by citing only the name of the function, eg. 
“commander of Front #1”. Furthermore, if we refer to the address example used in connection to telegrams – “Givati” – 
this is a surprising contra to an earlier regulation we read of, renaming the ‘Moriah’ and ‘Beit Horon’ battalions as 
“Battalion #61” and “Battalion #62”, where those units’ ‘real’ names would only be used for internal purposes; here the 
continued use of actual unit names, openly on envelopes, is surprising. 
 
A separate regulation of the same date, 20 July, while pertaining to physical visits by servicemen to their families or 
friends clearly reflects a censorship policy which would assuredly apply to letters as well:558 it is forbidden for soldiers, 
whether on leave or even on duty, when visiting their residences or friends, to divulge any details pertaining to battles, 
numbers or names of wounded, missing, dead or captured. Soldiers likewise may not visit the homes of family and 
friends of comrades negatively affected by combat action and divulge information known to those soldiers or made 
known to them by way of rumors if they pertain to the circumstances of those casualties; there are military services 
which treat families in these circumstance and the unwarranted involvement of soldiers from outside interferes with 
the services’ work, causing pain to the affected families and demoralization to the home-front. Such transgressions will 
be punished. 
 

 
 
Another postal regulation published 27 July 1948 is particularly relevant in regards to army-processed mail we often see 
with return addresses referencing post office box addresses of settlements – the order reads:559 “Civilian Postal Service – 
Mail Boxes: It is forbidden for units or individual soldiers to use civilian post office boxes or any other kind of civilian 
address. All arrangements such as these which were in use until now by the units are immediately terminated. (The 
content of this order will be brought to the attention of all ranks).” 
 

 
 
From this we learn two things, one of which is stunning: 

a) Apparently army units had been using – with the army’s approval – civilian post office boxes (or street 
addresses) to receive mail(!) and this was a pre-existing policy which we have not yet seen documented. 

b) For any undated mail we may see, for instance covers bearing the dateless APO 3 postmark, if those covers are 
in any way suspected of originating with a soldier and bear a civilian post office box address, like Negev region 
mail, those covers should presumably date to the period before this regulation. 

 Expressed differently, soldiers’ mail could no longer use a civilian post office box or street address as a 
return address; the only alternative was to use the army postal unit number as the return address 
(although oddly the regulation does not say this clearly). 

                                                           
558 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #29 of 20 July 1948, Order 316; p.108 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
559 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #31 of 27 July 1948, Order 333; p. 39 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283


P a g e  | 271 

 
 
On 1 August 1948 the APS began an inland telegram service for soldiers, with the agreement of the civilian Postmaster 
General, at a discounted rate of 50% of the civilian existing rates. Soldiers would request a telegram form from their 
unit’s postal sergeant, fill it out by hand including the message, and return the form to the sergeant together with the 
payment in cash and he would deliver both to the APO; in return the sergeant would receive a receipt that we would 
give to the sender. The unit’s KABA handstamp and that of the APO were to be stamped to the right of the space for the 
sender’s signature.560 
 
On the same day, the commander of the army postal service, Eliezer Shenkar, held a press conference in Tel Aviv to give 
a survey of the APS’s activities, and this was published in the press the following day revealing many interesting details:  

 Citing statistics, in the last month alone (July) the APS handled (incoming and outgoing) over 250,000 letters and 
newspapers, including 3,000 registered letters and about 2,000 parcels.  

 Summarizing the postage fees detailed in the press conference: 
 Inland letters of up to 30 grams were free of postage for soldiers; any other kinds of letters were liable 

to the current postage rates of the civilian post (apparently including printed matter mail).561 
 Mail abroad was liable to the current postage rates of the civilian post due to the fact that the Universal 

Postal Union did not recognize postal concessions for soldiers.562 
 Registered mail service was for inland letters only and cost 15 mils for soldiers. 
 Parcels service was for inland use only, and parcels sent by soldiers to civilians enjoyed a 25% discount 

over the current postage rates of the civilian post: 
- 15 mils for a parcel up to 1 kilogram in weight 
- 30 mils for a parcel up to 3 kilograms in weight 
- 45 mils for a parcel of up to 5 kilograms in weight – 5kg apparently still being the maximum 

weight since the service began on 1 July. 
The postage paid on parcels also included insurance of up to IL£1 if the package got lost in transit. 

 Telegrams from soldiers were granted a “significant discount” by the civilian Postmaster General (Zvi 
Prihar) of 50 mils for the first 10 words and then 10 mils for every additional 2 words. The illustrated 
report below seems to err on the first point, writing erroneously, “50 mils for the first 20 words”. 

 Postal procedural matters of note were these: 
 Regarding the registered mail service, Shenkar made an intriguing comment that the 15m registry fee 

paid was not actually for the registration – the letter was still being sent free of postage – but the 
charge levied was rather for the insurance the APS provided for that registered letter, up to IL£2 if lost. 

 Regarding telegrams: 
- Telegrams from civilians to soldiers are accepted at civilian post offices and sent to the civilian 

post office closest to the location of the addressee’s military unit and transferred to the 
servicing army post office (the regional APO) for delivery – in other words, the telegram is sent 
to the civilian post office closest to the regional APO servicing the addressee’s unit. 

- the army permitted civilians to save costs on the length of the soldiers’ addresses by agreeing to 
the following shortened address format, consisting of: the soldier’s service identity number, the 
soldier’s surname, the soldier’s postal unit (KABA) number, and the letters ‘ZHL’ (‘Zahal’ – the 
acronym for Israel Defense Forces, צהל) – the whole address could count as 4 words. 

 Regarding the delivery of mail from soldiers, Shenkar pointed out “as with other armies the military 
postal service in our country does not deliver letters to soldiers by way of an army postal deliveryman. 
Every military unit appoints a special person among whose responsibilities it is to visit the army post 
office at least once a day, to receive the mail for the members of his unit and to distribute it.” 

- He confirms that mail from the army postal service relies on the civilian postal service for 
delivery, and gets transferred to it “at a known point”. 

 Regarding the use of postal unit numbers, Shenkar states something quite extraordinary in light of what 
we’ve seen in our survey so far: he states that the Israeli Army’s postal service relies on a system of 
assigning postal unit numbers to each military unit, an improvement over the system used by other 
armies, and that when addressing mail “it is forbidden to use the name of the military unit or its 
location;” the address should only contain the serviceman’s full name and service identity number, his 

                                                           
560 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #32 of 4 August 1948, Order 358; p. 30 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) with a few subsequent amendments to that Order in Orders of Headquarters Staff of Jerusalem Region bulletin #1 of 24 
August 1948, Order 14; p.72 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
561 Sometime prior to February 1949 base weight printed matter mail service was also offered to soldiers postage-free: see “Orders of the High 
Command” (‘Pkudot HaMateh HaClali’), page 318/320 (regulations #290, 291 & 294): https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2311047 (000c0bw) 
562 As per comments in the reports published by ‘Kol Haam’ (p.4) and ‘HaMashkif’ (p.4) of this date. 
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rank, his postal unit number, and the words “Israel Defense Forces” – a statement at odds with the 
procedures we have just reviewed above, where the use of unit names is explicitly permitted. 

 Of note, when a serviceman’s location could not be found the letter to him would be sent to the 
department of the army postal service which liaised with the “registration center” of the army, to try 
and verify through its registry database of service numbers the current location of that soldier. 

 Under the section heading “Army Mail by Airplane”, Shenkar also confirmed that the army postal 
service is “used to a great degree by civilians who are in besieged locations, such as the Negev and 
Sodom. The army post offices in Sodom and the Negev give civilians the same discounts [postal 
concessions] as the soldiers”. This is a critical statement as it clarifies much of the stampless civilian mail 
we see – which according to the army’s own published circulars is in direct contradiction to those 
notices. We also note that “Jerusalem” is not mentioned in connection to army air transported mail. 

- Even so, we need to keep in mind that this policy likely only began on 1 July 1948 when the 
army formally took control over postal operations in the Negev (see further below in Chapter X 
which deciphers the significance of the dateless APO 3 postmark). 

 

 
 
As per our earlier chronology, we learned that on 2 August Jewish-held Jerusalem would now be considered “territory 
held by the Israel Defense Forces”. The city was now under the responsibility of the army and the chairman of the city’s 
Emergency Committee, Dov Yosef, became the city’s “Military Governor” (and the emergency committee disbanded and 
replaced by the new administrative apparatus). We also were apprised that in this period of July-September the forces in 
the Jerusalem district were gradually renamed along different formats of nomenclature and then disassembled 
altogether and reconstructed as the 6th Brigade, 16th Brigade and the Jerusalem District – all on the lines of a uniform 
organizational pattern instituted by the army nationwide. This will help put into context some of the subsequent postal 
developments below. 
 
On 4 August the APS made a slight amendment to the manner of writing return addresses on mail sent abroad from 
Israel, or addresses on mail from abroad to soldiers in Israel: the soldier’s service number, rank, and full name (in that 
order); the army postal unit number as “Postal No. _____”; “Israeli Army”; “Israel”. The same order also reminded 
soldiers that mail addressed abroad had to be fully prepaid with stamps as per the existing postage rates of the civilian 
post office.563 
 

                                                           
563 Orders of Headquarters Staff of Jerusalem Region bulletin #1 of 24 August 1948, Order 15; p.72 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
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On 10 August the Signals (communications) service of the 
brigade – the Army’s internal communications service, 
‘Doar Makamri’ – issued a two-part directive, intended to 
ease its service’s difficulty in delivering letters: “a) Please 
avoid excessive overuse of used envelopes which bear 
endless [pre-existing] names and addresses, which are 
likely to confuse and misdirect their delivery.” Of greater 
interest to us in the next point, “b) When writing the 
addresses of institutions and services which are 
subordinated to the [district] high command, such as 
‘Matkal/AKA’ [High Command / Manpower Directorate], 
please take care to add at the end of the name [in 
parenthesis], ‘(Jerusalem)’ either as an abbreviation 
[expressed in the Hebrew example by it’s abbreviation of 
‘Y-M’] or more preferably by its full name. Without this 
addition, the letter may be sent by mistake to the 
[national] High Command.”564 
 
 
 

 
This is a relevant development for us with regards our survey of APO 5, because on 20 July we learned that soldiers’ mail 
handled by the APS was not supposed to reference “Jerusalem” in any address, but we also learned earlier in our general 
survey of both the internal army mail service and solders’ mail, that from 11 August the APS was apprised of the 
different levels of priority pertaining to ‘secrecy’ and ‘urgency’ of the mail originating from the internal communications 
service (what was called in the documents “official mail”) 565 and thereupon that same day began to handle the bulk of 
the “official mail” originating with the internal communications / Signals service (‘Doar Makamri’):566  

 the Communications Service would handle any mail of a “non-regular” priority of urgency or secrecy, while the 
APS would handle all of the “regular” priority mail;  

 and the Communications Service would additionally handle “other” smaller sized mail (up to 13x16cm) while the 
APS would handle “other” larger sized postal items – although here it is unclear how or if these overlap with the 
priorities of urgency or secrecy noted above; 

 the Communications Service would handle mail to private addresses only if these were of the ‘highest’ military 
level as regards the sender; virtually all mail to private addresses would therefore be handled by the APS. 

And as noted earlier, official mail handled by the APS was not supposed to bear the triangular postal unit KABA 
handstamp of the military unit – as used by standard APS handled mail from military units: the absence of these 
handstamps from this period onwards indicates that the mail originated with the internal army communications service. 
 
Closing out our chronology of APO 5’s history for our period of examination, we learn that in the famework of the 
reorganization of military unit in Jerusalem, APO 5 was deemed a budgetary entity of its own in the Jerusalem District; 
assigned organizationally to the Army Postal Service but required to deliver weekly situational reports to the “registry 
center” of the Jerusalem District command.567 
 

 
 
 
What we have done in the last couple of chapters is to reconstruct and re-learn the basic history, operation and 
procedures of the postal services of the pre-State ‘Haganah’ army and State-era Israeli army by referring almost 
exclusively to original documents and not second-hand accounts: we learned that there were actually 2 such services – 

                                                           
564 Document of 10 August 1948; p.41 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
565 Document of 11 August 1948; pages 38-40 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
566 Orders 11/12 of the General Staff dated 11 August 1948 cited in a document dated 5 September 1948; p.27 of 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
567 Orders of High Command/Manpower Division – Jerusalem, bulletin #5 of 31 August 1948, Order 10 provision 23; p.63 of file 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
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an internal communications service (essentially the ‘Signals Corps’) handling what the documentation calls “official 
mail”, and a soldiers’ mail service run by the Army Postal Service, subordinated to the Quartermasters Corps. We studied 
the origins of each one and then learned how they both interacted with each other, specifically from August 1948, when 
the APS began to handle most of the Signal Corps’ mail. 
 
Having reconstructed the foundational history of both postal services, we then turned to the existing postal history 
literature, representing our existing knowledge base, and confronted some of its fundamental tenets in light of what the 
documentary sources showed us: we addressed core assertions of the postal history knowledge base such as the 
singularity of specific postmarks or the assignment of certain army post office numbers to locations which differ to those 
in the documentary sources – both being foundations for analytical methodologies used by the philatelic community to 
write its postal history by extrapolating a narrative from interpretations of markings on mail, an approach akin to 
‘putting the cart before the horse’. In our examination we found that there was no singular use of a postmark at post 
offices critical to our postal history research, and we also determined that army post offices and the APS in general may 
have been operating well before they actually started using postal markings of the APS – meaning, the presence of an 
early-dated (or even undated) APS postal mark does not necessarily mean that operations only began from that date or 
that the dateless device is an indication of early period usage. In the framework of confronting the tenets of the existing 
knowledge base with information from documentary sources, we also relearned how army mail was routed between 
Base APOs and the ‘branch’ APOs subordinated to them, and how the army postal service interacted with the civilian 
postal service. An understanding of “the process” based on documentary information positioned us on solid factual 
ground to challenge and refute the key tenets of our existing knowledge base and specifically the existing narrative it 
posits about Jerusalem siege-era mail. 
 
Here just above we proceeded to reconstruct a history of the army post office in Jerusalem (APO 5), studying more 
closely postal regulations pertaining both to mail in Jerusalem as well as mail within the APS as a whole: being aware of 
regulations and their dates of institution (or amendment) will better help us evaluate the signifiance (or authenticity) of 
mail as we examine it.  
 
We will now close this portion of our historical survey by addressing another aspect of APO 5 mail in this period – the 
assignment of the postal unit numbers in its district. Our chronological historical survey above of the APO would have 
been unwieldy and hard to follow had we interspersed archival references to postal unit (KABA) numbers and their 
administrative assignments in the middle of a progressing narrative focusing on postal processes and procedure. Rather 
than let this valuable information about postal unit assignments be interspersed and lose its contextual significance, we 
will assemble all this information here below and by this way establish a re-collated listing of the Jerusalem-area KABA 
numbers whose identity and periods of use we can confirm.  
 
We will then have on one hand (above) a documented history of postal procedures and processes of the army postal 
service – and of Jerusalem in particular, and on the other (below) a definitive listing of Jerusalem district postal unit 
assignments with regards to their locations and administrative assignments, to help us evaluate postal history both from 
a postal procedural aspect as well as from a geographic-administrative aspect. 
 
 

B. A Revised Tabulation of Army Postal Unit (KABA) Numbers of the Jerusalem District in May-August 1948 
Establishing a concise listing of army postal unit (KABA) assignments requires us to understand the disposition of army 
units in a specific geography, any divisions of that geographic location, and the delineation of administrative entities – 
but to do so also requires us to ‘unlock’ their meaning and significance by deciphering the codenames and aliases often 
used in this period, in the official assignment of KABA numbers to these entities. Here, we have to be especially sensitive 
to the element of chronology – that the documented KABA numbers belong to a fixed, defined moment in time where 
those postal unit assignments have contextual meaning. 
 
In their research of archival postal documents from Jerusalem, cited in our above history of APO 5, Yaakov Tsachor and 
Stephen Rothman referred to a 31 May document from “Aloni” (Ariel Amiad, the communications officer of the Etzioni 
brigade) announcing the intention of launching the army post office in Jerusalem. They describing it as covering 12 
chapters of regulations and work procedures and including (in chapter 8) a list of 24 postal numbers split out from KABA 
211 and issued to the sub-units, with them noting that it is a list “most important to philatelists” – but they neither 
displayed that chapter nor any of the rest of that document, and I myself have not seen it in any archive files. What they 
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did do, in regards to that Chapter 8 listing, was oddly to reference Kanner and Spiegel and direct the reader to access 
their reproduction of those numbers in their 1961 article.568  

 
The trouble is, in light of additional 
information we will shortly be 
reviewing here, Kanner and Spiegel’s 
listing is revealed to be incorrect, and in 
light of developments we will see in the 
course of this chapter, their list consists 
of information interspersed from later 
dates and not from a fixed moment in 
time, like the date of Aloni’s 31 May 
document. What is troubling then is, 

what did Tsachor and Rothman actually see, because the next document we have access to, from 6 June, is shorter 
and conflicting with what Kanner and Spiegel displayed (and repeated wholesale in Harris), and what Tsachor and 
Rothman claim to have been shown in that Chapter 8. At left is what Kanner and Spiegel reproduced.569 
 

But what was apparently correct, as per a 
shorter listing of 6 June 1948, classified 
as “List 3”, is this listing at left:570 
 
The codename/alias “Metzuda” (fortress) 
is used in regard to most the 7 
assignments on this list, one of them 
being “Battalion ‘Hey’” (E), which we saw 
listed that way in the 4 June document 
above – there it was written as belonging 
to the Mishmar Haam (and there 
assigned to KABA 211/2, amended to 
/29).  
 
 
 
 

The document notes “The units listed below received these additional postal unit numbers” and lists them as: 
Metzuda Headquarters Staff unit 211/2 
Metzuda Battalion ‘Alef’ (A / #1) 211/25 
Metzuda Battalion ‘Bet’ (B / #2)  211/26 
Metzuda Battalion ‘Gimmel’ (C / #3) 211/27 
Metzuda Battalion ‘Daled’ (D / #4) 211/28 
Metzuda Battalion ‘Hey’ (E / #5)  211/29 
In Reserve    211/30 
 
We might then surmise that we can extrapolate that “Metzuda” may be the codename either for the Mishmar Haam or, 
more likely – given the appellation to the headquarters unit – a generic codename for “garrison” (of which the Etzioni 
Brigade would be a part, but these listed battalions are not of the Etzioni brigade itself).571 As we will see momentarily, 
the latter is correct – but the issue is more complex. 
 
 
i. About the Disposition of Forces and Administrative Authorities in Jerusalem 
The 4 June document we reviewed at the start of our historical chronology of APO 5 included some handwritten 
notations about a few KABA numbers, one of which referenced “Headquarters Staff of the Military Administration 
(North) – 211”: Jerusalem was administratively split into two zones – north and south – each with its own “military 

                                                           
568 Tsachor & Rothman, HLPH #39 (Ibid), p.1030 
569 Kanner and Spiegel, BAPIP #36 (Ibid), p.7 
570 p.72 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
571 This is another instance of the Rivlins’ book (“Stanger” Ibid) falling short in the area of Jerusalem area codenames; it’s unlisted there. 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
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governor”. To understand this we need to first gain an understanding of the military forces in the area, around whom 
these zones were based. 
 
In the Jerusalem district there operated two main military units, the Etzioni Brigade of the Haganah whose commander 
was also the District Commander for Jerusalem, David Shaltiel, and the Harel Brigade of the Palmach, commanded by 
Yitzhak Rabin; the former was a static unit based in the city of Jerusalem while the latter was mobile and operated along 
the western ‘corridor’ to Jerusalem, along which the convoys had travelled and which was now a vital war zone for the 
alleviation of the siege on Jerusalem.  
 
The Etzioni Brigade was composed of 3 infantry battalions – “Moriah”, “Beit Horon” and “Mechmesh”.572 Already on 21 
May, as a result of severe casualties it sustained in battle, the “Mechmesh” battalion disbanded by order of Shaltiel 
(Order 194), with its remaining servicemen being dispersed among other units of the Etzioni brigade.573 The remaining 
two battalions, “Moriah” and “Beit Horon” were renamed shortly thereafter on 25 May, as the 61st and 62nd battalions 
respectively, though their original names would be retained for internal use (as per Order 197). This is noteworthy for us 
because some sources, such as the Haganah website (footnote below) assign the designation “63rd battalion” to the 
disbanded “Mechmesh” battalion, but this appears to be an error and the archival documents we will shortly see do not 
associate the one with the other.574 
 
The Jerusalem district was originally divided into two “fronts” (‘hazit’ in singular form), called the “Northern Front” 
(‘hazit tzafon’) and the “Southern Front” (‘hazit darom’). As of 6 July (Order 268 of the District Commander) these were 
renamed “North Region” (‘merhav tzafon’) and “South Region” (‘merhav darom’), each with a command staff called 
‘Mateh Tzafon’ (Northern Command) and ‘Mateh Darom’ (Southern Command).575 Oddly, precise information on the 
assignment of the Etzioni battalions is scant but from the areas they are recorded as operating in, it seems the 61st 
“Moriah” battalion was assigned to the Southern Front/Region and the 62nd “Beit Horon” battalion was assigned to the 
Northern Front/Region. 
 
Already from 16 May 1948 (the 2nd day of Israel’s independence), the Jerusalem District Commander (the “MA’AR”, 
General David Shaltiel) issued a document entitled “Regulation for the Appointment of Governors in the Conquered 
Territories”, in which he appointed the different “Front Commanders” (2) to serve also as “commanders of the [any] 
conquered territories in the areas of their fronts”: in that capacity they were to nominate personnel to serve as “Military 
Governors” in those territories and submit their names to the District Commander (the acronym ‘MAMAZ’ – ז"ממ ), 
Shaltiel himself for approval.576 Those Military Governors would be subordinated to their respective Front Commanders. 
Among their key responsibilities was to impose full closure on the zones under their administration: no one would be 
allowed to enter the zone unless a resident of it or an authorized person to enter it; only the Military Governor would 
give permission to enter or exit the zone.577  
 
An undated document issued by the Military Governor for South Jerusalem states that entry and exit would be 
facilitated by servicemen receiving permits issued by their own unit commanders; of note that document identifies that 
office as codenamed “Amihud”.578 Earlier I noted from contextual usage that the codename for the Military Governor of 
the North Region was “Kidron” (and we will see a few documents confirming this just below). I haven’t located the 
name of the officer who served as the North Region governor; for the South Region, it was a Major Moris Besan – 
although for both individuals there is virtually no information (Besan served a major in the British Army, and established 
the “Noam Company”, which in time became part of the 62nd Beit Horon battalion, and the Jerusalem “Civil Defense” 
force).579 
 
 

                                                           
572 Order of battle of the Haganah – though with an error regarding the 63rd battalion: 
https://hahagana.org.il/action/?itemId=48488&parent=48488  
573 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #19 of 21 May 1948, p.170 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
574 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #20 of 25 May 1948, p.167 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
575 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #27 of 6 July 1948, p.115-116 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
576 As per Order 181 of 18 May usage of the acronym “MAMAZ” was to cease and be replaced by the full name “Commander of the Brigade and 
Jerusalem District” (מפקד החטיבה ומחוז ירושלים), Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #17 of 18 May 1948, p.173 of file 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
577 p.177 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
578 p.155 & 158 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
579 For examples references on pages 96 & 105 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) & “Jerusalem is the Central 
Front: The FFI in Jerusalem 1948” by Avraham Vered (1998), p.62; available here: 
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-
%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf  

https://hahagana.org.il/action/?itemId=48488&parent=48488
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
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Many handstamps of this period look similar 
but are different; from left to right: at top, the 
“Amihud” alias handstamp of the South 
Region office,580 below it the illustrated 
handstamp of the “South Region Military 
Governor”;581 in the center at top, one version 
of the North Region military governor’s 
handstamp generically written “Military 
Governor Jerusalem”,582 and below it another 
version fully entitled “Military Administration 
Officer – North Jerusalem”;583 at right a 
handstamp of the Communications Unit of 
the Etzioni brigade.584 

 
Following the change of Jerusalem’s legal status to that of ‘Israeli Army occupied territory’, and the change of Dov 
Yosef’s position to that of the city’s “Military Governor” in early August, the names of the city’s two regional Military 
Governors also changed – to “Military Administration Officer – North” and “Military Administration Officer – South”.585 
 

 
 
From a document date 18 June 1948, published by the Jerusalem civil police, we learn of further complexity in the 
division of the city into two fronts/regions/commands:586 As regards the “Conquered Territory – South Jerusalem” we 
learn: 
 

“The occupied territory is divided into 2 zones –  
a) The area of the Katamon neighborhood, 
which serves as a residential area for civilians 
and the army together. 
 
b) The military area which includes the 
German Colony, the Greek Colony, Upper 
Bakaa, Lower Bakaa, and Abu-Tor 
 
Area “A” is under the control of the civilian 
police and Mishmar Haam. 
 
Area “B” is under the control of the military 
governor and the military police.” 

 
Compounding complexities of organizational structure is complexity of terminology. In this period of May-June, between 
the establishment of the Israeli Army (26 May) – essentially the renaming of the “Haganah” to the “Israel Defense 
Forces” – and the subsequent reorganization of it throughout the summer, from a semi-covert underground force to an 
openly operating field army, there was interchangeable use of unit names and designations between those used during 
the era of the Haganah and those newly adopted for the country’s nascent army (we saw an example about regarding 
the renaming of Etzioni’s battalions but the retention of both new and old names for use on documents). This creates 
much confusion for subsequent research, to understand what various names and aliases mean and where units may 

                                                           
580 Document of 6 July 1948, p.25 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2633710 (000bip1) 
581 As used on a 10 August 1948 document; p.88 of of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
582 As used on a 12 July 1948 document; prior to mid-August I have not seen any documents from his office using a correctly entitled handstamp; 
p.58 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
583 As used on a 13 August 1948 document; page 37 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
584 As used on a 31 July 1948 document from “Aloni”, p.59 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
585 Jerusalem District Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #2 of 31 August 1948, order 26; p.66 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
586 pg. 129 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2633710
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
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have been located. By way of attempting to set straight a list of Jerusalem army postal unit numbers we are necessarily 
forced to contend with deciphering these alternating names. 
 
The above referenced headquarters bulletin of orders of 6 July laid out broad administrative changes and from these we 
glean much information that helps clarify aliases and functions. What was being called “Metzuda” was the headquarters 
of the Haganah-era named “Cheyl Mishmar” (known by the Hebrew acronym ‘CHIM’), the part-time ‘garrison force’ 
used for static security (as opposed to the Haganah’s “Cheyl Sadeh”, known by the Hebrew acronym ‘CHISH’, the ‘field 
corps’ of combat forces).  
 
We learn from Order 269 of that day that in the Jerusalem District there still was such an entity as the “Cheyl Mishmar”, 
but from the context of that order it appears it was being reorganized, with its recruiting pool broadened. Its command 
consisted of a headquarters staff (‘mateh’) and two battalions – “CHIM Tzafon” (North CHIM battalion) and “CHIM 
Darom” (South CHIM battalion). Each battalion was assigned to its respective geographic Region and would receive its 
orders from that Region’s staff unit (eg. “Mateh Darom” / ”Mateh Tzafon”); it indeed still consisted of partly mobilized 
personnel, though henceforth the battalions would absorb “all partly mobilized men and women”, and be assigned to 
static combat duty in coordination with the actual fully mobilized combat battalion assigned to their respective Regions 
(a reference to assigned Etzioni battalion to each region, 61st Moriah and 62nd Beit Horon). “Soldiers of the CHIM will be 
equal in every way to the soldiers of the infantry battalions [the fully mobilized combat forces] except in salary” – this 
would explain then how “Metzuda” units were eligible to use the Army Postal Service, for example. The “Metzuda” 
headquarters staff would represent the CHIM forces before the District command.587  
 
In light of the statement that all partly mobilized men and women would be absorbed into the CHIM and the notation 
on the 4 June document that Battalion ‘Hey’ was a Mishmar Haam unit, we may be able to reconcile the meaning of 
“Metzuda” thus: it refers to the garrison forces of Jerusalem being a combination of CHIM and Mishmar Haam members 
in unified battalions.588 
 

All this exacting research was necessary in order to understand the KABA postal unit numbers we are about to see. 
 
 
ii. A Revised Tabulation of Jerusalem District Postal Unit (KABA) Numbers 
The table below is the only organized listing of Jerusalem KABA numbers I have found, dated 17 August 1948.589 Below 
is a transcription of that table with additional notations added from scattered information from across the archive files: 
 

 
                                                           
587 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #27 of 6 July 1948, p.116 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
588 In early October 1948, “the 4 battalions of the ‘Metzuda’ were combined with another battalion which would bear the name ‘HaMetzuda’ 
itself”, per Jerusalem District Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #7 of 7 October 1948, Order 95; p.7 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/504133 (000brje) 
589 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #35 of 17 August 1948, Order 389; p.9-10 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
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The document states “Below are the postal unit numbers of military units which are in the brigade’s district:” 
 
211 Etzioni headquarters staff; the “headquarters staff company” was renamed around 6 July to the “Services  

Company of the Headquarters” (‘Plugat HaShirutim Shel HaMateh’ – פלוגת השירותים של המטה).590 
 The office of the Military Governor for North Jerusalem Region also used this KABA number. As noted in a 

footnote earlier, this office was codenamed “Kidron”, and from the following two documents we learn the 
following: on 18 June this office contacted the “Brigade Postal Officer” with a memorandum entitled “Mail 
of the Military Administration Unit”, which reads: “As the number of people in the military administration 
unit is small, the unit will use the post office of the ‘Ma’ar’. The mail will bear the endorsement 211 
(Kidron).” The letter is handstamped “Military Governor of Jerusalem” but actually refers to the Governor 
for the north region. The memorandum reveals that the root 211 unit number also serviced the District 
administration in total (the ‘Ma’ar’), and not just the Etzioni brigade as listed in our present document 
under review.591 

 

  
 

 The document on the right, from almost a month later – 12 July – requests a change to “Kidon’s” address: 
here the memorandum sent by this office entitled “The Military Administration of the Conquered Area – 
North Jerusalem” and is addressed to “Army Mail, Jerusalem” and reads: “1) As of today’s date the postal 
unit designation of my unit is 211 (Military Administration North Jerusalem) in place of 211 (Kidron). 2) It is 
possible that for a certain period of time we will continue to receive mail with the former postal designation; 
please deliver such mail to us.”592 

 Another interesting development is that from 11 July the Military Governor of the North Region issued an 
order permitting “the military police of the base” to use the postal service of that command, and wrote that 
it should address its mail as 211 (Military Administration – North).593 This is perplexing in light of the fact 
that the military police in the district were issued KABA 211/5 (see below). 

 

 
                                                           
590 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #27 of 6 July 1948, Order 268; p.115 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
591 18 June 1948 memorandum on page 68 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
592 12 July 1948 memorandum on page 58 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
593 [North Region] Military Governor’s Orders bulletin #4 of 11 July 1948, order 2; Page 64 of this file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/1579330 (00108g7) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330
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212 Moriah [61st] battalion; its headquarters staff moved to “Houri House” across from Permanent Base #1  

(‘Mahane Keva #1’), around 30 June.594 
213 Beit Horon [62nd] battalion; its headquarters staff moved to “Zucker” pension (motel) in Beit HaKerem,  

around 27 July 1948.595 
SUB-NUMBERS of 211: 
211/1 Brigade communications service (signals) 
211/2 Command-South (‘Mateh Darom’) – South Region command; around 17 August the South Command staff was  
 disbanded and all matters would henceforth be directed to the battalions themselves.596 
211/3 ‘GADNA’ – pre-military youth units; its office (perhaps the formation in total, in Jerusalem) was codenamed  

“Arieli”, and it moved to 12 Alharizi Street around 16 June.597 
211/4 ‘Shafan’ (hyrax, but likely intending to be ‘rabbit’ - an animal with tall ears) – the eavesdropping unit of the  
 intelligence service ‘Shai” in Jerusalem (codenamed in Jerusalem “Yerucham”); originally the alias of a  
 Jerusalem intelligence officer Yitzhak Gasko598 
211/5 Military Police; as published on 11 July by the military governor for North Region, the military police there 
  would now be permitted to use the APS by referencing the postal unit as “211 (Military Administration – 
 North)”.599 The commander of the military police in Jerusalem, Yosef B., was codenamed “Yariv”.600 
211/6 ‘Shahad’ (Transportation and Fuel Service – ‘Sherut HaHovala ve HaDelek’);601 from around 24 August the 

service’s base was located at “Landthold House” in the German Colony (though the “brigade transportation 
officer” office remained in the “former location” of the service).602 

211/7 ‘CHEN’ (Womens’ Corps) company; it was renamed from “Womens Auxiliary [Assistance] Corps” (Cheyl Ezer  
Nashim – חיל עזר נשים / ח.ע.ן) on 8 June,603 and generally it was formally raised to the status of an independent 
fully mobilized corps with its own command staff, subordinated to the High Command, on 20 June.604 The 
headquarters staff moved to “Farag House and the Polish Consulate” in the Katamon neighborhood around 22 
June.605 

211/8 left blank, not assigned in this document 
 Kanner and Spiegel assigned this to ‘YEHONATAN’: the spelling with an “H” is critical here – Rivlin’s book 

contains no relevant possibilities,606 and the most likely option is the “Yehonatan Company”, initially 
composed (eg. April 1948) of youthful graduates of the pre-military ‘Gadna’ force and commanded by 
Yehoshua Arieli; during the period of the 1st Truce it was assigned to the 62nd “Beit Horon” battalion as one 
of its two ‘shock companies’ (the other being codenamed ‘NOAM’, commanded by Meir Batz and Moris 
Besan), though by August, due to the heavy casualties it sustained, the company was disbanded and its 
remaining members reassigned to the ‘Sela’ battalion of the Gadna and to the 66th battalion.607 

211/9 ‘Camp Company of Permanent Base #1’ (‘Mahane Keva #1’ / MK 1); this was the Schneller Orphanage (also  

                                                           
594 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #26 of 30 June 1948, Order 258; p.120 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
595 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #31 of 31 August 1948, Order 328; p.98 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
596 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #35 of 17 August 1948, Order 384; p.75 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
597 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #24 of 16 June 1948, Order 229; p.152 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
598 Rivlin, “Stranger” (Ibid), p.433 & High Command / Manpower Directorate (‘Matkal/AKA’) Orders, bulletin #5 of 31 August 1948, order 10 
provision 19; p.63 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
599 From p.64 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330 (00108g7) 
600 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #17 of 18 May 1948, Order 180; p.173 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
601 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.520 here: 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Toldot_Heil_HaavirA.pdf 
602 Jerusalem District Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #1 of 24 August 1948, Order 7; p.70 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
603 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #28 of 13 July 1948, Order 210; p.162 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
604 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #29 of 20 July 1948, order 312 (“Chukat CHEN”); p.107 of file 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
605 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #25 of 22 June 1948, order 239; p.123 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
606 Rivlin, “Stranger” (Ibid), p.218/225 
607 “Jerusalem is the Central Front: The FFI in Jerusalem 1948” by Avraham Vered (1998), p.54, 103/114, 106, 189; available here: 
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-

%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf and 
“Yehonatan company” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A4%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%92%D7%AA_%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%AA%D7%9F  
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https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
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known as the Syrian Orphanage) compound next to the Mekor Baruch neighborhood.608 From various 
references in archival documents it seems this base served as the home base for the Etzioni Brigade (to provide 
food, housing, equipment, welfare) and any services related to it such as initially the army post office. From 
around 28 October 1948 it was renamed to “Base Camp 783” (783 .מחנה בסיסי מס).609 

211/10 Armored Corps and Artillery 
211/11 ‘HEMED’; likely ‘Science Corps’ (‘Cheyl Mada’ – חיל מדע/חמ"ד). When Etzioni was reorganized as the 6th Brigade 

this unit was renamed “Base HEMED #2 (Jerusalem)”.610 
211/12 left blank, not assigned in this document; also skipped by Kanner and Spiegel 
211/13 ‘Elisha’ company; the unit is referenced in connection to communicating information on dead and wounded to 

‘Hashmonai’ (intelligence service) for the latter to communicate onwards,611 and appears variously in close 
connection to the ‘Medical Service’,612 and treatment (and release) of the wounded,613 suggesting that it is an 
infirmary unit. Around 24 August its headquarters staff moved to “Talitha Kumi House” on 16 King David 
street.614 

211/14 Supply Base #3; appears to have housed construction, electrical and metal fixtures; incorporated the brigade’s 
printing house from end of August.615 From around 24 August it was located at “Stoury House” on Herzl street, 
across from the central post office (temporary entrance by way of the Russian Compound).616 

211/15 Air Force unit 
211/16 left blank, not assigned in this document 

 Kanner and Spiegel assigned this to “anti-tank unit” 
211/17 Electricity unit 
211/18 left blank, not assigned in this document; also skipped by Kanner and Spiegel 
211/19 left blank, not assigned in this document 

 Kanner and Spiegel assigned this to “YAVNE”; the closest associations I can find is Rivlin’s assignment of this 
name to the Jerusalem branch (and of its commanding officer – Yitzhak ‘Levitza’ Levy) of the Haganah’s 
intelligence service, the ‘Shai’;617 in our period of May onwards less likely related to the commander of the 
‘Shai’ as from May he was transferred to activities at the high command, including in time commanding the 
67th battalion – per his Wikipedia entry,618 though from the archive he was appointed “battalion intelligence 
office” of the 62nd battalion in early August.619 Another source states that he was also deputy commander of 
the 61st Moriah battalion.620 Another possible meaning for this codename is the “Yavne” students’ house, 
which served as a mortuary.621 

211/20 North [Region] ‘CHIM’ battalion 

211/21 left blank, not assigned in this document; also skipped by Kanner and Spiegel 
211/22 left blank, not assigned in this document 

 Kanner and Spiegel assigned this to “Culture and Propaganda” 
211/23 ‘Avishai’ company; the codename/alias of the armaments unit which was subsequently renamed around 6 July 

to “Brigade Armaments Section”, known by its new acronym, ‘MACHASH’ (‘Machleket HaChimush HaHativati’ - 
                                                           
608 For example “Schneller Orphanage” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%9C%D7%A8  
609 MATKAL/AKA Jerusalem (High Command / Manpower Directorate) Orders bulletin #12 of 28 October 1948, Order 62; p.21 of file 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/533866 (000bfyq) 
610 High Command – Manpower Division (MATKAL/AKA) Orders, bulletin 8 of 15 September 1948, Order 30; p.35 of file 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
611 For example: Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #24 of 15 June 1948, Order 231; p.152 of file 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
612 A listing of units of the Etzioni Brigade, on page 90 of this file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330 (00108g7) 
613 Jerusalem District Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #8 of 12 October 1948, Order 107; p.4-5 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
614 Jerusalem District Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #1 of 24 August 1948, Order 7; p.70 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) & https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%AA%D7%90_%D7%A7%D7%95%D7%9E%D7%99  
615 6th Brigade Headquarters Orders, bulletin #35 of 17 August 1948, Order 392 & High Command / Manpower Directorate (‘Matkal/AKA’) Orders, 
bulletin #5 of 31 August 1948, Order 10 provision 11; p.78 & 62 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
616 Jerusalem District Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #1 of 24 August 1948, Order 7; p.70 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
617 Rivlin, “Stranger” (Ibid), p.215 
618 Yitzhak Levi (Levitza) in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%97%D7%A7_%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%99_(%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%94)  
619 6th Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #33 of 8 August 1948, Order 363; p.89 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
620 “Battle for the Jewish Quarter of the Old City” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%A2_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99_%D

7%91%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D (comment in “additional reading” as per Yitzhak “Levitza” Levi in his book “Tisha Kabin”, who 
was both the head of SHAI in Jerusalem and deputy commander of the Moriah battalion). 
621 “Jerusalem is the Central Front: The FFI in Jerusalem 1948” by Avraham Vered (1998), p.168; available here: 
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-
%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%A9%D7%A0%D7%9C%D7%A8
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https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%97%D7%A7_%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%99_(%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%94)
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%A2_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99_%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%A2_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99_%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
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 Another source states that ‘Avishai’ was the aerial transistor/communications 622.(מחלקת החימוש החטיבתית
personnel, but this likely does not overrule the definition above in the context here.623 

211/24 ‘LAHAD’; likely meaning “Training Bureau” (‘Lishkat Hadracha’ – לה"ד/לשכת הדרכה)* 
* A number of units, offices and military bodies appear in archival documents pertaining to Jerusalem in this period, none 
of which appear to have been issued postal unit numbers by the time this mid-August listing was published. Among two 
notable absences are the two main training camps: One was called “brigade training camp A” located at ‘Schneller 
Camp’ (the Schneller Orphanage compound next to the Mekor Baruch neighborhood), and the other was “brigade 
training camp B’ in the Talbiyeh neighborhood. The order mentioning their establishment, around 15 June, indicates that 
all matters pertaining to them and their courses should be directed to ‘LAHAD’.624 
211/25 63rd battalion; as per the KABA number this was listed in the 6 June document above as Battalion A (‘alef’)** 

211/26 64th battalion; as per the KABA number this was listed in the 6 June document above as Battalion B (‘bet’); 
identified as a ‘CHIM’ battalion (“Cheyl Mishmar” – Haganah designation for a garrison unit) around 22 June,625 
though later identified as a “CHISH” battalion (“Cheyl Sadeh” – Haganah combat unit) assigned to the “North 
Region”, disbanded around 17 August.626** 

211/27 65th battalion; as per the KABA number this was listed in the 6 June document above as Battalion C (‘gimmel’) ** 

211/28 66th battalion; as per the KABA number this was listed in the 6 June document above as Battalion D (‘daled’)** 

211/29 67th battalion; as per the KABA number this was listed in the 6 June document above as Battalion E (‘hey’)** 

** An undated document pre-dating Battalion 64’s disbandment in August, detailing Etzioni Brigade’s units, assigns 
these above 5 battalions plus Battalion 61 (Moriah) and 62 (Beit Horon) to the Etzioni brigade without making any 
distinction between them.627 
211/30 “Solel Boneh” [company-sized unit – ‘pluga’]; named after the construction company; this postal unit 

assignment was first announced on 20 July 1948.628 Amended around 31 August as per Order 389 (the present 
document above) to clarify that this postal unit was assigned to the “Engineering battalion” of which the “Solel 
Boneh company” was a part.629 When the Etzioni Brigade was reorganized as the 6th Brigade in September, the 
existing “Engineer Corps unit (Jerusalem)” was renamed “1st Work Company (Solel Boneh)”.630 

211/31 2nd CHIM battalion; this postal unit assignment was first announced on 20 July 1948 as “Cheyl Mishmar Haam” – 
an intriguing mixture of the names for the city’s “Mishmar Haam” and the Haganah’s “Cheyl Mishmar” (see 
comments above about “Metzuda”. Another reference to the unit in the same document states that it was 
assigned to the “South Region” of the Jerusalem District.631 

211/32 “Sief” (‘Ziv’) Hospital; this postal unit assignment was first announced on 20 July 1948.632 

211/33 South [Region] headquarters staff 
211/34 North [Region] headquarters staff 
211/35 Headquarters Staff of “Metzuda”. Changed locations to the “Frumin Residence” at “Elite House” on 29 King 

David street, around 13 July;633 then changed locations to the former district governor’s residence on Herzl 
street, around 31 August 1948634  

                                                           
622 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #27 of 6 July 1948, Order 268; p.115 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
623 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.520 here: 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Toldot_Heil_HaavirA.pdf 
624 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #24 of 15 June 1948, Order 235; p.153 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
625 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #25 of 22 June 1948, Order 238; p.123 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
626 6th Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #35 of 17 August 1948, Order 384; p.75 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
627 Page 90 of this file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330 (00108g7) 
628 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #29 of 20 July 1948, Order 307; p.106 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
629 Jerusalem District Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #2 of 31 August 1948, Order 34; p.67 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
630 High Command – Manpower Division (MATKAL/AKA) Orders, bulletin 8 of 15 September 1948, Order 29; p.34 of file 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
631 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #29 of 20 July 1948, Order 307 & 305; p.106 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp)  
632 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #29 of 20 July 1948, Order 307; p.106 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
633 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #28 of 13 July 1948, Order 288; p.111 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
634 Jerusalem District Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #2 of 31 August 1948, order 28; p.66 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
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211/36 ‘HAGAS’; Hebrew acronym for “Passive Anti-Air Defense” (‘Hitgonenut anti-avirit Svila’ –  התגוננות אנטי־אוירית

 Its main office at least as of 4 August, was in the main post office building on Jaffo Street.636 635.(סבילה

211/37 Base Camp #3 

211/38 4th ‘CHIM’ battalion; this unit was assigned to the “West Region”.637 

211/39 Brigade Health officer (the word used is “Briyut” – ‘health’ – and not “Refui” – ‘medical’) 
211/40 ‘TAAS’; likely the industrial production unit (‘Yehidat TAAS’ – יחידת תעש)638 
 
 
The official ‘self-history’ of the Moriah battalion sheds light on the apparent abundance of infantry battalions as they 
appear on this list: our survey focused so far on the relationship between the Etzioni brigade and the Jerusalem District, 
the brigade being disassembled and reconstructed along with the District command along a new homogenous army-
wide organization, into the 6th Brigade (consisting of 3 battalions of veterans of Moriah) and Jerusalem District. However 
another military force in the area was also created, a 16th Brigade consisting of 5 battalions of new infantry recruits and 
CHIM members.639 Meaning, battalions 61, 62, 64 and the heavy weapons unit were assigned to the 6th brigade 
(covering KABA numbers 212, 213, 211/26 and possibly 211/10), and battalions 63, 65, 66, 67 and service units were 
assigned to the 16th Brigade as a garrison-defense force (covering at least KABA numbers 211/25 and 211/27 - 29).640 
 
Evidently the physical locations of the camps was not necessarily as per how far north of south these were from the 
center of Jerusalem: the “North Front Training Base” was located in Talbiyeh in south-central Jerusalem; renamed to 
“Camp Stone” (‘Mahane Stone’, after David ‘Mickey’ Marcus aka “Michael Stone”) from around 22 June,641 observed 
also named “Training Base #2” in documentation from August 1948.642 As such, the training camp at Schneller – further 
to the north of Talbiyeh, in northern Jerusalem – must have been assigned to the “South Front”. 
 
The above revised listing of army postal unit numbers will assist us further, when we examine postal history in Part II. 
 
 
Having reconstructed now both a history and postal procedural review of APO 5 as well as a refined listing of the 
postal units assigned to it, we will now address the tantalizing matter of air service in Jerusalem and the question of 
flown mail.  
 
 
 
  

                                                           
635 For example as referenced in the Official Newspaper #24 of 29 September 1948, p.79 (p.7 of file: https://www.nevo.co.il/law_word/law12/er-024-

t.pdf)  
636 6th Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #32 of 4 August 1948, Order 349; p.91 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 
(000bfyp) 
637 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #29 of 20 July 1948, Order 305; p.106 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
638 As referenced in “Book of Military Establishments & Complements - 16 June 1948”; p.147 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
639 Chapter 14 of the History of the Moriah Battalion, on the website of its veterans association: 
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-
%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-
%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-
%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/ 
640 “Jerusalem is the Central Front: The FFI in Jerusalem 1948” by Avraham Vered (1998), p.215: 
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-
%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf 
641 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #25 of 22 June 1948, Order 246; p.124 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
642 6th Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders, bulletin #35 of 17 August 1948, Order 384; p.75 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
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https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
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VIII. A Revised History of Air Service in Jerusalem in 1948 

We open this important section recalling that as a result of our chronology of events in Jerusalem during the period 
often called the “siege period” we saw ample documentary evidence that there was no air mail service for civilian mail, 
no air mail service for the city’s government (the Emergency Committee), and that under the circumstances of the 
exigencies on the military – particularly in light of its weak nascent air force – there was unlikely a regular air mail 
service even for army mail, and indeed we saw documentary proof from APO 5 above in Chapter VII that as late as 25 
June the post office was unable to effect air transport of mail.  
 
Furthermore, one of our insights was that in times of trouble with surface post (whether the postal service itself or road 
conditions) – particularly if communication was urgent – this was carried out by way of telecommunications, obviating 
the need for priority contact to be dependent on air service, and we saw ample evidence of this.  
 
We saw both evidence of postal connections in the period often considered the siege period (20 April – 20 June) – 
though the posts, taxi mail, and couriered mail – as well as proof that regular land access to Jerusalem began as early as 
late May; even in the period of the greatest exigencies on the city, from the Arab invasion of Israel on 15 May until the 
end of the month when the nascent Burma Road bypass began being established, we found proof of both postal 
connections and transit of people. 
 
Nevertheless the existing narrative that mail was flown in this period, and for at least 2-3 months, is a pervasive notion 
with deep roots in our philatelic community, and here we need to take the time to also dismantle this misconception 
(which is actually rooted in a lie, as we shall see now) and replace it with a solidly researched and confirmed history of 
the events. 
 
 

A. De-Weeding History – The Accounts of Yehuda Levanon 
At the start of this article we opened with a review of the general parameters of the existing narrative about postal 
connections with Jerusalem in the siege period and we eventually came to the first-hand account provided by Yehuda 
Levanon and his experiences as a member of the “Hizkiyahu” engineering unit, serving at the airstrip in the Rehavia 
neighborhood (codenamed “MARAM”). Though as we observed, some philatelists disagreed with a few of the points 
mentioned by Levanon in his account (in particular the dates of the air field’s operation), the philatelic community 
broadly accepted his account and with its high pedigree – of Levanon having actually “been there” – it left a critical 
influential impact on the postal history narrative of 1948 Jerusalem that we have today, indeed it became an accepted 
first-hand “primary source” for confirmation that mail was flown, and as such, to begin this section of our study we may 
call Levanon’s article the “opening shot” of the historiographical battle we are about to wage.  
 
Levanon’s article was summarized near the start of this article (and is reproduced in its original below in Appendix 1); at 
the end of that summary I commented that virtually every assertion he wrote was factually incorrect, and now we are 
going to redress that matter. 
 
 By way of background, in the period of our examination there existed an airport in Jerusalem at Kalandia (today’s 
‘Atarot’): this was actually captured by Jewish forces on the day Israel declared independence – 14 May 1948 – but the 
forces which captured it were ordered by the high command to leave the area to support forces elsewhere, and the site 
was then captured by the Arab Legion and it remained in Jordanian hands until the 1967 “Six Day War” – as such, pre-
State Israel had no airport facilities in Jerusalem until she created her own.643  
 
To begin with, our survey opens with a historiographic quandary: according to Levanon’s article, the improvised airstrip 
in Rehavia (codenamed “MAROM” in his recollections) heralded its first landing on Friday, 6 April at 04:30am; by 
contrast, the book “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” by Ambar, Eyal and Cohen, an official history authorized by the Israel 
Air Force, which we used extensively on the subject of aviation earlier in our article, writes that this airstrip was used for 
landing – on a second attempt that day, on 22 April.644 
 

                                                           
643 For example “Atarot Airport” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A9%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%AA%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%98%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA  
644 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” by Ido Ambar, Eli Eyal & Avi Cohen; Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.299/301 
(http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf) 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A9%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%AA%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%98%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf
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There is a difference of 2 weeks in the chronology between these accounts. Furthermore: 

 According to Levanon, “a suitable site was easily found” and a steamroller to create the landing field was stolen 
from the Mandate ‘Public Works Department’; when fuel for that machine ran out, more was provided by the 
Palmach kitchen, and Levanon himself writes, “after supervising the ‘construction’ of the landing strip, I was put 
in charge of the strip, which was codenamed by me ‘Marom’, the acronym of “Maslul Rechavia veMatzleva” (The 
Rechavia and Monastery of the Cross Landing Strip)”.  

 The account in the book, “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” is significantly different: there, they write that on 17 
March the High Command informed Ben-Gurion that a suitable place for a landing strip had been found near 
Rehavia and the Monastary, but that it would cost £P7000 to prepare it; by his own account Ben-Gurion 
reluctantly released the funds hoping that the usefulness of the airstrip would justify its high cost. Only on 7 
April was Shlomo Gilutz sent to oversee the preparation of the strip: Gilutz was until recently the city engineer 
of Hadera; in the Second World War he served with the Royal Air Force and assisted in locating and preparing 
suitable sites as airstrips – by chance the nascent Israeli Air Force stumbled upon him in Hadera, and 
subsequently enlisted him into the force as a squadron commander where he developed the air force’s 
department for the construction of air fields, going on to become the air force’s first chief construction 
officer.645  
 The Air Service (‘Sherut Avir’ – the pre-State Air Force) reported that the airstrip would be ready for use on 

Saturday 17 April, though in the end the first landing on it took place on the 22nd. According to the book’s 
account, it was Meir Batz, the head engineering officer of the Jerusalem district who actually oversaw the 
work on the construction, and it was he who notified the high command that the strip was ready for use,646 
and on that same day, on a second attempt to land (owing to whether conditions), the pilot Pinni Ben-Porat 
and Gliutz landed on the strip. 

 
The account in “Roots” (Ibid) goes on to state that the MARAM airstrip was officially ‘dedicated’ on 24 April, with the 
arrival of a Jewish Agency official from the United States, Sidney Green, for a meeting with Ben-Gurion who himself was 
flown back to Tel Aviv from Jerusalem on the 25th (earlier in our survey of the convoys to Jerusalem we learned that he 
had travelled up to the city on the convoy of 20 April), and Ben-Gurion recounted his flight in his diary entry for that day. 
 
By Levanon’s account, the “MAROM” airstrip was functioning on 6 April, by the account in “Roots”, its construction only 
began around the 7th; Levanon states that he was in charge of the construction and management of the site, whereas 
“Roots” states that this was Shlomo Gilutz as the air force engineer charged with identifying suitable landing sites, and 
Meir Batz as the district’s chief engineering officer overseeing the actual construction. 
 
Clearly there is a serious problem with the conflicting information between the two narratives. The matter becomes 
more absurd when “Roots” further writes that Yehuda Levanon was appointed to manage the air strip647 – how do we 
resolve these seemingly incongruent and conflicting accounts? Indeed, there are other sources that also state the 
events as per Levanon’s account, such as the 3-part majesterial work, “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for 

                                                           
645 More on Shlomo Gilutz: http://www.zahala.co.il/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A4%D7%97%D7%AA-%D7%92%D7%99%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%A5.html  
646 “Meir Batz” entry at the Palmach Museum website also cites his responsibility for the construction work of the airstrip: 
https://www.palmach.org.il/veterans/veteranpage/?itemId=85476  
647 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” by Ido Ambar, Eli Eyal & Avi Cohen; Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.302 
(http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf) 

http://www.zahala.co.il/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A4%D7%97%D7%AA-%D7%92%D7%99%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%A5.html
https://www.palmach.org.il/veterans/veteranpage/?itemId=85476
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf
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Independence” by Avi Cohen648 and the impressive and influential multi-volume series, “History of the Haganah”, by 
Yehuda Slutsky.649 
 

 
 

 
 

The solution is afforded by the very feature missing in virtually all of our postal history literature – source attibutions, 
also called “footnotes”: the source of the historiographic quandary is a 1968 article entitled “MAROM and MAGASH 
(Chapters in the History of the Air Force during the Siege on Jerusalem)” published in the Israeli Air Force’s monthly 
magazine, written by none other than Yehuda Levanon himself, and used as a reference by the above cited books plus 
many others; the article is reproduced in its original in Appendix 9.650 As regard Yehuda Levanon’s role with the airstrips 
in Jerusalem no independent source confirms his involvement except his own 1968 article. 

 
Levanon’s article is written with dramatic flair but lacks specifics; as we will see, he uniquely refers to the Rehavia 
airstrip by the acronym “MAROM” though elsewhere and in documents it is called “MARAM”. He claims he “was asked” 
to be “responsible for” ("אחראי על") the airstrip, but the manner by which he describes his role is eye-opening for its 
apparent amateurism; in his own words:  
 
“Prior experience (expressed as seeing movies related to aviation) reminded me of the need to position an ambulance 
and a fire truck in a state of preparedness on the ‘field’. Indeed the ambulance’s time was not wasted: [Arab] snipers 
from Shaheen House managed to hit a number of onlookers who had crowded around the airstrip. In order to keep them 
away I took care of having a squad of military police surround the plane as it would land. Memories of photographs of 
landing aircraft on the back of aircraft carriers caused me to dare to stand in the center of the runway across from 
landing aircraft and to direct them with hand signals, leftwards and rightwards, and the crossing of hands to indicate 
shutting down the engine. Little by little I learned to start the two-blade wooden propellers and call out ‘connect’, ‘set’, 
‘off’… echoed in the air.”  
 

 
 
By his account, Levanon not only helped planes to land by being physically present on the strip, he also assisted with 
turning their propellers to help them take off and he even unloaded the planes.651 As his 2-page account progresses, he 
also writes that he was the only one to “manage” the ‘marom’ airstrip (ניהול מרום) and that this became progressively 
harder.652 

                                                           
648 See “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.60 here: 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Toldot_Heil_HaavirA.pdf 
649 “History of the Haganah – From Resistance to War”, part 3 vol. 2 by Yehuda Slutski, 1972; p.1564 + footnote p.1811 in volume 3. 
650 Yehuda Levanon, “MAROM and MAGASH (Chapters in the History of the Air Force during the Siege on Jerusalem)” in Biton Cheyl HaAvir (Air 
Force Magazine) #77 of November 1968, pages 74-75: http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/BITEONIM/77.pdf  
651 Levanon “Marom” (Ibid), p.74 
652 Levanon “Marom” (Ibid), p.75 

http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Toldot_Heil_HaavirA.pdf
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/BITEONIM/77.pdf
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One of the subjects mentioned frequently for a two-page non-philatelic article pertains ironically to the carriage of mail, 
from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem and also from Jerusalem back, including on the 1st flight which he ascribed to 6 April. In the 
course of his article he writes: “Mail arrives and mail goes out, soldiers slide their letters into the special box which was 
set up at the ‘Menorah’ soldiers’ club, and the letters are flown to Tel Aviv; and cigarettes are flown into besieged 
Jerusalem. The undertakers of this task were: ‘Pinia’ Ben-Porat, David Shprintzak, Matti Sukenik (the brother of Yigael 
[Yadin, the subsequent chief of staff] and Yosef Yadin), Zohara Levitov, the young female Jerusalemite pilot, Gaaton (who 
is no longer with us), and ‘Blacky’ Gordon may he remain with us. Everyone flying back and forth their light airplanes 
from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem and back, once, twice and three times a day.” 
 
There are chronological problems in Levanon’s article – he writes for instance, that the “MAROM” airstrip operated for 
11 weeks, until 5 or 6 July, for afterwards with the opening of the road to Jerusalem “there was no more need for an Air 
Force base in Jerusalem, neither was there a need for the emergency Air Mail service from Jerusalem [of which Levanon 
himself was a part as we learned from his 1981 recollections in the HLPH bulletin]”:  

a) He recalls the names of different pilots who flew to “MAROM”, including Zohara Levitov, Israel’s first female 
pilot – except in mentioning that she died in a crash, he overlooked the fact that this occurred on 3 August at 
‘MARAM’, well after the time he claimed that the airstrip stopped operating.653 

b) Where he describes being the only one to manage the airstrip, he mentions that the number of flights a day 
there reached as many as six, that the workload on him was very heavy, and that after about 3 weeks a new unit 
called the “Jerusalem Air Force” replaced him (he mentions it consisted of Keith Beecher, a Jew who had served 
iin the Royal Air Force, and Yerachmiel Shrem who he describes as an official of the Mandate Civil Aviation 
Department – this will be relevant to us shortly below) – factually, as we shall shortly see, he is mixing events 
from different time periods. The airfield actually had few landings in its initial period and the number of flights 
to it increased during the 1st Truce, by which time, according to Levanon’s own accounts he was no longer there.  

 
Another ‘chronological’ problem with Levanon’s account is his alleged ‘hand 
propping’ of the aircrafts’ propellers: perhaps 30-40 years earlier, when 
aircraft did not have electric or mechanical starters, it would have been 
necessary to manually hand-spin an aircraft’s propeller in order to start the 
engine. By this time (1948), even with light Auster Autocrats (produced from 
1945), this was not necessary.654 
 
How an article with such egregious mistakes in aviation history ever got 
printed in an Air Force journal defies understanding. Evidently the editorial 
staff was born after 1948 and didn’t know better… 
 

 
There are significant contradictions between Levanon’s 1968 article and his subsequent one from 1981: in contrast to 
his piece from 1981, here in 1968 he doesn’t write that he “built” the airstrip – he mentions Meir Batz, the Jerusalem 
District engineering officer, and that it was he who requisitioned a steamroller from the Mandate Public Works 
department, to prepare the airstrip together with other workers, and that when its fuel ran out, more was “enlisted” 
from the Palmach kitchen of the Harel brigade (though how cooking oil becomes engine fuel is beyond my 
understanding). Nevertheless, in his 1968 article, Levanon “was asked” to manage the air field and he “managed” all 
aspects of it including apparently the unloading of materials.  
 
By contrast, in his 1981 article, Levanon is seemingly reponsible for everything assocated to the airstrip down to and 
including coining the name ‘MAROM’ for it, writing: “A signal came though calling on the Engineering Section to 
prepare, as quickly as possible, a landing strip in Jerusalem which would accommodate the tiny aircraft which were being 
used by Sherut Avir [the pre-State air force]… After supervising the construction I was put in charge of the strip…” 
Tellingly neither article actually says what he, Levanon, did in the War: what unit he belonged to, what his rank was, etc. 
His 1981 article associates the referenced “Engineering Section” to its former commander, who was codenamed 
“Hizkiyahu”, noting that as a result of his death in battle this became the unit’s name, and from how Levanon expresses 
his own involvement in the activites at the air field, we understand that he was a member of that “Hizkiyahu” unit. 
 

                                                           
653 “Zohara Levitov” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%96%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%94_%D7%9C%D7%91%D7%99%D7%98%D7%95%D7%91  
654 See for instance: https://www.quora.com/Why-did-early-airplanes-need-to-have-someone-hand-spin-the-propeller and 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Auster_Autocrat  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%96%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%94_%D7%9C%D7%91%D7%99%D7%98%D7%95%D7%91
https://www.quora.com/Why-did-early-airplanes-need-to-have-someone-hand-spin-the-propeller
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Auster_Autocrat
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By Levanon’s two accounts he was both involved in construction and in the maintenance of the air field, including 
assisting in the landing and take-off of aircraft – but on that latter point we clearly see he had no prior training. If we 
believe that he was a member of an engineering unit, what could qualify him to land and dispatch airplanes? And why 
would that not be done by a member of the air force? Levanon’s accounts appear to play on the popular – and 
discredited – notion in our philatelic literature of administrative chaos in this period of 1948, where everything was 
improvised and any course of action however unprofessional, was accepted as a matter of course in the hour of 
emergency. A review of the “Haganah Lexicon” appendicies of graduates of the Haganah’s ‘Squad Leader’ and ‘Platoon 
Leader’ courses does not reveal Levanon’s name (the lists show the graduates’ real first and last names) – if so, he was 
neither an officer nor a non-commissioned officer commanding personnel, and if so, how exactly did he either supervise 
construction or obtain services such as a squad of external military police to assist him?  

 
With so many factual and procedural errors in his 
articles – each one contradicting the other on 
major points – and in light of well-documented 
counter-narratives in the professional historical 
press as we cited just above, we can safely 
conclude here that Levanon’s accounts are 
without any factual basis, likely bidding for 
legitimacy by name-dropping against a backdrop 
of vague historical references, and can be safely 
dispensed with. 
 
My impression is, Levanon may not have had 
anything at all to do with operations in Jerusalem 
and took a calculated risk – using fragments of 
information available in the public sphere – to 
craft a partial biography that portrays himself as 
being in the center of events there. 
 

He wrote himself into history – but why? 
 
We will take a moment now to reconstruct the actual history of the MAROM and MAGASH airfields, and then resume 
with our treatment of Yehuda Levanon – we’re not finished with him yet. 
 
 

B. A Revised History of Air Service with Jerusalem in 1948 
For this section I rely on two major books commissioned by the Israeli Air Force, “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” from 1997 
by Ido Ambar, Eli Eyal & Avi Cohen (cited earlier) and the three volume set “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War 
for Independence” from 2004 by Maj. Avi Cohen (cited earlier), with some additional information from “Independence: A 
Bridge in the Sky - Air Transport Command, 1947-1947” from 1997 by Maj. Avi Cohen; these actually don’t overlap very 
much in their narratives, and one complements the other. While for this article I prefer to use only primary sources, there 
is a limit as to how much of the circumstantial history I can re-confirm by seeking out documents; this would take much 
more time than necessary to make the critical points which this article set out to present. In any case, the information 
from these two books is supported by additional sources on a case-by-case basis – and as we shall see, testament to our 
vigilance, in some places even the information from these books needs some refinement. 
 
 
i. Brief Historical Survey of Air Service with Jerusalem Prior to the Airstrips 
Our survey of the history of air service with Jerusalem begins in late 1947: with the United Nations decision to partition 
Palestine into one Jewish and one Arab state on 29 November 1947, the period of the siege on Jerusalem effectively 
began. The city’s needs – food, fuel and raw materials – all came from the lowland area in the center of the country (the 
‘Shfela’) which served as Jerusalem’s main supply source; in our earlier survey of Jerusalem in this period we learned 
that the city was not self-sufficient in anything, including water. Three other routes which led to the city – by way of 
Hebron, Ramallah and Jericho – were land connections to the isolated Jewish settlements to the north-east and south-
east of the city: Gush Etzion, Atarot and the settlements on the north end of the Dead Sea. All four routes passed 
through areas heavily populated by Arabs, and the armed forces of those Arabs strived to keep Jewish Jerusalem 
besieged. 
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While the Jewish leadership strived to ease the pressure on Jerusalem, an aerial force like the one we reviewed earlier 
which operated in the Negev, could not be established in Jerusalem owing to the lack of available aircraft for that 
purpose and Jerusalem’s relative proximity to the country’s leading commercial and transportation center, Tel Aviv, 
diminishing the pressing urgency to rely specifically on air power to supply the city. Nevertheless, already in December 
1947 responsible elements of the Jewish leadership ordered that Jerusalem be scouted for suitable areas to create 
airstrips.655 The pilot, Yehoshua Gilutz, identified two potentially suitable locations though in the event nothing was 
done to prepare them until the siege on Jerusalem tightened in the course of spring 1948, with money for their 
preparation being budgeted in mid-March but actual work on preparing them only starting after the first week of 
April.656 
 
Simultaneously in this period, for a limited time between March and April, with worsening road access to Jerusalem, 
many aerial supply attempts were carried out by parachuting packages but these attempts mostly failed. The Haganah 
High Command therefore resorted to employing the air facilities of Palestine Potash Works (“Ashlag” in Hebrew) at the 
Dead Sea to support Jerusalem – a creative and daring plan.  
 
Originally, from April 1936, there existed an airstrip to service the company’s plant in Sodom, and from then 
communication between Sodom and the center of the country existed by way of air only.657 The airfield serviced light 
aircraft of the British as well as those of the ‘Aviron’ aviation company then working in support of planning and 
construction – and in time also covert aviation activities of the Haganah and Palmach; the air field also enabled the 
transport of employees to and from the plant. In 1947, as the security situation in Palestine worsened, an additional 
strip was built on the north end of the Dead Sea, at the behest of the company’s employees, to more securely enable 
their travel between their homes at Beit HaArava and Kalia in the north of the Dead Sea to the plant in Sodom in the 
center of it.  
 
Here, from March 1948, in light of worsening road conditions between Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, the High Command 
decided to use the airlink with Sodom and the north Dead Sea to ferry weapons and ammunition by air – from Tel Aviv 
to that site, and then to transport those supplies by land to Jerusalem by way of the company’s own vehicles: on 
account of the Potash Works importance to the Mandate government, as well as a history of Arab armed attacks on the 
company’s vehicles dating back to the 1930s, the company’s land transport enjoyed armed British escort together with 
policemen and also covert armed Haganah escorts riding in the vehicles as well. This air-land transportation channel 
similarly served to carry important members of the Jewish political and military leadership, as well as important mail – 
in either direction.658 
 
In this manner, the settlements in Gush Etzion (south of Jerusalem) were supplied by way of Tel Aviv via the Dead Sea 
and Jerusalem. However, on 10 April the British stopped escorting the Potash Works’ convoys and with that this 
transportation channel to Jerusalem ended,659 as well as the company’s ability to transport its produce to the rest of the 
country effectively terminating it commercial operations.660 
 
Here then on 7 April 1948 just prior to the suspension of the “Dead Sea route”, Shlomo Gilutz, the engineer who was the 
pre-State Air Service’s officer in charge of construction, was sent to Jerusalem to observe the preparation of the sites 
selected by his brother Yehoshua, the pilot, to serve as airfields: he approved the site at Rehavia (later named 
‘MARAM’) on the 7th “for emergency use only” and the other site at Givat Shaul (later named ‘MAGASH’) on the 8th “as a 
supplement to the airstrip at Rehavia”.661 By his reckoning, the airstrip in Rehavia would service light planes, like the 
Auster aircraft, whereas the strip in Givat Shaul – being on a longer, flatter plane (today’s Kanfey Nesharim street) – 
would be longer and service medium-sized aircraft, like the Rapide.662 
 
 

                                                           
655 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.29 here: 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Toldot_Heil_HaavirA.pdf 
656 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” by Ido Ambar, Eli Eyal & Avi Cohen; Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.299 
(http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf) 
657 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.32  
658 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.33 & “Berum 
Schakim” [Rising Skies – ברום שחקים], by Dr. David Abir & Lt. Col. Gershon Rivlin, Ma’arachot Publishers (1960), p.61 
http://www.iaflibrary.org.il/Product.asp?ProdID=1053  
659 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.34  
660 Per company notice in the Palestine Post of 8 July 1948, p.3 
661 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.29  
662 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” by Ido Ambar, Eli Eyal & Avi Cohen; Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.299  

http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Toldot_Heil_HaavirA.pdf
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Roots_of_the_Israeli_Air_Force_1913-1948.pdf
http://www.iaflibrary.org.il/Product.asp?ProdID=1053
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ii. Reconstructing the Early History of Air Service in Wartime Jerusalem – Personnel & Assignments 
Much information is documented on the development and operation of the two airstrips in Jerusalem, but before we 
survey those activities, it is more critical for our study of postal history to better understand the administrative forces 
behind the air service in the city. Similar to the initial historiographic quandary we grappled with earlier – on what date 
did the MARAM airstrip in Rehavia enter use – we have another one here at this juncture, and this second quandary is 
critical to us to better understand the circumstances of air service in Jerusalem in this period: 
 
The crux of the problem is again, the account of events offered by Yehuda Levanon set against parallel accounts – both 
even used in the books cited above; the books appear to have tried to meld Levanon’s unique narrative with other 
information they obtained from other sources. Their histories are linear and comprehendible until they insert Levanon’s 
role into their narrative, essentially parachuting him into the middle of events but without any context; both “Roots of 
the IAF” and the “History of the IAF in the War of Independence” present a self-contradicting history of the 
administration of air service in Jerusalem which we now have to untangle.  
 
“Roots of the IAF”, basing itself on Levanon’s 1968 article, wrote that he was in charge of the MARAM airstrip and then 
after a couple of weeks a small unit was organized to manage that airstrip663 – word-for-word what Levanon himself 
wrote.  
 
“History of the IAF” wrote that at around the time MARAM came into use, the district command reached the conclusion 
that a body was needed to manage the reception of the incoming aircraft on the airstrip and appointed Yerachmiel 
Shram, the secretary of the Aviation Club in Jerusalem, to be in charge of this assignment; that already on 2 May, Meir 
Batz, the district engineering officer, requested that all services needed by Shram be rendered to him, to enable him to 
establish a professional team at the airstrip; and that Shram recruited Keith Beecher, a Jew who had prior experience 
with the Royal Air Force, and Yehuda Levanon, to begin organizing the airstrip (no information is given as to Levanon’s 
background). This book adds further that simultaneously, a “Jerusalem Air Force” unit began to be established by the 
district command as well. The problem with the narrative offered in this book is that the whole section referencing 
Shram and Levanon is also based on Levanon’s 1968 article – though, without citing a source for this, it also contradicts 
Levanon’s account, where he wrote that the Jerusalem Air Force unit consisting of Shram and Beecher replaced him, 
and here this account writes that Shram recruited Levanon. In any case it makes little sense that an independent ground 
team was being formed separately to the parallel development of a “Jerusalem Air Force” unit, both by the district 
command, 664 and all the while a person with no professional training in aviation is both landing aircraft and maintaining 
the airstrip. 
 
I believe the solution to this historiographic quandary is to focus linearly and contextually on people and events relevant 
to the narrative, and we will find that purely by virtue Levanon being ‘unnecessary’ to the narrative, lacking a reason for 
being included – for as we learned earlier, Levanon has no ‘back-story’ to account for himself – we will find the 
development of our history here more logical and understandable without including him. 
 
Around the time we begin to see developments taking place on the planned sites for the airstrips, 7-8 April 1948, the 
historical record mentions a David Shikler as being the overall coordinator of the project to develop those sites and also 
one of the earliest members of what became the “Jerusalem Air Force” unit;665 the pilot Yehoshua Gilutz identified the 
sites as possible air fields in December 1947, and his brother Shlomo the engineer confirmed the feasibility and 
potential use in April 1948. Meir Batz, the chief engineering officer of the Jerusalem district is mentioned as overseeing 
the work on the MAROM airstrip in Rehavia;666 and we separately learn from Ben-Gurion’s diary that the MAGASH 
airstrip in Givat Shaul is being developed by a contractor called Diskin along with an engineer he identifies as David 
Skalrak.667 Indeed, one intriguing aspect about the history of the two airstrips is that MARAM appears to have been 
developed more by way of military resources, like the engineering services whereas MAGASH appears frequently in 
relation to the high financial costs of its development, as if it was mostly contracted out to civilian businesses. 
 

                                                           
663 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” by Ido Ambar, Eli Eyal & Avi Cohen; Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.302  
664 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.31 & footnote #47 
on p.684  
665 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.29; his diary is 
referenced frequently in the book. In Part 2 of his series (covering 15 July 1948 – 15 October 1948), Cohen mentions that Shikler was the overall 
coordinator on behalf of the “engineer corps” in the city, p.354 
666 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.30  
667 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” by Ido Ambar, Eli Eyal & Avi Cohen; Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.301  
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The books’ histories also make reference to the Etzioni Brigade’s engineering unit called 
“Hizkiyahu”: Major Eliyahu Finkelstein (1912-1948), a student of engineering who served in 
the Royal Engineers in WWII, was its commander and his alias was “Hizkiyahu”; he was the 
Brigade’s engineering officer and up until he killed in action on 24 March, his unit was heavily 
involved in the construction of fortifications at the approaches of Jerusalem; upon his death 
the unit adopted his alias as its own.668 The unit appears in the histories in regard to both 
airstrips though the few references to it are in passing, and it may be that it was not the only 
construction/engineering entity involved in the preparation and development of the 
airstrips.669 Meir Batz, mentioned above, based on his biography may have held a superior 
position to Finkelstein, so likely did not replace him as the commander of this unit.670 

 
We learned earlier that the airstrip at MARAM was first used, as a landing site, on 22 April, and was ‘inaugurated’ 
merely by way of more frequent arrivals and departures from 24 April onward. Although we already encountered the 
narrative laying out the creation of a ground crew under the direction of Yerachmiel Shram, on account of his seniority it 
makes more sense to focus our revised narrative of the “Jerusalem Air Force” unit by starting with its highest official, its 
commander: 
 
The unit was established by the Jerusalem district command in order to provide a local air service counterpart to the 
national ‘Air Service’ which was planning to send airplanes to the area, though the unit in Jerusalem did not possess any 
aircraft of its own; in other words its air ‘service’ was logistical – the reception of incoming aircraft, the unloading of 
their cargoes, the loading of new cargoes and the dispatch of those aircraft back (to Tel Aviv – it was the 1st Squadron at 
Tel Aviv Airport which supplied Jerusalem, as we learned earlier in our survey of civil aviation and the nascent air force).  
 

The unit was administratively subordinated to the district’s ground force, the Etzioni brigade, 
and so it was initially called “The Brigade Air Service” (‘Sherut HaAvir HaChativati’ -  שירות

 Its commander was personally appointed by the district commander, David 671.(האוויר החטיבתי
Shaltiel, and this was Meir Tubiansky (codenamed “Yuval”) – best known in the annals of 
Israel’s military history for being the first and only soldier ever to be charged with treason and 
executed (30 June 1948), though in his case a gross travesty of justice which saw the head of 
the intelligence service, the ‘Shai’ – Isser Beeri, who stood behind the episode – dismissed 
from his post a few months later by Ben-Gurion (and Tubiansky posthumously exonerated); 
Shaltiel himself argued in defense of Tubiansky and his professional background against the 
charges levelled by the ‘Shai’. Tubiansky had been a Major in the Royal Engineers and until 
recently an engineer at the Jerusalem branch of the Palestine Electric Company.672 In the 

framework of his new assignment Tubiansky was also formally called “Commander of the On-Site Air Force” ( מפקד חיל

 His deputy was Yaakov Friedman (codenamed “Shaanan”), who had served as a meteorologist in the 673.(האויר במקום
British Army, and apparently Keith Beecher, a Jewish veteran of the Royal Air Force, was an additional deputy.674 
Beecher in particular is described as having been in charge of the Jerusalem airstrips (‘in charge of of ground operations’ 

                                                           
668 “Eliyahu Finkelstein” entry at Israel’s Fallen website: 
https://honorisraelsfallen.com/fallen/%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F-%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95-

%D7%97%D7%96%D7%A7%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95/?lang=he & at the Izkor official commemoration site: 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95-
%D7%97%D7%96%D7%A7%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%20%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_3b5a347521a07a835855c886f1da08cf 
& Rivlin “Stranger” (Ibid), p.194 
669 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.32 & 518 
670 “Meir Batz” entry at the Palmach Museum: https://www.palmach.org.il/veterans/veteranpage/?itemId=85476  
671 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.516 
672 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.527. Tubiansky was 
abducted to a secret interrogation on the night of June 28th and executed in secret on the 30th; already from the 16th he had been a suspect for the 
leaking of secret information which allegedly had enabled the Arabs to concentrate their fire on very sensitive sites in Jerusalem. The suspicions 
against him were entirely cirumstantial, such as how he was accepted to work at the Electric Company (despite not having a background in the 
field), or being appointed the head of the air field (despite not having experience in the air force). Relative to the subject of our study - mail - the 
suspicions even reached the degree of questioning whether Tubiansky may have had any connection with the possible “smuggling of mail in the 
airplanes which reached Jerusalem and departed from it” (i.e. contrary to our existing postal history narrative, the carriage of mail by airplane was 
not such a simple matter). The investigation noted that the aircraft landing and departing Jerusalem had carried, in addition to weapons and 
ammunition, the classified mail of the interim government, the high command, and even in some instances - of the intelligence service itself.  

Shaltiel had previously been the Haganah commander in Haifa, and then appointed to be the head of the ‘Shai’ intelligence service; he had 
selected Isser Beeri to be his deputy. When Shaltiel was appointed to be Haganah commander of Jerusalem, in February 1948, Beeri became the 
head of ‘Shai’ and the Jerusalem district head of the ‘Shai’ was Binyamin Gibli (codenamed “Yerucham”), who took the position over from Yitzhak 
Levi (“Levitza”) on 20 April. 
673 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.522 
674 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” by Ido Ambar, Eli Eyal & Avi Cohen; Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.302 

https://honorisraelsfallen.com/fallen/%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F-%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%A7%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95/?lang=he
https://honorisraelsfallen.com/fallen/%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F-%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%A7%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95/?lang=he
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%A7%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%20%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_3b5a347521a07a835855c886f1da08cf
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%A7%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%20%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_3b5a347521a07a835855c886f1da08cf
https://www.palmach.org.il/veterans/veteranpage/?itemId=85476
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 and credited with developing the MARAM airstrip to the standard of a continuously operating ,(ממונה על שירות הקרקע -
air field.675 The rest of the air unit’s staff – meteorology, observation, communications, etc. – was drawn from 
individuals from various professional areas who had some kind of past experience in aviation. 676 
 

Here now we could better incorporate the involvement of Yerachmiel Shram (born 1920) by 
summarizing his biography, which is most relevant to the developing history of the creation of 
the air force unit in Jerusalem: in his teenage years Shram was an active member in youth 
movements and of the Haganah; during the Second World War he and another member, Dov 
Gazit, were instructed by the Hagana’s Air Service to work with the British airline BOAC in 
constructing an air base in Eritrea – for the purpose of learning how to build, develop and 
manage the infrastructure for the future Jewish state.677 His biography in David Tidhar’s 
encyclopedia mentions that he worked for BOAC in Palestine and Africa for 7 years; in 1946 he 
founded the Jerusalem Aviation Club. During Israel’s War of Independence he served as the 
“commander of the Jerusalem air base” [the listing likely meaning as we now know, in charge of 

the ground operations] and then served in the Air Force, and afterwards he was a member of the government tourist 
bureau.678 From the press archives we learn that he became the manager of the ‘El-Al’ national airline’s Israel office in 
the 1950s, then becoming its national manager in Italy, France and the vice president of commercial operations in the 
1970s, and senior vice president of North American operations from 1978 until he quit in 1981. In his 1968 account, 
Levanon wrote that prior to being enlisted to work with the airstrips in Jerusalem Shram served in the Civil Aviation 
Department of the Mandate, but this is not borne out anywhere in his biography; by way of a different source the 
serviceman with a background in the Civil Aviation Department was actually the deputy commander, Yaakov 
Friedman.679 
 
Though Shram’s is a formidable biography, in the hierarchy of the Jerusalem air force unit he was subordinate to 
Tubiansky; therefore most likely Shram was a part of this unit from its inception, and not the leader of an independent 
splinter ‘team’ merely minding the airstrip at MARAM. One useful piece of information that we can extract from the 
muddled history of Shram’s involvement, however, is that the ground crew team associated with him established its 
operations room on the top floor of the residence of the Amrani (עמרני also spelled עמראני) family, and from there they 
managed the activities of the MARAM airfield.680 Although I have been unable to confirm that detail independently it’s 
veracity is actually unimportant to us though its mere mention is most important insofar as it serves to confirm a detail 
on a key piece of postal history that we will shortly be examining. 
 
Our careful account and chronology of the initial key members of the nascent Jerusalem Air Force unit demonstrates 
that the key responsibilities, including ground management of the airstrip itself – which Levanon ascribed to himself – 
were all being handled by individuals with confirmed biographies and past experience either in engineering or aviation, 
leaving Levanon under the circumstances, an unnecessary (and as I opine, fictitious) figure in the history of the unit and 
of the airstrips. 
 
 
iii. Reconstructing the Early History of Air Service in Wartime Jerusalem – Organization 
The Air Force unit was not a ‘strategic’ headquarters-level department but rather a unit administratively assigned to and 
subordinated within the district’s brigade. By way of archive documents we can see already from 11 May, before the 
establishment of Israel, a call in the Etzioni Brigade’s bulletin of orders looking for suitable manpower from within the 
brigade to staff the unit:681 entitled “Air Force” it reads, “Members of all ranks who served in the air force or who have 
experience in aviation (including ground services) are requested to submit the following details to the administrative and 
staffing officer until 16 May 1948: a) full name, b) unit, c) age, d) area of experience in aviation, e) area of specialization, 
f) number of years of experience. It is necessary to provide copies of documents confirming the above information which 
pertains to prior service.” 
 

                                                           
675 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.516 
676 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.31 & 527 
677 “Dov Gazit” in English: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dov_Gazit  
678 “Yerachmiel Shram” entry in the ‘Encyclopedia of Founders and Builders’ by David Tidhar, in volume 6 p.2641: 
http://www.tidhar.tourolib.org/tidhar/view/6/2641 
679 Friedman (Shaanan) went on to become a successful lawyer in Haifa – per Uri Dromi “Jerusalem was not Cut Off” in “Jerusalem in Tashach 
 .Mordechai Naor editor (1983), p.105 ,(ירושלים בתש"ח) ”[1948]
680 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.31 
681 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #15 of 11 May 1948, Order #161; p.6 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/1579330 (00108g7) 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dov_Gazit
http://www.tidhar.tourolib.org/tidhar/view/6/2641
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330
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A further reference to the Brigade Air Service, on 24 May, sheds more light on its location and more importantly to the 
names given to the city’s two airstrips:682 concerning changes of addresses, the notice reads –  
“The offices of the Brigade Air Force unit are located on Ussishkin Street in the backyard of the former British Girls’ 
School, next to the Technical Office of the Jewish Agency, where until now the office of ‘Hizkiyahu’, the Brigade 
Engineering Officer, was located. The external telephone line is: 4671 line 25 and the internal telephone is connected to 
the ‘Kinor’ telecommunications network. 

 The air field which is next to Rehavia (which will be called from now on by the name ‘MARAM’ – Maslul 
Rechavia-Matzleva [Rehavia-Monastery Airstrip]) is connected to the ‘Psanter’ telecommunications network, 
and a team of workers is on site at all hours of the day and night. If there is no other way to contact the 
command, it’s possible to contact this air field. 

 The air field which is next to Gival Shaul (which will be called from now on by the name ‘MAGASH’ – Maslul Givat 
Shaul [Givat Shaul Airstrip]) is also connected to the ‘Psanter’ telecommunications network. There is also an 
external phone line whose number is 5334.” 

 
As the address of the Air Force 
Unit is being listed in a section 
pertaining to “changes of 
address”, it maybe that the unit 
was originally based in total at 
the Amrani residence we cited 
just above, prior to moving to its 
presently-stated address on 
Ussishkin Street. The 
significance of this notice in the 
context of this article’s research, 
is that apparently the names 

‘MARAM’ and ‘MAGASH’ were not used so early on in the existence of those fields – here being introduced to the 
brigade a full month after the MARAM airfield began regular flight operations on 24 April. Again, another contradiction 
in the account of Levanon from 1981 in which he writes that he gave the airstrip that name and still in the early period in 
which he claims to have worked there.  
 

It should be noted too that in Hebrew the acronym for the airstrip in Rehavia, as written in the notice above, is 
spelled ‘מר"ם’ (Mem-Reish-Mem) for the name “Maslul Rehavia-Matzleva” (Rehavia-Matzleva Runway), which would 
be pronounced as ‘MARAM’ and not as ‘MAROM’ (מרו"ם – Mem-Reish-Vav-Mem), a word meaning ‘summit’ or 
‘peak’, which would have been the case had the name been “Maslul Rehavia u’Matzleva” (Rehavia and Matzleva 
Runway): indeed all the sources used for this article, such as the various official histories of the Israeli Air Force, which 
do not base themselves on Levanon’s 1968 article which spelled the name as ‘MAROM’ (מרו"ם), write the airfield’s 
acronym name as ‘MARAM’: this is a critical point because in our examination of postal history in the second part of this 
article, we will see dubious “air mailed” covers referencing the name incorrectly as ‘MAROM’ (and from this we will 
know that these endorsements are retroactively written). From this point onwards our article refers to the airstrip as 
‘MARAM’, to distinguish from the apparent incorrect but widely parroted appellation, ‘MAROM’. 

 
Indeed, on the subject of the names of the airstrips, we should be mindful that they were not widely known as 
‘MAROM’ or ‘MAGASH’, neither to servicemen nor to the general public, and their names were likely based on however 
their caller referenced them (and continued to do so). In a 9 May dated letter, for instance, the sender writes, “Airports 
have been constructed in Jerusalem. One in the valley near Nachlat Achim [MARAM] and the other near Deir Yassin 

                                                           
682 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #20 of 25 May 1948, Order #198b; p.102 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283 (000brjb) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
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[MAGASH]...”683 In reference to his visit to see the airstrip we know of as ‘MAGASH’ (on 28 April), Ben-Gurion, in his 
earlier-mentioned visit (footnote 665) called it “the new air field at Beit HaKerem”. These air strips were known by 
whatever geographical or historical marker best described them to their referrer.  
 
A subtle but critical element of the history of the Air Force unit in Jerusalem is that it was not part of the ‘national’ Air 
Force, neither before the establishment of Israel (15 May) nor by the time the country’s Air Force was formally 
established as part of the national Israeli Army (26 May);684 the unit was not even sworn into the Israeli Army until 28 
June (where that night its commander, Tubiansky, was abducted to his field-court trial and subsequent execution).685 
The Air Force unit in Jerusalem remained an independent aviation-related unit until its formal integration into the Israeli 
Air Force on 8 July.686 
 
The histories don’t elaborate on the administration of the Air Force unit in Jerusalem but from some details in their 
accounts we can understand that relations between it and its parent infantry brigade were not easy. On one hand, the 
unit was serviced by Brigade’s centralized services such as the “Transportation and Fuel Service” (‘Shahad’) for its 
transportation needs,687 and even assistance in staffing its complement as we saw in the 11 May Brigade-wide notice 
above; by 11 June the unit counted just under 30 people. But on the other hand administration of the unit was 
dominated by the Brigade itself and this led to a series of personnel problems in the unit. The brigade indeed assisted in 
drafting manpower for the unit, and by most accounts the individuals had some degree of prior experience – 
nevertheless, the evaluation of their skills and their subsequent assignment was not in the hands of aviation 
professionals but rather in the hands of clerks and officers of a standard infantry-unit manpower office:688 inspection of 
the unit lay in the hands of the infantry brigade which obviously lacked understanding of aviation, and for reasons not 
elaborated upon, by mid-June some of the unit’s critical aviation professionals had been dismissed or reassigned by the 
Brigade’s administration. 
 

One of those dismissed, complained to the commander of 
the ‘national’ Air Force that by 11 June there had only been 3 
members of the unit (of which he was one) with a substantial 
background in aviation, having served in the past with the 
Royal Air Force “as members of the air crew inside airplanes, 
and not in the surroundings thereof” – and none now 
remained in the unit. In his memorandum, that serviceman 
noted that the unit suffered from what he termed “the 
negative atmosphere and methods of the British Army”, 
expressed as the assignment of unsuitable people to 
positions for which they were not qualified, and “stupid and 
unnecessary bureaucracy” with an unnecessarily large 
administrative staff for such a small unit. Apparently even 
the ranks used in the unit were still in the nomenclature of 
the British Army and not of the Israeli Army (the unit was 
sworn into the Israeli Army on 28 June).689 
  
Evidently the staffing of the unit was behind schedule 
because we see at left from a 20 June 1948 dated “Personnel 
Establishment – ‘Jerusalem Temporary’” listing of the 
organization and manpower establishments of the units in 
Jerusalem that the “Air Force Unit in Jerusalem” was to 
number 8 officers and another 130 men, split into 6 
departments – Headquarters, Communications, Inspection 
and Traffic Control, Mechanics, Support Services, and 
Security.690 

                                                           
683 Ehud Jungwirth “A Microcosm within a Macrocosm – A Family Correspondence Mirrors the Postal History of the Siege of Jerusalem” in HLPH bulletin 
#79-80, Autumn 1999, p.679-680: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/teck/#p=39  
684 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.517 
685 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.527 
686 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.531 
687 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.525 
688 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.520, 522, 523 
689 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.516 
690 From the “Book to Personnel Establishments” of 20 June 1948; p.19 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/535743 (000bqje) 

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/teck/#p=39
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/535743
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Indeed, as late as November, as per a memorandum sent by David Shaltiel now in his position at the High Command, the 
Air Force Unit in Jerusalem still only numbered 35 members.691 
 
Fundamental organizational problems in the unit also expressed themselves as fundamental operational problems at 
the highest levels of the unit: there was no direct telecommunication connection between the Air Force unit in 
Jerusalem and the Air Force command in Tel Aviv; there also was no wireless communication equipment on most 
aircraft in the air force until this time to enable communication between the ground and the air in Jerusalem.692  
 
As expressed in a 4 June report by the deputy commander of the Transportation and Fuel Service (‘Shahad’), Captain 
Shimon Mitchnik, who visited the MARAM airstrip, “there is no effective coordination, if at all, between Tel Aviv and 
Jerusalem”: for instance a telegram informing Jerusalem of the dispatch of a plane from Tel Aviv would arrive “well 
after” the actual arrival of that plane – and in fact the telegrams didn’t specify neither the type of aircraft due nor the 
contents of its cargo, nor even the quantity of the shipment or the even flight route; the parachuted supply would be 
dropped from as high as 1500 meters and land well beyond any limited perimeter on the ground, leading to the loss of 
much valuable material; there was also no coordination between the ground and the flight releasing the load nor any 
established procedure for the actual recovery of the parachuted cargo. The whole operation, opined Mitchnik, required 
continuous contact between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem, between the air and the ground, to coordinate all aspects of the 
journey and the air-drop; military police had to be deployed to prevent the theft of the cargo, and even the input of 
professional services such as meteorology were required to ensure a smooth flight and supply drop. The source for 
much of these problems lay in the fact that the personnel involved were not trained professionals, and Mitchnik 
believed that the responsibility for the operation had to rest entirely in the hands of air force personnel.693 
 
For its part, the Air Force unit in Jerusalem desired to be incorporated into the national Air Force but communications 
and logistical problems arising for the siege conditions around Jerusalem effectively prevented better cooperation and 
integration between the two – and in any case the process of integration took a surprisingly long time. The first formal 
meeting between the heads of both commands took place in Tel Aviv on 24 June, when Tubiansky’s deputy, Yaakov 
Friedman, met the commander of the air force, Aharon Remez, and the various heads of the air force’s command –  
operations (Dan Tolkowsky), construction (Moshe Yirmitzky), communications (Davis), meteorology (Yitzhak Mins) – in 
order to progress the initiative to incorporate the Jerusalem unit into the air force and in general to improve liaison 
between the unit and the Air Force. Astoundingly, the air force commander had until that time been under the 
impression that the unit in Jerusalem desired to be independent, and this apparently, because no official request to 
have it absorbed by the air force was ever received from the Etzioni brigade; Friedman for his part, explained that the 
incorporation of his unit had always been the goal except for the technical difficulties posed by the military situation in 
Jerusalem, preventing better communication between the two entities.694 
 
The process of integration took almost another three weeks, until the day of the end of the 1st Truce – 8 July. A practical 
outcome of the incorporation of the Jerusalem air unit as regards postal history study, is that at least of the 10th, the 
commander of the Quartermaster Corps, Yitzhak Levi, informed the communications section that from then on all 
requests by the Jerusalem air force unit would go through the commander of the air field and not by way of the 
“communications section at headquarters”.695  
 
Likely to herald the new organizational change, on this date the “Book of Personnel Establishments” cited above revised 
the name of the “Brigade Air Force Unit” to the “Air Force Unit in Jerusalem” (though ironically the cited document from 
20 June already called the unit by that name).696 
 

 
 
On that same date, the headquarters of the Air Force unit and its communications department also changed addresses 
to the “Aviria House” [Aviation House] in the villa of Harun Al-Rashid, next to the Dutch Consulate in the Talbiyeh 

                                                           
691 Letter dated 2 November 1948, from David Shaltiel to the commander of the 6th Brigade, on the staffing levels of various units in the Jerusalem 
district; see the enclosed appendix – pages 21-22 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/521493 (000brj2) 
692 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.525 
693 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.520 
694 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.523 
695 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.531 
696 From the “Book to Personnel Establishments” of 20 June 1948; p.28 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/535743 (000bqje) 
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neighborhood.697 The villa had served the Royal Air Force from 1938, and when the British departed it on 14 May it was 
handed over to a member of the Haganah.698 
 

 
 
By 20 July, Yaakov Friedman, who had been Tubiansky’s deputy and acting commander, became the commander of the 
air force in Jerusalem; Keith Beecher became the acting deputy commander and commander of the airstrips ( מפקד

 Reuven Weinberg, the adjutant and administrative officer; Mordechai Halevi – inspector of the airfield at ;(המסלולים
MARAM; Yoash Chatto (“Tzidon”) – the unit’s communications officer. Although the command staff was now formally 
established, the pre-existing problems continued to persist and we will survey these now below.699 (Of note, elsewhere 
in the same book for this exact period it states that Beecher was the commander of the airstrips and HaLevi charged 
with organizing the transport department, but it also states that the deceased Tubiansky was the commander, so 
perhaps these were actually their roles prior to 20 July700 – either way, the key responsibilities were manned by one 
person or another.) 
 
 
iv. The Operations of the Airstrips and the Air Service in Jerusalem 
Earlier in our article, when we surveyed the subject of the convoys, we learned by way of the autobiography of the 
Haganah’s commander for convoy traffic, Mishael Shaham, that the purpose of the convoys was merely to ensure that 
supplies would be stockpiled in Jerusalem, to enable the city to withstand a possible siege – the purpose was not, as 
commonly believed, to seize and hold territory along the corridor to Jerusalem, to enable an ongoing flow of surface 
traffic to the city. 
 

Here too now, we will be surprised by the findings of our survey of air service in Jerusalem: its surprising operational 
limitations and the lack of dependence on actual landings of aircraft – meaning, for a significant period and definitely 
the period of April-June often called the “siege period” – army air service with Jerusalem was not characterized by 
actual landings and departures of airplanes, but rather by numerous and oftentimes unsuccessful attempts at air-
dropping supplies to the city. Indeed, simply in the 24 day period between 24 May and 16 June, there were all of 19 
landing flights made between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem (and back), all by small Auster aircraft except for one Aerovan 
flight (on June 15th).701 From a postal history perspective this means, a severe limitation in the possibility of mail being 
out flown from the city (let alone to it). 

 
A history of air service with Jerusalem during the War of Independence, particularly in the period April-July 1948, is 
characterized by a surprising degree of administrative misunderstanding and mismanagement. We encountered this 
above in our survey of the unit’s organization and its local administration by its parent brigade, where professional 
backgrounds in aviation and in infantry clashed with one another, and ‘old’ British styles of administration clashed with 
‘new’ Israeli approaches. We also observed this by way of its distant and opaque relationship with the national Air 
Force’s headquarters in Tel Aviv, and the absence of direct telecommunications between the two bodies; indeed the 
integration of the Jerusalem unit with the national air force spread out surprisingly over many weeks and meetings. 
 
On the ground, as it were, administratively-operationally there were similar misunderstandings and misappraisals of 
plans, intentions, capabilities and implementation – set against the involvement of various administrative bodies and 
commanders, the result of which was a dramatic and disruptive impact on aerial operations and strategy, both locally in 
Jerusalem and broadly beyond it. A similar comparison could be made to the plans, misappraisals, adjustments of 
expectations and resulting improvisations by the commanders of the World War II ‘Market-Garden’ operation: at first 

                                                           
697 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #28 of 13 July 1948, Order #288a; p.46 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 
698 “Villa Harun Al-Rashid” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%95%D7%99%D7%9C%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9F_%D7%90-

%D7%A8%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%93  
699 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.531 & Part 2, p.354 
700 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.516 
701 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.463 
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glance, everything seemed possible, but on the ground – and with poor logistical and communications support – 
everything changed. 
 
 
a. Fundamental Problems with the Airstrips 
We paused our survey of the development of the airstrips in Jerusalem at the stage where the air force’s chief 
construction officer, Shlomo Gilutz, approved the selected sites for those fields but indicated that owing to various 
constraints (posed by geography and military security), the fields would be limited to emergency use; the site at Rehavia 
(MARAM) would be suitable “for emergency use only” while the site at Givat Shaul (MAGASH) would “supplement” the 
field at Rehavia; the former would be usable for light planes while the latter could service larger aircraft. 
 
The MARAM airstrip was ready for use on 22 April and entered regular use from the 24th,702 leading the overall 
coordinator of the project to develop the airstrips, David Shikler, to comment “the final cost of MARAM and the fact 
that the first airplanes landed on it in less than two weeks from the day the work on it began, definitely justifies its 
selection”.703 
 
Nevertheless MARAM's airstrip was short and did not meet the numerous requirements of the air force, so greater 
energies were spent developing the strip at Givat Shaul (MAGASH) to service twin-engined aircraft. Even Ben-Gurion 
flew in on 28 April to inspect the progress there, but reported dismayed in his diary, “I visited the new air field at Beit 
HaKerem [Givat Shaul] this morning. They erred, those who told me that at the beginning of next week the airstrip will 
be completed. According to the contractor, Diskin and the engineer David Skalrak, the work that will be completed by the 
end of next week will only be one part – 300 meters, for small single-engined airplanes. To complete the whole project - 
600 meters with a width of 40 meters, will take 25 days – if there will be enough fuel and tools for them... the whole strip 
will cost around 30 thousand Pounds. But the site is better than that next to Rehavia [MARAM] – better protected and on 
the hills, and not like the first one, which is located within reach of gunfire from the Katamon neighborhood, and within a 
hole in the valley.” 
 
However, a critical flaw with the 2nd airstrip at Gival Shaul was its exposure to gunfire from the Arab Legion from its 
positions at Nebi Samuel near its location: the Arab village of Deir Yassin, in the area of the airstrip’s position had been 
captured on April 9th, but the attempt to capture Nebi Samuel on 22-23 April failed, and the village remained in 
Jordanian control until 1967, exposing the airstrip to continual gunfire. And yet, by contrast, the unusual position of the 
airstrip at Rehavia required planes to take off from certain directions to avoid Arab gunfire and to reach a secure height 
of as much as 2000 feet above the ground – and in a circle over the relative safety of the air field,704 so that neither 
airstrip was really secure militarily. 
 
In any case both facilities suffered from poor preparation and adaption for purpose. On 8 May, the pilot Aharon 
Kaufman (“Gaaton”) attempted what would be the only landing made at the MAGASH air field and crashed with his 
Auster plane.705 Upon Tubiansky’s arrival there that day he questioned who had approved the site and if its construction 
had been inspected by qualified professionals; he was told that Ben-Gurion had approved the proposed location, though 
Tubiansky observed that even with his limited experience in aviation,706 the quality of the surfacing material was 
unsuitable for the task. He returned to the strip with Shlomo Gilutz, who ironically apparently agreed with him that the 
site was not suitable to serve as an air field (though unstated in the book, Gilutz likely reiterated his original evaluation, 
that the strip could serve for emergency purposes only); he then held discussions with the “Hizkiyahu” engineering unit 
about improving the quality of the strip. 
 

                                                           
702 Cohen, based on Yitzhak (Levitza) Levi’s book “Tisha Kabin” (תשעה קבין), writes that the pilot Pinchas Ben-Porat landed a Tigermoth at MARAM 
on Friday 16 April though the preparation of the field and its extension continued until 22 April when Batz informed the high command that the 
field was ready for use. I haven’t encountered that information from any primary source and it may be that Levi’s own book is relying on a source 
like Levanon for that assertion (who repeatedly wrote Friday 6 April though that date was not a Friday) – I believe his source is Levanon, from an 
earlier piece of writing of his which we will address in Chapter XI below. In any case the field was not ready for use until the 22nd. Reference “The 
History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.31 & footnote 43. 
703 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.31 
704 “Roots of the Israeli Air Force” by Ido Ambar, Eli Eyal & Avi Cohen; Emanuel Lotem ed. (1997), p.301 
705 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p518 & 31 
706 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.31; Cohen appears 
to have jumbled the dates when recounting this episode later in his book, citing the meeting as occurring on 8 June between Tubiansky and 
Finkelstein (who was already dead in March) and another meeting between another official and Tubiansky on 15 July (two weeks after Tubiansky 
had been executed) – p.518-519. There are other discrepancies between the (correct dates) on p.26 for example and those for other events on 
p.518-519.  
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For its part, while MARAM in Rehavia was open to receiving incoming air traffic, in its first weeks of operation the field 
was berift of supplies – no lights, no wind-director, no communications devices to contact the aircraft. Approaching the 
airstrip was a dangerous task for the pilots: the air field did not usually receive advance notice in time of a dispatched 
aircraft and there were instances where the plane circled above and was exposed to enemy and even ‘friendly’ gunfire; 
in some cases it would return back to Tel Aviv without having completed its assignment, or cast-off its cargo by 
parachute – all over the city.707 Indeed, in the period through to July most of the aerial activity over Jerusalem was air-
drops rather than actual aircraft landings, though with the start of the 1st Truce the number of flights there increased – 
though also the number of accidents.708 
 
More disturbingly, the lack of organizational integration between the unit in Jerusalem with the parent headquarters in 
Tel Aviv, and the lack of effective contact between the two bore expression by the fact that the air unit in Jerusalem was 
neither apprised of which aircraft existed in the Israeli Air Force nor which aircraft were those of the enemy air forces, 
for the purpose of identification and aerial defense, and for the purpose of even attempting to repair and maintain 
Israeli aircraft.709  
 
It took until 1 June for the Brigade to issue the following order to its soldiers – on the subject of “Airplanes” it reads:710  

1. It is absolutely forbidden to shoot at airplanes except if identified beyond doubt that these are enemy aircraft.  
2. You must immediately report on the location of an air-dropped item to ‘Hashmonai’ [the alias for Yaakov Eini, 

the Brigade intelligence officer], and to take care of fully protecting and securing every such container until it is 
transferred to ‘Avishai’ [the Brigade armaments section]. 

3. The symbols of our combat airplanes are a blue Star of David on a white background on the body and on the 
wings, and white-blue-white stripes on the body close to the tail of the plane. 

 

 
 
Admittedly the Israeli Air Force only formally existed from 5 days earlier, 26 May, so the publication on 1 June of the 
markings on Israeli aircraft should be seen in context. Nevertheless we gain a sense of restricted use of fire in the matter 
of air defense and a focus on the securing of parachuted supplies. 
 
In our earlier chronology of transportation-related events pertaining to Jerusalem, we encountered the Cabinet minutes 
of 23 May, in which Ben-Gurion as the Defense Minister was forced to concede: “We are unable to set up aerial 
observation during the day for fear of attacks by [Arab] Spitfires, and therefore our airplanes fly at night”.711 We similarly 
encountered his comment the following week on the severe operational limitations imposed by the lack of effective 
communications and daytime air power: 712 “The communications [telecommunications] is very poor and we don’t 
always receive updates on time. The operations take place at night and the notices don’t manage to arrive until the 
morning. Only in the afternoon does the picture of the situation get clearer.” 
 
Work on the MARAM airstrip was completed on 4 June, and it reached 520 meters in length; it could have been possible 
to have larger supply-laden aircraft land on it but even at that time this opportunity was not seized, and the airstrip 
continued servicing lighter planes.713 The history does not reveal the reason for this ‘oversight’ though we also learned 
just above from Shimon Mitchnik’s critical report of ground operations there that day, that the lack of communication 
between the unit in Jerusalem and the headquarters in Tel Aviv, between the ground support and the aircraft, and the 
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quality of work procedures between all the involved parties, all contributed to a colossal poorly functioning supply 
service. 
 
Simply from a fundamental operational angle, the use of nighttime lighting, it took a full month and a half from the 
opening of MARAM, until 8 June, for the brigade to inform its soldiers that colored flare guns would now be used there, 
and soon also at MAGASH:714 “The air field next to Rehavia (MARAM) – and in due course also the air field next to Givat 
Shaul (MAGASH) – will be using flare guns from time to time with flares colored green and red, for the purpose of 
signaling to aircraft waiting to land. As of now the following signals have entered use: 
Red – to wait for additional signals; 
Red and then Green – to try and land at the one air field in Jerusalem [i.e. MARAM]; 
Twice Red – not to land in Jerusalem, not at one of the air fields nor at the other.” 
 

 
 
 
b. The Strategic Impact of Operational Limitations with the Airstrips and their Security 
Beyond the low-level procedural and operational problems affecting the air service in Jerusalem, on the strategic level, 
the unit faced a compounded problem: a latent lack of security in landing and taking off – even of small aircraft, and an 
attempt to address that problem by delicately balancing between limiting the tonnage carried, to make the aircraft 
lighter and easier to fly, while trying to fulfill the actual supply needs of the city and the military there. On this strategic 
level both the local unit and the headquarters in Tel Aviv worked on the same ideas but at loggerheads. 
 
There were two main efforts underway: one, an ongoing attempt to determine the optimal locations for airstrips in 
Jerusalem and to adapt them for use by larger aircraft other than just Austers – an expedition that continued well into 
1948 without any changes; the other, to establish suitable methods for the delivery of supplies to the city.715 The 
usability of the Jerusalem airstrips was beset both by a lack of security and poor development, such that the ideas for 
delivering supplies focused mostly on avoiding their use altogether and relying on air-drops or parachute drops of 
supplies. Nevertheless, these ideas wandered into a jungle of logistical problems: 
 
By their calculation, even if half of the needed supplies were flown to the city, this would still come to 50 tons of 
supplies a day: if this was supplied as packages of 50kg each, this would require 1000 packages a day to be flown. Then 
there was the issue of the parachutes: these were expensive, and even if these would start to be manufactured in Tel 
Aviv from simple cloth rather than silk, it would still cost a lot to produce. And then there arose the two-sided question 
of whether on the one hand enough parachute nets could even be produced, and on the other if there was even a way 
to return them to Tel Aviv from Jerusalem. All these concerns effectively negated parachute drops as a viable option, 
except for their occasional use – and even then these drops frequently landed in the hands of the enemy.716 

 
At left we have instructions 
published on 8 June 1948 
regarding the collection of 
parachutes: “Parachutes are all to 
be collected and kept in a dry 
place. These are to be protected 

to keep them complete and neatly folded to prevent them from being torn. The folded parachutes should be transferred 
within 10 hours to ‘Avishai’ [the brigade armaments unit]. ‘Avishai’ will take care of getting them returned to Tel 
Aviv.”717 
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Another attempted option in this time, based on past experience with the Royal Air Force in the Egyptian desert in 
WWII, was the air drop of supplies without parachutes, by wrapping the cargo in multiple sacks and laying sacks on the 
ground of the intended drop zone, to cushion the drop. The plane had to necessarily fly very low to the ground, even 
exposing itself both to enemy ground-fire as well as friendly-fire – but the quantity of needed sacks and the manpower 
hours was so exhorbitant, that by 21 June even this initiative was cancelled, being superseded by yet another approach 
put forth by the headquarters in Tel Aviv. This new method came from the ‘Aerial Supply Department’ – “Machleket 
Aspaka Muteset”, a unit of the Quartermaster Corps, based at Sde Dov in Tel Aviv, and it was this service which took 
charge of operations and the development of methods to drop supplies by air.718 We will discuss this department in the 
next section. 
 
Air operations in Jerusalem were also affected by the legal side-effects of the 1st Truce (11 June – 8 July). The United 
Nations observers requested to use the facility at MARAM; the Air Force commander, Aharon Remez, adamantly 
refused – on the one hand out of concern that their aircraft would be too big for the airstrip, and on the other for fear of 
broadening their inspections at the facility: the 1st Squadron was secretly flying in weapons and ammunitions. However, 
on 1 July the Air Force was informed that the UN would be performing inspections at MARAM from 0900-2000 hours 
every day – and that the Air Force should therefore operate there during the observers’ absence, between 2000-
0900.719 By contrast, the UN observers did not request permission to land at MAGASH as this was considered less 
suitable to MARAM – at this time shorter than MARAM and more exposed to enemy gunfire. Until then the only actual 
landing conducted there was Kaufman’s of 8 May. 720 
 
 
c. The Subsequent Future of the Jerusalem Airstrips 
In any case work on the MAGASH airstrip continued into the period of the 1st Truce. On 15 June Moshe Yirmitzky, the 
head of the construction service of the Air Force, arrived in Jerusalem; he met with Tubiansky and stayed in the city for 
three days during which he inspected the airstrips. The MARAM field he found to be well built in spite of its location in a 
valley. The MAGASH airstrip on the other hand stunned even him and he wondered why work was still being done on it; 
until then over P£50,000 had been spent, an expense he felt was well out of proportion to its utility and among his 
complaints he noted the poor quality of the surfacing which was peeling off – and recommended that work be stopped 
on MAGASH and that all resources be focused on developing MARAM.721 Nevertheless, everything was apparently a 
matter of perspective: only 6 days later an officer of the ‘Aerial Supply Department’ came from Tel Aviv, and using more 
stringent security precautions, he determined that the area between the MAGASH airstrip at Givat Shaul and the Beit 
HaKerem neighborhood just south of it was actually the best, most secure area for receiving air drops to the city.722 
 
On the 24th, Tubiansky’s deputy Yaakov Friedman, was in Tel Aviv to advance the goal of getting the Jerusalem Air Force 
unit incorporated into the Air Force; Yirmitzky was among the attendees. At that conference a discussion about the 
future of the airstrip at Givat Shaul (MAGASH) arose and a decision was reached whereby a “final commission” would be 
dispatched to study the matter; Friedman himself conceded that the field did not have the same “bright future” as it 
was forecasted to have in the beginning, and that at present it could only be used for light aircraft.723  
 
The Air Force command sent an engineer, David Zaslavsky, on 3 July to Jerusalem to inspect the airstrips. Zaslavsky 
visited the “Hizkiyahu” engineering unit, Shikler, the overall coordinator, and others – and even at this late date his 
discussions with the relevant parties included reactions as to the rationale and the decision-making process which led to 
the establishment of the two airstrips in the locations which had been selected. In particular regarding MAGASH, Shikler 
reminded him that the airstrip was originally intended “for emergency use only”, but that the great supply needs of the 
city led to attempts to adapt it for larger aircraft which led to a situation of growing investment in it.724  
 
By this time the airstrip at MAGASH was 730 meters long – but 600m were paved without surfacing and another 130m 
only partially finished, and even then the estimated cost of completing the work to enable full use of the strip would 
reach P£64,000 (not including the cost of demolishing obstructing buildings). At the end of the deliberations the 
involved parties reached the stunning conclusion that both air fields were unsuitable – but here there entered a 
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disingenuous misformulation, “to serve as permanent airports for Jerusalem”: their deliberations had gone off course 
into distant forecasts of future civilian use of the facilities. At this time MARAM was still deemed “the only [airport] 
servicing Jerusalem” (though for the upcoming winter months its safety for use was in doubt). Zaslavsky made plans to 
adapt MAGASH, at great effort and expense (now estimated at P£138,180) and for a limited goal, so that aircraft like a 
Rapide could use it “if piloted by an experienced pilot”. Either way, the conclusion was that both airstrips were 
unsuitable and that it would be better to find another location for a permanent airport for both civil and military use.725 
 
Ironically, having reached that conclusion, the subsequent expeditious search for alternate sites revealed that none 
were suitable for a variety of reasons, including the high financial costs of their adaption, and that it would ultimately be 
better to simply focus on improving the existing 2 airstrips. A search for a site for a permanent civilian airport should be 
made without pressure. The end result, in light of these airstrips being presently used only for military purposes, was to 
continue only limited improvements to MAGASH and to invest more of the development energies in MARAM.726  
 
As it turned out, aerial activites in support of Jerusalem up to the end of June expressed themselves chiefly as the 
parachuting or dropping of supplies, and the landing of light planes carrying cargo or passengers to MARAM – though 
until then, and in spite of its extension to 450 meters, no attempt had been made to land larger aircraft than the 
Auster.727 MAGASH was a white elephant and no further work was invested in it from about August 1948 onwards.728  

 
As late as September the future utility of the two airstrips was 
still being studied – now by the civilian city government, 
whose exploratory commission concluded on 12 September 
that “none of the two air fields in Jerusalem will be able to 
supply the needs of the city, neither the military nor the 
civilian [during the winter period],” and recommended to 
build an airport in Yefe-Nof.729 
 
 
For its part, for a variety reasons related to slow decision-
making and administrative inaction with the Air Force unit in 
Jerusalem (sadly akin to what we observed before in this 
survey), the use of the MARAM air field itself declined over 
the months, until in October it was described as being in use 
only from time to time. No preparations were undertaken, 
neither to prepare an alternate air field nor to prepare 
MARAM itself for the winter, and the Air Force high command 
appeared content to forgo its use in servicing Jerusalem by air 
should the field become unusable due to the winter 
weather.730 

 
 
d. Air Service Contraints at the Highest Levels 
An attempt to survey the history of air service operations in Jerusalem in 1948 uncovers bizarre and unexpected 
complications, as we have seen until now. A surprising strategic problem and an unexpected source of tension in the Air 
Force’s capabilities was the conflicting imposition by the government (personified by the Defense Minister who was also 
the Prime Minister, David Ben-Gurion) of requesting space on aircraft to be spared for the transport of important 
government officials; this is a relevant subject in light of our examination of the prevalent postal history narrative which 
posits that army mail was flown by the air force on a regular basis. 
 
The cornerstone of this conflict is surprising in its expression as the overt and inverse application of command-and-
control: general Yigal Yadin, commander of the Operations Directorate at the high command and also acting Chief-of-
Staff, commented to Ben-Gurion, that as the Defense Minister he could not issue a memorandum to two different 
military commands and call that act “an order”; an “order”, Yadin continued, could only be issued to single agent 
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although copies of it could be distributed to other agents – otherwise, both approached bodies would shirk 
responsibility by holding the other accountable for carrying out the supposed “order”. Ben-Gurion for his part took a 
radically different approach to command, stating that he would not “oversee bureaucracy [but rather] approach each 
soldier” he saw fit to contact, to enact whatever policy he wanted to institute – in line with his personality as a ‘Zionist-
Lenin’ who favored ‘administrative-command’, as we learned earlier in this article.731 
 
Thus, with regards to air service with Jerusalem, there mushroomed the matter of the government (Ben-Gurion but also 
his ministers pressuring him) issuing a series of requests that space be made available on military aircraft for the 
transport of various government officials, their spouses and even foreign ex-dignitaries between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem. 
The limited aerial resources at the Air Force’s disposal gave rise to complaints from its commanders that valuable 
resources for the war effort were being expended on transporting civilians, at the expense of training or effecting 
operational plans – and this, well into July 1948. For instance, between 24 May and 16 June, over the 19 landing flights 
in this period, the air force carried 19 passengers from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv, and 13 passengers from there back to 
Jerusalem; where space had not been allotted – ostensibly due to miscommunication on the side of the air force – Ben-
Gurion even demanded that the responsible officers be brought to justice.732 Furthermore, in order to enable 
passengers to be carried, “in many instances” loaded planes had to be partially unloaded of their cargo in order to set 
aside space for those travelers.733 
 
The tense high-level nature of the matter of command and control was such that behind the scenes the Operations 
Directorate of the High Command issued an order to the Air Force that only it, the Operations Directorate, was 
authorized to determine the placement and priority of passengers by air between Tel Aviv and Jerusalem, and that if a 
pilot had not received instructions on this issue, then the Jerusalem District command was to establish a committee to 
determine the placement and priority of passengers. David Remez, the Air Force commander, subsequently found 
himself having to inform Ben-Gurion of this procedure himself in a memorandum of 18 June – addressed not to Ben-
Gurion as the Defense Minister, but to Ben-Gurion as the Prime Minister, and it reads in part: 
 

 
3) It is forbidden to impose on the pilot to make contact 
with the Jewish Agency Executive in Jerusalem, with his arrival 
there, in order that he himself make the arrangements for the 
transport of passengers on the [flight's] return journey. The 
pilot flies out with explicit orders not to leave the aircraft and 
not to remain in the location [the Jerusalem airstrip] longer 
than the minimum time necessary to load passengers or cargo 
which he will then fly back. 
4) As you know, the determining authority of the order of 
the flights and their planning is as usual the Operations 
Directorate of the High Command. It is possible, and as a result 
also with regard to Jerusalem, that orders were received also 
[from you and] from the Operations Directorate, and created 
the impression that your orders were being disobeyed. 
5) The Air Force does not determine who will be flown 
except for persons which it is in need of for its operations. 
 
 

 
And yet, the interference of the government continued, such that even into early July the Jerusalem District complained 
to the Air Force high command that a specialist on flame-throwers could not be returned to Tel Aviv because the 
transport of the pregnant wife of a pilot was given priority over him on the outgoing flight.734 In practice the 
prioritization of passengers even descended into chaos, with the district command in Jerusalem complaining that in 
spite of there being a local committee to determine passenger prioritization, it was often the pilots themselves who 
were deciding on the spot who they would allocate space to – without even producing orders to that effect.735 In an 
egregious instance, in a clash between the personnel priorities of the Air Force and those of the government, the pilot 
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had to order air mechanics off from his return-flight to Tel Aviv in favor of civilians, and telling them to return by bus 
instead (and when they tried to sneak onboard he even requested that they be tried before a military court for 
endangering the safety of the flight).736 
 
The conflicting space priorities on army aircraft continued into July, where by that time there was supposed to have 
been a dedicated airplane set aside for government use (the aircraft which had belonged to the “Ashlag” Potash 
Company) – but this was damaged while landing at MARAM and there was then no aircraft available for the disposal of 
the government. 
 
Around July the Quartermaster Corps established a ‘Department for Inspection of Traffic and the Control of Transport’ 
 which was supposed to release the Air Force from the cumbersome ,(מחלקה לביקורת התנועה ופקוח על ההובלה()
responsibility of allocating space on its aircraft for non-military needs. This required the constructive participation of 
both the Air Force and the Operations Directorate of the High Command, though it resulted in the end with the Air 
Force having to concede resources for these other needs at the expense of its training and operations requirements, 
and leading to an increase in accidents at the airfield in Jerusalem. As Cohen sums up in his history, “this subject cast its 
influence on virtually every field of organization of the Air Force” whereby as a byproduct of it, “the High Command 
saw the stature of the Air Force as that of one of the infantry brigades” under its control, and not as a mammoth 
separate body of equal standing to the High Command as the Air Force leadership itself had desired.737 
 
 
v. The ‘Aerial Supply Service’ Department (‘Machleket Sherut Aspaka Muteset’) 
We encountered the activity of the ‘Aerial Supply Department’ only incidentally in our survey above; Kanner and 
Spiegel, by contrast, gave prominence to the subject of the ‘Air Supply Services’ in the portion of their article dealing 
with Army Post Office (APO) 5 in Jerusalem. They wrote that as of 18 June, when they claim that the APO was ‘taken 
over’ by the Army Postal Service (an assertion for which I have found no basis) – with “the ‘Burma Road’ being still 
under construction” (an assertion we debunked earlier) – army mail to Jerusalem was being flown by the ‘Air Supply 
Services’, and that from “the second half of July, all the mail was carried by air” by this ‘Air Supply Service’. They further 
referenced it in regards to APO 9 (which they place at Ekron / Rehovot) and also mail to Sodom, where they write that 
the mail was carried by this Air Supply Service and also the Air Transport Division (‘Agaf Tovala Avirit’).738 
 

 
 
From our above reconstructed history of the air services with Jerusalem, the subject of this supply service barely arose 
except in connection to the manner of packaging cargos for air-drops. Here, now that we have completed the essential 
portion of our survey of the main period of the airstrips of Jerusalem, we can turn to this subject and place it in its 
proper historical context:  
 
As regards the ‘Air Transport Division’ mentioned by Kanner and Spiegel, we noted earlier in our survey of civil aviation 
and the nascent Air Force that this transport branch did not exist in this period (it was being formed from abroad by way 
of covertly acquired aircraft), and had no connection to transports of mail in the period of our study. 
 
As regards the ‘Air Supply Service’, already on 9 May, before Israel’s independence, the Haganah High Command 
established an ‘Aerial Supply Department’ (מחלקת אספקה מוטסת) at the Sde Dov airport in Tel Aviv, and assigned it 
‘Equipment and Supply Service’ (שירות ציוד והספקה) of the Quartermaster Corps. At this time Sde Dov was the key air 
base for the semi-covert pre-State air force as well as one of the country’s international civilian airports, and as such this 
was the primary base for the receipt and operation of new aircraft as well as the central location for the coordination 
and interaction between various units and agencies involved in delivering support and supplies as diverse as fuel and 
laundry services (the country’s chief airport at Lydda was by then closed and still in British / Arab Legion control) – the 
“mother base” supporting all the other developing air bases around the country. On Israel’s first day of independence, 
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Saturday 15 May, the Egyptian Air Force bombed Sde Dov and damaged its infrastructure, causing civil aviation at the 
facility to be transferred to Haifa Air Port, though the military base continued to function albeit for the time being at a 
slower pace so that by 31 May the commander of the Tel Aviv Squadron based there still complained that work at the 
air field was “proceeding at an extremely slow pace and the absence of suitable arrangements severely hinders the 
operations of the squadron”. At this time the air field in Herzliya was being used as a backup airstrip though on an 
emergency basis only. This is a relevant point in light of the prevalent postal history narrative positing that mail was 
flown on a regular basis from Tel Aviv already for 20 May or thereabouts. 
 
The ‘Aerial Supply Department’ was charged with concentrating all activities pertaining to the aerial transport of cargos 
(equipment, ammunition, weapons, food, medical supplies – and even newspapers, cigarettes, mail, and more) to 
various locations in the country though in particular isolated settlements and combat forces, but its assignment related 
specifically to the logistical perspective – “to establish suitable procedures for the parachuting and air-dropping of 
supply cargoes of all kinds, which are urgently needed”, including installation of fixtures on aircraft or the adaption of 
their bodies to enable this work.739 Expressed more succinctly, based on Avi Cohen’s quotations from the source 
documents, this department was responsible “for everything related to the air-transport, air-dropping and parachuting 
of supplies and food”; It was to “take care of all the necessary arrangements” for the execution of this activity, and the 
original order establishing this department further emphasized “only in special cases is there justification to use 
airplanes for the purpose of transporting consumer goods (מצרכים)”. The order similarly emphasized that inquiries on 
this subject were to be directed only to this department and not to either the Air Force or to the Quartermaster 
Corps,740 (though to copy the Air Force on “information pertaining to the results of drops or parachuting, which can 
improve the present methods”).  
 
Within the ‘Aerial Supply Department’ there were representatives either of geographic regions or of the brigades, and 
these worked to expedite the supply needs of their parent bodies. In the case of Jerusalem, for example, on 17 June 
Yerachmiel Shram of the inspectorate at MARAM, informed the Air Force that a certain representative, Eliezer Shalk, 
was selected to  serve as the unit’s liaison in having its supplies brought over from Aerial Supply Department’s 
warehouse at Sde Dov,741 though it seems contact between the two pertained specifically to the needs of the 
“Jerusalem Air Force” unit and particularly to the supply by air-drop of wireless communications equipment, to establish 
permanent continuous contact with headquarters in Tel Aviv (the transport by land being deemed “dangerous” for this 
sensitive equipment due to the path being rocky and unstable).742 
 
The assignment of the ‘Aerial Supply Department’ to the Quartermaster Corps while itself serving at an Air Force base 
caused administrative problems between the two Corps as regards responsibility for the unit’s welfare, food and disciple 
on one hand, and matters of professional work on the other, such as prioritization of supplies and responsibility for 
them, and the technical aspects of packaging and the manner of the air-drops. Following discussions on 9 and 23 June, 
on 7 July an arrangement was made between the Air Force and the Quartermaster Corps, whereby the ‘Aerial Supply 
Department’ would be “located at all of the Air Force’s bases” as attaches – assigned to the Air Force for matters of 
food, discipline, welfare and salary, and receive non-technical orders from the commander of whatever Air Force facility 
they were assigned to; but on matters related to the technical aspects of effecting air drops, they would be responsible 
to the Quartermaster Corps.  
 
Nevertheless, while the ‘Aerial Supply Department’ prepared shipments, assigned their prioritization and even had them 
loaded onto aircraft, the Air Force squadrons – based on their own consideration of their flights’ necessities – did not 
always carry out those flights. In June there were 400 supply flights which carried 41,803 tons of cargo (of which 1004 
kilogram was mail) plus passengers (not an area of responsibility of the Aerial Supply Department);743 supplies to Sodom 
and Ben-Shemen were not under the charge of the ‘Aerial Supply Department’ either.744 As of 30 June, there were 369 
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servicemen working at Sde Dov of whom 34 belonged to the ‘Aerial Supply Department’.745 The department worked “in 
two shifts of 24(sic) hours with the goal of packaging ammunition and weapons and other supplies for their transport by 
air”.746 
 
From our perspective of postal history research we have to evaluate and understand all the above details very carefully:  

 The ‘Aerial Supply Department’ was charged specifically with developing and carrying out effective methods for 
dropping and parachuting food and supplies; this was its ‘outward’ expression (although its broad generic name 
misleadingly suggests that it was involved in any manner of the aerial transport of cargos). 

 Implicit in this observation is that these transports were “one-way” – to the destination by aircraft 
remaining in the air, and then back, without actually landing and carrying materials back. 

 Inwardly, towards the bodies which used the service rendered by this department, it functioned very similarly to 
a central transportation service catering to the needs of an assembly of institutional ‘customers’, like the convoy 
service headquartered at “Romano House” in Tel Aviv, where – in its case – representatives of geographic 
locations served as those locations’ ‘consuls’ at this headquarters to help effect the land-based convoy transport 
of supplies to those areas. We will encounter the subject of ‘Romano House’ a little further in our article. 

 The ‘Aerial Supply Department’ was not the effecting agency which actually flew cargos: it simply prepared 
them according needs and priorities from the external bodies with which it liaised, and packaging them 
according to whatever technical method was at that time the preferred approach. The actual transport of these 
shipments – and the final decision whether to carry them at all – was entirely in the hands of the Air Force, and 
not always carried out as the Supply Service desired. In what regards passenger travel and the certain isolated 
settlements, such as Sodom and Ben-Shemen (but not just), this Service was, in the period of our examination, 
entirely not involved. 

 
Likewise, we have to carefully interpret the significance of the statistic that 1004kg of mail were sent by way of the 
‘Aerial Supply Department’ in June. In an earlier footnote in this article we extrapolated that 100kg of mail was about 
3.6 bags of mail, or 10,800 letters; 1004kg of mail would be then about 108,432 letters (or newspapers):  

1) This is a monthly statistic; in our original footnote calculation we learned that the daily volume of mail transiting 
Jerusalem before the suspension of Mandate mail services was about 450,000 letters.747 

2) The statistic is nationwide and not specific to Jerusalem 
3) The Aerial Supply Department’s mandate was based on the dropping by air or parachuting of cargoes – one-way 

transit, meaning, at best mail could be sent to Jerusalem – but there was no mechanism by way of this same 
department to effect the transport of mail from Jerusalem; flights pertaining to this Department’s work did not 
land in the city (or anywhere for that matter). 

4) The context of the Aerial Supply Department’s geographic responsibilities strongly suggests that most of this 
mail was destined to isolated military units or settlements (most of the country in this period), so likely here too 
little of this statistic would pertain to Jerusalem. 

 
Here, by way of example, we may better appreciate the significance of 1004kg of mail being carried in a month: earlier in 
our survey of the APO assignments we addressed the contradiction of APO 10 being listed as being at Nir Am in the 
civilian post office’s Circular 10 document of 28 May as opposed to being at Ruhama as per Kanner and Spiegel. The 
same sources that enabled us to solve that problem also shed light on what the quantity of mail at hand would mean: 
when air mail service to the Negev was resumed at the end of August 1948, the Army Postal Service estimated it would 
need the Air Force’s air transport wing to facilitate the carriage of between 50-100 kilograms of mail every day; barely a 
week later, on September 7th the Air Force approved the carriage of 100kg of mail and parcels a day to the Negev 748 – 
what what cited as a nationwide statistic for a month, in June, represented roughly 10 days of mail for the Negev alone 
in August-September. 
 
We also have documentary information to help construct a rough association of this service with APO 5 in Jerusalem:  

 We may recall that we encountered the name of this service earlier in our in-depth survey of the history and 
development of APO 5 in Jerusalem: a memorandum of 14 June sent from Eliezer Shenkar, the commander of 
the the Army Postal Service in Tel Aviv, and somewhat out of synch with the events taking place at that APO, 

                                                           
745 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.541 
746 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.187 
747 See p.34 of archive file ISA-no-no-0007e8c https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854 & document in JSPS (ibid) p.299-300. 
748 “Independence: A Bridge in the Sky - Air Transport Command, 1947-1947” (‘Gesher Aviri LeAtzmaut’ – גשר אווירי לעצמאות) by Maj. Avi Cohen, 
Zvi Ofer editor; Ministry of Defence publications (1997); p.257 & footnotes on p.573: 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Gesher_Aviri.pdf 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/265854
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Gesher_Aviri.pdf
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mentioned in point #7 that “APO 5 will exchange mail shipments with Base A in Tel Aviv by way of the ‘Aerial 
Supply Service’ [‘Sherut Aspaka Muteset’ - שירות אספקה מוטסת] or by any other way that opens in the future.” 

 We now know that this service was engaged exclusively in methods for the air-dropping or parachuting 
of supplies: Shenkar may have been mistaken in his reference to this department as the one to handle 
the aerial transit of mail from Jerusalem, and may have intended to write “by way of the Air Force”. 

 We then encountered a correspondence from 24-25 June between APO 5 and the APS in which the APO 
communicated, “Encountering difficulties with the transport of army mail by air and with the recruitment of a 
squad leader from among the clerks of the civilian postal service for fulltime service with the army postal service. 
Please provide suitable instructions to the officies handling these matters here”. The APS’s reply requested more 
information and stated that a request to staff such a liaison had been submitted. 

 By this time, road access to the city had been available for almost a full month, since the start of the 
development of the ‘Burma Road’ bypass, and then the opening of the main highway under the terms of 
the 1st Truce (traffic by way of it beginning 18 June) – meaning, by this time there was less urgency (or 
relevance) for air transport to carry mail. 

 Separately we just learned above that Yerachmiel Shram of the MARAM airstrip only appointed a liaison to the 
Aerial Supply Department on 17 June, though this is likely unrelated to the army postal service but it does 
indicate a fairly late date by which a Jerusalem-based unit tapped the Supply Department for its services (and 
MARAM was presumably a greater priority to the military than APO 5). 

 
Shram’s liaison likely dealt only with supplies concerning the “Jerusalem Air Force Unit” to which Shram himself was 
assigned; Shenkar’s memorandum suggests that the Army Postal Service had a liaison of its own: it’s possible that some 
mail was airdropped from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem (in particular the isolated settlements around and beyond the city, 
within the district boundaries), but as we see from our summary of events, at least as of 25 June, there was no 
reciprocal air service in place for mail from Jerusalem (and such a service would in any case require the physical landing 
of an airplane to take mail bags on board).  
 
 

C. Mail Transport in the Context of Our Revised History of Air Service with Jerusalem in 1948 
Our survey of air service with Jerusalem in the period up to July 1948 revealed a number of surprising limitations which 
were unknown to us from our philatelic literature: 

- Regular aerial contact with Jerusalem began as late as 24 April (although for about a month, from March until 10 
April there had been a roundabout air connection by way of the Dead Sea airstrip). 

- Although there were two intended air fields, only one – the one at Rehavia (‘MARAM’) – was actually used on a 
regular basis; the other at Givat Shaul (‘MAGASH’) was a rumbling white elephant on which only 1 landing ever 
took place. 

- Even though there were two air fields in Jerusalem, due to their a) poor allotment of equipment, b) partially 
inadequate length and surfacing, and c) exposure to enemy gunfire, these – MARAM essentially – were used 
relatively little in the period prior to the 1st Truce for the landing of aircraft, and served more as drop zones for 
the partially successful air-dropping of supplies.  
 From this we learned that it was much harder to send shipments by air from Jerusalem than it was to send 

shipments by air from Tel Aviv. 
- By consequence of the above point we learned two critical facts: there were relatively few aircraft landings in 

Jerusalem (just 19 over the 24 day period of 24 May to 16 June, for example), and that all but one of the 
landings were by small Auster airplanes. 

- Though we were apprised earlier of the Air Force’s limited strength in aircraft (19 craft by 28 April 1948; 6 of 
which belonged to the 1st Squadron which serviced Jerusalem from Tel Aviv, of which 2 were for training), we 
only began to appreciate the consequential limitations of this force by way of the simultaneous conflicts which 
arose between allotting space for important personnel and space for vital cargos – a bizarre but profound 
problem affecting cargo space. 

- Ironically, while the number of landing flights increased with the entry of the 1st Truce into force, the Truce had 
the contrasting effect of imposing United Nations inspections on activity at the MARAM air field – and this 
constricted the real Israeli usage of this field to the nighttime hours of 2000-0600. 

 
In closing this section of our survey it is significant to observe that across 3600 pages of histories of the Israeli Air Force 
(the 3 books/series cited in this chapter), the overwhelming amount of which is based on archival documents, there is 
no mention whatsoever of [army] mail being flown to or from Jerusalem; there are references to mail flown to the 
Negev, Sodom and other isolated locations, but nothing habitually in regard to Jerusalem. Likewise there is no mention 
of a connection between the Army Postal Service and the ‘Aerial Supply Department’ although by way of passing 
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references to mail drops to places like Sodom, evidently there was some connection between the two (the later-dated 
references of mail to the Negev in August-September suggest that the mail was ferried by way of ‘Air Transport 
Command’ without the involvement of the ‘Aerial Supply Department’). 
 
All we have in fact is reference to the practice of pilots flying to Jerusalem taking “personal mail” with them, and this 
matter actually arose in the context of the conflicts with the carriage of passengers vis-a-vis limited cargo space on the 
aircraft: the commander of the Tel Aviv squadron felt that in this area there had to be a degree of restriction though he 
recommended going easy on the matter. In the weeks prior to the 1st Truce he had personally ensured that any letters 
or parcels loaded onto the flights to Jerusalem had been placed there with the express approval of the ‘Aerial Supply 
Department’ (i.e. air-drop flights), though once the Truce entered effect discipline relaxed somewhat and “many private 
parcels are transported to Jerusalem by way of the squadron’s office”. The squadron commander subsequently asked 
the Air Force chief of staff (David Remez) for a directive on whether to forbid altogether the practice of permitting pilots 
to take with them private parcels and letters by air or to leave the matter to the discretion of the squadron commander 
in accordance with a ‘gentlemans agreement’ on the subject.749 The book does not reveal what the decision was, but 
logically under the siege circumstances in Jerusalem, the issue was likely with personal parcels of supplies rather than 
letters. 
 
What arises from this issue is a very limited stream of mail being carried by individual pilots (from Tel Aviv) on the few 
flights that would actually land in Jerusalem: albeit there is reference to mail loaded by the ‘Aerial Supply Department’ 
but as noted earlier this likely related to the isolated settlements (or combat units) in the area, and not a regular flow of 
mail. In any case as we already noted, as regards the involvement of the ‘Aerial Supply Department’, this was for one-
way drop-shipments (to Jerusalem), and we did not see any evidence of an establishment of air transported mail from 
Jerusalem at least up to the end of June – and from that time onward it’s unlikely that its carriage by air was a priority 
now that surface transport was available. 
 

Our evaluation here receives unexpected documentary 
support by way of a letter included with a civilian letter to a 
soldier in the Jerusalem area, which was offered recently for 
sale: the operations commander of the Harel Brigade, Eliyahu 
Sela, confirmed that mail – here in the case of the settlement 
of Maaleh HaChamisha – was air dropped to the soldiers in 
the area.750 This is a suble historical fact not often 
documented even in the most comprehensive of histories, 
including those used for this article. 
 
 

 
At this juncture, as a segue to the 
next chapter, it would be timely to 
recall another of the influential 
assertions which exist in our postal 
history literature – this one by Yehuda 
Levanon – which posits that “quite a 
few letters” were sent by air from 
Jerusalem but “very few covers, if 
any, [were] flown into Jerusalem”. 751 

According to this line of thinking, it was the application of special handstamps “approving” air mail service which 
enabled this mail to be flown out from Jerusalem.  
 
We have already demonstrated that Levanon was not associated with the airfields in Jerusalem; we have already 
demonstrated that there was no “institutionalized” nor regularized airmail either to Jerusalem or from it, neither for the 
civilian postal service nor for the army’s – but there is a treasury of prized postal history long believed to have been 
flown, and this now we have to evaluate and put in its proper context. 
  

                                                           
749 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.465 
750 TAS 49 Lot 165 
751 “Holy Land Postal History” (HLPH) bulletin #8 – Summer 1981, p.362-364 Yehuda Levanon; see: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/yejk/#p=1 

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/yejk/#p=1
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PART 3 
Evaluating Mail Alleged to have been Flown 

 to or from Jerusalem in April-June 1948  
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At the start of this article we surveyed the sources in our postal history literature which have contributed to the 
prevalent narrative that mail was flown to and from Jerusalem in 1948. The late collector, Yirmiyahu Rimon, in his 
attempt to collate in one place all the known information on this matter in his 1981 article, summed up that “It is known 
that four classes of mail were flown out of Jerusalem by the Air Service; in order of priority they are: 1) Army mail, 2) 
‘Menorah Club’ mail, 3) Privileged non-official and civilian mail, 4) Jewish Agency mail”. He concluded “as far as the first 
three are concerned it is almost certain that every letter belonging to them was actually flown. Therefore such a letter 
from the period May-June can be considered an Air Mail letter even without any additional proof. The mail belonging to 
the fourth class is not as decisive and needs some additional substantiation since not all of this mail was flown”. 
 
Here in this chapter, in light of all the revised background history and documented information we have assembled until 
now, we will address each of these categories and others, and evaluate their authenticity as “flown mail”, with many 
being ostentatiously called as a collective, “emergency air mail services”; we will address the different groupings 
mentioned by Rimon, but not necessarily in the order he has laid out. In any case we have essentially demonstrated that 
no army mail was flown from Jerusalem prior to 25 June (if even thereafter), and, as we also observed, likely very little 
was flown to it or to its surrounding settlements as well. 
 
Elaborating on Rimon’s delineation of the types of supposed flown mail and expanding on the subject, in this section we 
will examine: 

a) [Chapter IX] Mail which supposedly received authorization to be carried by mail – what Rimon and others refer 
to as “privileged civilian mail”. The subjects to be discussed here are: 
 ‘Hizkiyahu’ endorsed covers 
 Covers bearing other types of “official” endorsements of types commonly believed to indicate special 

privilige 
b) [Chapter X] The appearance of postal markings of either the Army’s Postal Service and Communications Service, 

or the civilian postal service, which are believed to indicate that mail was flown – this includes the subject of 
flown army mail. The subjects to be discussed here are: 
 ‘air mail’ endorsed army covers 
 The subject of the dateless APO 3 postmark 
 The theory of backdating the ‘provisional’ APO 5 postmark 
 The byproduct theory that certain settlements in the Jerusalem district were serviced by air mail 
 Mail bearing the ‘MK-JM’ postmarks of the “Communications Office Jerusalem” of the Signals Corps 
 The theory that the Jerusalem ‘rosette’ postmark indicates air carriage of mail 

c) [Chapter XI] Mail related to the “Menorah Club” 
d) [Chapter XII] Mail related to Mount Scopus 
e) [Chapter XIII] Spurious markings or spurious interpretations of markings on mail, alleging air transport 
f) [Chapter XIV] Other misinterpreted or erroneously described mail claimed to be flown 

 
Our approach in this part of the article will be to examine these different types of mail in order to their progressing 
complexity, where mail bearing a supposed authorization for it to be flown is the simplest of the groups to examine. 
 
 

IX. Mail Bearing Supposed Authorization Markings of Approval for Air Transport 
We will begin our examination by addressing the cases of “privileged”, specially endorsed, mail – and for this we will 
refer back again to Yehuda Levanon with whom, as noted earlier, we still have some unfinished business. Earlier, when 
pitting his autobiographical notes against the historical record, we found sufficient inaccuracies to cast doubt on the 
reliability of his account, and we asked why he would script such a narrative; here in this section we will answer that 
question. There is a certain perverse advantage in having access to back-issues of philatelic journals, not because their 
articles contain valuable information heaven forbid – for either the scholarship was poor to begin with or the information 
is now out of date – but rather in order to help researchers spot out when suspect information entered our knowledge 
stream, and by whom. The former helps us to understand the origins of bad ideas and their influence on other 
subsequent ideas; the latter helps us assess the worthiness of the source of the information itself – if the writer has a 
track-record of pitching suspect ideas or postal history, if one is debunked likely all the others will be too. 
 
 

A. Evaluation of ‘Priviliged’ mail – “Hizkiyahu” endorsed mail 
For much of its near 40 year history, the “Society of the Postal History of Eretz Israel” was the leading Israel-based postal 
history society. Founded in 1978, in the course of the following year the Society published the first issue of its quarterly 
bulletin, “Holy Land Postal History” (HLPH), which rapidly grew in size and influence. Over the years the Society’s 
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managing committee and editorial board included the leading names in the field of Holy Land philately, mostly Israelis 
but also some philatelists and dealers from abroad.  
 
Already in HLPH’s first issue, the subject of “flown mail” with Jerusalem came up. In a piece entitled “An Airmail Cover 
from Jerusalem During the Siege in 1948” the anonymous writer (likely the Society’s chairman, Zvi Shimony), described a 
cover “that has not been seen before”, and wrote, “This letter was sent by a Mr. Armoni to his brother in Tel Aviv. Of 
particular interest is the mark in the bottom left hand corner [reading] ‘HIZKIYAHU/KTZIN HAHANDASAH HAHATIVATI’ 
(HISKIYAHU (name) / Captain Engineering Section) and is initialed… in Hebrew ‘USHAR/YEHUDA’ (Authorized-Yehuda).” 
The writer then went on to state that it was signed by Yehuda Levanon who had just presented it at a meeting attended 
by that writer.752 
 

 

 
 
Though not fully illustrated then, the cover was later sold on the market so we have the benefit of seeing it from the 
auction catalogue – even if not quite close up – with most of its details visible; above is a close-up image of the cover’s 
front:753 

                                                           
752 “Holy Land Postal History” (HLPH) bulletin #1, Summer 1979, p.19 (the reference to an article by Levanon in that issue is the article on the 
HaKirya post office on p.7-11): https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rwsa/#p=3  
753 JSPS (Ibid), p.418 

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rwsa/#p=3


P a g e  | 311 

 
1) It’s an “airmail” imprinted envelope; 
2) It’s addressed to a Yaakov Armoni at #4 Gezer Street in Tel Aviv; 
3) There is an alternate address below it – “or to Simcha Armoni at the ‘house of medicines’ (בית לרפואות – an odd 

formulation in Hebrew) Tzari Ltd. next to the central station for buses” in Tel Aviv, and with a telephone number 
below it “3571”; from some dubious ‘flown’ postal history I have seen for sale, the use of phone numbers in 
addresses is interpreted by some dealers as meaning that the airstrip was supposed to call the addressee to have 
him arrange for the letter to be picked up. 

4) The return address on the back reads “For Armoni, Sansur Building room 219 [it may be a “7” but as per the 
digit on the front, the “7” is written with a line across the stroke], at Yehoshua Simon, Jerusalem, Telephone 
5323”; 

5) The front is tied with a carmine-red colored handstamp “HIZKIYAHU The Brigade Engineering Officer” ( | חזקיהו

 ;(אושר יהודה) ”and signed in black ink “Approved Yehuda (קצין ההנדסה החטיבתי
6) The cover is franked with a 10 mils “Warsaw Ghetto Uprising” interim stamp (with the violet Tel Aviv overprint 

just visible across the text at the bottom) and tied by what is described as a 16 May 1948 dated Israeli trilingual 
postmark of the Tel Aviv head post office (the unnumbered type with a dot at the base). 

The cover appears to have been slit or cut open at the top.  
 
Although I believe we successfully demonstrated in our previous chapter that Levanon’s autobiography in Jerusalem is 
fictitious, owing to the influence of his articles and the weight they lend to the supposed authenticity of this type of 
cover associated with him, we still need to invest the energy to evaluate and critique the cover on its own merits. 
 
When the cover was first brought to the public’s attention in this 1979 article, its circumstances from that writeup were 
unclear. Yehuda Levanon’s own article on the subject – cited several times earlier in our research here, from 1981 – 
shed a little more light on the cover’s background. As he wrote, this letter was from “a Mr. Armoni, who happened to be 
the next door neighbor of Mr. Ben Porat... the father of Pinhas Ben Porat, one of the first Air Force pilots... Mr. Armoni 
and a very small number of priviliged civilians sent their mail though the engineering section of the 6th Division 
Headquarters. These letters were stamped by me with the section’s official stamp and authorized by me, using my first 
name only because of a conspiratory habit so as not to reveal my identity.” 

 
Readers of my articles will be familiar with a position I hold on the likelihood (and dubiousness) of the possession of 
postal history in the hands of someone who should not be able to have such an item in his possession. In an article in 
JerusalemStamps Bulletin #2, which dealt with the non-existence of registered mail in the interim and early-Israel period 
in 1948, I illustrated cases of philatelically contrived mail where the sender was in possession of both the actual letter as 
well as the registry dispatch slip for that piece of mail – the letter should have been in the hands of the addressee while 
the dispatch slip would be miles away in the hands of the sender, but in cases of philatelically ‘inspired’ mail both would 
often be found in the possession of the collector (who would often also be the creator/sender of that contrivance).  
 
Here in Levanon’s case, we’re observing a piece of mail sent from one individual (“Armoni”) in a certain location 
(Jerusalem) to a relative in another location (Yaakov or Simcha Armoni, in Tel Aviv), where due to a siege and lack of 
postal communication an outside third-party (Levanon) has to facilitate that postal item’s transmission; that third-party 
signs and authorizes its transport by yet another individual (the pilot) and eventually it enters the mail stream of the 
civilian postal service before finally being delivered. How did this postal item come into its facilitator’s – Levanon’s – 
possession? This is merely a circumstantial doubt as to the authenticity of the cover, but it helps pave the way for the 
rest of our examination of it.  
 
The addresses: initially I planned to check the legitimacy of each one – and indeed the secondary address and phone 
number at the “Tzari” business (near the central bus station) can be confirmed. 754  
 

  
 

                                                           
754 The snippet is from page 152 of Tel Aviv listings in 1949-1950 phone book (p.163 of the actual pdf file) – there is a typographical error but the 
correct number is borne out by the press notice from 1945, shown next to it. 



P a g e  | 312 

 
I had wanted to cross-examine all 3 of the addresses used, but it was time consuming and inconclusive: the return 
address referencing the Sansur building refers to an important office building in this period, located near the center of 
Jerusalem (and quite far from the airstrips); it housed government and military offices (including the Jerusalem 
Emergency Committee) as well as businesses, and from at least April 1949 the Maariv newspaper’s offices in the city 
were in the referenced “Room 219”.755 The phone number referenced on the return address on the back, “5323”, was 
used at the distant King David hotel at least in 1940 (and perhaps later); otherwise for the period 1948-1949 it does not 
appear anywhere in use in Jerusalem.756 
 
And then there arose a number questions about the intended handling of the letter: 

 Why would the next-door neighbor of a pilot’s father be entitled to “privileged” mail? If we contemplate that 
question for a moment the situation sounds ludicrous: were there no more worthy people for whom the air 
dispatch of mail was of greater importance? And how did the connection between this next door neighbor and 
Levanon come about? Even so, why not just have Armoni give it directly to his neighbor, the pilot’s father, who 
would give it to his son, the pilot? 
 We should also note that Levanon mentions that the letter was sent through the engineering section of the 

“6th Division headquarters” – he meant the 6th Brigade, but as we learned earlier, that was the designation 
of the Jerusalem-based brigade after the original ‘Etzioni’ brigade had been disbanded in August-September, 
3-4 months after this letter was supposedly sent. 

 With two alternate addresses written on the cover – a unique situation on mail (where normally a letter may be 
addressed to one person with a request that it be delivered by him to another person) – how was this cover 
supposed to be delivered? As addressed it defies all postal procedures: 
 If delivered by way of a courier (i.e. a friend of the sender), would that individual actually go door-to-door 

and attempt to deliver the letter at either of the two addresses, in different parts of the city?  
 If delivered by way of the postal service (the apparent case as evidenced by the franking and postmarking), 

it would of course only attempt the main address. If extra postage had been added (twice the letter rate) by 
some stretch of the imagination coupled with a favor by the post office, postmen may have attempted the 
delivery at both addresses if one had not been successful – but that’s a highly unlikely postal service for an 
ordinary (not registered) letter, and even a stretch for a registered letter. 

 And then arose a question about the return address: if the privilege was being accorded to a next door neighbor 
of the pilot’s father, why does the return address reference a commercial building with a “care of” notation to 
some business instead? That referenced individual is Yehoshua Simon; Ben-Porat’s father was Yosef – clearly he 
is not the referenced contact in the return address.757 

 
The postage used is an enigma: who paid for the postage? The stamp used was of a type not available in Jerusalem – 
only the series of JNF stamps bearing the map of Eretz Israel, overprinted with a denomination, were available in 
Jerusalem (prior to the arrival of the national ‘Doar Ivri’ stamps in June 1948). There is ample postal history evidence 
which shows that these “local Jerusalem” interim stamps were accepted as valid postage outside of the city well into 
August 1948, so why didn’t the sender at least affix postage of his own? And if he didn’t affix the postage himself, how 
was it paid for? This is another aspect of this kind of cover which we cannot let go of too lightly – all the elements of the 
cover have to make sense. 
 
Then there is the matter of the authorizing handstamp and signature: what purpose did it serve? The cover itself was 
evidently not “postage-free” in light of its franking; and if the approval came from an engineering unit, how was that 
supposed to compel the transiting air force to accept it? We learned earlier that the pilots who landed in Jerusalem 

                                                           
755 See for example search results in the press archives: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&hs=1&r=1&results=1&txq=219+%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%A1%D7%95%D7%A8&dafyq=&datyq=&req=&laq=&puq=&ssnip=img&oa=1&e=-------en-
20--1--img-txIN%7CtxTI--------------1  
756 As per the first phone book issued by Israel, for 1949-1950; also see for example search results from the press archives: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=1&results=1&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%98%d7%9c%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9f+5323%22-------------1  
757 Pinchas Ben-Porat family tree profile: https://www.geni.com/people/%D7%A4%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%A1-%D7%91%D7%9F-

%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%AA/4211748840220013097. The only reference I can find anywhere for a Yehoshua Simon is a champion tennis player 
(1908-1970), born to a long-standing Jerusalemite family. He received his university degree in commerce in Beirut (1930), after which he lived and 
worked in the American Colony in Jerusalem until 1947; served with the Palestinian volunteers in the British Army in WWII; and during the War of 
Independence, prior to Israel's establishment, he served as deputy military governor of Jerusalem – though during the period of the siege he 
actually published a tourist guide to Israel (“the only interesting publication which came out in those difficult days”). After the War he established 
an antiques business in Jerusalem before moving to Tel Aviv. Even if his reference to the return address is legitimate (and it could be), there 
appears to be no connection in any way with the family of Pinchas Ben Porat or with aviation in general. See for example: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=1&results=1&sf=byDA&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7CtxTI-

%22%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%A2+%D7%A1%D7%99%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%22-------------1 or his obituary in ‘Davar’ newspaper of 23 
September 1970, p.10: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1970/09/23/01/article/126/?srpos=14&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-

%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1  

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&hs=1&r=1&results=1&txq=219+%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%A1%D7%95%D7%A8&dafyq=&datyq=&req=&laq=&puq=&ssnip=img&oa=1&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7CtxTI--------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&hs=1&r=1&results=1&txq=219+%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%A1%D7%95%D7%A8&dafyq=&datyq=&req=&laq=&puq=&ssnip=img&oa=1&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7CtxTI--------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=1&results=1&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%98%d7%9c%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9f+5323%22-------------1
https://www.geni.com/people/%D7%A4%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%A1-%D7%91%D7%9F-%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%AA/4211748840220013097
https://www.geni.com/people/%D7%A4%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%A1-%D7%91%D7%9F-%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%AA/4211748840220013097
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=1&results=1&sf=byDA&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7CtxTI-%22%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%A2+%D7%A1%D7%99%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=1&results=1&sf=byDA&e=-------en-20--1--img-txIN%7CtxTI-%22%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%A2+%D7%A1%D7%99%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1970/09/23/01/article/126/?srpos=14&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1970/09/23/01/article/126/?srpos=14&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a9%d7%a2+%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
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were dispatched from Tel Aviv already with orders to stay in their aircraft and to remain in the landing area as little as 
possible prior to taking off back to Tel Aviv, so that the idea that “approved” mail was simply handed to a pilot, to be 
taken onboard is an unlikely scenario. We also learned that at least as far as the carriage of personnel, not all that was 
decided by committee in Jerusalem is what the pilots themselves carried out – they often acted at their own discretion. 
We also understood from the descriptions of transport operations that the cargos were prepared for quick loading – 
how would such an individual letter “get onboard” an aircraft? If there were any mailbags, these were likely sealed shut 
well ahead of time to keep their [sensitive] contents secured in transit: recall the accusations hurled by the ‘Shai’ 
intelligence service against Tubiansky, commander of the Brigade Air Force Unit in Jerusalem, that the aircraft using his 
airstrips had carried sensitive mail and that he may have enabled the covert carriage of unapproved mail/messages on 
those flights. If there was such a specially carried cover taken onboard, what was the purpose of the handstamp and 
signature? Before which authority would that approval carry any weight? 
 
This raises the question of the status of that approving authority at the Jerusalem airstrip: we know that Levanon was 
neither “in charge” of the airstrip nor was he any kind of commander within the Hizkiyahu engineering unit; any of the 
key personnel of the “Jerusalem Air Force Unit” – Tubiansky (its commander), Friedman (his deputy), Beecher, Shram 
and others (all described variously as being “in charge” of the strip or its operations) – could have been authorized to 
permit something otherwise forbidden to the public, by virture of being in close proximity to the aircraft; Meir Batz, the 
district engineering officer, may also have had the clout to permit the unpermissible. But none of these individuals’ 
names appear on this or any other known cover as an approving authority. And again, even if their names were there on 
the cover, who was the counterpart that was supposed to react to this approval – the pilot? The squadron commander 
in Tel Aviv? The errand-boy who would affix the postage in Tel Aviv and deliver it to the post office? 
 
The book “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services in the Transition Period” cited earlier in this article, the comprehensive 
standard-bearer of the prevalent narrative that mail in this period was flown to and from Jerusalem, offers the following 
solution to our questions above in light of a different type of authorizing handstamp which we will shortly examine – 
though in light of all that we’ve learned, the following explanation is simply conjecture both factually incorrect and 
comical, spiced up with an ‘old wives tale’ of unknown origin; the authors are those who concocted the backstory for 
the ‘preposterous’ fake Safed cover with which we opened this issue of the JerusalemStamps Bulletin:758 
 
“The commander [of the brigade air service], Mr. I Shrem, was the highest Army authority in MAROM and his 
[handstamped] approval [on mail items] was honored automatically. However he was not very generous or free handed 
in giving his permission to carry non-official civilian mail by army planes. There is a story amongst postal historians from 
that period that once a bank in Jerusalem wanted to send a very important and urgent letter to Tel Aviv and offered the 
legendary sum of LP 100 – (1000 times the regular letter rate of 10 mils) to one of the pilots for taking the letter with him 
to Tel Aviv, but was rejected. This story exemplifies the desperate need for communication with the outside world which 
existed in besieged Jerusalem.”  
 
Shram was not the commander of the brigade air service – that was Tubiansky until late June; the air field was protected 
from intrusion by outsiders and onlookers such that the idea that a bank manager simply ran across the air field with 
cash-in-hand and a letter for a pilot is preposterous; we learned that in the period where urgent communication could 
not be sent by way of the mail service, the use of telecommunications (telephone/telegram) served as a solution; we 
also learned that there were very few air landings at MARAM in this period, and that these were not known ahead of 
time due a) to poor communication with the Air Force’s headquarters in Tel Aviv, and b) due to the unsafe military 
conditions all around the air field. 
 
There also remains a key – and comic – element to address, Levanon’s own signature: he conceded that an ‘alias’ was 
needed, so he didn’t use his full name in order to not reveal his identity – but as we have seen throughout this article 
(and others), in this period every serviceman in a position of responsibility was issued an alias for use on documents, 
and that alias could not of course be based on his own name as that would defeat the purpose of the alias (Yigal Yadin, 
the commander of the Operations Directorate at the high command and soon-to-be 2nd Chief of Staff, was an exception 
– his alias was indeed ‘Yigal’). So what was Yehuda Levanon’s alias? It could not have been simply “Yehuda” as used on 
this cover. 
 
From all angles, as we see, this ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover is problematic and contradictory, both with itself and with the 
historical facts we have carefully assembled in this article until now. While we could dismiss it as a forgery at this 
juncture and continue on, there is another postal item which may help us better understand the circumstance of this 

                                                           
758 JSPS (Ibid), p.146-147 
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‘Hizkiyahu’ cover before we bin it – and that is, another identically addressed cover as this one: below we have another 
cover, albeit only with the front side illustrated, similarly double-addressed to Yaakov and Simcha Armoni at the same 
addresses as on the ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover, and described as “family correspondence” (suggesting that the return address 
was likely as that on the ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover); this cover is franked using a Jerusalem local stamp – and postmarked in Tel 
Aviv on 14 June 1948 (4 days before the first regular mail convoy of 18 June). Here the seller described this cover as 
having been “couriered”:759 
 

 
 
At first glance we may think that the handwriting on the two covers is identical, but there are some stylistic differences 
in the handwriting (like the letter ‘Gimmel’ in the “Gezer Street” address, and the letters ‘Bet’ and ‘Reish’ wherever they 
appear; the number “4”) as well as some differences in the formulation of the secondary address in the box in the 
corner, suggesting that the covers may not have been written by the same person. In fact, what is intriguing is that the 
handwriting of the second address in the box is identical between the covers (but different to and in different ink to 
the main address on both) except that there are some textual differences between their formulations: here on this 
second cover the sender merely referenced “central station” (‘Tachana Mercazit’) as the location of the Tzari business, 
as it would normally be expressed in Hebrew; the ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover oddly expresses it tendentiously as “central station 
for buses” in a formulation not normally used in Hebrew (‘Tachana Mercazit le Autobusim’) – “central station” is an 
expression broadly understood in Hebrew to mean, “central bus station”; anything more is redundant. 
 
Although this cover was not handstamped by ‘Hizkiyahu’ or any other marking which our prevalent postal history 
narrative ascribes as permitting privileged flown civilian mail, even with Kanner and Spiegel’s insistence that mail in this 
period was regularly flown out of Jerusalem, tellingly the seller did not try to present the cover as having been flown but 
merely “couriered” out of the city and posted in Tel Aviv. In our chronology earlier in this article we did indeed see 
examples of couriered mail from the period of April-June, sent from either Jerusalem or Tel Aviv and posted in the other 
city – even on 16 May 1948, the date of the ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover. 
 
This second cover was displayed in an auction catalogue next to a cover bearing an “air force commander” handstamp 
and presented as a “privileged civilian” airmail cover (which we will examine a little further below and debunk); likely 
both covers originated from the same collection but in spite of the “Armoni” cover’s proximity to the dubious ‘flown’ 
cover, I believe this second double-addressed cover is an authentic original upon which the earlier postmarked 
‘Hizkiyahu’ cover was based –   
 

                                                           
759 TAS 30 lot 838 (Sept. 2007) 
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Earlier in our survey of air service with Jerusalem we noted that the “Jerusalem Air Force Unit” was initially located on 
the top floor of a multi-story house belonging to the “Amrani” family: although Levanon’s backstory for his ‘Hizkiyahu’ 
cover posits that the letter was facilitated by him owing to the sender “Armoni” being a neighbor of the father of the 
pilot Pinchas Ben-Porat (i.e. the privilege of having his letter carried by air was due to a connection with a relative of a 
pilot), I suspect Levanon’s intention had been – had he remembered the name correctly (and we have seen ample 
instances of his factual mistakes) – to associate the sender with “Amrani”, but in error he based the addresses on his 
cover around the name “Armoni”, for whom I can find no connection with Jerusalem under any of the names or 
addresses which appear on this cover; similarly, it’s telling that the supposedly spontaneously flown ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover 
was written on “Air Mail” imprinted postal stationary. For his part, Pinchas Ben-Porat himself lived in Jerusalem in the 
1920s but had since left and joined Kibbutz Naan (north of Tel Aviv), and I have not found any connection tying his 
parents to Jerusalem in 1948.760 
 
Here with this second example of a double-addressed cover to the same “Armoni” family members, we may have found 
the inspiration for the ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover. As mentioned above, such a double addressed cover is exceedingly unusual and 
it’s impossible to imagine the postal service attempting to deliver the letter to either of two addresses; for there to be 
one such cover is a one-off oddity, but two such covers an extremity. Yet, this second observed example is indeed a 
couriered cover, prepared and even pre-franked in one city, and then posted in another city. The fact that the unusual 
second address is in different handwriting leads me to believe that this may have been written afterwards by someone 
but for reasons I can’t begin to conjecture.  
 
The ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover, on the other hand, makes less sense because it bears two different mailing addresses and was 
then ‘flown’ unfranked to Tel Aviv; then franked and posted there in the city – it was not couriered by someone in a 
position to specify to the postal service which address to honor, and the envelope simply bore two addresses 
unnecessarily (in slightly different handwriting and formulation to the later-dated counterpart): 
 

my assessment is that the ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover originated either as a blank favor-cancelled ‘First Day Israel’ 16 May 1948 
cover (or an actual cover bearing the main address) which originated in Tel Aviv – one of many such prepared covers 
from that date, with an Israeli trilingual postmark cancelling an interim stamp – and later the addresse/s from this 
second cover, inspirations for the mis-recalled “Amrani” family, were copied to it and the ‘Hizkiyahu’ handstamp and 
manuscript approval added. 

 
Closing out this section on ‘Hizkiyahu’ endorsed mail we will turn to the other known such cover in our postal history 
stream, one I illustrated earlier teasing a “23 May 48” dated APO 3 postmark; I called it fake as well – and while its faults 
are different to the one examined above, these are no less severe:761 
 

 
                                                           
760 For example “Pinchas Ben-Porat” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A4%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%A1_%D7%91%D7%9F-
%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%AA  
761 JSPS (Ibid), p.418 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A4%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%A1_%D7%91%D7%9F-%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%AA
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A4%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%A1_%D7%91%D7%9F-%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%AA
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It is addressed to a “Fritz Epstein, Architect” on 43 Allenby Road in Tel Aviv (no return address indicated by the 
description); franked 10 mils for the domestic letter rate using a Jerusalem local interim stamp; subsequently endorsed 
as “On Active Service” in red crayon, and the postage stamp cancelled by a partly dated APO 3 postmark “May 1948” 
with the day “23” written in by hand. 
 

 The postmark, if already cancelling a frank against regulations (here at least a Jerusalem local stamp), should 
be that of BASE A – the office of exchange which we already observed earlier handled the first batch of army 
mail from Jerusalem on 10 June; APO 3 was a ‘branch’ army post office servicing specifically army-related 
addresses in Tel Aviv. There is no reason why this cover should have transited APO 3. 

 The “Army Post” (‘Doar Zvai’ – דואר צבאי) endorsement is problematic: 
a) It is written with a different writing utensil from the address and its handwriting differs from the 

rest of the cover, as if not written by the original sender – why? 
b) The endorsement should be, as per regulation, “On Active Service”. 
c) If this really was an army post/OAS cover, the postage was unnecessary – that’s the whole point of 

adding that endorsement, to exempt the letter from postage. 
 
The apparent early date for APO 3 which appears on this cover is still a matter for us to address and we will take this up 
in another section a little further down. 
 

 
In total, we see that the “Hizkiyahu” endorsed covers are 
fakes but the remarkable aspect of their introduction into our 
postal history knowledge base and narrative is not actually 
what they purport to be, but rather the manner in which they 
came to our attention. The author of the 1979 write-up which 
‘broke’ the news of the Hizkiyahu covers included an 
intriguing comment towards the end: “At the meeting at 
which this cover was shown members were surprised to be 
told that the signature belonged to the speaker that evening, 
the author of the previous article, Mr. Yehuda Levanon.” 762 
What was remarkable about the writer’s comment, especially 
in light of the rapid success and prominence of the Postal 
History Society in its time, is that he should have been familiar 
with Yehuda Levanon – because he was a long-time 
accomplished philatelist in his own right already from the 
1950s. So who was he? 

 
 
i. The Man Who Wasn’t There (“The Man Who Knew Too Little”) 
 

Avraham Yehuda Levanon763 (1924-2004)764 was a lawyer,765 the son of the distinguished 
magistrate court judge, Mordechai Levanon (1888-1985) and his wife Shulamit, and a cousin 
of Palmach member and future Air Force pilot Gideon Levanon (1928-1954).766  
 
He grew up in the Musrara neighborhood in Jerusalem and for a few years (1926-1928) he 
lived together with the rest of his extended family in the same house there. In his youth he 
studied at the “Maalah” school in the city. During the period of the Great Arab Revolt of 
1936-1939, the whole family moved to the Rehavia neighborhood in the city, though in the 
period of the Jewish insurgency against the Mandate, sometime in 1947, the family was 

forced to move out of what became a British security zone in their area, near the complex of buildings of the zionist 
                                                           
762 “Holy Land Postal History” (HLPH) bulletin #1, Summer 1979, p.19 (the reference to an article by Levanon in that issue is the article on the 
HaKirya post office on p.7-11): https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rwsa/#p=3  
763 “Mordechai Levanon” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%93%D7%9B%D7%99_%D7%9C%D7%91%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%9F_(%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%98)  
764 “Yehuda Levanon” entry at Geni: https://www.geni.com/people/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94-Levanon/6000000017173580746  
765 ‘Maariv’ newspaper of 26 April 1978, p.19: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/mar/1978/04/26/01/article/149/?srpos=39&e=-------en-20--
21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1  
766 Summary of family history at Gideon Levanon memorial website: https://www.gideonlevanon.com/  

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rwsa/#p=3
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%93%D7%9B%D7%99_%D7%9C%D7%91%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%9F_(%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%98)
https://www.geni.com/people/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94-Levanon/6000000017173580746
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/mar/1978/04/26/01/article/149/?srpos=39&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/mar/1978/04/26/01/article/149/?srpos=39&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
https://www.gideonlevanon.com/
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‘National Institutions’, and went to live in an area of the German Hospital (the subsequent Bikur Cholim hospital 
complex).767 In his teens Yehuda became a member of the religious-Zionist-socialist “Hapoel HaMizrachi” movement, 
and was one of 24 of its members who volunteered to join the British infantry in September 1942, during World War 
II.768 He got engaged Masha-Haya Eisenberg around 19 April 1948769 and they got married in Jerusalem on 7 July770 – all 
around about the time his autobiography states that he was in charge of the ‘MARAM’ airstrip. 

 
There is no information anywhere about Yehuda’s service record in the War of 
Independence (unlike for instance his cousin Gideon, who similarly earned a law 
degree771) but there is a tantalizing clue in a press report from late October 1948, about 
an Engineer Corps soldier named Yehuda Levanon who ran over a child who was riding on 
his bicycle, with his army jeep, in the Yad Eliyahu neighborhood of Tel Aviv. As Levanon’s 
name is surprisingly uncommon anywhere and especially in the press archives, it is 
possible that the person mentioned in this story is actually him – and is a suitable link to 
the subject of the engineering corps, which stars in Levanon’s apparently fictitious military 
autobiography in Jerusalem.772 

 
Yehuda’s career was long and successful: it seems he was a significant employee at the Ministry of 
Religious Affairs already by 1952;773 in October 1958 he was appointed acting head of a 
department in the Ministry of the Interior;774 in 1959 he was appointed inspector of the 
organization that displays voter records;775 by 1975 he was the editor of governmental notices, 
and appointed in addition as spokesman of the civil service – a position which he held at least until 
1990.776 Various press articles show he had to represent the civil service in the media in somewhat 
ethically questionable circumstances.777 Still in 1976 he was also appointed to the secretariate of 
the Society of Journal Editors in Jerusalem.778 From a photograph on his cousin Gideon’s memorial 
website, it appears that Yehuda inaugurated a “Levanon Library” – presumably in Gideon’s honor – 
at an Air Force facility (note the air force officer on the right) perhaps around 1974 for the 20th 
anniversary of Gideon’s death (in an air crash): 

 

   
 
As regards Levanon’s philatelic ‘career’, here too he was successful fairly early in the country’s history: already in 
October-November 1959 Yehuda’s philatelic collection received publicity in various press reports for its coverage of 
“The History of the Knesset in Philately”, as displayed in a special wing at the Jerusalem Museum of Philately.779 This 

                                                           
767 Detailed family history at Gideon Levanon’s memorial website: https://www.gideonlevanon.com/--c16c6  
768 ‘HaTsofeh’ newspaper of 2 September 1942, p.3 
769 ‘HaTsofeh’ newspaper of 19 April 1948, p.3 
770 ‘HaTsofeh’ newspaper of 9 July 1948, p.6 & photograph at wedding shown at https://www.gideonlevanon.com/--coeo?lightbox=image1cba  
771 “Gideon Levanon” at the Palmach Museum: https://palmach.org.il/en/memorial/fighterpage/?itemId=84829  
772 ‘Yom Yom’ newspaper of 22 October 1948, p.1 
773 ‘HaTsofeh’ newspaper of 3 February 1952, p.4 
774 ‘Haaretz’ newspaper of 30 October 1958, p.2 
775 ‘HaTsofeh’ newspaper of 18 February 1959, p.3 
776 ‘Davar’ newspaper of 21 September 1975, p.4 
777 for example ‘Maariv’ newspaper of 28 December 1978, p.27 & 17 April 1980, p.4; ‘Hadashot’ newspaper of 14 June 1989, p.14 & 13 September 1989, p.13 
778 ‘Maariv’ newspaper of 9 December 1976, p.19 
779 ‘HaTsofeh’ newspaper of 18 October 1959, p.4 & ‘Haaretz’ newspaper of 13 November 1959, p.4 

https://www.gideonlevanon.com/--c16c6
https://www.gideonlevanon.com/--coeo?lightbox=image1cba
https://palmach.org.il/en/memorial/fighterpage/?itemId=84829
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exhibit was apparently his cornerstone display for at least the next 20 years, and as late as 1978 it was being praised in 
the press for its comprehensive size and scale, including proof postmark strikes of the pre-Knesset ‘Elected Assembly’ 
(‘Asefa Mechonent’), autographs of key Israeli leaders on mail, the 1st registered cover sent from the Knesset’s first 
building at Foumine House in Jerusalem, and more.780 He was elected chairman of the Jerusalem philatelic society in 
April 1961 having won a philatelic award from the ‘HaBoker’ newspaper earlier,781 and well into the late 1970s Yehuda 
was accorded high stature, delivering remarks at the “Jerusalem 73” philatelic exhibition782 and being one of 16 Israeli 
participants to win a bronze medal for their philatelic exhibits there.783  
 
Levanon wrote many articles in the philatelic press, among them in the “Holy Land Postal History” bulletin and in “The 
Holy Land Philatelist”, though his numerous pieces in HLPH all pertain to Knesset philately or the post office at the Kirya 
government complex in Tel Aviv. For someone supposedly so intimately associated with the air fields in Jerusalem, 
someone special who was “actually there” and could shed further light and innumerable details on the subject, he did 
not write further articles about it or even present postal exhibits on the subject; and for someone who frequently 
profered his proud association with the air fields, his biography is surprisingly missing from any national veterans 
commemoration databases or official histories to enshrine his place in Jerusalem’s history.  
 
To our rhetorical question of why he would have created a fake narrative placing himself at the center of activity at the 
‘MARAM’ airfield, here now we have the answer: to present and profit from fake postal history (and it seems from the 
1979 write-up that the collector Yirmiyahu Rimon may have acquired the Armoni cover immediately after Levanon 
presented it); he publicized his invented biography within a limited philatelic circle, to establish his credentials, without 
exceeding his limits and potentially exposing himself to scrutiny and possible exposure by the broader public.  

We will meet up with Yehuda Levanon again a little further down in our evaluation of 1948 Jerusalem postal history. 
 
 

B. Evaluation of ‘Priviliged’ mail – other “officially endorsed” mail 
Various works of literature in our postal history knowledge base, such as Kanner & Spiegel and JSPS, make note of 
various postal items bearing official-looking handstamps of the Jerusalem air force unit and Jerusalem-based units, 
which those writers posit serve as proof that these mail articles were accorded privileged air mail service from 
Jerusalem. The names of the handstamps I’ve seen ascribed to the evaluation of flown mail are these: 
 

COMMANDER OF THE BRIGADE AIR SERVICE     – מפקד שרות האויר החטיבתי 
COMMANDER OF AIR FORCE UNIT      – מפקד יחידת חיל האויר 
PERSONAL ADJUTANT TO THE COMMANDER OF STRONGHOLD [‘Maoz’] – שליש אישי למפקד המעוז 

 
Here in this section, separated from the one about ‘Hizkiyahu’ owing to it being accompanied by a full-blown “first 
hand” backstory, we will address all of the variously observed handstamped covers and draw conclusions about the 
probability that these were flown.  
 
We will organize our survey in order of each type of handstamp – but these need not be split out into separate dedicated 
sections; in fact we will begin this section by observing an all-encompassing salient difference between these 
documented handstamps and that of ‘Hizkiyahu’… 
 
…all of the handstamps our literature ascribes to being “approval” markings for “privileged civilian air mail” – all appear 
on the backs of covers, and lack an authorizing signature. This is a fundamental point: markings on mail attesting to 
official approval for a special concession, whether a censor approval or simply the acceptance of a letter for dispatch – 
all of them – bear these markings on the front, and these markings are accompanied by the signature of an authorizing 
officer.  
 

                                                           
780 ‘Maariv’ newspaper of 26 April 1978, p.19: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/mar/1978/04/26/01/article/149/?srpos=39&e=-------en-20--
21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1  
781 ‘Haboker’ newspaper of 21 April 1961, p.8:  
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/hbkr/1961/04/21/01/article/76/?srpos=22&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1  
782 ‘Davar’ newspaper of 4 January 1974, p.11: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1974/01/04/01/article/120/?srpos=30&e=-------en-20--
21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1  
783 ‘Davar’ newspaper of 5 April 1974, p.15: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1974/04/05/01/article/99/?srpos=33&e=-------en-20--21-
byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1  

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/mar/1978/04/26/01/article/149/?srpos=39&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/mar/1978/04/26/01/article/149/?srpos=39&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/hbkr/1961/04/21/01/article/76/?srpos=22&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/hbkr/1961/04/21/01/article/76/?srpos=22&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1974/01/04/01/article/120/?srpos=30&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1974/01/04/01/article/120/?srpos=30&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1974/04/05/01/article/99/?srpos=33&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1974/04/05/01/article/99/?srpos=33&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9c%d7%91%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%9f%22-------------1
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Indeed, in our survey of the Army Postal Service this was one of the fundamental regulations pertaining to the collection 
and dispatch of soldiers’ letters – that the triangular postal unit handstamp (the ‘KABA’ handstamp) be applied on the 
front corner of an envelope and be signed by the units’ postal sergeants. It follows therefore that if this is the 
procedure for the mere submission of ordinary soldiers’ mail, the authorized approval for scarce hard-to-obtain army 
air mail service for ‘priviliged’ civilian mail should absolutely be accompanied by an authorizing handstamp on the 
front with a signed endorsement of the authorizing officer.  
 
In this regard Yehuda Levanon correctly concocted his ‘Hizkiyahu’ covers – but those covers were fake. Here, with these 
supposed “official approval” handstamps we see no evidence of such an authorizing procedure expressed by way of 
those handstamps’ appearance on the mail – and as far as we need be concerned, these handstamps may simply be 
return addresses on prepared postal stationary of whatever unit those handstamps refer to (earlier we observed that 
army addresses for units were generically written, such as “commander of Front A” etc., so here these handstamps are 
consistent with this vague approach).  
 
Moreover, and tellingly, of the few such handstamped covers known to our philatelic community, none date to May 
and all of them are postmarked from the period after the ‘Burma Road’ came into use – implying that even if these 
covers were handled by the Army Postal Service, these were assuredly transported by land. 
 
Essentially we’ve just proved our point, that these postal items were most likely not flown and that these handstamps 
are merely circumstantial. Nevertheless, belief in their legitimacy is so entrenched in our philatelic community that 
beyond debunking them circumstantially we should also accord them the ‘respect’ they have earned and exmine them 
closely, to observe all the elements which appear on them – and from this to draw conclusions specifically about each of 
these few known examples. 
 
We will begin with what might be the earliest documented type of “officially endorsed” mail which our literature 
classifies as “privileged civilian mail” – this would be mail bearing the framed Hebrew handstamp entitled 
“COMMANDER [of the] BRIGADE AIR SERVICE” (Mefaked Sherut Ha’Avir Ha’Hativati – מפקד שרות האויר החטיבתי), and 
an example of this type of mail was illustrated in Kanner and Spiegel already in 1961 (later appearing on the market in 
auction catalogues in 2012):784 
 

                                                           
784 Kanner & Spiegel, BAPIP 36 (Ibid), p.XC & 7, and TAS 38 lot 36 (also TAS 37 lot 42). 
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The article is a civilian mail cover, addressed to a “nurse Yaffa Milstein” at #7 Horev street in the Ahuza neighborhood of 
Haifa; franked 10 mils for the domestic letter rate using a Jerusalem local interim postage stamp; the back is stamped by 
a framed handstamp reading COMMANDER BRIGADE AIR SERVICE, and the postage stamp is cancelled by a 9 June 1948 
dated BASE ALEF postmark. There is no return address for the sender. The manner of the handstamp’s strike, covering 
both part of the backflap as well as the field on the cover’s back, suggests that it was applied after the cover was sealed. 
 
In their original description of the item, Kanner and Spiegel wrote “the boxed cachet on reverse M'FAKED SHEIRUT 
HA'AVIR HACHATIVATI (Commander of the Divisional Air Service) shows that it was struck as a kind of “authorization” for 
the pilot’s accepting the letter. The letter is addressed to a civilian in Haifa, and official communications would have been 
forwarded unfranked and through Army channels. HQ APS later rebuked the Base for having cancelled such frankings, 
but tolerated the handling of such mail for humanitarian reasons.” Their comment in every respect is pure speculation; 
in this section alone we will see franked mail from 13 June still being cancelled by BASE A. The APS’s cancellation of the 
stamp is indeed against regulations but as we will learn in Chapter X in our examination of the dateless APO 3 postmark, 
there is actually a circumstance in which the APS could have cancelled civilian postage. 
 
Our goal here is not to examine this or other mail articles down to the smallest details, such as the veracity of the 
address, but rather to evaluate the broad circumstances of such handstamped mail and reach a conclusion about the 
likelihood that it was flown. The BASE ALEF regional army post office transit marking on the above cover is correct – the 
Base APO was one of two ‘offices of exchange’ for mail between the north and south regions of the army postal service 
and for the exchange of mail between the APS and the civilian postal service; this is what we should expect to see on 
mail from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv, and indeed in our chronology we saw an entry on 10 June regarding the arrival of army 
mail dispatched the day before from Jerusalem – and that mail bore a 9 June 1948 BASE ALEF transit. 
 

Where there may be a problem specifically with the integrity of the cover is actually 
the postmark itself: the key textual portion of the strike appears on the stamp up to its 
very right edge – but the upper portion of the otherwise full and crisp strike, which 
would be on the left of the stamp, on the field of the cover, is curiously missing. If this 
cover is a forgery, the cancelled stamp may have been placed on the front, bearing at 
least the essential portion of the postmark to create both an implied association with 
Jerusalem and with the cover being handled by the Army, and the “authorizing 
handstamp” then applied to the back – because there is nothing really attesting to the 
cover originating from Jerusalem except for the Jerusalem local postage stamp; even 
the handstamp on the back does not mention “Jerusalem”, and there is – for such an 
“urgent” piece of “flown mail – no return address. Notice that Kanner and Spiegel’s 
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representation of this exact cover includes an apparent completion of the missing portion of the postmark, but this is a 
dishonest representation of the actual cover. 
 
Below we have another Brigade Air Service handstamped cover similarly franked with a Jerusalem interim stamp, also 
tied by a 9 June BASE ALEF postmark; it is addressed generically to a person in Bat Yam, without a street address 
(backstamped next day arrival) and return-addressed to Hadassah nurses school, not at Mount Scopus (as it was 
evacuated from there, as we will learn in Chapter XII, but rather at its temporary location at Saint George Monastery).785 
 

 
 

As with the cover above, here too there 
are idiosyncracies with the postmark and 
the frank: an otherwise crisp strike on 
the frank is surprisingly incomplete on 
the field of the envelope; in our 
examination of the dateless APO 3 
postmark in Chapter X we will learn a 
little about the appearance of forged 
postmarks, which seems to be the 
hallmark of the supposed strike on the 
envelope. Of significance though, the 
numeral “8” and the asterisk to the right 
of the dateline just touch the stamp – 
but leave no ink on it. Indeed the top 
loop of the “8” is partly covered by the 
stamp’s tooth (i.e. the stamp was 
applied over it) – this is a forgery. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
785 TAS 45 Lot 125 
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At left we have another example of the Brigade Air 
Service handstamped cover, this time with the 
frankings tied by the dateless APO 3 postmark.786 
Two elements of the cover raise concern: there is no 
return address for such “privileged” mail, and more 
importantly, there are yet again suspicious 
inconsistencies with the postmarks. The stamps are 
faintly tied in the center by a postmark which leaves 
no further traces, and of the visible 2 clear strikes 
these are not perfectly circular, but rather, similar to 
what we keep seeing, “distorted” exactly where the 
postmark strike on the frank is supposed to connect 
to the strike on the envelope. 
 

 
 

 
Another cover with the same “Commander Brigade Air 
Service” handstamp is this one written, how tellingly, on “air 
mail” imprinted postal stationary.787  
 
According to the description the return address (the sender) 
is Moshe Zmora, “a prominent lawyer in Jerusalem (who 
later became the first [Supreme Court] Chief of Justice of 
Israel) to his colleague Felix Rosenblit [Pinchas Rosen] (who 
was then the first Minister of Justice) in Tel Aviv,” here 
addressed as “Minister of Justice”. The cover is franked with 
a 10 mils Jerusalem local stamp, for the domestic letter rate, 
and is tied by a 9 June 1948 dated APO 3 postmark.788 As per 
the cover’s illustration in HLPH bulletin #13-14 (cited in the 
footnote above), the framed handstamp ties both the 
backflap as well as part of the cover’s field – suggesting that 
it was applied after the cover was sealed. 
 
 
Regardless of the legitimacy of the addresses – whether 
these individuals were actually located in those cities or at 
those specific streets – this cover exhibits two critical 
problems:  
 

                                                           
786 TAS 40 Lot 22 
787 JSPS (Ibid), p.147-148, from the collection of Itamar Karpovsky per “More on the Air Mail to and from besieged Jerusalem in 1948” by Yirmiyahu 
Rimon in HLPH #13-14 of Winter 1983, p.683-685 
788 As we will see a series of correspondences between these individuals with similar handwriting, I have confirmed that the handwriting is that of 
the sender, Zmora, as per examples in State archive file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/978125 (000lgjd), pages 15, 118-119, and State 
archive file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2317874 (000blmz), page 10. 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/978125
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2317874
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 the first, most seriously, is the APO 3 (Tel Aviv) routing – there was no reason for this cover to be handled by 
that army post office; as above, it should have transited through BASE ALEF, the ‘office of exchange’ of mails.  

 The second problem, albeit the image is a little unclear, is that it appears that here too a used stamp has been 
applied to the cover and possibly altered with an additional postmark: notice the apparent double strike on the 
upper portion of the stamp – we see part of the outer ring of a postmark extending into the edge of the cover 
itself, but that postmark is mostly missing elsewhere, as if there was an original postal mark on this cover and a 
stamp with postal markings was affixed in a manner to match the remnants of the markings from both the 
stamp and the envelope. In any case, what is unclear is why the army postal service would have tried so hard to 
cancel a civilian postage stamp against regulations. 

 

 
 
The odd phenomenon of misaligned postmarks and postage stamps continues on a 3rd example of this type of 
“Commander Brigade Air Force” handstamped mail:789 here we have another mail item from the law offices of 
Rosenblit, Zmora et al., ostensibly sent from their Jerusalem office to their office in Tel Aviv; franked 10 mils using a 
Jerusalem local stamp and tied by a 13 June 1948 APO 3 postmark – again, an incongruent route as the mail should have 
been processed at BASE ALEF.  
 

  
 

                                                           
789 Aloni (Ibid), p.118 
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But here we see a clue that the postmark and the franking may be artificially applied: the postmark is tantalizingly close 
to the stamp, but it does not tie the stamp – rather the stamp appears to cover part of the army postmark(!) There are 
signs of ink marks on the edge of the stamp, but these do not align with the rest of the postmark, as if a used stamp was 
placed closely alongside an existing postmark but not sufficiently lined up to complete the postmark’s outer ring. As 
observed on the first two covers, here too the framed handstamp ties both the backflap and the cover’s field, suggesting 
that it was applied after the cover was sealed. 
 
Surprisingly, of the estimated “less than 10” known covers bearing the “Commander Brigade Air Service” handstamp,790 
at least 3 belong to the Zmora-Rosenblit correspondence, and here we have another – though this time it’s stampless 
and bears the dateless APO 3 postmark which our literature believes dates to 22-30 May.791 It also bears an additional 
endorsement that it is “private” mail for the addressee. 
 

What is odd with this example, is that being stampless without 
any endorsement to justify it, it predates the covers above which 
were posted with prepaid franking. Yirmiyahu Rimon who wrote 
the article featuring this cover opined “Despite the fact that the 
sender was a high official and the receiver a cabinet member, it 
was stressed in the lower left hand corner... that it was of a 
private nature and, therefore, had to be authorized to be flown,” 
but his explanation makes no sense – what connection is there 
between a letter being of a private nature and its eligibility to be 
carried by air? Furthermore none of the other observed covers 
are so marked and these were all “approved” by the air service 
Commander.  
 
 

If endorsed as “private”, what is odd is that the addressee is not included in the main address, which is generically 
written to “Provisional Government, State of Israel, Justice Department”. What is also interesting is that the handwriting 
of that corner endorsement is not that of Zmora’s own as we see on the handwritten cover above – and Rosenblit here 
is being referred to “Lawyer” rather than “Minister”; Rosenblit was the Minister of Justice from the moment Israel 
declared independence on 14 May.792 The APO 3 routing is also strange as we noted several times earlier, the routing 
was supposed to be through BASE ALEF.  
 
By now, one additional observation should be made about these supposed privileged Zmora-Rosenblit covers: as we 
observed earlier in this article with regards mail to government offices, this type of mail even in this early State period, 
was office-arrival stamped sometimes also with filing holes from it being stored – but these covers are not. 
 

Another handstamp observed on mail 
alleged to have been flown from 
Jerusalem is that reading 
“COMMANDER AIR FORCE UNIT”, and 
appears here on the back of a cover 
addressed to “Dr. Moshe Zmora”, 
apparently the same lawyer from the 
above three covers.793 Here oddly it is 
addressed to him at the Gat Rimon 
hotel in Tel Aviv: the cover was 
postmarked 27 June 1948 at the head 
post office in Tel Aviv (the stamp is 
missing) – so in the space of c.2 weeks 
this Moshe Zmora managed to be 
both in Jerusalem and in Tel Aviv, yet 

                                                           
790 JSPS (Ibid), p.147 
791 From the collection of Itamar Karpovsky per “More on the Air Mail to and from besieged Jerusalem in 1948” by Yirmiyahu Rimon in HLPH #13-
14 of Winter 1983, p.683-685 
792 For example “Ministry of Justice”: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_of_Justice_(Israel)  
793 TAS 30 lot 836 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_of_Justice_(Israel)
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according to our prevailing postal history narrative all these mail items necessarily had to be flown due to “the siege” 
(which “ended” 3 weeks earlier).  
 

What is unusual in this case is that there are no postal 
markings of the army postal service – so how was this cover 
both a) flown by the army, and b) entered into the civilian 
postal service, bypassing the army postal service altogether?  
 
The auction catalogue description states that the cover 
includes the original correspondence in which the sender, a 
relative, mentions “family contacts with the air force” though 
again, this is merely an implied association and not proof that 

the cover was actually flown (and without seeing the letter we have no way of confirming its authenticity) – and lacking 
postal markings of the Army Postal Service, there is no indication the army even had anything to do with the letter’s 
transmission; it may have been couriered by a civilian to Tel Aviv and posted there as it appears from the civilian 
postmark. 
 
In an identical vein, there is another “COMMANDER AIR FORCE UNIT” handstamped cover – also lacking any army postal 
markings and bearing only the Tel Aviv civilian head post office postmark dated 20 June 1948, tying a Jerusalem local 
stamp – no indication of transport or processing by the army air force or its postal service:794 
 

 
 
In fact, what is especially unusual – problematic – in the example here is that the postmark is that of TEL AVIV 3, which 
was the registry department of the city’s head post office, a highly unlikely circumstance for a non-registered letter. The 
postmark we should have seen would be the unnumbered ‘dot’ type of the public counters of the head post office and 
of the sorting office which handled letter-box mail (a portion of which we see in the cover just above this one). 
 
Whether or not the above “air force/air service” handstamped covers are fake, we do have to concede that the 
appellation of the unit is correct for the dates in question – almost: as we learned earlier in our section on air service in 
Jerusalem, the 20 June 1948 edition of the “Book of Personnel Establishments” revised the name of the air force unit in 
Jerusalem from “Brigade Air Force Unit” to the “Air Force Unit in Jerusalem”… and yet, if we contemplate the name 
change on the above two covers for a moment we will see that those covers don’t actually bear the correct revised 
name “Air Force Unit in Jerusalem” but rather “COMMANDER AIR FORCE UNIT” – that ‘unit’ might have been anywhere; 
there was such an independent air force unit in Haifa called “Air Force Unit of the North” (‘Yechidat Cheyl HaAvir 
Zafon’), and for all we know the handstamp on the above two covers may relate to that unit instead,795 with the 
Jerusalem stamps and addresses added later as embellishments. 
 
 

                                                           
794 TAS 39 lot 28, from the collection of Yirmiyahu Rimon, acquired by him in 1983 per “More on the Air Mail to and from besieged Jerusalem in 
1948” by Yirmiyahu Rimon in HLPH #13-14 of Winter 1983, p.685-686 
795 “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.509-510 
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The third type of handstamp ascribed to indicating 
“privileged” flown mail is the one reading “PERSONAL 
ADJUTANT TO COMMANDER OF STRONGHOLD”, so far 
only observed in Kanner and Spiegel’s 1961 article.796 
According to their description this letter was sent by 
“Mordechai HaLevi” (although the first name barely 
looks like ‘Mordechai’, even accounting for the unique 
style of the handwriting) at “Brigade Air Service” in 
Jerusalem and addressed “To Mister Alshler[?] at the 
Store of Ed Shababa” at 10 Herzl Street in Tel Aviv. The 
cover is franked 10 mils using 2x Jerusalem local 5m 
stamps, for the domestic letter postage rate.  
 
Although the front bears a 7 June 1948 dated postmark 
of the Jerusalem Communications Office (of the 
internal army communications service), that postmark 
is crossed out and the envelope itself may be reused 
economy stationary: the internal army communications 
service, as we learned earlier, did not service “soldiers 
mail” like here to civilian addresses (and such mail to 
private addresses required special officer 
endorsements – as per the August 1948 regulations), 
and in any case from 7 June the army postal service 

began operating in Jerusalem. The cover is subsequently tied by a 14 June 1948 BASE ALEF transit – correctly routed, 
and correctly not tying the civilian postage stamps. The back is stamped by the ADJUTANT handstamp. 
 
Although we know a Mordechai HaLevi indeed served with the air force unit in Jerusalem, serving as the chief inspector 
of the ‘MARAM’ air strip and later charged with organizing transportation for the Air Unit, the circumstances of this 
cover are perplexing, and it’s not clear that “Mordechai” HaLevi sent this letter:  

a) from 7 June there existed postage-free soldiers’ mail in Jerusalem by way of APO 5, and we have seen mail from 
this period posted from there; as such, there was no need for HaLevi to add postage stamps for this letter and 
he would assuredly have known to endorse it “On Active Service” to enjoy the postal concession.  

b) Assuming the sender really is Mordechai HaLevi, he was a high-ranking member of the air force unit – why ever 
would he need someone else’s authorization to permit him to send a letter by plane? 

c) Moreover, according to the position held by Kanner and Spiegel and adopted by most philatelists, army mail at 
this time was only flown from Jerusalem – so why would any special authorization for air transport be needed? 

 
The return address referencing the Brigade Air Force Unit proves that this is army-originating mail: yet, why is there no 
triangular army postal unit handstamp or at least a reference to what that postal unit is? And why is an APO 5 postmark 
missing? Essentially the cover has the outward appearance of being a civilian letter, but it is unnecessarily so. Earlier in 
our survey of the army postal service in Jerusalem specifically we learned from a 17 August 1948 document listing army 
postal unit numbers that the air force unit in Jerusalem had been assigned the KABA number of 211/15 – that’s the 
postal unit number we would expect to see referenced on this cover, if not by way of a handstamp then at least by way 
of a manuscript notation. 
 
The ADJUTANT handstamp references “the Stronghold” (‘Maoz’) but this is a term I have not encountered anywhere in 
relation to Jerusalem: we encountered “Metzuda” (Citadel) earlier in our article in relation to Jerusalem’s garrison 
military units, and Rivlin’s book (Ibid) of wartime aliases mentions “Maoz” in relation to the national Haganah High 
Command before the War of Independence, but as regards Jerusalem I have not seen this specific alias in the archives or 
in the literature, and it may not even relate to the city.  
 
In any case though the return address citing the air force unit is not proof that the letter was flown under the auspices 
of that service, and it would be reasonable to expect that if this letter could have been flown by army airplane that it at 
least be endorsed “On Active Service” to dispel any fears that it was ineligible civilian mail being specially handled by the 
army without authorization. In total, this cover is nonsensical (and it may explain why I haven’t seen on the market in 
the last 20-30 years). 

                                                           
796 Kanner & Spiegel, BAPIP 36 (Ibid), p.XC & 8 
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C. Evaluation of ‘Priviliged’ mail – the Arie Salant workshop Proof Book 
In the summer of 1982 the “Holy Land Postal History” (HLPH) bulletin published a relevatory piece about a book of 
handstamp proofs belonging to a workshop called ‘Arie Salant’, from Jerusalem.797 The book was described as 
numbering some 200 pages and including “thousands” of proof strikes of various handstamps produced by this firm 
between the years 1947-1953. The writer (Zvi Shimony) noted that the strikes were not applied in chronological order 
and that many lacked dates, but that it was possible to estimate their time of manufacture based on their subject. The 
original article reproduced one of the proof book’s pages and then presented an assembly of different handstamps 
which the author felt were relevant to the philatelic community for the period of 1948. 
 
Of specific interest was the book’s inclusion of the ‘rosette’ postmark of the interim Jerusalem civilian postal service 
(used as a sorting office postmark) as well as handstamps of the ‘Hizkiyahu’ engineering unit and two of the air force 
unit handstamps observed on the “officially endorsed” covers examined just above – seemingly confirming the genuine 
existence of these markings and adding credence to the authenticity of covers such as those examined above whose 
handstamps were found in the proof book (though again ‘credence’ and ‘context’ are two different things – the 
appearance of the handstamps adds ‘credence’ that they exist; it does not produce the ‘context’ that these handstamps 
prove that the mail was flown). 
 
The article and subsequent references both to it and the proof book did not elaborate on the circumstances of its 
discovery or of its origin. For my part I have not been able to find any information anywhere on the existence of this 
workshop: for a business that apparently serviced both the city’s civilian postal service as well as military units in the 
district, plus government departments and other businesses, I was surprised not to find even an address or telephone 
listing for it in the directories up to 1953. While I entertained the idea that perhaps the proof book was an elaborate 
forgery, conveniently held by those who also possessed postal material bearing handstamps contained in it, the book 
was eventually offered for sale in February 2010 and sold, described as containing “almost every Jerusalem office, 
business or personality represented”;798 it may be legitimate albeit of unconfirmed origin or it may really be a forgery 
which was sold like much of the fake mail critiqued and exposed in this article. Oddly for its broad scope it apparently 
does not include many of the noteworthy Jerusalem handstamps we have seen so far in our survey, such as those of the 
Haganah in Jerusalem, the City Commander, the MK-JM ‘Jerusalem Communications Office’ and the soon-to-be-
examined handstamp of the ‘Menorah Club’. 
 

                                                           
797 “Proofs of the Rosette Postmark of Jerusalem and Various Military Cachets of 1948” in HLPH #11 of Summer 1982, p.568-571; attribution to Zvi 
Shimony given in “More on the Air Mail to and from besieged Jerusalem in 1948” by Yirmiyahu Rimon in HLPH #13-14 of Winter 1983, p.686. 
798 TAS 34 lot 421 
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There is however an indirect utility to this proof book, serving as a source for comparison: while on the one hand it 
contains the “Commander Brigade Air Service”, “Commander Air Force Unit” and a number of ‘Hizkiyahu’ handstamps it 
does not contain the specific one employed on Yehuda Levanon’s ‘Hizkiyahu’ covers – a telling omission. 
 
Below, on the left is an original page from the book highlighting the ‘rosette’ postmark of the Jerusalem civilian postal 
service’s sorting office and the framed ‘Commander Brigade Air Service’; on the right is Shimony’s composite of relevant 
handstamps – we see a consistent style among many of the circular handstamps, being double-ringed and employing 
‘rosette’ devices. Two ‘Hizkiyahu’ handstamps appear on the composite image – but different to Yehuda Levanon’s. We 
also see handstamps for “Inspector ‘MARAM’” (spelled exactly as observed on archival documents) and “Inspector 
‘MAGASH’”, mercifully unseen on mail and so not abused to concoct “flown mail” covers, and we see various unit aliases 
and numbers correlating to those units we learned about earlier in this article. 
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The proof book also affords an opportunity to compare what is ostensibly the ‘real’ strike impression of the listed 
“official endorsement” handstamps examined above to those which appear on the examined – and problematic – 
covers. 
 
Below we have 4 strikes of the “Commander Brigade Air Service” handstamp, where the 3rd one down is the proof 
strike: although images of the strikes have been lined up to match one another we do see slight variations between 
them, from inconsistent spacings between words to inconsistent strike impressions. The top strike features letters with 
pronounced upward pointing serifs along most of the tops of letters; the top two strikes display fairly thick lettering 
whereas that on the proof strike is thin. It’s possible that more than one handstamp was in use – but for such a small 
and obscure unit, the likelihood seems low. 
 

 



P a g e  | 330 

 
 
Above at right we have a comparison of the proof strike of “Commander Air Force Unit” (the bottom strike) with the 
one observed above in the color photograph reveals small but significant differences in the letter shapes and their 
spacing (particularly the letters ‘Yud’ and the ‘Kuf’ and ‘Daled’ in the word ‘Mefaked’). 
 
 
In light of fundamental procedural problems we observed with all of the covers we examined –  

 APO 3 routing rather than BASE ALEF, “active service” endorsements with postage stamps, or a total lack of any 
army postal service markings – and  

 fundamental problems pertaining to postage stamps and cancellation marks, implying forged application of 
these to the covers, and  

 a) the absence of certain handstamps we would expect to see in the proof book, like Yehuda’s ‘Hizkiyahu’ 
handstamp, and b) slight variations in the appearance of the strikes on the covers versus the proof originals,  

together with the core matter that these handstamps appear on the backs of covers, unsigned by an approving officer, I 
believe we have established from every angle, from circumstance to actual process, that all of these covers are fake 
and that the handstamps have nothing to do with the mail bearing them being flown. 
 
 
BOMBSHELL Postscript: in completing the opening section of the next chapter, dealing with the need to start our study 
there by weeding out problematic postal history items due to evidence they are fake, I came across the following cover: 
 

It was presented in a 1982 article in “Holy Land Postal 
History” by Hans Muenz; there he described the cover as 
being endorsed “Army Mail”, franked 10 mils with a 
Jerusalem interim stamp and tied by a violet-brown 
colored APO 3 postmark bearing the date “5” and “48”, 
but missing the digits for the day itself.799 In preparing 
materials for that opening section of the chapter I came 
across this exact cover offered for sale at auction in March 
1998, there described as being tied by the “Commander 
Brigade Air Service” handstamp on the back – why was 
this important detail “omitted” from the 1982 article, 
which otherwise seemed to focus on a minute point? 800 
Unless it got ‘doctored’ in the meantime -? And why was 
the all-important reverse side not shown in the article or in 
the sale? 

 

 
                                                           
799 Hans Georg Muenz, “Early Postmarks of Army Post Office 3 (Doar Tsva’i – Misrad 3)”, unattributed, in “Holy Land Postal History” bulletin #11 of 
Summer 1982, p.571-572 & 584; see: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rxuh/#p=1  
800 TAS 15 Lot 2033 

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rxuh/#p=1
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At left is the full text of Muenz’s article; this 
cover was displayed as “figure 6” on the cover. 
Nowhere does he write that this cover was tied 
by the “Commander Brigade Air Service” 
handstamp, and merely based on the 
circumstances arising from its postal markings 
(the subject of our next chapter, pertaining to 
the exaggerated and misguided weight placed 
on the supposed usage period of dateless – or 
here, semi-dateless – APO 3 postmarks), he 
concludes that “these two covers [illustrated as 
figures 5 and 6] were certainly flown from 
besieged Jerusalem…”  
 
Had the cover in fact been handstamped by 
the ‘Air Service’ marking, according to the 
prevailing narrative there would be no doubt 
it was flown, and that final comment would 
have been ridiculously redundant. 
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X. Postal Markings Allegedly Indicating Air Transport of Mail 
A theme implied in the subject this article examines is the relentless insistence by influential quarters in the philatelic 
community that mail with Jerusalem in the period of April-June was flown. Until now, particularly in the first part of this 
article, we appreciated the extreme degree to which the current postal history narrative had misinterpreted history or 
even twisted historical facts and postal procedures to make empirical examples of mail fit the desired theory that the 
mail was flown. Here in this section we will gain a better appreciation of this simply unbridled zeal by way of examining 
theories pertaining to postal markings which the prevailing narrative insists indicate that mail was flown; these will be 
postal markings of both the army and civilian postal services, as well as the army’s internal communications service. 
 

A. ‘BY AIR’ Endorsed Army Mail 
Ironically the easiest way to debunk the theory that army mail was flown to and from Jerusalem in the period April-
August 1948 (as per Kanner and Spiegel’s assertion) is to consider the presence – or absence – of the official “BY AIR” 
endorsement (or any similar endorsement) on army mail. Here we start this chapter with an example inverse to the 
others we will be studying, whereby in the latter instance the prevailing narrative posits that the presence of a certain 
marking proves air carriage, in this opening section we will be considering the absence of a marking which should 
actually be present for the mail to have been carried by air. 
 
Below are two examples of pre-State (15 May 1948) / pre-Army Postal Service (20 May 1948) military covers sent from 
Jerusalem to Tel Aviv: 
 

  
 
Both covers were sent from the “Hagana Headquarters Jerusalem” (the illustrated handstamp on the front – top 
images), and both are addressed to “Headquarters Tel Aviv”. Both are “registered” mail items – both sent on 14 May 
1948 (i.e. 24 days after the presently accepted date of 20 April as the start of “the siege” on Jerusalem), both registered 
the same day: the one on the left was received in Tel Aviv on May 16th and backstamped by the headquarters 
handstamp there, while the cover on the right – possibly because it was endorsed “Secret” (‘Sodi’) on the front was 
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received in Tel Aviv still on the 14th. Neither one bears any marking indicating air transmission, like a “By Air” 
handstamp. 

 
At left is another cover sent from Haganah headquarters in 
Jerusalem to the headquarters in Tel Aviv: it was registered and 
dispatched on 7 May, and according to the auction catalogue 
description it also arrived the same day.801 The dealer opines it 
was flown because it was received the same day as it was sent – 
not because it was endorsed “By Air”, which it wasn’t, but from 
our accumulated research in this article we now know that land 
access between the cities was available, and that it was possible 
for mail to be both posted and received the same day in this 
period. 
 
The methodology of extrapolating from unendorsed mail that it 
was flown solely because the dispatch and arrival dates are the 
same, is incorrect. In the case of Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, the two 
cities is 66 kilometers – in 1948 a transit time of 2-3 hours by road. 
 
 

 
Below are two covers sent from the Negev to Tel Aviv: 
 

   
 
Both covers were sent from the Headquarters in the Negev to the Headquarters in Tel Aviv, both are endorsed “Secret – 
Urgent” (‘Sodi – Miyadi’). The cover on the left was registered on 4 May and dispatched on the 5th, being received in Tel 
Aviv that same day; the cover on the right was registered, dispatched and also received on 27 April. Both covers are 
handstamp-endorsed “BY AIR” (‘Derech Avir’) in carmine-red on the front. 

                                                           
801 TAS 21 lot 1222 
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Below are two covers sent from Haganah Headquarters in Tel Aviv to the Headquarters in the Negev: the cover on the 
left was posted, registered & delivered on 14 April while the same same-day procedure took place on 10 May for the 
cover on the right; both are backstamped with the Negev headquarters handstamp – and both handstamp-endorsed 
“BY AIR” on the front; neither cover is endorsed with any special secrecy or urgency priorities. We learn from the 4 air-
mailed examples here and above that the priority of secrecy or urgency did not affect the transmission of the mail by air 
– between the Negev and Tel Aviv (and vice versa) it was all automatically sent by air. 
 

   
 
I had wanted to round out the illustrations by including an example of army mail from Haifa (which would assuredly not 
have borne a “BY AIR” endorsement), but I haven’t seen any examples of army mail from this period travelling to or from 
Haifa from or to another city.  
 

In any case I believe the point has been demonstrated: there existed an army “BY AIR” handstamp endorsement, and 
this is observed regularly on mail between Tel Aviv and the Negev (both ways), but not at all on any examples of mail 
I have seen related to Jerusalem (or elsewhere) – and this absence is especially significant during the time period 
commonly ascribed to “the siege”.  
 
We should recall that in our survey of the pre-State Air Service and the Mandate Civilian Aviation authority in Chapter V 
we were apprised of the Negev’s unique military position in light of its sparse Jewish settlement, in Ben-Gurion’s 
assessment, as being a need to defend actual territory from possible Arab attacks rather than the need to defend 
existing Jewish settlements as elsewhere in the country: what we observe ironically in our survey here is that mail with 
the Negev assuredly needed to be flown, and in Chapter V we even saw records of mail drops – and yet, the mail still 
bore “By Air” endorsements, however redundant this may have been. With Jerusalem, on the other hand, we see no 
such endorsements on any army mail observed until now, whether by handstamp or manuscript. 
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B. The Mute / Dateless APO 3 Postmark 
In Chapter VI of this article, on the revised history of the Army Postal Service, in the framework of attempting to 
reconcile information in the existing postal history literature with newly accessed information from source documents, 
we observed that in spite of the existing literature asserting that certain postal markings entered use shortly after 20 
May 1948, when the APS began operations, we actually see very little mail so marked until the very end of the month – 
and even then not with all of the required postal markings together, such as the triangular KABA army postal unit 
number handstamps (which we presently see only from early June).  
 
In the course of making these observations we saw clear evidence that multiple postmarking devices existed at least at 
regional Base APO ALEF in Tel Aviv and also at APO 3 in Tel Aviv; we held off on examining APO 5 in Jerusalem as we 
were apprised that it opened three weeks after the APS began operations (and in any case we subsequently found 
evidence for its postmark’s use from its very first day of operation, in Chapter VII revising the history of the APS in 
Jerusalem). 
 
Our examination of the APS’s early postmark usage led us to confront the phenomenon of the appearance of dateless 
APO 3 postmarks on mail: in Chapter VI we noted that the prevailing postal history narrative holds that this postmark is 
an early-period strike of the APO 3 datestamp, and that it is commonly believed to date from 22-27 and even up to 30 
May 1948. Our examination to determine whether multiple postmarking devices were used simultaneously showed that 
this was true also with regards the dateless APO 3 postmarks, and we even established a taxonomy of 3 different types 
(based on the positioning of the letter ‘YUD’ in the engraved text).  
 
We further noted that this dateless APO 3 postmark appears on much mail which is often described as having been 
flown, and were apprised of the accepted habit in our community of a) ascribing the postmark to a predetermined 
period of 22-27 or 22-30 May, and b) by virtue of that predetermined early dating, asserting by extension – where the 
general circumstances of a mail item are relevant (and most of them outwardly appears so) – that the postal items in 
question were flown.  
 
Nevertheless, when we actually tried to understand the relevance of the APO 3 postmark on a few of the postal items 
bearing it (non-Jerusalem items for that section of the article) using these existing analytical methodologies, we noted 
that the postmark’s appearance made no sense for a variety of reasons – either because the routing via APO 3 did not 
adhere to the expected routing via a base APO, or because the dateless postmark was seen cancelling civilian postage 
against regulations (army postmarks are not supposed to cancel civilian postage stamps), or that the postmark appeared 
on stampless civilian mail which should have been sent with fully prepaid postage. At that stage of our research we 
merely illustrated the apparent problems with the existing methodology as regards non-Jerusalem related mail, and 
noted our concerns, pausing the investigation into the postmarks until now. 
 
Nevertheless, this dateless APO 3 postmark is widely seen on mail from and to various parts of 1948-era Israel, and 
where it appears on Jerusalem-related mail – in light of the current habit of predetermining its dating to late May – such 
mail items are automatically deemed to have been flown, a) because the period is question is ‘assuredly’ held to belong 
to the siege period of the city, and b) because in any case, based on Kanner and Spiegel’s influential articles, all 
Jerusalem-related army mail in this period is believed to have been flown. 
 
Our research thus far has demonstrated consistently at every juncture that neither army nor any ‘priviliged’ civilian mail 
at least in the period April-June was flown, neither to nor from Jerusalem, and now at this juncture it leaves us with task 
of solving the riddle of what the significance of this postmark is. The mail samples we observed earlier in Chapter VI 
were sufficiently problematic that we could simply have declared the postmark itself to be a fake and thereby dismiss 
the full body of postal history bearing it – and although there may indeed be illegitimate uses of the postmark, we have 
to do our utmost to research matters to their core and here in the course of preparing this article a remarkable postal 
research opportunity presented itself, and this may be our breakthrough to understanding what this postmark is. 
 
 
i. Ditching ‘Junk’ Postal History 
Before we turn to the mentioned research opportunity, let us return momentarily to what was left in Chapter VI as the 
open question of when APO 3 in Tel Aviv began operations, and what the earliest known date of its postmark was. On 
one hand, we are afforded an answer to that question by way of the prevalent theory that the dateless APO 3 postmark 
is the earliest usage of that APO’s postmark. Nevertheless, there exists ostensible postal history bearing apparent 
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“proving postmarks” indicating usage as early as 22 and 23 May – one of which I teased at the end of that chapter, but 
called it fake (it appears below). 
 

   
 
Here we have a right corner marginal stamp of the 2nd issue of the interim Jerusalem local stamp issue – the Jewish 
National Fund stamp featuring the borders of the future Jewish state based on the 29 November 1947 United Nations 
decision to partition Palestine, with the local Jerusalem overprint reading “DOAR 10 mils Eretz Israel”. It is tied by a full 
strike of what appears to be the APO 3 postmark, where the dateslug is mostly present, except for the day which has 
been written in by hand as “22”.802 Next to the original image is a close-up of the apparent postmark, showing the digits 
of the dateslug and the handwritten day – the postmark is in a violet-brown ink and the day may be in black pen. 
 
In the summer 1990 issue of “Holy Land Postal History” bulletin #43, the collector Itamar Karpovsky displayed “A New 
‘Hizkiyahu’ Cover from Besieged Jerusalem and the Early Dates of APO 3”, in which he showed two similar covers, both 
franked 10 mils using a 2nd issue Jerusalem local stamp – one was a ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover he had just acquired (“recently 
discovered” as he likes to say, below at left), and another was an existing cover in his collection. Both covers were tied 
by the partially-dated ‘May 1948’ APO 3 postmark, where here in both cases the day was filled in as “23” (and oddly 
perpendicularly in alignment with the visible date – a lot of work for the postal clerk!):803 
 

  
 
Karpovsky confirmed a number of important details about these covers:  

 the postmarks were struck in violet-brown ink;  
 the day digits “5” and “48” of the dateslug are “small”;  

                                                           
802 From jfbphilatelie October 2021 “Gold Medal Doar Ivri” sale, item #104 
803 “A New ‘Hizkiyahu’ Cover from Besieged Jerusalem and the Early Dates of APO 3” by Itamar Karpovsky in “Holy Land Postal History” bulletin #43 
of Summer 1990, p.106-108. The color image of the ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover is taken from JSPS (Ibid), p.418, and the additional cover at the right is taken 
from the Daniel Kelleher auction catalogue of the sale of the Leo Malz collection, sale 749 (Dec. 2020) lot 1084. 
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 both covers are endorsed “Doar Zvai” (‘Army Mail’) in red crayon “in the same handwriting”. 

 
Karpovsky also referred to a similar 
cover which the philatelist Hans 
Georg Muenz had illustrated in 
HLPH bulletin #11 some 8 years 
earlier.804 There, Muenz described 
the following cover as being 
endorsed “Army Mail”, franked 10 
mils with a Jerusalem local 2nd 
issue stamp and tied by a violet-
brown colored APO 3 postmark 
bearing the date “5” and “48”, but 
missing the digits for the day itself. 
Karpovsky shed more light on the 
cover, noting in his article that the 
“Army Mail” endorsement was 
exactly like his – in red crayon and 
in the same handwriting; all 3 
covers bore small “5” and “48” 
digits in the date, but Muenz’s was 
lacking a hand-written day in the 
empty space.  

 
Karpovsky concluded, “These similarities [between the three covers] make it very plausible that the Muenz cover was 
also cancelled on the 23rd, like the two others, but the day date was not penciled in* in this case. It seems therefore, that 
the date slugs of the first few days of operation were deficient, lacking the day pieces. This was probably the reason that 
after the 23rd, it was decided not to use the date slugs at all, wherefore the missing-date ‘APO 3’ postmarks of the 24-27 
May. Fully dated postmarks appear again when new whole slugs have been supplied.” 
* From the color images it looks like the day dates have been written in black pen.  
 

Bombshell: the above cover subsequently appeared in a philatelic auction in 1998, described as bearing the 
“Commander of the Brigade Air Service” handstamp on the back (though the reverse was not shown) – why was this 

“all important” detail left out of Muenz’s 1982 article?? We reviewed it in color at the end of Chapter IX, above. 
 
Earlier, in Chapter VI we observed instances of partially complete date slugs on strikes of the APO 3 postmark, there 
showing the year “48” but lacking both the digits for the day and the month; there I questioned why postmarks like that 
were not accorded the same ‘mysticism’ as the completely dateless APO 3 postmarks, and ascribed to late May and to 
flown mail. Here, Karpovsky attempts to insert a disingenuous justification for the “subsequent” rendering of a dateless 
postmark, proposing that a partial date was a hassle and that it would be better to simply postmark mail without a date 
at all. That, as I’ve written earlier, defies the purpose of a postmark and if such a decision really had been made, the 
postal service may have well dispensed with using the postmark altogether. In any case, we saw practical solutions to 
such problems like the application of a date using an accompanying office dater device. 
 
But we now know something critical that only a few pages earlier we could not have known: the ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover is 
fake; if it bears identical additional markings such as the partially struck dated APO 3 postmark and a crayon 
endorsement of “Army Mail” in different handwriting to the cover itelf – but identical to 2 other covers with the same 
unusual postmark, it’s reasonable to conclude that all 3 covers and the stamp at a minimum bear fake markings (if they 
are not all fake altogether).  
 
Moreover the 3 displayed covers are a baffling mixture of postal procedure and policy at that time: 

 There was no army mail from Jerusalem until 7 June: how did these covers enter the army’s mail stream? 
 The correct routing for mail to a civilian address – the civilian postal system – was via BASE ALEF and not APO 3: 

why do these covers bear APO 3 postmarks? 
 We know that army postmarks are not supposed to cancel civilian postage stamps: so why has an APO 3 

postmark cancelled the stamp in all 4 above cases, all on a 2nd issue 10m stamp – each time vertically struck? 

                                                           
804 Hans Georg Muenz, “Early Postmarks of Army Post Office 3 (Doar Tsva’i – Misrad 3)”, unattributed, in “Holy Land Postal History” bulletin #11 of 
Summer 1982, p.571-572 & 584; see: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rxuh/#p=1  

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rxuh/#p=1
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 The regulation endorsement for soldiers’ mail was “On Active Service” and not “Army Mail”: why was the 

incorrect endorsement written, and then in the same handwriting across 3 covers – but different to the original 
handwriting on each of the covers? 

 We also know that the sender was supposed to reference both his army postal unit (KABA) number as well as 
his own service number – from what arises from both Karpovsky’s and Muenz’s articles, these necessary 
elements are missing from their covers even though they have been endorsed as “Army Mail”. 

 
Morover, the ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover is at odds with Kanner and Spiegel’s assertion that army mail – let’s pretend, internal 
mail – in this period was flown from Jerusalem: if so, why would an “Army Mail” endorsed cover need Yehuda Levanon’s 
authorization to be flown? 
 
In short, we have debunked 3 pieces of mail and one stamp, all bearing partially dated postmarks of 22-23 May. These 
items are not proof that APO 3 operated as early as then nor that the postmarks are genuine to the dates they claim to 
be from. 
 

In conclusion, after 75 years we have not seen a genuine instance of a May 1948 dated APO 3 postmark, and this 
postmark may only have come into use in June. 

 
 
ii. Decyphering the Meaning of the Dateless APO 3 postmark – the “Rubinstein correspondence” 
In the course of my “day job” I had catalogued some months ago (end of 2022) postal items addressed to a Yehuda 
Rubinstein at #30 Dov Hoz street in Tel Aviv, sent from someone called Baruch Amon. Now, in the course of writing this 
article I belatedly acquired, from the same seller, a lot of army mail covers sent from the same person, Amon, addressed 
to the same person, Rubinstein – one of which bore the dateless APO 3 postmark. I contacted the seller, a well-known 
auction house at Dizengoff Center in Tel Aviv, and asked for confirmation as to how these letters reached that business. 
The seller confirmed that these were consigned to the auction house by way of a relative, from the estate of the 
deceased family members.805 
 
The seller’s confirmation is critical because it helps sterilize the circumstances of the correspondence we will shortly 
examine: it rules out the possible interference of an outside party such as a deceptive dealer or collector, and as best as 
my research below will show, it’s unlikely anyone from within the family forged or faked any of the letters. This is postal 
history of the highest pedigree (genuine family correspondence) and provenance (coming directly from the family itself), 
and we will see just from a brief biography of the correspondents that the circumstance of the letters is authentic. More 
critically, the sequence of letters enables us as researchers to reconstruct a chronology of the origins of the letters, to 
better evaluate their postal markings. No details, even the most esoteric in the present examination, are redundant: 
much of what we are about to learn will serve us in subsequent chapters of this article. 
 

Yehuda Rubinstein was one of the first actors of the Hebrew-language ‘HaBima’ theater in Tel 
Aviv. He was born in Russia in 1890 and began his acting career in 1912, playing in Russian and 
Yiddish,806 and even setting up a stage in his backyard to put on amature stage productions. In 
1914 he joined the Zionist trend in the acting world and established a Hebrew-language drama 
studio.807  
 
From 1917 he began acting in Hebrew and directing drama societies in Nikolayev and Odessa. 
Around this time he moved to Moscow and in 1920 he was accepted into the ‘HaBima’ (“The 
Stage”) collective, where he met his future wife, Bat-Zion (1895-1982).808 The couple 

subsequently travelled internationally to participate in stage productions, and in 1927 their only son, Baruch Amon 
(“Bobby”) was born in Wilmington, in America. The following year the family immigrated to Palestine though the 
parents continued travelling abroad to participate in stage productions.809 
                                                           
805 Information confirmed in two phone calls with “MR” on 27 April 2023. 
806 “Yehuda Rubinstein” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F_(
%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%A7%D7%9F) 
807 “Yehuda Rubinstein” at the HaBima website: http://archive.habima.co.il/personPage/?itemId=974 
808 “Yehuda Rubinstein” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F_(
%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%A7%D7%9F) 
809 “Baruch Amon” at the Yizkor website: 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A%20%D7%91%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%20%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%A8%D7%95%D
7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_7612a0f7c5b2720a9ded87288ede7407  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F_(%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%A7%D7%9F)
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F_(%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%A7%D7%9F)
http://archive.habima.co.il/personPage/?itemId=974
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F_(%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%A7%D7%9F)
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F_(%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%A7%D7%9F)
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A%20%D7%91%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%20%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_7612a0f7c5b2720a9ded87288ede7407
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A%20%D7%91%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%20%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_7612a0f7c5b2720a9ded87288ede7407
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Yehuda’s career spanned many small roles in over 70 different stage productions, 
including “The Dybbuk”, “Julius Ceasar” and “Faust”;810 he served also as the manager 
of HaBima’s stage workers and in later years he even secured small roles in the major 
Israeli films, “Arbinka” and “Salah Shabbati” (both starring the recently deceased 
actor, Chaim Topol z”l), passing away in 1968. In the framework of the Tel Aviv 
municipality’s project to commemorate the city’s artists and actors a memorial plaque 
was affixed to the apartment block in which Yehuda and Bat-Zion lived, at #30 Dov 
Hoz street in the city.811 

 
Their only child,812 their son, Baruch, was born on 29 April 1927 in the US and 
immigrated to Palestine with his parents when he was 11 months old. He 
graduated from the “Gymnasia Herzliya” in Tel Aviv in 1944 and began his 
national service that same year, enlisting for 10 months in the Yishuv’s “Coast 
Guard” (Beach Guard – ‘mishmar hahofim’) and then for a year as a “Noter” 
(guardsman) at Tel Litvinsky. In 1946 he began his studies as the faculty of social 
sciences at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem – nevertheless he was also 
secretly a member of the ‘Haganah’ from his early teenage years, and kept that 
matter concealed from his parents and teachers. In the summer of 1947 he 
participated in military training and reconnaissance activities in Kfar Etzion (the 
Gush Etzion bloc, south of Jerusalem), and from December of that year until July 
1948 he was involved in combat in the Jerusalem area – in the Katamon and 
Talpiot neighborhoods, the Old City, the Mekor Baruch neighborhood; and in the 
armed escort of convoys to Kfar Etzion and Ramat Rahel (at the latter where he 
also fought against Arab attackers, from the rooftop of its dining hall). Baruch 
trained and instructed new recruits and was among the combatants who broke 
the siege on the Mekor Haim neighborhood.813  

 
Amon was at this time a squad leader (‘mefaked kita’)814 in “Company B” of the Moriah battalion; his direct officers 
were the platoon commander (‘mefaked mahlaka’), Dov Schleifer, and his deputy (‘sgan mefaked mahlaka’), Yoske 
Kavkar;815 the company commander (‘mefaked pluga’) was Israel Font.816 The battalion commander (‘mefaked gdud’) 
was Zalman Mart817 and the deputy commander (and acting commander for a period) was Zvi Sinai.818 

 
Between his combat activities Baruch engaged in his studies and hobby of writing poetry; already at 9 years of age he 
published his first poem “A Pioneer Comes”. His biography describes him as disciplined and highly motivated to carry 
out whatever task was assigned to him, and at the height of battle not getting carried away with impulses for revenge; 
he was modest and shied from awards – even turning down the offer to be sent to the officers’ training school. 
 
 
 

                                                           
810 “Yehuda Rubinstein” at the HaBima website: http://archive.habima.co.il/personPage/?itemId=974 
811 “Yehuda Rubinstein” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F_(
%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%A7%D7%9F) 
812 ‘Davar’ newspaper of 8 March 1968, p.14 
813 “Baruch Amon” at the Yizkor website: 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A%20%D7%91%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%20%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%A8%D7%95%D
7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_7612a0f7c5b2720a9ded87288ede7407 
814 “Baruch Amon” at the Palmach website: https://www.palmach.org.il/memorial/fighterpage/?itemId=25650 
815 Chapter 14 of the History of the Moriah Battalion, on the website of its veterans association: 
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-
%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-
%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-
%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/  
816 Chapter 13 of the History of the Moriah Battalion, on the website of its veterans association: 
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-
%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-
%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/ 
817 Zalman Mart: https://www.palmach.org.il/veterans/veteranpage/?itemId=85026  
818 Chapter 13 of the History of the Moriah Battalion, on the website of its veterans association: 
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-
%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-
%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/  

http://archive.habima.co.il/personPage/?itemId=974
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F_(%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%A7%D7%9F)
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%94_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F_(%D7%A9%D7%97%D7%A7%D7%9F)
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A%20%D7%91%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%20%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_7612a0f7c5b2720a9ded87288ede7407
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A%20%D7%91%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%20%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_7612a0f7c5b2720a9ded87288ede7407
https://www.palmach.org.il/memorial/fighterpage/?itemId=25650
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://www.palmach.org.il/veterans/veteranpage/?itemId=85026
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/
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Three days before he fell in battle we wrote his parents a letter full of optimism. At 
this time he was wounded in his hand but insisted on going out on 17 July to what 
would be his last battle, at the hilltop of Chirbat Abu-Lahem in the area of Abu Gosh 
in the Jerusalem corridor, 819 fought between elements of the 61st Moriah battalion 
and an improvised company of the 4th “Portzim” battalion of the Palmach (under 
David ‘Dado’ Elazar, the future chief of the general staff), and the Arab Legion; his 
company’s base was at Abu Gosh a few kilometers away.820 Baruch, the deputy 
platoon commander Kavkar, and five others fell in action on July 18th, just hours 
before the start of the 2nd Truce, and the Legion defeated the Israeli forces. The 
bodies of the fallen remained in the area, in a mass grave, which itself came under 
Jordanian control until 1967, until February 1950 when their remains were removed 
and reinterred at the military cemetery at Mount Herzl in Jerusalem.821  
 
Baruch Amon left behind a fiancé he was about to marry and what is described as “a 
rich bequeathment of songs”; he was posthumously promoted to the rank of 1st 
Lieutenant.822 The “Yizkor” national memorial authority for fallen soldiers published 
a number of songs and letters written by Baruch, among them letters written as 
recently as 7th and 15th of July 1948.823 In the press, some of his poems were 
published into the 1950s and the famed Israeli writer, Hanoch Bartov, recalled him 

(and others) personally in recollections of the battle for Jerusalem, in the 1970s. 
 
If we now turn to the correspondence between Baruch Amon and father, we gain a reliably documented chronology of 
the postal history.  
 

  
                                                           
819 “Baruch Amon” at the Yizkor website: 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A%20%D7%91%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%20%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%A8%D7%95%D
7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_7612a0f7c5b2720a9ded87288ede7407 
820 Chapter 14 of the History of the Moriah Battalion, on the website of its veterans association: 
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-
%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-
%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-
%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/ 
821 “Battle of Chirbat Abu-Lahem” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%97%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%AA_%D7%90%D7%91%D7%95_%D7%9C%D7%90%D7%97%D7%9D 
822 “Baruch Amon” at the Palmach website: https://www.palmach.org.il/memorial/fighterpage/?itemId=25650 
823 Documents pertaining to Baruch Amon at the Yizkor website: https://www.izkor.gov.il/en_698edfa760f2cf1f9ce93f82e071e97d 

https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A%20%D7%91%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%20%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_7612a0f7c5b2720a9ded87288ede7407
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9A%20%D7%91%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%20%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9F/en_7612a0f7c5b2720a9ded87288ede7407
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%97%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%AA_%D7%90%D7%91%D7%95_%D7%9C%D7%90%D7%97%D7%9D
https://www.palmach.org.il/memorial/fighterpage/?itemId=25650
https://www.izkor.gov.il/en_698edfa760f2cf1f9ce93f82e071e97d
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Above we have 2 letters sent by way of the “Aleh” taxi service, from Amon in Jerusalem to his father in Tel Aviv; both 
are return addressed to #10 Nehemia Street in the Bukharan quarter of northern Jerusalem, one mentioning “care of” a 
certain person. The letter on the left was sent on 29 November (1947), the day of the United Nations vote to partition 
Palestine – essentially starting the War of Independence; that letter was charged the period 80 mils transportation fee 
and was carried “illegally” in the eyes of the authorities as this was done outside the posts, which held a monopoly on 
mail carriage. The second letter, on the right, dates to 22 March (1948) – here charged 100 mils, highlighting the 
increased difficulty in secure road transport at this time. Both letters date to the period prior to the start of the Army 
Postal Service and give us an insight as to how pre-State / pre-APS era soldiers could send their mail. 
 
The two “taxi mail” covers came from the material I catalogued prior to this article; below is the lot of 6 letters I 
subsequently obtained while writing this research, and these 6 should be seen together as one long sequence of mail. 
Summed up briefly, to give us an overall sense of what they are, we see (from left to right on two rows): 
 

 
 

 a long white cover; endorsed “On Active Servce”; return addressed “Baruch Amon | postal unit 212 | national 
security forces”; sent from KABA 212* (triangular handstamp) via APO 5 & postmarked 9 June 1948 (large rubber 
“provisional” postmark); the KABA handstamp is initialed by an approving unit postal officer as “A. B. C(?)”. 

 a thin brown cover; not endorsed “On Active Service” but bearing an additional reference to “M. Loversky, Jewish 
Agency Tel Aviv” in the same handwriting as the main address to Rubinstein; return addressed only “B. Amon”; sent 
from KABA 217* via APO 3 & postmarked 20 June 1948; there is no officer signature endorsement by the KABA 
handstamp. 

 An uncommon name, “M. Loversky” appears to be Michael Loversky, a long-time member of the Jewish 
Agency involved in matters of traffic from at least the early 1940s; by February 1948 he was a member 
of the Agency’s “Transportation Department” in Tel Aviv,824 and then from May 1948, with the 
establishment of the Israeli provisional government, he was appointed “Inspector of Road 
Transportation” (subsequently "Road Traffic") by the Minister of Transportation. He held a critical role 
in the matters of our study, for example imposing regulations on vehicle lighting during blackout 
periods, the requisitioning of vehicles for military use, imposition of transport limitations and limitations 
on unused vehicles (to conserve fuel), overseeing the administrative process of fuel rationing for 
vehicles, and the setting of prices of taxi transportation.825 

 a long white cover; endorsed “On Active Servce”; return addressed “Baruch Amon | postal unit 212 | national 
security forces”; sent from KABA 212 via APO 5 & postmarked 13 July 1948 (metal postmark); the KABA handstamp 

                                                           
824 See page 3 of this file: https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/629193 (000dt33) 
825 For example: ‘Davar’ newspaper of 20 & 28 May 1948, p.3/6 (regulation notices); ‘HaBoker’ newspaper of 30 July 1948, p.4 (regulation notice); 
‘HaBoker’ newspaper of 22 August 1948, p.3 (on arrangements with car owners and the Army regarding the requisition of private vehicles); 
‘HaTsofeh’ newspaper of 29 September 1948, p.4 (regulation notice); ‘Davar’ newspaper of 16 November 1948, p.4; ‘HaBoker’ newspaper of 4 
January 1949, p.4 (regulation notice); ‘Yediot Iriat Tel-Aviv’ municipality bulletin of 15 January 1949, p.27 (setting taxi prices by zone in Tel Aviv). 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/629193
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is initialed by an approving unit postal officer as “B---- A----” with the letters “MM” at the end – possibly ‘mefaked 
machlaka’ (platoon commander). 

 The full named officer endorsement here is in line with the censorship procedure we learned of earlier 
above (Order 302, cited above in our survey of the history of APO 5), requiring that an officer sign off on 
the inspection of mail, as per the regulations published on 20 July (but perhaps in force still before that 
publication date, between the weekly issues of the Brigade’s Orders bulletin). 

 

 
 

 a long white cover; endorsed “On Active Servce” (in capital letters & vowel marks below); return addressed “Baruch 
Amon | postal unit 212 | national security forces”; sent from KABA 212 via APO 5 & postmarked 14 July 1948 
(rubber postmark); the KABA handstamp is initialed by an approving unit postal officer as “A. B. C(?)”. 

 a long white cover (all typewritten); endorsed “On Active Servce”; return addressed “Baruch Amon 32461 | postal 
unit 212 | national security forces”; sent from KABA 212 via APO 3 & postmarked 21 July 1948; a possible officer 
endorsement on the cover’s face “Y. H---“. 

 This post-dates Amon’s death in action. 

 a thin brown cover with only the addressee’s information the front – no return address, no KABA handstamp or 
other identifying marks; tied by a dateless APO 3 postmark (“group 1” positioning of the letter “Yud”) on the top 
right of the front in violet-brown ink (earlier in our initial survey of the dateless APO 3 postmarks I noted that these 
strikes are observed in either black or distinctive and irregular colored violet-brown ink). 

 
* KABA 212, as we saw above from the 9 May document assigning the postal unit numbers, was assigned to the 
headquarters staff of the 61st (Moriah) battalion; KABA 217 was assigned to the headquarters staff of the “Bulgarim”, 
the codename/alias of the Palmach – and the Palmach’s headquarters were located near the High Command at the ‘Red 
House’ in Tel Aviv.826 
 
 
There is a remarkable consistency between most of the covers; the issue of the rubber and metal APO 5 postmarks will 
be addressed in a separate section below (these are inconsequential here): 

a) 5 of the 6 covers above plus the 2 taxi covers earlier are all in the same handwriting – most likely Baruch 
Amon’s; 

b) Of the 6 covers above, 4 are of the long white type and all 4 bear the KABA handstamp of unit 212 – most likely 
meaning that this was postal stationary available specifically from that postal unit (albeit one is postmarked 
from APO 3, but as handstamped 212 it originated in Jerusalem); the other 2 covers on light brown stationary 
appear not to have originated at the 212 postal unit (one being stamped by KABA 217 and the other being the 
dateless APO 3 cover). 

 

                                                           
826 As per “Sefer HaPalmach” (Book of the Palmach), part 2; Zrubavel Gilad and Matti Meged editors; Palmach Members Association & HaKibbutz 
HaMeuchad publishing (1955), p.13: https://rosetta.nli.org.il/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE73935350  

https://rosetta.nli.org.il/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE73935350
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Ironically, Amon’s biography won’t shed much light on these covers because the military actions he participated in 
predate the six army mail covers above: the battle for Gush Etzion lasted from 29 November 1947 to 14 May 1948 but 
as per Amon’s biography he likely fought there prior to “Operation Yevusi”;827 the Katamon neighborhood was 
conquered in “Operation Yevusi” (22 April – 4 May), on 30 April,828 thereby enabling the connection between the Mekor 
Haim neighborhood which had been cut-off and the rest of Jewish Jerusalem;829 the Talpiot neighborhood was 
conquered in “Operation Kilshon” (14-18 May) on 15 May;830 the battle for Ramat Rachel lasted from 19-27 May, where 
elements of the battalion came to the aid of the settlement, from Talpiot, on 22 May and fought there until the 27th;831 
the “Moriah” battalion was assigned the Jewish Quarter of the Old City and fought there between 16-28 May.832  
 

Nevertheless, there is a logical narrative: buried in the myriad of battles and minute events of 
the period was an episode of mutiny between the commanders of the “Moriah” battalion and 
the District Commander, David Shaltiel. From around 24 May, Shaltiel ordered missions to 
break through to a besieged company of the Moriah battalion stranded on Mount Scopus 
(tellingly, as we will address in a separate chapter below, without resorting to air support) – 
that force was short of ammunition. For reasons beyond our survey, the ordered missions 
continually failed, and low morale among the Moriah troops as a result of the plans and their 
results led to a series of changes in command personnel in the battalion – leading even to the 
momentary establishment of a replacement “Maccabi” battalion with a new commander, a 
plan which dissolved within a day.833 Note that in the event the matter of air drops of supplies 

was not broached – air service was not an option even in this situation (let alone for the regular carriage of mail). 
 
The end-result was, at the behest of its battalion commander, Zalman Mart, Moriah was transferred from the authority 
of the Jerusalem District to the Palmach, as Mart requested – but it was transferred, not to the neighboring Harel 
brigade, but rather to the Negev brigade. Shortly before the start of the 1st Truce on 11 June the battalion was 
withdrawn administratively from the authority of the Jerusalem District, and already on the 11th the battalion was 
transferred to the Sarafand base for assembly, reorganization and training. Around this time at a special ceremony the 
unit was issued the insignia pins of the Palmach by its commander Yigal Allon, though in the end shortly before the end 
of the 1st Truce on 8 July, the Moriah battalion was again transferred back to the Jerusalem District.834  
 
It is unclear exactly how Moriah was associated with the Etzioni Brigade or the Palmach Harel brigade, but the 
battalion’s official history states that the unit was assigned to the Harel brigade, fighting in the Jerusalem corridor 
during the “Ten Days” operations which took place between the 1st and 2nd Truces.835 The Palmach’s own ‘self-history’ 
writes that Moriah was temporarily attached to the Palmach (specifically the Harel brigade), but that this was cancelled 
“from above” and the battalion reassigned to Etzioni, on 18 July (the day Amon was killed).836 Interestingly, in reporting 
on the 1st Independence Day celebrations held in Jerusalem the following year, on 13 May 1949, the area of Nordau 
Square in the Romema neighborhood where the main celebrations were held was described as “decorated with many 
flags and signs with emblems of the Palmach, the Moriah battalion, the Harel battalion [brigade], etc.” – suggesting that 

                                                           
827 “Battle for Gush Etzion” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%92%D7%95%D7%A9_%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%95%D7%9F  
828 “Operation Yevusi” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%99%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A1%D7%99 
829 “Mekor Haim” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A7%D7%95%D7%A8_%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D_(%D7%A9%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%94) 
830 “Operation Kilshon” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9F 
831 “Who Saved Ramat Rachel and South Jerusalem” by Emanuel Bar-Haim in ‘Davar’ newspaper of 22 January 1950, p.2: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1950/01/22/01/article/39/?srpos=70&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93+%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94-------------1  
832 “Battle for the Jewish Quarter of the Old City” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%A2_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99_%D

7%91%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D (comment in “additional reading” as per Yitzhak “Levitza” Levi in his book “Tisha Kabin”, who 
was both the head of SHAI in Jerusalem and deputy commander of the Moriah battalion). 
833 Chapter 13 of the history of the Moriah battalion (ibid), confirmed also by way of “Jerusalem is the Central Front: The FFI in Jerusalem 1948” by 
Avraham Vered (1998), p.176, which gives the date of 1-2 June 1948: 
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-
%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf 
834 Chapter 13 of the History of the Moriah Battalion, on the website of its veterans association: 
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-
%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-
%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/ 
835 Chapter 14 of the History of the Moriah Battalion, on the website of its veterans association: 
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-
%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-
%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-
%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/ 
836 “Sefer HaPalmach” (Book of the Palmach), part 2; Zrubavel Gilad and Matti Meged editors; Palmach Members Association & HaKibbutz 
HaMeuchad publishing (1955), p.401 & 441: https://rosetta.nli.org.il/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE73935350 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%92%D7%95%D7%A9_%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%95%D7%9F
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%99%D7%91%D7%95%D7%A1%D7%99
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A7%D7%95%D7%A8_%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D_(%D7%A9%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%94)
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9F
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1950/01/22/01/article/39/?srpos=70&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93+%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1950/01/22/01/article/39/?srpos=70&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93+%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94-------------1
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%A2_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99_%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%94%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%A2%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%A2_%D7%94%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99_%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
https://books.lehi.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%96%D7%95-%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%99%D7%92%D7%99%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99-1.pdf
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a2%d7%99-%d7%a2%d7%a6%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%99%d7%9d/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%92-%d7%9e%d7%a8%d7%99-%d7%9e%d7%a4%d7%a7%d7%93%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://rosetta.nli.org.il/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE73935350
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even at this late date the Moriah battalion was popularly seen as associated with the Palmach and its Jerusalem force, 
the Harel brigade.837 Either way, this would explain why Baruch Amon’s posthumous biography appears both on the 
national war commemoration website (“Yizkor”) as well as on the Palmach’s website – though unfortunately neither 
actually explains any of these events. 
 
Oddly, none of these events receive any form of expression in the Etzioni Brigade’s weekly bulletin of orders. Moreover, 
on 30 June – well after the battalion was transferred out of Jerusalem – the bulletin published that the battalion’s staff 
headquarters had moved to “Khouri House” across from Permanent Base #1 (Schneller camp) in Jerusalem; this change 
of address may have occurred anytime during the week between the last issue of the bulletin on 22 June and the next 
issue of the 30th.838  
 
Nevertheless the press archives reveal a subtle clue: on Sunday 4 July many of the Hebrew-language newspapers 
published a trite notice on their last pages, reading “To Members of the ‘Moriah’ battalion – all members of battalion 
‘Moriah’ Etzioni 61, who are presently outside of their permanent bases are required to appear today at 17:00 at the 
offices of the consul for a meeting with a representative of the battalion, who has arrived from Jerusalem.” Although 
from the wording it is clear that the message is for battalion members outside of Jerusalem, the ‘Al HaMishmar’ 
newspaper kindly published the notice under notifications for “Tel Aviv” and from this we can infer that as of this date 
the battalion itself was still indeed not located in Jerusalem. 
 

 
 
The reference to “the consul” refers to an appointed representative of the Jerusalem Emergency Committee designated 
as the “Jerusalem Consul in the ‘Shfela’” [‘Shfela’ - lowlands] ( לים בשפלהקונסול ירוש ): following the opening of regular (if 
limited) road transport following the 1st Truce, to combat the phenomenon on soldiers and civilians abandoning 
Jerusalem, stringent regulations were imposed on who could leave the city – and those soldiers who were granted leave 
were required to report to this ‘consul’ once a day.839 If we rely on a letter from the “consul of Sodom”, Eliyahu Pasher, 
who was himself assigned to the “consul of Jerusalem”, this office was located in “Romano House” complex on #9 Jaffo 
street in south Tel Aviv (also known as “the Merchants House” – shown above)840, where in this period of 1948 many 
government and military offices were located.841 Pasher wrote that the Jerusalem consul was run by Yaakov Pat, and Pat 
was likely the “consul” Moriah battalion members had to meet with. Pat himself was a member of the High Command, 

                                                           
837 “The First Independence Day in Jerusalem” (חג העצמאות הראשון בירושלים) in ‘Hed HaMizrach’ newspaper of 13 May 1949, p.13: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=hed19490513-01.1.13&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93+%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94-------------1  
838 Etzioni Brigade Headquarters Staff Orders bulletin #26 of 30 June 1948, order 258; p.120 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/493463 (000bfyp) 
839 Chapter 14 of the History of the Moriah Battalion, on the website of its veterans association: 
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-
%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-
%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-
%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/ 
840 “Romano House” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%95_(%D7%AA%D7%9C_%D7%90%D7%91%D7%99%D7%91)  
841 Shimony/Karpovsky/Aloni, “The Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.172-173. 

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=hed19490513-01.1.13&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93+%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=hed19490513-01.1.13&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93+%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94-------------1
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://gdudmoria.wordpress.com/%d7%a1%d7%99%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%95-%d7%a9%d7%9c-%d7%94%d7%92%d7%93%d7%95%d7%93/%d7%a9%d7%a2%d7%a8-%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%99-%d7%aa%d7%95%d7%9d-%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%9c%d7%97%d7%9e%d7%94-%d7%91%d7%91%d7%99%d7%a8%d7%94/%ce%87-%d7%99%d7%93-%d7%91%d7%94%d7%a4%d7%95%d7%92%d7%94-%d7%95%d7%91%d7%a7%d7%a8%d7%91%d7%95%d7%aa-%d7%a2%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%aa-%d7%94%d7%99%d7%9e%d7%99%d7%9d/
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%95_(%D7%AA%D7%9C_%D7%90%D7%91%D7%99%D7%91)
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responsible for the supply convoys to Jerusalem and isolated settlements, and later in charge of “special tasks” at the 
Ministry of Defense.842 
 

As I mentioned earlier in this article, I am skeptical of relying on personal 
accounts of events for the unexpectedly absurd reason that they reveal 
themselves time and again to be highly inaccurate, and even here an account 
as important and presumably authoritative as David Ben-Gurion’s in imprecise 
on this issue:  
 
in his diary entry of 23 July 1948 he writes that he met the Jerusalem District 
commander, David Shalitel and that Shaltiel proposed withdrawing two of his 
battalions for training and replacing these with two others. Ben-Gurion 
subsequently writes, “Battalion ‘Moriah’ which was located along the vantage 
points [of the Jerusalem corridor] went down to Sarafand to get organized” – 
this is his only reference to the battalion for his entries in May-July, and we 
now know that it is chronologically (and factually) wrong. The battalion’s own 
‘self-history’ posits that Ben-Gurion gave Shaltiel his backing in the face of the 
withering criticism from his forces in Jerusalem at his leadership, owing to Ben-

Gurion’s belief that Shaltiel’s style of discipline was necessary in that region: this may help explain how the battalion’s 
transfer was recorded on the one hand by its own members (and historiography in general – as its association with the 
Palmach is unmistakable) and Ben-Gurion’s belated narrative on the other.843 

 
 
Here then we have a bread-trail of clues to explain the circumstances of the 6 covers above:  

 The cover of 9 June sent from KABA 212 (Moriah) by way of APO 5 in Jerusalem is in line with the chronology 
whereby Moriah was still in Jerusalem; within a day or two the battalion was no longer there. 
 

 The next cover of 20 June sent from KABA 217 (Palmach headquarters) by way of APO 3 makes intrinsic sense: 
by then Amon’s battalion was assigned to the Palmach and by virtue of KABA 217’s physical location in Tel Aviv 
next to the High Command it would have to be serviced by APO 3. However the lack of an “on active service” 
endorsement, the lack of a full return address (bearing only “B. Amon”), and the unusual reference to a Jewish 
Agency / provisional government transportation official above the main address raises questions: 

 A possible explanation for a lack of return address may be that in the period of Moriah’s transition from 
Jerusalem to reorganization in Sarafand prior to absorption into the Negev brigade, Amon did not have 
a fixed return address; 

 The lack of an “on active service” endorsement is odd, though possibly explained by the unit being 
withdrawn from the front-lines and being in reassembly at a rear base (though evidently still eligible for 
postage-free mail). Sarafand was issued its own KABA number (143 per Harris) but likely used for camp 
staff or any soldiers not yet assigned to a unit. 

 The additional reference to Lovarsky with “Tel Aviv” underscored, in Baruch’s own handwriting, 
suggests that the letter was to be delivered to Lovarsky for Rubinstein – a double address. Perhaps 
Baruch’s father was away so he addressed it so someone known to him who could relay it later (recall, 
Baruch had served earlier with the convoys and may have known Lovarsky from that period).  
 

We solve the circumstance of the apparent double-address by way of a 7 July letter published on the Izkor 
website (illustrated below), accompanying Amon’s biography, in which he thanks his father for a letter he just 
received from him, from America, “by way of Tel Aviv” (likely an APO 3 transit). From his comments the letter 
was apparently a long time in transit since being sent and this was the first one Baruch received since his father 
left for abroad.844 According to the site this was Amon’s last letter to his father, who was travelling with the 
HaBima theater. 

 

                                                           
842 “Yaakov Pat” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%A2%D7%A7%D7%91_%D7%A4%D7%AA  
843 “David Ben-Gurion’s War Diaries, March-August 1948”, part 2 in ‘Davar’ newspaper of 12 May 1959, p.3: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=dav19590512-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-

%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94+%d7%97%d7%98%d7%99%d7%91%d7%aa+%d7%94%d7%a0%d7%92%d7%91-------------1. See also the first installment in ‘Davar’ of 
8 May 1959, p.3: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=dav19590508-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-

%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94+%d7%97%d7%98%d7%99%d7%91%d7%aa+%d7%94%d7%a0%d7%92%d7%91-------------1  
844 “Letter D” here: https://www.izkor.gov.il/en_698edfa760f2cf1f9ce93f82e071e97d  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%99%D7%A2%D7%A7%D7%91_%D7%A4%D7%AA
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=dav19590512-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94+%d7%97%d7%98%d7%99%d7%91%d7%aa+%d7%94%d7%a0%d7%92%d7%91-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=dav19590512-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94+%d7%97%d7%98%d7%99%d7%91%d7%aa+%d7%94%d7%a0%d7%92%d7%91-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=dav19590508-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94+%d7%97%d7%98%d7%99%d7%91%d7%aa+%d7%94%d7%a0%d7%92%d7%91-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=dav19590508-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%99%d7%94+%d7%97%d7%98%d7%99%d7%91%d7%aa+%d7%94%d7%a0%d7%92%d7%91-------------1
https://www.izkor.gov.il/en_698edfa760f2cf1f9ce93f82e071e97d


P a g e  | 346 

 

 
 

 The next two covers from 13 and 14 July reference the KABA 212 postal unit, as consistent with the chronology 
of Moriah’s return to Jerusalem prior to the end of the 1st Truce on 8 July – the handling by APO 5 is consistent 
with this KABA number and the postal stationary and other markings are consistent with the letter from 9 June. 
 

 The typewritten envelope postmarked on 21 July is a posthumous mailing: although the cover is stamped by 
KABA 212 from Jerusalem (and consistent with its postal stationary), here this cover was postmarked at APO 3 in 
Tel Aviv. The return address employs Amon’s personal service number but makes no reference to him being 
deceased (i.e. the Hebrew letters “zl” after his name or a thick black border around the envelope to indicate 
that it’s a ‘mourning cover’. I would interpret this as a letter containing a personal letter from Baruch which he 
had not managed to send before being killed, and it may have been expedited by a travelling adjutant who 
posted it at APO 3 in Tel Aviv. 

 
This leaves us the overly-ordinary cover tied by the dateless APO 3 postmark – and a series of questions to answer:  

- Why does the cover not bear a KABA handstamp?  
- Why is there no “on active service” endorsement? (we know the sender is on active service even if in transit 

between units) 
- Why is there not just no return address but no sender’s name at all – we recognize the handwriting, we know 

it’s Baruch Amon, but why is even his name missing from the back? 
- Why is the ink color of the postmark so unusual? 
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What we can say with certainty is this: 

 Amon was in Jerusalem until at least 9-10 June (when his battalion was transferred to Sarafand) and there is 
nothing in his military record to indicate that he served outside of the city in 1948, particularly since the 
founding of the APS on 20 May – so this letter cannot pre-date 9-10 June; this alone debunks the common 
theory that the dateless APO 3 postmark dates to 22-30 May.  

 Furthermore, an army letter from Jerusalem cannot have been sent out prior to 7 June, when APO 5 opened in 
the city:  

a) there was no army postal service to handle the letter and certainly none to process it as “soldiers mail” 
postage-free; 

b) the siege conditions at the time prevented – according to the prevalent narrative – the transport of mail 
by land (outside the framework of an army-run transport service); 

c) if Amon had attempted to send a letter prior to 7 June he would assuredly have affixed postage and 
have someone courier it out of the city and post it by way of the civilian postal service. 

Even if we were to entertain the idea that this cover was “couriered / flown” in May the routing would be 
wrong, because as addressed to a civilian, the transit would be at BASE ALEF and not APO 3 for transfer to the 
civilian postal service for delivery. 

 Amon was killed on 18 July and this cover is in his handwriting, so it predates that day, and as it lacks an APO 5 
postmark it assuredly predates Amon’s return to Jerusalem, around 7 July (borne out also by the press notice of 
4 July for Moriah soldiers to assemble in Tel Aviv). 

In other words, the letter has to date from around 10 June when the Moriah battalion left Jerusalem to 6-7 July when 
Amon, at least, returned to the city; and if we factor in that Amon’s letter of 20 June bore the KABA 217 handstamp of 
the Palmach’s headquarters, this cover either has to date to 10-19 June or 21 June – 6/7 July.  
 
One big clue is provided by Amon’s above cited letter of 7 July to his father, in which he writes, “I was on break 
[‘Hofesh’] for twelve days and now I am again in Jerusalem, ready for new assignments and new experiences.” From 
all we learned about postal regulations Amon could not have written anything explicit about his actual activities or 
location but his reference to “12 days” is telling because his unit had left Jerusalem much earlier: 12 days prior to this 
letter would have been around 25 June – already about 15 days after Moriah departed Jerusalem; Amon’s letter from 20 
June bore the KABA 217 handstamp and the letter was processed by APO 3 in Tel Aviv. 
 
We have two additional clues:  

a) we were apprised just above that the battalion’s headquarters staff changed their address – in Jerusalem – to a 
location across Schneller Camp around 23-30 June, meaning, by this date the battalion was considered to be 
based in Jerusalem;  

b) the 4 July notice in the press requesting Moriah soldiers, “not at their permanent bases” (i.e. in Jerusalem), to 
assemble in Tel Aviv that day suggests: 

i. that its members were not assigned to any other bases other than their “permanent” ones in Jerusalem, 
meaning that its members were not then assigned to any bases associated with the Negev brigade; 

ii. that indeed by that time members of the battalion were regarded as being Jerusalem-based, and as we 
see from the last posthumous letter sent on 21 July, the KABA number remained 212. 

 
Amon may indeed have been on break for at least 12 days, but that period was likely one in which his battalion was re-
assigned to KABA 212 in Jerusalem, so that any letter he would send would at least reference that return address (even 
if the dispatching KABA number for wherever he was, was something else). 
 

As such, whatever the source of this letter, it has to date from an earlier period, namely 10-19 June. 
 
Lest the reader think that we’re making too much of a single instance of a barren cover bearing the dateless APO 3 
postmark, let’s observe another mark-less, anonymous cover that I saw while writing this article – Amon’s is not a 
unique case.  
 
This one bears the handwritten address “For Family of Rafael Levi, 52 Sokolov Street, Tel Aviv”, without any other 
markings or return address, tied only by the dateless APO 3 postmark in black ink (“group 3” type with downward 
angled YUD) here in black ink. We are afforded a critical clue to proceeding with our evaluation of the cover: as the 
addressee is expressed as “Family of Rafael Levi”, the implication is that Rafael Levi is the likely sender of the letter. 
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An intensive search by any way for information yielded only 3 possible results in the end: 

a) A well-known personality, Refael Levi, born in 1925 in Jerusalem, who went on to serve as the Jerusalem district 
head for the interior ministry from the 1950s, before being charged with corruption in the 1980s. His biography 
reveals no details of his military service but he got married in 1948845 to Rinat, the daughter of diplomat Eliyahu 
Sasson.846 But there is no Tel Aviv connection in his biography. 

 
b) Another possibility was a prisoner of war, Rafael Levi, captured by Jordan some time before 23 June 1948, when 

his name was published among a list of Israeli POWs provided by the Red Cross – but he was listed as a resident 
of Jerusalem;847 there is a subsequent mention of him in September in connection to a letter from him being 
held by the army’s liaision with the Red Cross for a Malka Levi of Tel Aviv,848 and he was subsequently released 
on 28 February 1949,849 but in total this is likely not the person connected to the letter. If his capture was 
published only on 23 June, during the 1st Truce, he was likely captured well before the start of the Truce (11 
June) in the fighting around Jerusalem and his capture may even pre-date the possible period of the dateless 
APO 3 postmark for a Jerusalem-related cover (the Jerusalem APO began operating on 7 June). 

 
c) The last possibility – and the most likely one – is “Rafael (Yaacobson) Levi”, son of Esther and Avraham,850 born 

in 1930 in Poltava, Russia. He immigrated to Palestine as a baby in 1931 and enlisted in the Palmach when he 
was 17, in 1947. He did his training with the Palmach's “Sodom Company” in Sodom and was released after his 
initial service into the “Tel Aviv Reserve” whereupon at the start of the War this reserve force became an active 
combat unit (February 1948) in support of the Tel Aviv-Jerusalem highway,851 and he served in the 4th battalion 
(‘HaPortzim’ - The Breechers) of the Harel brigade in the area of Jerusalem and the corridor to it. He 
participated in the battles for Latrun, the Katamon neighborhood and others in the Jerusalem area. Three days 
before the start of the 1st Truce (c.8 June) he was severely wounded at Kiryat Anavim, where he lost both his 
legs and became disabled, though he was released from the army the following year, in 1949, and went on to 

                                                           
845 “Rafael Levi (Interior Ministry)” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%99_(%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%A4%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%9D)  
846 “Eliyahu Sasson” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95_%D7%A9%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9F  
847 “List of Prisoners of the Trans-Jordanians” in ‘Al HaMishmar’ newspaper of 23 June 1948, p.3: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/ahr/1948/06/23/01/article/37/?srpos=5&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%22%d7%9c%d7%95%d7%99+%d7%a8%d7%a4%d7%90%d7%9c%22-------------1  
848 a notice in a permanent news column “In Tel Aviv” in ‘Haaretz’ newspaper of 13 September 1948, p.2: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/haretz/1948/09/13/01/article/20/?srpos=7&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%22%d7%a8%d7%a4%d7%90%d7%9c+%d7%9c%d7%95%d7%99%22----1948---------1  
849 “150 Prisoners of War Returned Yesterday from Trans-Jordan” in ‘HaBoker’ newspaper of 1 March 1949, p.4: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/hbkr/1949/03/01/01/article/55/?srpos=9&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%22%d7%9c%d7%95%d7%99+%d7%a8%d7%a4%d7%90%d7%9c%22-------------1  
850 “Rafael Levi” scant entry on the official military commemoration website ‘Izkor’: 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%90%D7%9C%20%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%99/en_bc9408b4a47300f2ec4d4bfb877972a0  
851 “Tel Aviv Reserve” entry on the Palmach Museum website: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=9124  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%99_(%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%93_%D7%94%D7%A4%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%9D)
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%94%D7%95_%D7%A9%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9F
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/ahr/1948/06/23/01/article/37/?srpos=5&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%9c%d7%95%d7%99+%d7%a8%d7%a4%d7%90%d7%9c%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/ahr/1948/06/23/01/article/37/?srpos=5&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%9c%d7%95%d7%99+%d7%a8%d7%a4%d7%90%d7%9c%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/haretz/1948/09/13/01/article/20/?srpos=7&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%a8%d7%a4%d7%90%d7%9c+%d7%9c%d7%95%d7%99%22----1948---------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/haretz/1948/09/13/01/article/20/?srpos=7&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%a8%d7%a4%d7%90%d7%9c+%d7%9c%d7%95%d7%99%22----1948---------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/hbkr/1949/03/01/01/article/55/?srpos=9&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%9c%d7%95%d7%99+%d7%a8%d7%a4%d7%90%d7%9c%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/hbkr/1949/03/01/01/article/55/?srpos=9&e=------194-en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%9c%d7%95%d7%99+%d7%a8%d7%a4%d7%90%d7%9c%22-------------1
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%90%D7%9C%20%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%99/en_bc9408b4a47300f2ec4d4bfb877972a0
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=9124
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lead a married (to Batya Raz-Levi) and productive life before passing away in 2005.852 He is buried at the Nahlat 
Yitzhak cemetary in Tel Aviv,853 and from all the aspects he seems to be the most suitable person of this name 
who could be associated with this Tel Aviv-addressed letter. 

 
Similar to Amon’s military biography (and even his military engagements), Levi’s activities 
prior to the 1st Truce are all in Jerusalem and so likely unrelated to the cover at hand 
(referencing APO 3 in Tel Aviv). However from his battalion’s history we learn that during 
the 1st Truce period it too was transferred to the ‘Shfela’ (eg. central Israel) area for 
reorganization, before being sent on to its next operation, “Operation Danny” between 
14-18 July, in the territory between Tel Aviv and the Jerusalem hills, to relieve pressure 
on Jerusalem from the west.854 
 
The Palmach’s own ‘self-history’ sheds more light on this period, mentioning that both 
Levi’s 4th “Portzim” battalion as well as the 5th “Shaar HaGay” battalion had lost over 70% 
of their combat strength in the war period up to the Truce, and that both were sent to 
Sarafand for reorganization – a similar transfer as Amon’s “Moriah” battalion. The history 
describes a “convoy of the wounded” being transported by the crooked improvised 

Burma Road, by jeeps and cars, to Tel Aviv, mentioning the involvement of medical units and care-support nurses. The 
history also mentions that the time of the period of the Truce was spent reorganizing, replenishing supplies, receiving 
new recruits and intensively training them, carrying out specialization courses, a brigade-wide Squad Leaders course, 
cultural and informational training, and also time off to be with family. Towards the end of the Truce the “Portzim” 
battalion was brought back into action for “Operation Danny”.855 
 
The history above reminds us that the Israeli army was rapidly growing in size: on the eve of its formal establishment, 26 
May, it numbered 28,852 servicemen; by October it exceeded 100,000.856 By the same token, the Army Postal Service and 
its network of KABA postal unit numbers necessarily had to grow. 
 
We see striking similarities in the military biographies of both Baruch Amon and Rafael Levi: both served in Jerusalem, 
both were wounded around the time of the 1st Truce (or in Amon’s case, shortly into the 2nd Truce); both were 
transferred to Sarafand and central Israel in the period of the 1st Truce – and each one for different reasons was located 
at a camp, medical/reuperation unit, or even a soldiers’ home in this period; the Palmach’s brief historical summary of 
this period noted many possible transit points for a battalion in reorganization.  
 
Any analysis of the dateless APO 3 postmark has to be done from the perspective of the circumstances of the only 
genuine example we have, which is Amon’s – supported by the apparently genuine and very similar cover of Rafael Levi.  
 
In both instances we see an apparent deliberate postal / censor policy of concealment and this I believe has to guide our 
evaluation of this postmark, and in light of the common circumstances between these covers the most logical 
explanation would be, these covers were posted at military facilities – bases or medical facilities – which were not yet 
issued their own KABA numbers: Amon was supposedly being transferred to the Negev brigade (not all of whose units 
may have been issued postal unit numbers by mid-June)857 and Levi was so severely injured he could not be returned to 
duty at his own unit; circumstantially both these events occurred in June (again, after the period of the commonly-held 
theory that this postmark was in use between 22-30 May, but still early enough in the APS’s history, under the 
circumstance of our new evaluation, to perhaps originate as early as May). Likely Amon and Levi posted their letters at 
different locations (or their letters were processed at different locations) as the postmark on Amon’s letter is a “group 
1” template (parallel “Yud”) in violet-brown ink, and Levi’s a “group 3” template (“Yud” pointing away from the “Alef”) 
and in black ink. 
 

                                                           
852 The bulk of the biography comes from the “Rafael Levi” entry on the Palmach Museum site, written by his widow: 
https://www.palmach.org.il/veterans/veteranpage/?itemId=84922  
853 “Rafael Levi” scant entry on the official military commemoration website ‘Izkor’: 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%90%D7%9C%20%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%99/en_bc9408b4a47300f2ec4d4bfb877972a0 
854 “Fourth Battalion” history on the Palmach Museum website: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=6197  
855 “Sefer HaPalmach” (Book of the Palmach), part 2; Zrubavel Gilad and Matti Meged editors; Palmach Members Association & HaKibbutz 
HaMeuchad publishing (1955), p.933: https://rosetta.nli.org.il/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE73935350 
856 “War of Independence” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA  
857 See for example Negev Brigade notice about army postal services in the Negev coming under APS control on 1 July 1948 - displayed in Appendix 
4 of Shimony / Karpovsky / Aloni in “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.159 & earliest seen postal history examples with Negev 
brigade KABA handstamps from mid-June on pages 135 & 136, though these have problematic characteristics. 

https://www.palmach.org.il/veterans/veteranpage/?itemId=84922
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%90%D7%9C%20%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%99/en_bc9408b4a47300f2ec4d4bfb877972a0
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=6197
https://rosetta.nli.org.il/delivery/DeliveryManagerServlet?dps_pid=IE73935350
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA
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Although Harris’ compiled publication of Israel army postal unit numbers runs into the hundreds, very few are 
accompanied with actual documented assignments to units or facilities, and together with this there is the historical 
situation where an army is growing by leaps and bounds, with new facilities and units cropping up day by day, but likely 
its postal service struggling to keep up with every new development in order to issue new KABA postal unit numbers. 
And indeed we learned earlier in our survey of APO 3 that this one, naturally, was considered the busiest of all the APOs: 
we will recall that initially all of the 8 original APOs had identical personnel establishments, but as we observed with the 
documentary history of APO 5 in Jerusalem, these establishments could change as per needs, so we need not rule out the 
likelihood that APO 3 received more staffers to cope with workload, including the processing of letter boxes. 
 
The dateless APO 3 postmark then is most logically a sorting office postmark in the style of the then contemporary 
interim period dateless ‘rosette’ postmark of the Jerusalem civilian postal service’s sorting office: at facilities not yet 
issued KABA numbers but in circumstances where soldiers’ mail had to be facilitated by way of a letter box, such letters 
would be posted: 

a) Without a KABA number, because none had been issued to the facility – but mail could be deposited into a 
letter box because the facility was a military facility where obviously its population was eligible for postage-free 
army mail (entry to the facility being restricted to soldiers with authorization to be there). 

b) Without a return address – either because the soldier-sender did not have a confirmed military postal address 
or, more likely as even the sender’s name is missing, for field-security reasons to minimize the publication of his 
whereabouts and reduce the envelope’s military appearance as much as possible. We have to bear in mind that 
up to the 1st Truce and even thereafter, central Israel (and Tel Aviv in particular), was not a “rear” area but 
rather as much a front-line zone as the rest of the country – integral areas of today’s Israeli cities and towns 
were then separated neighborhoods and small settlements, each of which needed to be fought over. 

c) Without an “On Active Service” endorsement – either because the circumstances of the serviceman were such 
that he may not actually be on active service at that time (but serving in the army in some way, even in 
hospital), or similarly as a field-security precaution, to minimize the overt appearance of an un-KABA stamped 
and pre-censored letter as being military-related. Indeed by all appearances both Amon’s and Levy’s covers 
could pass for civilian mail were it not for the APO 3 – albeit dateless – postmark, and indeed in the next section 
we will see indications that the lack of an “OAS” endorsement was likely a field-security measure. 

 
As we learned of army postal procedure, these letters were likely unsealed when entered into a letter box and were 
later censored at the servicing regional army post office, APO 3, where these would be checked, handstamped and then 
sealed. Owing to the likely delay in the time it took to process these letter boxes and censor all their mail at a central 
office, the army post office resorted to using a dateless postmark in the same manner as the Mandate’s and Israel’s 
civilian postal services in holiday periods, when printed matter mail such as greeting cards were postmarked not with a 
datestamp, but rather with the city-name imprinted triangular dateless postmark, to conceal indications of possibly 
exaggerated transit times resulting from the sheer volume of holiday mail. 
 
What we have then is a simple postal procedural formulation: if a letter was lacking a KABA postal unit handstamp with 
an approving officer’s signature – and entered into a letter box at a military facility – that letter would be deposited 
unsealed, without the sender’s personal or military details on the enclosure at all (these were in any case also written 
on the top of his letter, as per the postal procedures we reviewed earlier), and left unsealed. When the letter boxes 
were emptied and their contents transported to the regional army post office for processing (APO 3), at that site the 
assembled mail would be censored, sealed and “postmarked” but with a dateless device, to obscure any time lags in the 
processing of that type of mail.  
 
As the mail was not assigned to nor assembled on a military unit/KABA postal unit basis and transferred directly from 
that unit to the APO as a “closed mail” consignment by a designated, recognized and approved unit postal sergeant who 
had already censored his own unit’s mail, this mail from the letter boxes was “raw” – neither organized as a solid 
consignment by a responsible postal unit/military unit nor censored prior to reaching the APO – and so this mail was 
“unsecure”, unchecked prior to reaching the restricted-access zone of the APO, being mixed with mail from other 
letterboxes and sources, being carried on routes which may have been exposed to enemy or even civilian-criminal 
threats, and had necessarily therefore to be as devoid of any extraneous information on its enclosures as possible, until 
received by the APO. 
 
Earlier, in our survey of the history of APO 5, we encountered a somewhat similar ‘blackout’ censor policy (Order 302 of 
20 July) regarding the removal of any mention of the name “Jerusalem” in addresses either on the top of the pages of the 
correspondence itself or on the envelope – pertaining to both addresses and return addresses. 
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iii. Testing the Suggested Meaning of Dateless APO 3 Postmark on Covers – Negev Mail 
Earlier, in Chapter VI, we conducted an initial examination of mail bearing the dateless APO 3 postmark; we 
concentrated on non-Jerusalem related mail in order to not diverge from the essence of our examination, which was 
merely to see whether there was any logic in the appearance of that postmark on mail at all. Our findings then showed 
that the postmark appeared variously on Negev covers which should either have been civilian covers with prepaid 
franking – but were not, or franked covers where the postmark tied the frank, against regulations, or in the case of a 
cover from Affula to an air facility in Ein Shemer the postmark appeared as an inexplicable transit mark even though the 
cover had no reason to transit APO 3 (in Tel Aviv). 
 
We will return now to these and similar non-Jerusalem covers, and try to see if our new explanation of the dateless APO 
3’s postmark on such pieces of mail gains better significance; from there we will proceed to examine this postmark on 
Jerusalem-related mail and see if there too its appearance on covers makes more sense. 
 
As regards the Negev, at this juncture we need to assemble some information which we were exposed to at various 
points earlier in this article to create a comprehensive picture of postal service with the Negev in the period where the 
dateless APO 3 postmark appears on mail, specifically from mid-May onwards. 
 
 
a. Reconstituting the History of Mail Service in the Negev, May-August 1948 
We learned that up to late mid-May 1948 there was no civilian postal service serving the settlements in the Negev, 
indeed the Negev at all. From the time of the Mandate though to the interim period (2-14 May 1948) and then into the 
early days of the Israeli postal administration mail with the Negev was limited to servicing post office box addresses 
rented out by the settlements in the major cities, namely (but not only) in Tel Aviv – mail to the settlements would be 
addressed to those post office box addresses, and representatives of the settlements would empty those mail boxes and 
courier the mail down to their respective settlements. Likewise, mail from the settlements was couriered to a post office 
in a major city or simply a larger town serviced by the postal service, and sent from there. We also learned that there 
was a limited degree of air mail service to the Negev effected by way of covert air drops, specifically of newspapers, by 
aircraft of the pre-State ‘Air Service’ operating covertly in the framework of the civilian “Aviron Aviation” company. 
Either way, in this period the transport of the mail was handled privately by the Negev residents and their mail had to 
be fully prepaid just like everyone else’s. 
 

We subsequently learned on 17 May 1948, now on the 2nd day of the Israeli 
postal administration (3rd day of Israel’s independence), that on the following 
day the 18th, there would be a new regular postal connection with the Negev. 
A big clue in that announcement – in hindsight – was its unnecessary 
emphasis “In agreement with the management of the post office in Tel Aviv it 
is promised that as of 18 May 1948 there will be regular postal connection and 
the transmission of packages between the settlements of the Negev and the 
rest of the country.”  
 
The announcement, we will recall, stated that mail from the Negev 
settlements would be assembled at a “temporary post office in Nir-Am” and 
that mail to the Negev settlements had to bear the endorsement “NEGEV”.  
Mail from the settlements required prepaid postage – but that in the initial 
period, until the settlements organized themselves with postage stamps, mail 
could be submitted unfranked to the post office in Nir-Am and there they 
would be franked and the originating settlement billed for the postage.  
 
That press notice similarly announced that all prior postal services with the 
Negev were hereby cancelled and replaced with this new arrangement, 
including those for “servicemen who are in that area”. Note that the press 
report, in reference to “servicemen” made no mention of postage-free soldiers’ 
mail, which in principle began at least elsewhere 2 days later, on the 20th. 
 
As we learned earlier, a “Negev Committee” undertook to manage the needs 
of the Negev in this period, and I believe that this was the body which had 
coordinated this special arrangement. 
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Similarly, as I wrote earlier when we surveyed the conflicting information between Circular 10 of the civilian post office 
which stated that APO 10 was in Nir-Am and Kanner and Spiegel who wrote that it was in Ruhama, in regard to this 
press notice announcing regular mail service via Nir-Am I disagreed with Kanner and Spiegel that the service never came 
into effect, stating among other things that they didn’t offer any evidence to the contrary. I further opined that this 
“temporary post office” was none other than the planned APO 10 post office at Nir-Am, an otherwise isolated tiny 
settlement of no significance – other than it served as the Negev Brigade’s headquarters and logistics center, 
including APO 10.  
 
Here now I believe was can better understand the significance of the dateless APO 3 postmark as used on Negev mail. 
Our inquiry on this point begins with a simple question: the “temporary post office” in Nir-Am assembled mail from the 
Negev settlements (and likely received all the mail for them too) and on mail lacking postage, the announcement states 
that the post office would “affix stamps” on them – what postmark did it use? 
 
The service, beginning operation on 18 May, predated the start of operation of the Army Postal Service on the 20th – yet 
a personnel establishment for the planned APO at Nir-Am was already set on 3 May (being one of 8 planned army post 
offices), and APO 10 at Nir-Am published in Circular 10 of the civilian postal service on the 28th. When we addressed 
these matters earlier, in our appraisal of the conflicting information regarding APO 10’s location, I raised the possibility 
that in its initial stage of 20-31 May, the Army Postal Service may not have been fully equipped with postal markings and 
that in light of the fact that many of the APOs listed in Circular 10 of 28 May only opened subsequent to it, it may be that 
initially the different existing APOs functioned and interacted with the civilian postal service on a localized basis – 
without using their army postal markings. We observed some examples of such mail evidently leaving or reaching a 
military unit but not bearing any markings attesting to the dispatch or receipt of the mail by the army (eg. the 19 May 
“Doar Sadeh” police brigade cover, the 16 May local Tel Aviv cover addressed to the city’s airport). 
 
Here, I believe that until APO 10 instituted the use of its own imprinted army postmark, that APO actually used the 
dateless APO 3 postmark. I can’t conjecture as to surrounding circumstances for its use of the dateless APO 3 postmark 
but there are a number of good reasons why such an obfuscating postal mark would have been used specifically here on 
mail handled by this “NEGEV” endorsed mail service: 

 The press announcement necessarily had to reveal the location of the so-called “temporary post office” as being 
at Nir-Am: had the mail been postmarked with the Army’s APO 10 postmark the public – and potentially “the 
enemy” – would have known where APO 10 was located; in our earlier reference to the June 1948 report in “The 
Hebrew Philatelist” (eg. see chronology for 10 June) breaking the news that an army postal service existed, that 
report noted that the names and locations of the army post offices was a secret, and indeed the procedural 
contents of Circular 10 announcing the operation of the Army Postal Service was similarly declared secret 
information. 

 We know for sure that Baruch Amon’s letter bearing the dateless APO 3 postmark is genuine: why is it lacking a) 
a KABA handstamp, b) an “on active service” endorsement, and c) most unusually, a return address or even just 
his own name? 

My evaluation is, all these elements down to and including the use of the dateless APO 3 postmark, were put in place to 
conceal as much as possible the origin and location of people and places in the framework of this postal service with the 
Negev particularly as it was an instant war zone: 
 
Already from Israel’s first day of independence, Saturday May 15th, the Egyptian army entered Gaza and sent 6 waves of 
aircraft to attack Tel Aviv; in the south the Egyptian army proceeded northwards in two columns – one along the coast 
and one further inland by way of Beersheva to Hebron and onto Jerusalem. By 24 May the Egyptian army had reached 
Majdal (Ashkelon) and by the 28th it was very close to Ashdod, thereby cutting off the Negev from the rest of the country 
– this was the furthest north that the Egyptian army reached in the war. By early June the settlements of Yad Mordechai 
and Nitzanim had fallen to the Egyptian army.858  
 
The war map below illustrates the degree to which the Negev area (south-west) had been overrun by the Egyptians by 
the start of June:859 
 

                                                           
858 Summary background information from “The Egyptian Front” in the entry “Israel’s War of Independence” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA#%D7%94%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7
%94%D7%9E%D7%A6%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%AA  
859 War map prepared by Edward Krasnoborski and Frank Martini of the Department of History, U.S. Military Academy (2009): 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:1948_Arab_Israeli_War_-_May_15-June_10.svg  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA#%D7%94%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A6%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%AA
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%95%D7%AA#%D7%94%D7%97%D7%96%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%A6%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%AA
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:1948_Arab_Israeli_War_-_May_15-June_10.svg
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One proof we have that such a policy of postal secrecy was indeed in place is if we attempt to observe army mail from 
this period:  

 The army document of 3 May cited earlier detailed an establishment of 8 army post offices; Circular 10 of 28 
May listed APO 10 among the 8 APOs (and not others, such as APO 11 which opened only 2 weeks later – 
according to Kanner and Spiegel); it’s reasonable to expect that APO 10 indeed entered operation around this 
time even if we might not see postal markings from it. 

 A number of army units had already been assigned their postal unit (KABA) numbers on 9 May – and that list 
includes the 2 initial Palmach battalions which were in the Negev (219 assigned to the 2nd battalion at Nir-Am, 
and 225 assigned to the 8th Zeelim; subsequently also 226 to the 9th battalion at Ruhama).860 

We will shortly also see unidentified army mail being sent postage-free from the Negev, strongly suggesting that the APS 
indeed operated in that region albeit with limited identifying postal markings. 
 
According to Kanner and Spiegel, APO 10 was established on 28 June (although they provide no source for that 
information and the actual announcement of it was, as we see below, on 1 July) – and yet, we do not see the APO 10 
postmark or even the KABA handstamp in use before roughly mid-July 1948. 
 
Now, how can we nevertheless reconcile Kanner and Spiegel’s assetion that APO 10 opened on 28 June? I believe the 
answer lies in the following notification of the ‘change of status’ of the post office – and indeed of the postal service in 
the Negev – published on 1 July; this notice was issued by the Negev brigade commander Nahum Sarig and was 
reconstructed in the book “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (the original was not illustrated):861  
 

                                                           
860 Shimony / Karpovsky / Aloni in “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.160-161 cite KABA 279 as that issued to the Negev 
brigade and its headquarters, and 224 to the 7th battalion (unlisted in the 9 May document) and 280 to the 9th battalion – unfortunately no sources 
for this information are cited. We will see just below from examining the “Amnon Haviv correspondence” that the 2nd battalion was subsequently 
stationed at Gvaram. 
861 Displayed in Appendix 4 of Shimony / Karpovsky / Aloni in “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.159 
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It was issued to “All Units” by “Sergei”, the codename/alias of Nahum Sarig,862 and it reads: 

1. The postal service in the Negev has been turned into Army post by way of contact with the headquarters staff of 
the Army postal service, and that the army post office is located at the headquarters staff of the brigade. 

2. The mail of the various battalion units as well as civilian households located in the battalion’s region will be 
collected by the battalion headquarters staff and transferred in assembled manner to the army post office. 

3. The battalion’s headquarters will receive all the mail for its units and the households which are within the 
region of the battalion, and will be delivered. 

4. A postal sergeant should be appointed to be responsible for postal arrangements for the battalion. 
5. The postal sergeant will receive training by the army post office. 
6. The battalion’s headquarters will not transmit letters to the army post office unless they have passed inspection 

(censorship). 
7. Members of civilian households which are in the region of the Negev brigade will use the army post office like all 

soldiers of the brigade. 
8. From the date of this notice all civilian addresses are cancelled and soldiers of the brigade and members of 

households will use only army postal addresses as per the following example: 
Chaim Harari 
Postal Unit 224/5 
Israel Defense Forces 
Everyone should inform their relatives and other parties of interest that they must write only to the army post 
address and it is forbidden to mention any name of a location or unit on the envelope or in the enclosed letter. 

9. On letters addressed abroad the regular [civilian] address should be written on the envelope and no mention of 
the army address should appear nor any army handstamp.  

10. Letters to soldiers from civilians should be affixed with postage as usual. 
The original circular was enclosed with the army postal unit numbers of the battalions’ units. 
 
There are a number of critical but subtle points to note from the circular:  

 The postal service which had existed in the Negev had been “turned into” Army post; in other words the circular 
was announcing an amendment to an existing process, this was not a new postal service altogether – the army 
was merely taking full control over it, including the servicing of civilian settlements. The army (at the battalion-
level) would handle both the collection of army and civilian mail for dispatch as well as the distribution of mail 
to both military and civilian addresses.  

 Evidently whatever postal service had existed did not require the military units in the area to appoint a postal 
sergeant because this was only now being instituted – but point 6 referencing censorship is expressed as if this 
was an existing procedure; this is also evident in that the circular, unlike that of the Etzioni Brigade of 4 June, 
does not explain who would censor the letters as if this was a known pre-existing arrangement. 

                                                           
862 Rivlin “Stranger” (Ibid), p.334 
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 Point 7 stipulates that civilians in the region of the brigade will use the army post just like the soldiers, but point 

10 (actually written at the end of point 9 in the reconstruction, but a separate point really) confusingly stipulates 
that mail FROM civilians [to soldiers] requires postage prepaid; and it follows that if civilian mail to soldiers 
required postage, so would mail to other civilians.  

 We might therefore have thought that this new postal arrangement did not release civilians from the 
need to pay for postage:  

 had civilian residents of the Negev been exempt from paying postage, this comment would not 
have been printed as it’s unnecessary;  

 likewise in the city of our examination, Jerusalem, in spite of “the siege”, civilian mail was not 
only not transported on a regular basis, it was also not postage-free.  

 Indeed no besieged locale in wartime Israel exempted civilians from postage – Nahariya, Safed, 
any of the other isolated settlements in the country, etc.  

Nevertheless, this supposition is wrong and we learn that civilians enjoyed the free postal concession 
as the soldiers by way of APS commander Eliezer Shenkar’s 1 August 1948 press conference (cited 
earlier) in which he expressly stated that the army postal service is “used to a great degree by civilians 
who are in besieged locations, such as the Negev and Sodom. The army post offices in Sodom and the 
Negev give civilians the same discounts [postal concessions] as the soldiers”. As the APS took over 
control of postal operations in the Negev on 1 July it makes sense that this postal concession to civilians 
would also have entered affect only from around that time – and not contradict the earlier service 
published 17 May, requiring fully prepaid mail. 

 On the matter of addresses: a) from 1 July it was forbidden to use civilian addresses and these had to be 
identified using the KABA army postal unit number issued to those settlements by the army (see “The 
Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” p.136-138 for more information), b) it was forbidden to mention 
the name or location of a unit on the envelope, and c) any mail addressed abroad was not to bear any army 
postmarks. Here we see clear evidence of a broad censorship policy, which would support our theory that the 
dateless APO 3 postmark was an implement of obfuscating circumstantial information. 

 
We have now reconstructed a short history of postal service with the Negev for April-August 1948 (similar in time to our 
main study of Jerusalem). The postal service with the Negev can then be summed up simply thus: 

 From 18 May to roughly 30 June, mail to and from the Negev was administered by the civilian post office in Tel 
Aviv and effected by way of a so-called “temporary” post office in Nir Am, which I posit is actually APO 10 – 
civilian mail (not all mail – as we will shortly see) had to be fully prepaid. 

 From 1 July onwards, mail to and from the Negev was administered by the Army Postal Service now formally 
based at Nir Am as APO 10, where the regional unit’s (Negev Brigade) battalions effected the collection and 
distribution of both military and civilian mail (within their zones); all mail originating from the Negev was free of 
postage for the base-weight rates, and both military units as well as civilians adopted army postal unit numbers 
and triangular KABA stamps for the processing of mail. 

One question: when did the army postal concession begin in the Negev, was it from 20 May? 
 

A critical element of this summation however is the following observation we made earlier: while there was a 
“temporary” post office in Nir Am processing mail at least as of 18 May, and APO 10 set to be opened there as of 
Circular 10 of 28 May, we do not see neither the APO 10 postmark or the triangular KABA handstamps assigned to it 
being in use until at least mid-July, after the mail service in the Negev became militarized. As such, the obvious 
question is, what postmark was used to process mail prior to mid-July and the introduction of the APO 10 postmark? 
My proposed answer, at least to the start of the ‘militarized’ mail service, is the dateless APO 3 postmark. 

 
 
b. Examining Postal History Based on the Reconstituted History of Mail Service in the Negev  
As we observed earlier when we first confronted the dateless APO 3 postmark, in the Negev in the period of May-July 
we see a variety of different looking franked and postmarked covers, none of which makes sense without a conceptual 
framework by which to evaluate them. We have now above constructed such a methodology, but in order to test it we 
need to use – as best as we can – correspondence which can be confirmed as being either civilian or military, and ideally 
with some biographical information to assist us with times and events. Mercifully, the names of people in this time are 
quite unique and matched with a location we can accurately uncover their biographies. 
 
A number of covers are known sent from an Amnon Haviv in Gvaram to a relative in Rishon LeZion, and these include 
both franked as well as stampless covers, some postmarked by the civilian post office in Tel Aviv and others by army 
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postmarks – we need to know who he was in order to better evaluate the covers attributed to him. 
 

Amnon ‘Gootz’ Haviv (1929-1948), son of Shulamit and Zrubavel, was born in Rishon LeZion;863 
his father was a Zionist activist and head of the local regional council; his siblings were Ram and 
Tirza – virtually every member of his immediate family was a person of accomplishment or of 
accomplished backgrounds.864  
 
Amnon completed his year of national service as a member of “Maccabi HaTzair” which 
undertook its training under the auspices of the Palmach, and he participated in the 
establishment of 11 settlements in the Negev. He joined the 5th company (“Pluga ‘Hey’”) of the 
2nd battalion of the Negev brigade in February 1948 (the battalion counted only the 2nd and 5th 
companies)865, completed the squad leaders’ course and reached the rank of corporal.  

 
Among the various battles and operations he participated in, he escorted convoys and helped evacuate Yad Mordechai 
(24 May 1948). The battalion was then transferred to Gvaram (not Nir-Am), which the source of this information (based 
on a document produced by the battalion itself) was that force’s home base and home to one of its commanders. 
During the 1st Truce, on its last day, 7 July, the 5th company was sent to hill 138 at Hulayqat where it came under 
surprise attack by Egyptian forces, and Amnon serving as the unit’s sapper, was killed when a landmine he was laying 
exploded in his hands. He was buried at Gvaram.866 In the event, under heavy fire the company retreated from position 
at Hulayqat which was then held by the Egyptians until reconquered by Israel in “Operation Yoav” in October 1948.867 
According to the 2nd battalion’s history it was in active combat for 10 months in the Negev before it was withdrawn in 
August 1948 for recuperation at Beer Yaakov, and then transferred to become part of the ‘Yiftach’ brigade.868 
 
In our outline above of the postal services with the Negev we learned about the “new” service entering effect on 18 
May by way of the “temporary post office at Nir-Am”, and that all civilian mail had to be prepaid.  
 

At left we have a rare example of mail from the Negev 
addressed abroad in this period:869 return addressed to a 
member of a youth training group at Kibbutz Ruhama, and 
addressed to Paris; it was written on Mandate-era 25 mils 
imprint-franked (for UK) ‘Air Letter’ stationary but posted 
with replacement Israeli Doar Ivri postage (35 mils for France, 
of which one 10m stamp at the lower left is evidently missing 
– a faint cancellation mark is visible on the remaining lower 
stamp) – here the cover was indeed postmarked by the 
civilian head post office in Tel Aviv, using UPU-compliant 
Israeli trilingual postmarks. Regardless of whether the sender 
was actually on military service or not, for overseas mail there 
was no army postal concession and full postage had to be 
paid. 
 
The description provided for this cover gives us an insight 
into transportation difficulties at the time: the letter was 
written on 9 May, but the Tel Aviv/Nir-Am post office-
facilitated mail service only began operating on the 18th, and 
the cover was only posted on the 25th. In light of the long 
delay between the writing of the letter and its posting, it was 
indeed likely processed by the new Negev mail service rather 
than merely ‘couriered’ to Tel Aviv, for if that was the case 

                                                           
863 Amnon Haviv biography at the Palmach Museum: https://www.palmach.org.il/memorial/fighterpage/?itemId=26180 and at Itzkor: 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%97%D7%91%D7%99%D7%91/en_0f8ae6155f0e7ace977d4736e08f64d5 and at the 
Haganah Memorial site: http://www.irgon-haagana.co.il/info/hi_show.aspx?id=21626&t=1  
864 Zrubavel Haviv in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%96%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%91%D7%9C_%D7%97%D7%91%D7%99%D7%91  
865 History of the 2nd Battalion at the Palmach Museum: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=6195  
866 From memorial page to Yeshayahu Polikman, one of Amnon’s comrades: https://www.yorav.co.il/Polikman/Yishaihu-Polikman.htm and 
http://irgon-haagana.co.il/info/hi_show.aspx?id=21772&t=1  
867 Hulayqat Outposts in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%98%D7%99_%D7%97%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%A7%D7%90%D7%AA  
868 History of the 2nd Battalion at the Palmach Museum: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=6195 
869 “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.127-128 

https://www.palmach.org.il/memorial/fighterpage/?itemId=26180
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%97%D7%91%D7%99%D7%91/en_0f8ae6155f0e7ace977d4736e08f64d5
http://www.irgon-haagana.co.il/info/hi_show.aspx?id=21626&t=1
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%96%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%91%D7%91%D7%9C_%D7%97%D7%91%D7%99%D7%91
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=6195
https://www.yorav.co.il/Polikman/Yishaihu-Polikman.htm
http://irgon-haagana.co.il/info/hi_show.aspx?id=21772&t=1
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%98%D7%99_%D7%97%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%A7%D7%90%D7%AA
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=6195
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this would surely have been done close to the time of writing and not after the invasion of the Egyptian Army on the 
15th. The docketed arrival and reply dates of 12 June and 15 June suggest that the cover was sent by surface mail. 
 
We saw now an evident instance of mail processed by the new postal service with the Negev via Nir-Am: I opined in 
several places that this was actually APO 10 – but no postmark from that post office was applied to the letter, rather of 
the civilian post office in Tel Aviv, which in this specific case is technically correct as a civilian datestamp has to tie the 
postage particularly for mail addressed abroad. Nevertheless, from when did Nir-Am (or APO 10 there) actually start 
postmarking mail? 
 
Below the earliest dated piece of genuine mail I have seen with the APO 10 postmark (as well as the KABA army postal 
unit triangular handstamp): with only the front side displayed, the auction catalogue described it as “courier cover from 
besieged Negev - ex soldier in Unit 219/25 in Kibbutz Shuval, to Haifa... flown to Tel Aviv”.870 Lacking an “On Active Duty” 
endorsement on the front, what it apparently is, is a civilian cover sent stampless during the ‘militarized’ period of the 
postal service in the Negev (eg. from 1 July onwards); it references postal unit 219/25 on the back, indicating that it 
originates from Kibbutz Shuval, and was processed by army postal unit 219 (triangular KABA handstamp on front), of the 
2nd battalion stationed at Nir-Am (or Gvaram based on the information above) which was responsible for the area in 
which the settlement was located871 – and posted at APO 10 in Nir Am on 11 July 1948. The cover was not flown – as we 
learned earlier, the Negev air squadron had been relocated to Tel Aviv a few days earlier and effectively “disbanded” in 
this period. I have not seen any genuine mail bearing the APO 10 postmark prior to 11 July.* 
 

* TAS auction 23, lot 1558 illustrates an 8 July 
postmarked APO 10 cover, calling it a civilian cover 
from Ruhama with the “earliest recorded date” of 
the postmark, handled by KABA 219 – but the 
postmark looks suspect, so I would not consider it a 
genuine strike. 
 
With 11 July as a baseline for the earliest observed 
use of the APO 10 datestamp and KABA handstamp 
we have an intriguing postal framework: the postal 
service announced on 17 May operated via the [APO 
10] post office in Nir-Am – but it apparently did not 
have a postmark of its own at that time. In other 
words, mail from the Negev prior to 11 July was 
processed at Nir-Am / APO 10 but without a 
postmark identifying that post office (or the 
triangular KABA handstamp). 
 

 
Similar to the franked overseas letter above, here we have a cover sent from Amnon Haviv at Gvaram to his mother 
Shulamit in Rishon Lezion: it too is franked 10 mils for the period domestic base letter rate and postmarked 7 June 1948 
at the Tel Aviv head post office; it is return addressed “Amnon Haviv, Gvaram, In the Negev”.  
 

  
 
                                                           
870 TAS 20 Lot 227 
871 “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.155/160 
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The significance of this cover is multi-fold: we know with certainty that Amnon was on active duty at this time – indeed 
the posting date predates even the 1st Truce of 11 June, and we know that his unit was on frontline service for 10 
straight months without rest. As such, technically this should be a postage-free “on active service” cover sent via the 
Army Postal Service (with or without an APO 10 postmark) – but 18 days after the launch of the Army Postal Service it 
isn’t, and based on the presence of franking (base rate; if this was merely extra weight over and above the free base 
rate the postage would be 6 mils, not 10m) and postmarking by the civilian post office together with the prominent 
“Negev” return address, this letter was likely processed by the same new service announced on 17 May but apparently 
with prepaid postage as required by both civilians and soldiers in the Negev. The [army] post office at Nir-Am existed but 
the army postal concession had not yet entered force in the Negev. This is the latest dated observed cover from the 
Negev in the May-July period postmarked at the civilian post office in Tel Aviv.872 
 
Nevertheless, sometime thereafter the postage-free postal concession did enter effect because we see the following 
cover from Haviv to his mother:873 
 

Here this cover was sent stampless – but without an “on active duty” 
endorsement, although we know Haviv was indeed on active duty. The 
return address adheres to the practice of indicating either the 
settlement alone or its post office box in Tel Aviv, here the latter 
“Gvaram, P.O.Box 5033, Tel Aviv” – but this predates the subsequent 
regulation of 1 July, of noting only an army postal unit number and 
omitting any mention of the settlement’s name.  
 
Nevertheless, now the cover is postmarked by the dateless APO 3 
postmark (“group 1” type in black ink) yet it lacks a triangular army 
postal unit number: we know that Amnon did not leave the Negev, as 
did Baruch Amon and Refael Levi leave Jerusalem, so this cover was 
either couriered by a fellow soldier and posted at a letter box of a 
facility without an army postal unit number in the Tel Aviv area – or it 
was posted from Nir-Am but marked by the stampless APO 3 postmark, 
but unlike Amon’s and Levi’s covers a return address fully identifying the 
sender and his location are visible.  

 
The Negev in this period was under siege by the Egyptian Army so the possibility of it being couriered out is highly 
unlikely, and as we will see in the course of this section numerous similar covers, the inescapable conclusion will be that 
these covers were posted directly from the Negev and that apparently the army postal service processed this letter, but 
prior to the 1 July ‘militarization’ of postal service in the Negev. This may then explain why the covers lack an overt 
“OAS” endorsement on the one hand, but they do bear a return address – the level of secrecy was less because the 
letter was not entered into an anonymous letter box of uncensored mail but indeed handed into an army post office 
(merely lacking its own numbered APO postmark). 
 
As such, this cover must date from at least 8 June until c.11 July when we begin to see the APO 10 postmark in use: 
postage-free “soldier’s mail” in the Negev evidently did not exist initially, from 20 May, but from sometime after 7 
June it did, but covertly, without mention of “on active duty”. Note: we saw in Chapter V two examples of stampless 
mail from the Negev region with the earliest known BASE A postmark dates of 27 May: these were sent stampless due 
to the two units (51st and 53rd battalions) being part of the ‘Givati’ brigade which was assigned to the area of Rehovot, 
south of Tel Aviv; although they fought partly in the Negev, postally they were serviced by the APO at Rehovot. 
 
Similarly, albeit in an unplanned manner, we have 3 covers of the same correspondence – all sent by an R. Reps at 
Kibbutz Zeelim, referencing its Tel Aviv post office box return address, and addressed to either a relative at Ein Vered 
(left-most cover) or to a Rivka Bourla at Nahalat Yitzhak (referenced either by its post office box, 189 in Tel Aviv or by 
the Wizo School there); in all 3 cases the letters are stampless and tied by the dateless APO 3 postmark (all in black ink; 
from left to right: “group 2”, “group 3”, “group 2” position types of the letter “Yud”):874 
 

                                                           
872 TAS 40 Lot 7 describes a 10 mils Doar Ivri franked cover return-addressed “P.O.Box 972 Tel Aviv, Ruhama” and postmarked in Tel Aviv on 20 
June 1948 – this may then be a latest known dated item, but as it was unillustrated, and the description notes that it was vertically folded – a 
hallmark of couriered mail, we cannot evaluate its circumstances including whether it was a civilian or soldier, so this remains merely “reported”. 
873 TAS 37 Lot 24 
874 From left to right: “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.130-131; TAS 39 Lot 9; TAS 49 Lot 153 
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Here, based on the lack of army-related notations for the address or the postal unit number assigned to Zeelim, we can 
infer that these letters also date to the period of c.8 June – 30 June, prior to the ‘militarization’ of the Negev postal 
service and the use of army postal unit numbers. The overt presence of an army postmark together with the letters 
being stampless is a heavy clue to us as postal researchers that the sender was a soldier, although by contrast to Baruch 
Amon’s and Rafael Levi’s letters lacking a return address, the above 4 stampless Negev covers are quite odd. 

 
Indeed through research we find that the letters originate with a soldier: the sender was 1st Lieutenant 
Raphael ‘Rafi’ Reps (1922-1971), son of Miriam and Yehoshua, who accumulated much military 
experience with the British Army and Royal Air Force, from 1942 to 1946, specifically specializing in 
vehicular and aircraft mechanics. Returning to civilian life in 1946, he subsequently volunteered to join 
the Palmach as a mechanic in 1948 and was assigned to the 8th battalion of the Negev brigade, which 
was based at Zeelim. He then joined the Israel Army as a full-time soldier when it was established in 
May 1948.875  

 
Knowing that the sender was a soldier we now understand how consistently over 3 different letters, his mail could be 
sent postage-free even though it lacks any outward markings of it being soldiers’ mail. We also see the outward 
expression of APO 10’s operation by way of it using, or the mail it processed being, tied by the dateless APO 3 postmark. 
In all 4 examples above we do not see a consistency in the “group” type of the postmark – except all are in black ink. 
 
With this conceptual foundation of the pre-militarized Negev postal operation in place, we can now turn to a few 
apparent oddities and make better sense of them. 
 

The cover at left is Zelfeld family correspondence, sent by a G. 
Zelfeld at Kibbutz Gvaram (referencing its post office box return 
address in Tel Aviv) and addressed to a relative, P. Zelfeld (likely 
Paul, a metalworker),876 in Kiryat Motzkin; the cover was franked 
10 mils for the base domestic letter rate and then tied by the 
dateless APO 3 postmark.877  
 
A little research by way of a Haifa-born relative killed 25 years 
later in the 1973 Yom Kippur war, reveals that the sender was 
likely his uncle, Gideon Zelfeld, one of the founders of Gvaram, 
writing to his father, Paul; although it appears that Gideon may 
have been in his 20s, I cannot find any information on his 
association with the military (in the Negev he would have been in 
the Palmach, whose membership is very well documented), and it 
may be that this is not soldiers’ mail.878 

                                                           
875 Rephael Reps entry at the Izkor national memorial website: 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%90%D7%9C%20%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%A1/en_7d2536e2fc348362a32aa1f57ff59ddd  
876 Paul Zelfeld entry at the Gvaram archives: https://www.gevaram.org.il/cgi-webaxy/item?376  
877 TAS 51 lot 177 
878 Memorial page for Zeev David: http://nahariya.gal-ed.co.il/Web/He/TerrorVictims/Page/Default.aspx?ID=4683  

https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%90%D7%9C%20%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%A1/en_7d2536e2fc348362a32aa1f57ff59ddd
https://www.gevaram.org.il/cgi-webaxy/item?376
http://nahariya.gal-ed.co.il/Web/He/TerrorVictims/Page/Default.aspx?ID=4683


P a g e  | 360 

 
 
The lack of an army postal unit return address would date this cover to the period before the ‘militarization’ of the 
postal service in the Negev (1 July); this is also borne out by the lack of a KABA handstamp or APO 10 postmark. The 
application of the dateless APO 3 postmark with postage paid (for base letter rate) suggests that this cover dates – as 
Haviv’s cover above – to the period after 7 June (the date on which we see Haviv’s franked cover postmarked by the 
civilian Tel Aviv HPO): if this is actually a soldier’s letter then we see apparent evidence of the lack of a postal concession 
even after 7 June; if this is a civilian letter then obviously in this period of 8-30 June the postage had to be paid. And as 
commented earlier, the likelihood that this cover – soldier’s mail or civilian – was couriered, outside of the region’s postal 
service, in this siege period on the Negev seems highly unlikely (there is also no sign of the characteristic vertical fold). 
 
The appearance of an army postmark – particularly as dateless – cancelling civilian postage on the above cover should 
not unduly confuse us: this mail service (until sometime in June) required mail from civilians and soldiers in the Negev 
to bear prepaid postage, and the post office at Nir-Am – the army’s APO 10 by my evaluation – would process the mail; 
my assessment is that the cancellation/obliteration of the civilian postage stamp by an army post office is in fact 
appropriate and within postal procedure precisely because it using a partially filled army postmark here serving as an 
obliterator device (if we were to see mail addressed abroad, by contrast, there we would expect to see UPU compliant 
postmarking and this would then have to be a postmark of the civilian post office such as the Tel Aviv head post office, 
as we observed in our first cover above).  
 

The logic is simple: civilian postage stamps are 
to be cancelled only by a civilian postal 
datestamp; these postage stamps are not 
supposed to be cancelled by the datestamp of 
another postal administration, such as the 
army’s – and the practice we observe here is 
based on Universal Postal Union regulations, 
albeit for international mail, but with the 
principle of one postal administration not 

cancelling the stamps of another administration using a “date-stamp”, being respected nonetheless.879 Recall that the 
commander of the APS, Shenkar, had much prior experience as a postmaster within the British army postal system. 
 
In light of the formal announcement on 1 July that the postal service in the Negev was being taken over by the army, 
and in light of the unusual application of the dateless army postmark, acting as an obliterator, to a civilian postage 
stamp as we see above, what we are likely observing is the continuing assembly and processing of mail at Nir-Am (APO 
10) prior to it being transferred to the civilian head post office in Tel Aviv by way of BASE ALEF also in Tel Aviv, for 
ongoing transmission: at this time (until 1 July) the APO at Nir-Am was not yet integrated into the army postal service.  
 
A very similar type of postmark in this circumstance is the ‘dumb’ postmark used by some foreign postal administrations 
to cancel uncancelled stamps of a different postal administration: the Universal Postal Union stipulates that foreign 
postal administrations are not supposed to obliterate uncancelled stamps of other postal administrations using their 
own datestamps (ref. UPU conventions 1929 and onward); if the stamps had been noticed uncancelled they were to be 
marked off by the office which noticed them but using a device which would not constitute a ‘datestamp’. Here then this 
may be the delicate solution employed by the Negev’s civilian-army postal service, using the dateless APO 3 postmark.  
 
Below at left is an example from the postwar Mandate era, of an airmail cover to Switzerland whose postage stamps 
were not cancelled locally in Palestine – they were instead cancelled by the Swiss post office which noticed the 
oversight, but did so using a UPU-compliant ‘dumb’ postmark.880 On the right is a May 1948 era cover from Cyprus with 
prepaid postage – but couriered by the Peltours travel agency to Palestine where its Haifa office (handstamp on front) 
likely entered it into a letter box uncancelled, whereupon the Mandate (or Israeli – the letter was received in June) 
postal service cancelled the franking with a mute obliterator; the franking preventing postage dues tax being charged to 
the addressee.881 
 

                                                           
879 Part V Chapter I Article 41 term #2 of the 1929 Universal Postal Union’s London Universal Postal Convention 
880 TAS 50 Lot 14 
881 TAS 46 Lot 144 
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On account of the similarity of the next two Negev-originating covers, albeit tied by a dateless BASE ALEF postmark, I 
believe we have the analytical methodology to determine that these two were also processed in the framework of the 
service established on 18 May. The cover on the left was sent from a member of a youth preparatory group (“Noar 
Gimmel”?) at Kibbutz Ruhama (i.e. a youth movement related pre-military / settlement preparation training), a civilian 
cover, referencing its post office box return address in Tel Aviv and addressed to a person at Meshek Ein Harod; it was 
franked 10 mils – either by the sender or further down the line at Nir Am, and subsequently tied by a dateless BASE 
ALEF postmark.882 The cover on the right was sent by the medical clinic at Kibbutz Urim – a civilian address/origin – and 
addressed to the supplies department of a health maintenance organization in Tel Aviv; similarly return addressed 
referencing the settlement’s rented PO Box in Tel Aviv, and prepaid 10 mils, tied by a dateless BASE ALEF postmark. The 
cover was evidently rerouted by the civilian postal service to post office box 12 as per the pencil manuscript notation on 
the front.883 With these characteristics these covers adhere to the hallmarks of civilian mail from 8-30 June and serve as 
proving covers that the Army Postal Service, in the pre-militarized period of Negev mail service, was by now handling 
the processing also of civilian mail. 
 

  
 
The BASE ALEF routing, as we have learned several times before in the article, is the correct routing for mail transiting 
the army postal service and the civilian postal service. Here too, as with the instance of the dateless APO 3 postmark, 
my assessment is that these postmark devices cancelled civilian postage in accordance with procedure, though it may be 
that in these two cases the postage was not cancelled in Nir-Am – perhaps due to an oversight – but rather at BASE 
ALEF, nevertheless deliberately using an undated postmarking device as a ‘dumb’ postmark. My sole concern regarding 
the cover at the left, however, is that all 3 elements of the address (the return address, the addressee and then his locale) 
are all written in different handwriting: the cover may be fake, but outwardly it appears correctly processed by the postal 
service in the Negev. 
 

                                                           
882 TAS 42 Lot 80 
883 “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.131 
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Summarizing our findings so far, using the mail service in the Negev as a test of our theory about the employment of the 
dateless APO 3 postmark, we found the following: 

- Mail from the Negev sent from 18 May to at least 7 June, whether civilian or military mail, had to be fully 
prepaid with postage and the mail was processed at the civilian Tel Aviv head post office; evidently, while the 
post office (APO 10) at Nir-Am processed the mail it apparently did not have a postal marking with which to 
datestamp or otherwise obliterate the mail; 

- From perhaps as early at 8 June, but definitely not later than 11 July (when we start to see the APO 10 
datestamp and the KABA handstamps in use), the mail was cancelled by a dateless APO 3 (and sometime BASE 
ALEF) postmark: the postmark may have been issued to the Nir-Am post office, but we can’t determine this with 
certainty, however it certainly replaced the mails’ postmarking at the civilian post in Tel Aviv. In this period army 
mail is observed franked, but at some stage it enjoyed the postage-free postal concession, but we don’t as yet 
know exactly when. Nevertheless in both civilian and army-originating mail was postmarked by the APS. 

 As regards where the dateless APO 3 postmark may have been applied, one option is that APO 10 
assembled all of the Negev’s outgoing mail and the APO 3 department in Tel Aviv responsible for “letter 
box” mail, processed it in Tel Aviv using the dateless postmark, as we opined regarding the letters of 
Baruch Amon and Rafael Levi – nevertheless, this makes no sense as a) the routing of APO 10’s mail 
should have been via BASE A where we see proof that a dateless postmark existed, and b) the routing to 
APO 3 merely compounds its own workload; furthermore the mail from APO 10 would have already 
been censored and sorted, unlike the raw letter box mail handled by APO 3 from its district. More likely 
therefore, especially as a field-security measure, a dateless APO 3 postmark may have been issued to 
APO 10 for it to process ‘incognito’ the mail originating from its district, prior to dispatch to BASE A. 

We also observe no consistency in the ink color or template type of the dateless APO 3 postmark used on the mail. 
 
As we learned earlier, from 1 July the mail service in the Negev came under the full control of the army and apparently 
at this time civilians became eligible for free base-rate letter postage. In principle, we should have seen the postmark of 
APO 10 and of the triangular KABA army postal unit handstamps enter use at this time, but we noted that an 11 July 
cover was actually the earliest observed piece of mail employing both these markings. Likewise, as of 1 July, senders 
were supposed to cease referencing the name of settlements in their return addresses and only employ the army postal 
unit numbers distributed to them, whether as civilians or as soldiers. Nevertheless, in practice we do not even see that 
last regulation in force at this time (although we do see manuscript censorship notations on the fronts of covers). 
 
In July, prior to the 11th we actually see the use of fully-dated APO 3 postmarks on Negev mail, including on a letter from 
Amnon Haviv who as we learned earlier was on full-time combat duty without leave – so how do we explain the sudden 
appearance of these fully date postmarks referencing the APO in Tel Aviv rather than that in Nir-Am? To answer that we 
will first observe the following cover so that our conclusions from it assist us in interpreting a different cover. 
 

At left is a stampless cover addressed to someone in the 
Hadar HaCarmel neighborhood of Haifa, return-addressed 
to Eli Kluger at Beit Eshel (near Beersheva); at the top left 
is a notation most likely the newly instituted censorship of 
mail in the Negev. The cover is postmarked 9 July 1948 – 
from APO 3 in Tel Aviv and it bears an endorsed army 
postal unit KABA handstamp, apparently of postal unit 165 
as per the manuscript notation next to it, that’s the 
number assigned to Sde Dov / Tel Aviv airport as per 
Harris; however it is not endorsed “On Active Service”. 
 
Outwardly the cover does not adhere neither to the postal 
procedure of the initial Negev postal service of 18 May – 
30 June nor to the Army’s service from 1 July: the return 
address does not make use of the KABA number assigned 
to Beit Eshel, 225/13 (assigned to the 8th battalion’s 
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jurisdiction),884 and it  consequently reveals the settlement’s name contrary to the censorship procedure of the army’s 
postal service for the region; by contrast we do see the apparent self-censorship marking at the top left, instituted 
during the period that the army administered the postal service in the Negev.  
 
The sender, Eli Kluger, is documented as having served in early 1947 in the Jewish Settlement Police though there is 
absolutely no further information on him or his army service in the War, and this may not actually be soldiers’ mail.885 
 

 
 
The employed KABA handstamp, being associated with a Tel Aviv unit, rules out the possibility that the cover entered 
the army’s postal stream from the Negev and places it squarely in Tel Aviv, where it was correctly entered at the APO 
which would have serviced Sde Dov airfield, APO 3: although the original auction catalogue description calls this a 
“courier cover flown from Beit Eshel to Tel Aviv, posted there at APO 3”,886 apart from the fact that we learned that the 
Negev Squadron was disbanded around this time, the most likely circumstance is that the cover was prepared in the 
Negev (particularly as we see the small notation for self-censorship on the front), but couriered out of the region by land 
transport, and entered by the soldier who took it into the army’s postal stream up in Tel Aviv; otherwise why should the 
cover not have entered the postal stream already at APO 10 (and then been “flown” or driven up to BASE ALEF in Tel 
Aviv for transfer to the civilian postal service)? Had the cover been transported from the Negev by the army postal 
service – whether by air or land – we should expect to see the KABA handstamp of the 8th battalion and the APO 10 
postmark. The postal markings from Tel Aviv strongly suggest that the cover was removed from the mail stream (not 
even entered into it) in the Negev and instead transported ‘privately’ to a separate army mail facility. As such, this cover 
is not representative of the mail service handling the Negev in this time. 

 
The above cover will help us evaluate this 
unusual cover at left: it was sent stampless from 
Amnon Haviv; it is addressed to his mother, 
Shulamit, and return-addressed to “Amnon 
Haviv, Gvaram, In the Negev”. 887  
 
This cover (address & return address) is in the 
same handwriting as the one we examined 
above, so we know that it is a genuine basis for 
the cover – but at first glance it is perplexing, 
specifically because it is tied by a fully-dated 
APO 3 (Tel Aviv) postmark dated 2 July 1948 (i.e. 
5 days before Haviv was killed), but other details 
are no less intriguing: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 The cover lacks the triangular army postal unit KABA handstamp, to assign it to a unit which would have been 
eligible for postage-free army mail; 

                                                           
884 “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.137 
885 3rd from right in the photo, taken from the “Yogev Archive” Facebook group: https://www.facebook.com/groups/1884386505113650/  
886 TAS 39 Lot 10 
887 TAS 51 Lot 178 

https://www.facebook.com/groups/1884386505113650/
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 The cover is endorsed “On Active Service” – but in different handwriting, in pencil; 

 Although the letter was posted during the period where the army took control of the postal service in the 
Negev, the return address is written in the style of the preceding mail serving, referencing “in the Negev” and 
not making use of an army postal unit number; 

 The cover’s front appears to have a signature in the top left indicating self-censorship – no less, apparently 
Haviv’s own signature; this was a procedure apparently instituted only once the army took control of postal 
service in the Negev from 1 July (Haviv was a squad leader and this may have qualified him to censor mail). 

 
From Haviv’s biography summarized earlier we did not see any indication that he left the Negev in the period; indeed 
we know that his battalion was on active combat duty until August, without leave, and that 5 days later he was killed in 
the area. As such, my evaluation is that this cover dates literally to the period where the postal services in the Negev 
changed: Haviv prepared his letter prior to July 1st (maybe even on the 1st), and so didn’t add the “On Active Service” 
endorsement on the front which had hitherto been unneeded / uninstituted in the Negev; nevertheless prior to 
submitting the letter he may have been informed to self-censor/approve it by virtue of his rank, and the “OAS” 
endorsement added by whoever accepted the letter for dispatch (we recall that mail was transmitted by way of 
designated postal sergeants liaising between their units and the APOs).  
 
How would we explain the lack of a KABA handstamp but the presence of a fully-dated APO 3 postmark? Similar to the 
other mentioned elements, the cover was likely prepared before the APO 10 postmark and the triangular KABA 
handstamps reached the Negev); the proper army postal unit numbers were likely not yet disseminated to all the 
soldiers, so that even a genuine correspondence like this one with a verified biography is still lacking an army postal unit 
number in the address as late as 2 July. And as mentioned earlier above, I have not yet seen the APO 10 postmark used 
on genuine mail prior to 11 July – as such, what we see here is a letter from the Negev in the early ‘militarized’ period of 
the mail service, predating the institution of the KABA handstamps (and numbers in return addresses).  
 
The full-dated “APO 3” postmark could be explained thus: in the Beit Eshel example just above we observed that while 
the cover originated in the Negev, the KABA handstamp referenced the postal unit number of the Sde Dov airfield in Tel 
Aviv, hence justifying the subsequent APO 3 postmark on that cover (i.e. it was uncharacteristically couriered to Tel Aviv 
and posted via the airport postal unit); here there is no KABA handstamp but there is a fully-dated APO 3 postmark from 
a sender who assuredly was in the Negev at this time, and I believe in light of the cover dating to the period when the 
army controlled the postal service in the Negev and the region was often inaccessible during the 1st Truce period, that 
this postmark was actually being used also in the Negev in place of the dateless APO 3 and APO 10 postmark until the 
latter entered use there.  
 
The rationale for this idea being twofold: a) mail from the Negev should not have had to transit two army post offices 
(#10 and #3) but rather one APO (#10) and a Base APO (BASE A) – mail assembled at Nir-Am (APO 10) should have been 
transported to BASE A for transit, not APO 3; b) we already saw the dateless APO 3 postmark used on Negev mail in the 
period before the postal service was militarized, when it served as an obfuscating postal marking legitimately also 
cancelling civilian postage stamps by virtue of being ‘dumb’ and not a ‘datestamp’ and further opined that such a device 
was likely issued for use at APO 10. Now in the period of the militarized postal service, when all the mail was stampless 
(and sufficient time had passed since the press notice informing the public of a post office in Nir-Am), for the short 
period until the APO 10 postmark was received, a full-dated APO 3 postmark may have been the postmarking device 
there in the Negev – and likely used in the Negev.  
 
This cover is not problematic or suspect, but requires very careful interpretation of the markings which appear and do 
not appear on it, as well as a sensitive appreciation for its circumstances. Had the letter been posted after Haviv’s death 
on the 7th, indeed as with Baruch Amon’s letter from APO 3, we might then have thought that the cover was couriered to 
Tel Aviv and sent from there. 
 
Below we have two examples of mail sent during the period of the ‘militarized’ postal service in the Negev with the 
requisite postal markings and postal unit address notations:888 the cover on the left is a family correspondence cover, 
possibly civilian on account of it not being “OAS” endorsed, return addressed to Kibbutz Dorot – here using its assigned 
army postal unit number (219/11) and addressed to Haifa. The cover was sent postage-free, as civilians were entitled, 
and it was dispatched from army postal unit 224 (7th battalion of the Negev brigade) which applied its triangular KABA 
handstamp to the cover’s front; it was processed on 15 July at APO 10 in Nir-Am – this is the second-earliest dated 
genuine use I have seen of the APO 10 postmark. 

                                                           
888 “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.140-141 
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The cover on the right is an “On Active Service” endorsed counterpart to the civilian cover on the left: this was sent from 
army postal unit 219/22 (Kibbutz Gvaram) and addressed to a member of Kibbutz Gvaram using its Tel Aviv post office 
box as the sending address. Naturally it was sent unfranked, and was dispatched from army postal unit 279 (Negev 
brigade headquarters unit) and processed at APO 10 on 11 August. 
 
In principle, these last two covers round out our trial of the new theory pertaining to the dateless APO 3 postmark, 
where we see two actual uses of it –  

a) one, as an integral part of the joint civilian-army Negev postal service in the period of 18 May – 30 June based at 
Nir-Am, based on both fully prepaid and stampless mail but postmarked using dateless army postmark devices 
(and army mail, whether franked or stampless, not being endorsed “On Active Service”);  

b) the other, as observed with the groundbreaking “Rubinstein correspondence” and the apparent BASE ALEF 
dateless postmark on Negev mail, as a sorting office postmark to process letterbox mail at army facilities which 
were not (yet) issued their own postal unit numbers (or accidentally uncancelled franked mail from the Negev). 

Here with regards our survey of Negev mail in the period April-August, we saw the dateless postmarks used in both 
types of cases. 
 
 
c. Neutralizing the Effects of Dubious Postal History in Our Present Study 
Nevertheless the postal history mail stream is polluted by much problematic mail, and the closing portion of this section 
may be an appropriate place to illustrate it, to prevent it from destabilizing the revised postal history and 
methodological foundations this article is trying to establish. 
 
We will begin by glancing up at the two last covers we reviewed: indeed these in principle illustrate examples of mail 
handled by the army-administered postal service in the Negev. The problem is, the handwriting on the front does not 
match that on the back: we could say, it’s merely an editing mistake on the part of the authors of the book from which 
the examples are taken. On the other hand, for all we know the front side and the reverse side are indeed both sides of 
each letter – though that opens the door for concerns that one or the other side of the cover may not be original to the 
intended cover. 
 
An additional problem, specifically with the second cover, arises with an account given by its sender, Yehuda Rothschild, 
to the book’s authors that he was at that time the secretary of Kibbutz Gvaram and was charged by the army to serve as 
the censor of the letters written by the settlement’s members: he said that after reading each letter he would initial the 
cover (see the top left of the front), seal it and take “them to the nearest airstrip. At first it was Nir-Am, then Dorot, and 
from the end of June Ruhama. At the airstrip he gave the bundle of letters to the Army clerk and received the incoming 
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letters for Gvaram. It was there that the triangular cachets and Army postmarks were applied; there were no 
handstamps in the settlement.” 889 
 
A number of problems arise here: 

 If Rothschild was appointed to censor mail at Gvaram, why are such censor markings so infrequent and 
inconsistent between the 17 settlements in the Negev? We see very few covers bearing such markings, and 
most of them are from Rothschild at Gvaram. We might rather have expected the army to undertake the 
censorship also of civilian mail, being that their standards would be more stringent; how is field security 
strengthened by leaving postal censorship in the hands of civilians? 
 

 The supposed account of him going to “the nearest airstrip”, first at Nir-Am, then at Dorot, and then “from the 
end of June, Ruhama” is at odds with our revised history of APO 10 in Chapter VI: there we learned that the 
Negev brigade headquarters staff evacuated Nir-Am for Dorot on the night of 15-16 May, but that the Negev air 
squadron remained in Nir-Am until it too evacuated it for Dorot on 19-20 May – nevertheless, the airstrip at Nir-
Am continued to be used, but not as the airpark for the squadron, and “Mekorot” camp continued to function 
there at Nir-Am. Furthermore the Negev squadron was disbanded around the first week of July and only 
reconstituted on the 22nd, although it did not actually engage in aerial activity for over a month thereafter – first 
because the air field at Dorot had to be prepared, and then because a larger air field was needed and one at 
Ruhama was only created in late August, such that air mail by way of that air field only began around 27-28 
August. 
 
What we are saying is that Rothschild could not have been the army’s mail liaison at Gvaram as early as the 
time the Negev Squadron was based at Nir-Am because that predates the army’s total management of mail 
service in the Negev (1 July); furthermore, any connection with the airstrip at Ruhama could only date from 
the last days of August – and in between, from around 7-8 July until c.27 August there was no air service with 
the Negev. 
 

 Particularly troubling with that second letter though is its idiocy: assuming the front and back really do belong to 
the same piece of mail, we understand from the book’s description that Rothschild sent it from Gvaram, 
addressed it also to Gvaram (but oddly to its Tel Aviv post office), and also censored his own letter – but to what 
end? He could just as well have hand-delivered the letter to the addressee there in the settlement. 

 
This is not to say that we have a problem with Yehuda Rothschild himself per-se, but rather with the cover itself and the 
account he supposedly gave to the book’s authors. I have researched him and he has a clean, ‘un-philatelic’ and 
honorable biography connecting him to the kibbutz and to public and commercial service. My concern is more about the 
misuse or misreporting of what he may have said about his activities, and that second cover encapsulates these 
concerns. 
 
As I noted earlier, prior to mid-July 1948, I don’t see examples of authentic mail bearing either a KABA handstamp or the 
APO 10 postmark, even though mail with the Negev existed and particularly under army control. 
 
One problematic example for instance is the cover below – addressed to Tel Aviv (backflap missing, no information on 
the reverse), with an ostensible APO 10 postmark dated 1 July 1948 (with Western Arabic month numeral), 
accompanying a very faint strike of the KABA 219 handstamp (2nd battalion of the Negev brigade) near the top edge 
tear:  
 

                                                           
889 “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.137 
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In principle this should confirm that both army postal marks were indeed in use at least from 1 July – but the APO 10 
postmark is blurry and incomplete in areas where the strike should otherwise be clear, and looks similar to forged 
postmarks I have observed on mail, which appear to be ‘photocopied’ onto covers rather than ink-stamped onto and 
impressed into the paper. 
 

Another example appears in the book 
“Emergency, Local and Private Postal 
Services”, a proponent of the current 
narrative and of Kanner and Spiegel’s 
positions, and illustrates the following 
June 1948 dated cover but doesn’t fully 
describe it:890 they write that it was sent 
from Kibbutz Gvaram “as indicated by 
the sender’s address” (not illustrated), 
and that it is addressed to the 
“Jerusalem Hotel” in Jaffo, where they 
write “evacuees, children and nursing 
mothers of Gvaram were staying.” The 
cover is tied by the KABA 219 (2nd 
battalion) handstamp; it bears a 16 VI 48 
BASE A transit – and another postmark 
with a Western Arabic numeralled 
month with a rounded top, possibly a 
“6” or an “8”. That postmark cannot be 
APO 3 because as we observed earlier 
the letter spacing for the word “Misrad” 

on the APO 3 postmark was wide, and here the letters are more closely together, and logically the only other relevant 
APO – really, the only relevant APO – is APO 10. 
 
Perhaps this cover is proof of army postal marks, and the APO 10 postmark in particular, in use in the Negev as early as 
16 June – but there are problems here too: 

a) The cover bears army postal markings of the Negev in the period before these entered use (circa. 1 July). 
b) The circumstances of the address used are in doubt: I have not found any confirmation that this hotel housed 

refugees from Gvaram, or refugees at all.891 Moreover, Jaffa in this period was a closed military zone, from late 

                                                           
890 Shimony / Karpovsky / Aloni in “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.136, 141 
891 There is not a word about this matter in the press archives, where it would be reasonable to expect the public to be notified of the whereabouts 
of domestic refugees. The only concrete information we can obtain is that the Mandate’s “Criminal Investigation Department” used the building in 
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April 1948 until at least December of that year, and much mail to it is seen even late into 1948 refused ongoing 
transmission – it would seem odd a) to house refugees specifically in that city, especially so early as June, and b) 
that this letter would seemingly be delivered unhindered at this time. 

 
The same book also illustrates 
another 16 June 1948 cover, 
ostensibly sent from a civilian, 
Zeev Zuckerberg, at Nir-Am to a 
civilian relative at #12 Geula 
Street in Jerusalem, bearing the 
KABA 219 handstamp, a 16 VI 48 
BASE A transit and an 18 June 
1948 APO 5 (Jerusalem) arrival – 
but no APO 10 postmark. The 
authors praise the cover as 
“flown twice” (from the Negev 
to Tel Aviv and then from Tel 
Aviv to Jerusalem), commenting, 
“Amazingly the letter had made 
its way, during those turbulent 
days, from the besieged Negev 
to besieged Jerusalem!” 892 
 
Zeev Zuckerberg is nowhere to 
be found in the online records of 
servicemen from the War: here 
again, this is a civilian cover 
whose return address 
references the settlement’s post 
office box address in Tel Aviv – 
and it’s stampless even prior to 
the time when APO 10 took 
control of postal operations in 
the Negev. Beyond the 
fundamental problem regarding 
the lack of postage, we have 
another problem with the 
markings on this cover: the 

addressee is a civilian – the civilian postal service undertook delivery of such mail in all but the smallest settlements, so 
why would it have an army APO 5 postmark in Jerusalem? If we believe the postal markings, the routing up to Base A 
would be correct – from where it would have been transferred to the civilian postal service for delivery in Jerusalem – 
specifically by the mail convoys which began to run precisely at this time, 18 June – and not APO 5. 
 
A tell-tale sign that the cover is contrived lies (no pun intended) in a detail buried in the return address, where below 
the POB address it is written “Nir-Am by way of Mendush” ( עם על ידי מנדוש-ניר ): according to the authors of 
“Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid),893 from where the illustration of this cover is taken, ‘Mendush’ 
was a member of Kibbutz Beeri and “the person responsible for the arrangement of the planeloads” of supplies from Tel 
Aviv to the Negev – what does he have to do with the address? His inclusion in the address strikes me as an attempt to 
link the cover with the dubious notion of it being “flown mail”. 
 
Whatever the book very briefly had to say about him, according to more official sources, “Mendush”, Menachem David 
(1924-2005), actually served as the adjutant (‘shalish’) and quartermaster of the 2nd battalion of the Negev brigade, 

                                                           
the 1940s, and that “after Israel’s Independence” (i.e. possibly still during the War) it serviced the Ministry of Education. “Jerusalem Hotel” in 
Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%9F_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D  
892 Shimony / Karpovsky / Aloni in “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.135 
893 “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid), p.122 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%9F_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%9D
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based at Nir-Am / Gvaram, in the War,894 far away from Tel Aviv. We know from our earlier history of the soldier Amnon 
Haviv that the 2nd battalion did not leave the Negev for 10 straight months until August 1948; no home leave, no 
transfers. In light of the nonsensical APO 5 arrival postmark my inclination is to regard the cover as a contrivance. 
According to Kanner and Spiegel’s problematic history of the APO 5 post office, the standard metal postmark for APO5 
entered use this day, replacing the large “provisional” type seen on this cover. 
 

The mere abundance of postal items bearing problematic characteristics does not legitimize those characteristics 
simply on account of their abundance: we must be stringent as researchers – if mail items’ appearance cannot be 
backed-up by way of documentary proof for the presence of characteristics on them, their appearance diminishes if 
not negates altogether the worthiness of those postal items as valid postal history. 

 
Another possible proving cover, showing the APO 10 postmark in use on 12 July, could have been the one below: it is 
returned addressed to a Z. [Zvi] Levanon from Jaffo Street in Jerusalem and addressed to his son Gideon Levanon at Nir-
Am by way of its post office box address in Tel Aviv;895 it was posted on 10 May, during the siege era of Jerusalem, and 
was among the mail items held up in the city until the convoys of late June (it lacks a civilian post office backstamp as 
seen on much convoy mail because it is not a registered letter).  
  

  
 
From this point on, the postal markings and the routing which arises from them is perplexing: the cover is front-stamped 
with a 12 July APO 10 arrival (which is odd as this is normally struck on the back), presumably at which stage the address 
on the front is amended – crossed off with a single stroke of red crayon; a comment in different ink is written next to 
the address, “Squad Leaders Course Dalia” – a reference to the Palmach’s squad leaders course at the nearby base in 
Jo’ara (in the inland area between Hadera and Affula),896 and this is circled in red crayon with an arrow drawn below it.  
 
The cover is then backstamped 14 July receipt at the Army postal service’s Return Letter Office (in Jaffo), then a same 
day BASE transit arrival (either ALEF or BET – ALEF to effect transfer to the region where Jo’ara is located, which is BET, 
or BET as the direct arrival); then the cover is backstamped 1 August BASE ALEF transit. 
 
Somewhere in between, and strangely long after the transit at the RLO and at the BASE APO, on 30 July the Registry 
Center at the RLO indicates that the address is unknown, in purple ink, strikes off the entire address on the front and 
circles the return address (the subsequent BASE ALEF transit 2 days later is baffling). It’s unclear at what stage the red 
crayon notation “Insufficient Address” is written on the back – but evidently not on July 30th and apparently not on 12 
July, when the cover’s address is amended to the training course. 
 

                                                           
894 Biography at the Kibbutz Beeri website (https://www.beeri.org.il/cgi-
webaxy/sal/sal.pl?lang=he&ID=785129_beeri&act=show&dbid=pages&dataid=hantzacha_592139_beeri_mendush) and also at the Palmach 
Museum: https://www.palmach.org.il/veterans/veteranpage/?itemId=84511  
895 See biography at https://www.gideonlevanon.com/  
896 For example: https://www.palmach.org.il/archive/galleries/galleryphoto/?itemId=55693  

https://www.beeri.org.il/cgi-webaxy/sal/sal.pl?lang=he&ID=785129_beeri&act=show&dbid=pages&dataid=hantzacha_592139_beeri_mendush
https://www.beeri.org.il/cgi-webaxy/sal/sal.pl?lang=he&ID=785129_beeri&act=show&dbid=pages&dataid=hantzacha_592139_beeri_mendush
https://www.palmach.org.il/veterans/veteranpage/?itemId=84511
https://www.gideonlevanon.com/
https://www.palmach.org.il/archive/galleries/galleryphoto/?itemId=55693
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We already encountered the Levanon family by way of Gideon’s cousin, Yehuda, of the Hizkiyahu covers. The chief 
problem with this cover, by my evaluation, is the APO 10 postmark – exhibiting a suspicious fuzzy lack of clarity, 
resembling the appearance of forged postmark strikes: contrast its clarity for example with that of the RLO postmark on 
the back.  
 

 
 
A Digression: Identifying Fake Postmarks 
Taken from the last, 2nd issue, of this Bulletin, covering the subject of the Ahuzat Samuel post office on 15 May 1948 
(and the matter of the non-existence of real registered mail service in the Interim and early Israel period), we have 
below an example of a fake and a real strike of the Ahuzat Samuel post office: 
 

  
 
Although the circumstances of each cover are described at length in that issue of the Bulletin, what is instructive for us 
here is to observe the overt differences between a genuine strike of a postmark versus a forged (fake) strike. Here both 
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are dated 15 May 1948, but the one on the left – the fake strike – is suspiciously blurry and unclear in areas where the 
strike should otherwise be crisp and fully visible; compare it to the genuine strike on the right. Seen close up the fake 
strike does not look like it was applied by ink; it looks fuzzy, as if photocopied or transferred in some way onto the 
surface of the envelope. Note also the odd discoloring in the perimeter of the fake strike on the cover. These types of 
forgeries are seen quite often on interim period mail, specifically as Mandate postmarks. By contrast notice the clean, 
crisp appearance of the genuine strike on the right; its ink-applied impression is evident beyond doubt – this is how any 
genuine postmark strike should look, and without any suspicious discoloration in its vicinity. 
End of Digression 
 
There are a number of other problems with the cover: 

 The address and return address are in different handwriting and ink 
 The original address references “By Way of Mendush” at the bottom, who was as we learned just above – 

according to the authors of “Emergency, Local and Private Postal Services” (Ibid) – “the person responsible for 
the arrangement of the planeloads” of supplies from Tel Aviv to the Negev, but apparently actually the adjutant 
and quartermaster of the 2nd Battalion at Nir-Am, a seemingly unnecessary reference to the address 
(particularly as addressed to the settlement’s post office box in Tel Aviv), and one I am inclined to believe is an 
attempt to link the cover with the dubious notion of it being “flown mail”. We do not see any similar reference 
to a battalion adjutant/quartermaster nor to ‘Mendush’ at all, except on these two suspect covers related to 
Nir-Am. 

What is also odd is that if it was known that Gideon was at the training course at Dalia, how could the army not find 
either his personnel number or his location to have the cover sent to him? They already found the proverbial ‘needle in 
the haystack’… 
 
What we know of Gideon’s (1928-1954) biography is that he was born in Jerusalem and in his teenage years he 
underwent training with the “Maccabi HaTzair” (Young Maccabi) youth movement, going on to work as an instructor in 
“Maccabi”. Later, following graduation from high school, he was a member of “inductee group D” (‘Garin Daled’) of the 
Palmach at Givat Haim in July 1946, which gave military training to graduating draft-age members of “Maccabi 
HaTzair”.897 Upon completion of his training, in July 1947 he was assigned to the 5th company of the 2nd battalion of the 
Palmach (i.e. of the soon to be formed Negev brigade).898  
 
Gideon went on to serve as a combat soldier and sapper in the Palmach eventually participating in the battle at Kfar 
Darom and being among the liberators of Beersheva,899 but from information about “inductee group D” it seems a 
number of its members were sent to Squad Leader training already in 1946 900 – and given Gideon’s subsequent combat 
assignment in the war, it’s likely he was actually in this course prior to July 1948. In any case the base at Jo’ara ended its 
role as a training camp in 1948 and already from April it served as an exit point for the Haganah to go into battle in the 
area of Mishmar Ha'emek,901 so it’s unlikely that the notation on this cover is chronologically correct. Moreover, as 
Gideon was already long-serving in the army, his father assuredly knew to address the cover to him at his military 
address, referencing his service number and army postal unit – but this, in different styled handwriting on the front, is 
curiously absent. 
 
In short, the cover is possibly a legitimate partially prepared original cover with additional spurious notations, addresses 
and especially the APO 10 postmark added after – by my evaluation. 
 
In conclusion as regards army mail in the Negev, at present 11 July is the earliest date of use of the APO 10 postmark 
and KABA handstamp I have observed on genuine mail; everything else dated earlier, so far is spurious. 
 
I believe we have now seen a successful application of our theory regarding the significance and use of the dateless APO 
3 postmark: one, as a ‘mute’ postmarking device for mail received at letterboxes at army facilities not yet issued an 
army postal unit number, and two, more specific to the Negev, as the precursor to the region’s APO 10 postmark for the 
APO at Nir-Am. 
 

As regards testing our theory about the meaning of the dateless APO 3 postmark on Jerusalem-related mail, there is a 
very specific circumstance for it and we will address it when we reach the section related to “Menorah Club” mail.  

                                                           
897 https://www.gideonlevanon.com/ and 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%92%D7%93%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%9C%D7%91%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%9F/en_c540b650110c7ccb0dfdef68100560dd  
898 “Training of Group D”: http://www.irgon-haagana.co.il/info/hi_show.aspx?id=21626&t=1  
899 https://www.gideonlevanon.com/  
900 “5th Company” at the Palmach Museum site: https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=6209  
901 “Jo’ara” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%92%27%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%94  

https://www.gideonlevanon.com/
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%92%D7%93%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%9F%20%D7%9C%D7%91%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%9F/en_c540b650110c7ccb0dfdef68100560dd
http://www.irgon-haagana.co.il/info/hi_show.aspx?id=21626&t=1
https://www.gideonlevanon.com/
https://www.palmach.org.il/history/database/?itemId=6209
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%92%27%D7%95%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%94
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C. The APO 5 (Jerusalem) “Provisional” Postmark and its Supposed Dates of Use 
In this section we begin our systematic treatment of evaluating theories pertaining to the appearance of certain 
postmarks on Jerusalem-related mail items as being direct or indirect indications that the mail item was flown.  

 
The first type of postmark we will examine is that 
of APO 5 in Jerusalem, a large rubber postmark 
unlike the standard metal devices of the Army 
Postal Service; as early as Kanner and Spiegels’ 
1961 articles this postmark was called “the 
provisional” postmark of APO 5. In their article, 
Kanner and Spiegel wrote that “the late strike of 
14th July 1948 [of the provisional postmark] must 
be regarded as exceptional, because Headquarters 
Army Postal Service took over this APO on 18th 
June 1948, and the staff brought with them from 
Tel Aviv the standard equipment, including the 
metal Circular Datestamp.” 902 

 
Earlier, in Chapter VII, we reconstructed a revised history of Army Post Office APO 5 in Jerusalem by way of source 
documents and postal history evidence – but avoided digressing on the subject of its postmarks until we reached a 
suitable juncture for it, which is here. We observed possible proof strikes of this large “provisional” postmark dated 4 
June, just prior to APO 5’s commencement of operations on the 7th.  
 
One of the operational matters we encountered there, based on a 5 June 1948 telegram, was that “postal supplies and 
instructions” were being sent by the Army Postal Service’s headquarters in Tel Aviv to APO 5 in Jerusalem, and from this 
we noted already then that there was no documented implication that the large rubber postmark was necessarily 
produced locally in Jerusalem nor that it was a “provisional” datestamp – indeed it does not apparently appear in the 
earlier-cited proof book of handstamps produced by the Arie Salant workshop in Jerusalem (the editorial staff at the 
HLPH bulletin would assuredly have illustrated it if they had seen it, as it is an important postmark for postal historians), 
and it looks very similar to one of the handstamp types used by the internal army communications service’s / signals 
corps unit of Battalion 61 (‘Moriah’) in Jerusalem; the one at the left is a datestamp of the battalion “Communications 
Office”; the near-identical handstamp on the right, without a datehead, is entitled “Communications Officer” in the 
center, both used at least in October 1948.903  
 

 
 
From a 14 June telegram from that APO to the headquarters we learned of insufficient stocks of “stamps and likewise” 
as well as “mail sacks and suitable handstamps” which it requested that the headquarters send to it – we don't know 
from the phraseology of the message – or the reference to handstamps with mail sacks – that the implication was that 
specifically postmarks for mail were lacking. 
 
Either way, contrary to what Kanner and Spiegel wrote (cited just above), we did not see any evidence that APO 5 was 
“taken over” by the APS on or around 18 June – indeed, we noted in Chapter VII that the APO was functioning within 
the APS as an integral – if poorly supplied and informed – element of it. If anything, we were apprised by way of a 20 
June telegram, from a person called Polishuk to Eliezer Shenkar, the head of the Army Postal Service and possibly 
Polishuk’s immediate superior, that Polishuk had been dispatched to APO 5 from the headquarters in Tel Aviv as a 
plenipotentiary to quickly solve staffing arrangements and high-level operational arrangements at that APO prior to 

                                                           
902 For example Kanner & Spiegel (Ibid), BAPIP #36, p.7 
903 As these appear on documents shown in Daniel Rosenne’s compilation “Military Operations in Jerusalem In the War of Independence – Reports 
from Communications Officers” ( דו"חות קציני הקשר –מבצעים בירושלים במלחמת העצמאות  ), p.10 (dated 24 Oct. 48) & p.17 (on documented dated 
20 Oct. 48). 
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returning to Tel Aviv the next day. The message suggested merely high-level administrative assistance from 
headquarters for APO 5, but no indication whatsoever that staff from Tel Aviv had actually moved to APO 5 and 
reorganized or otherwise “integrated” its supplies or staffing with the APS. Indeed, we subsequently learned by way of 
telegram correspondences of 24-25 June that the APO was experiencing difficulties effecting air transport of mail – and 
from this we surmised that air transport of army mail from Jerusalem had not actually taken effect until then. 
 
Nevertheless, Kanner and Spiegel’s comments made a lasting impact on our philatelic community’s understanding of 
events at APO 5 so that up to 1988, when Baruch Hurwich wrote a number of articles in the “Holy Land Postal History” 
(HLPH) bulletin and developed a theory we are about to examine and debunk, it was abundantly clear that the general 
public gained the impression that the large “provisional” postmark exited use by 18 June, when the standard metal 
datestamp supposedly entered use.904 More specifically, the philatelic community relied on Kanner & Spiegel’s 
observation that 14 June 1948 was the latest seen date of the large “provisional” postmark, prior to the metal one 
observed in use from 18 June. 
 
For his part, Hurwich possessed the following illustrated cover, sent from a member of the 64th battalion at KABA 
211/26 (as per our revised listing of army postal unit numbers above) to an addressee in Tel Aviv. The cover was posted 
from APO 5 in Jerusalem on “15 July 1948” and was subsequently transit-marked, correctly, at BASE [ALEF] in Tel Aviv – 
on a partially unclear date which Hurwich believes is 15 VI 48, 15 June 1948.  
 
From various template spacing calculations (six measuring points) and date-slug font types he tabulated by date, for 
Base APO A and B, Hurwich reached the conclusion that the partially visible postmark below was consistent in 
appearance for its date of use (in June) – “The date of this stamp is, I believe, absolutely clear: ‘15.VI.48’” – while the 
observed date on the APO 5 postmark must therefore be in error, and his solution was, that the month was erroneous 
by a factor of one month, that instead of reading “JULY” it should actually read “JUNE”.  
 

  
 
We will not dissect Hurwich’s methodology point by point, but will instead make a couple of observations and then 
debunk his theory with a proving cover. One observation I think we need to make is that the partially struck postmark 
critical to his theory is not “absolutely clear”, as he expressed it – and we can see ourselves that the postmark is double-
struck, where the day itself apparently ends in a “5” but the preceding digit is far from appearing definitely as a “1”, and 
may even be a “2”; likewise, the roman numeral month is not fully struck and could also be “VII” (July). 
 
A critical but under-stated element Hurwich’s theory is this: he employs the “singular used postmark” methodology, 
that only 1 postmark is used at a post office at any given time. This is a methodology which we debunked earlier in our 
initial survey of the earliest observed dated postmarks of the Army Postal Service, of BASE ALEF, and then of APO 3 
(with and without a datehead): in that survey we easily observed variances in the metal templates and dateheads of 
postmarks even from the same date, and with that we dispensed with the unlikely notion that a post office possessed 
and used only one postmarking device at any given time. We showed instead that multiple devices were in use at this 
time – and here, as we shall see, Hurwich’s attempt to establish defined baselines for the appearance of postmark 

                                                           
904 “A Long Misunderstood Conundrum Solved: Errors in Certain Dates of the Jerusalem Military Provisional Datestamp, 1948” by Baruch Hurwich 
in ‘Holy Land Postal History’ bulletin #35 of Summer 1988, p.844-847 + back cover – see: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/vqvb/#p=32. The main 
image is taken from TAS 31 lot 379. 

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/vqvb/#p=32
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devices at BASE ALEF and BET is undermined by the fact that more than one postmark was in fact in use at this and 
other army post offices on any given date. 
 
The unintended advantage to bad ideas is that they have a built-in self-defeating characteristic, which is that it’s easy to 
quickly reach their intellectual limits and reveal their bankruptcy. Here for instance we have a cover from APO 5 
postmarked on 28 June using the large “provisional” postmark – what are we supposed to do, backdate it to 28 May (i.e. 
prior to the opening of APO 5)? Even the AIEP certified dealer who offered it for sale, and who frequently pitches 
Hurwich’s theory on these covers, wisely refrained from doing so here and skirted the issue altogether, quietly 
confirming the logical limits of Hurwich’s theory.905 
 

  
 
Similarly we have below another 28 June 1948 postmarked cover, sent from the 62nd ‘Beit Horon’ battalion (assigned 
KABA number 213) – this time using the metal postmarking device:906 
 

 
 

Clearly, if we have examples of both postmarks in use on the same date – particularly if it’s impossible to apply 
Hurwich’s theory of backdating one of them by a month – then obviously we have proof that 2 postmarking devices 
were in use at the same time. 

 
Before we examine our proving cover which definitively debunks Hurwich’s theory, let us observe part of the 
chronological correspondence of the “Rubinstein correspondence” we studied in the section on the dateless APO 3 
postmarks, above. The sender served in the Moriah battalion (assigned to army postal unit KABA 212); during the 1st 
Truce (11 June - 8 July), his unit was transferred to Tel Aviv for reorganization and was actually temporarily reassigned 
to the Palmach, though shortly before the end of the Truce the battalion was re-assigned back to the Jerusalem district.  
 
Below we see the first letter in the sequence, originating from KABA 212 (the Moriah battalion) and postmarked 9 June 
1948 from APO 5 with the “provisional” postmark used as the dispatch postmark; the next letter, from 20 June 

                                                           
905 TAS 21 lot 1223 
906 TAS 30 Lot 854 
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originates with KABA 217 (Palmach headquarters – Tel Aviv) and correlates correctly with the movement of the 
battalion from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv in the period of the 1st Truce. The 3rd letter (bottom left), dated 13 July originates 
with KABA 212 (Moriah battalion) in accordance with the unit’s history, where it was reassigned back to the Jerusalem 
district – here the postmark used is of the metal standard APS type. The last letter, from 14 July at KABA 212 however 
uses the “provisional” APO postmark. That last cover cannot be predated by a month because in that period the Moriah 
battalion was in Tel Aviv for reorganization. Here then we see circumstantial proof that the large “provisional” postmark 
continued to be used into July, simultaneously with the metal datestamp. 
 

 
 
Hurwich’s theory, however incorrect, aimed to make order of the conundrum which confronted philatelists at that time, 
that an apparent singly-used postmark bore a supposedly incorrect date, and that to rectify this apparent “error” its 
date had to be reinterpreted as originating from a month earlier – a kind of “magic bullet” theory.907 In principle such a 
notion, however well-intentioned, is the ultimate example of misunderstanding postal procedure: the regular ongoing 
use of a misdated datestamp defies the purpose of its use, which is to reliably establish the date on which a postal item 
is dispatched – what purpose is served by datestamping mail deliberately with the wrong date? 
 
We even have an example of this very postmark being amended to account for a missing day in the datehead, and 
earlier, in our initial review of the dateless APO 3 postmark, we observed various ways in which post offices rectified 
erroneous or partially missing dates by way of employing office ‘daters’ to supplement the incomplete postmark: 
 

 

                                                           
907 Magic Bullet Theory: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Single-bullet_theory  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Single-bullet_theory
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More nefariously however is the consequence of a theory like Hurwich’s, which was unwittingly revealed by the authors 
of JSPS (Ibid), when they wrote:908 “It has been proven (Hurwich 1990[sic]) that all dates with the month of July (“JUL” in 
the postmark) are errors and should really be the month of June (“JUN”) thus rendering the cover an ‘incoming siege 
cover’ (emphasis mine). Expressed bluntly, a theory like Hurwich’s, if left unchallenged and un-debunked, opens the 
door for widescale ‘backdating’ of postal history and artificially turning it into ‘assured’ flown “siege mail”. 

 
 

D. Theory that Some Civilian Settlements considered Military Outposts & their mail “Flown like Army Mail” 
A theory crystallized by the book “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services in the Transition Period” (JSPS, Ibid), based on 
the seemingly inexplicable appearance of a certain civilian post office postmark on certain postal items, is that mail from 
certain locales to Jerusalem (such as “besieged” Safed) and mail to certain settlements in the Jerusalem district was 
accorded special army air transport to Jerusalem on account of either a) the mail’s “importance, being from a besieged 
town” [Safed], or b) that mail addressed to certain settlements in Jerusalem, specifically Maaleh HaHamisha and Kiryat 
Anavim, “were very close to the front and in which many Palmach soldiers were stationed – were considered by the 
Army as military outposts (like the kibbutzim in the Negev which were serviced by the Army Post) and the mail to them 
treated as Army Mail”, and therefore flown as per the prevailing narrative that all army mail to Jerusalem was flown at 
this time.909  
 
According to this theory, mail either from a locale like Safed or addressed to locales like the two kibbutzim above, would 
be accumulated in Tel Aviv and then flown to Jerusalem to hasten their dispatch, owing to the apparent importance 
given to either the originating town or the receiving locale. This theory was hatched in regard to the appearance of the 
interim ‘rosette’ postmark of the Jerusalem sorting office, observed on pieces of mail adhering to either of the two 
categories summed up above. We will discuss the ‘rosette’ postmark in a subsequent section of this chapter, but will 
here debunk this theory in total by way of the same proving cover which will conclusively also debunk Hurwich’s theory. 
 
Below we have a civilian cover addressed to a soldier, Avraham Ziskind of the “Kvutzat Portzim” (‘breechers unit’) at 
Kiryat Anavim “next to Jerusalem”; the return address is partly missing but originates in Tel Aviv where this cover was 
posted, at the head post office (note the unnumbered ‘dot’ trilingual postmark) on 11 June 1948 – the first day of the 1st 
Truce – and franked 10 mils for the inland base letter postage rate. The specified military unit was the 4th Breechers 
battalion (‘Gdud HaPortzim’) of the Palmach’s Harel Brigade, which operated in the area of the Jerusalem corridor. The 
postmark date is a most important proving postmark for this cover: 
 

  
 
According to Kanner and Spiegel, between 4-18 June, APO 5 was under “local area command” and mail was only from 
out from Jerusalem; from the 18th to 2 August mail was flown both ways.910 From all of our research and revised 
histories of the army postal and air services, we know that APO 5 only began operating on 7 June and we found no 
information whatsoever indicating that army mail was either flown one way from Jerusalem until 18 June, or flown both 

                                                           
908 JSPS (Ibid), p.155; they meant “Hurwich 1988”, also confirmed in their bibliography. 
909 JSPS (Ibid), p.156 
910 Kanner and Spiegel (Ibid), BAPIP #36, p.8 
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ways thereafter: indeed, up until at least 25 June we saw clear indications of APO 5 being unable to effect air dispatch of 
army mail, and that in any case aircraft landings in Jerusalem were very few in the period prior to the 1st Truce. 

 
This cover was subsequently backstamped 3 
July APO 5 transit-arrival using the large rubber 
so-called “provisional” postmark, prior to it 
being forwarded to Kiryat Anavim: this 
represents a 3 week transit time, where even 
if we entertain the possibility that there was 
no air mail service to Jerusalem until 18 June, 
clearly the cover was not flown for another 2 
weeks even thereafter. The cover was not 
flown at all, but rather transported by land, 
and the delay resulting from the issues we 
learned about pertaining to road transport 
limitations in the period where both the 
Burma Road and the main highway were under 
the auspices and restrictions of the United 
Nations. We saw ample evidence earlier in this 
article that mail was accorded especially low 
priority for transport in this period. 

 
The cover was forwarded on to Kiryat Anavim, where the address was amended (crossed off) in red crayon and the 
soldier’s service number added to the front, with the additional comment: “In Recovery Break, Wounded”. Likely here 
still the cover affixed with a blank adhesive label with an additional notation in dark red pen, “To be returned to sender, 
[addressee] in recovery | Battalion IV...” Somewhere at this juncture a notation “Wounded” (‘Patzua’) was written in 
black pen on the front. 
 

The cover was subsequently returned to APO 5 on 13 
July (backstamp), again using the “provisional” rubber 
handstamp – here we see irrefutable proof that this 
postmark was indeed in use past 18 June, for any 
attempt to backdate either strike (3 July or 13 July) of 
the postmark by a month, as per Hurwich’s approach, 
would predate the original date of dispatch (11 June). 
Likely here the “Wounded” notation on the front as 
well as the “In Recovery Break, Wounded” in red 
crayon were crossed off in red pen and amended to 
“Nursing/Invalid” (‘Saad’) just below it. 
 
The subsequent transits and markings are tricky to 
follow, but from familiarity with the procedure of the 
army transferring wounded personnel from Jerusalem 
to hospitals in the center of the country during the 1st 

Truce – information which we encountered in our section on the dateless APO 3 postmark – the cover was likely routed 
to the headquarters of the Harel Brigade which was also in proximity of the Tel HaShomer military hospital, at APO 15, 
but the cover was only backstamped arrived there on 2 Dec. 1948; a long 5 month transit time. 
 
Evidently the soldier was not located at the hospital and likely from here at APO 15 the cover was transferred to the 
army’s Returned Letter Office in Jaffo, where it was backstamped received on 3 Dec. 1948: likely here it was processed 
by the “Registry center” (‘Mercaz Rishum’) whose task it was to locate servicemen registered in the army personnel 
rolls. The cover front was tied by a strike of the Army Postal Service’s ‘registry center’ form handstamp, and this was 
filled it with a rerouting instruction, to army postal unit 171 (Naval Headquarters, per Harris), with the number “171” 
also written at the top of the cover’s front and apparently in pencil an accompanying endorsement “Nursing Officer 
Rachel” (קצינת סעד רחל). The handstamp ties the label: it is filled in in red pen, and likely here that same clerk crossed 
off the original “return to sender” notation written at Kiryat Anavim and the ‘Saad’ (invalid/nursing) notation next to the 
original address. Likely here too at the RLO the cover was tied on the stamp with a dispatch postmark of the RLO whose 
full date is unclear (Dec. 1948).  
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The cover was forwarded to APO 4 in Haifa where it was backstamped arrived on 10 Dec. 1948, and apparently here 
received and opened roughly at the top, as there are no indications that the re-routing to KABA 171 was incorrect. The 
“13.12” manuscript docketing on the front may be the actual delivery date of the letter. 
 

Although this cover’s identity and journey was circuitous, it confirmed the two critical points we wanted to make: the 
so-called “provisional” APO 5 postmark was indisputably in use in July 1948, and not affected by any errors in its 
date; and mail to settlements like Kiryat Anavim was not flown, neither if addressed to soldiers nor to civilians. We 
will see another ‘proving cover’ attesting to the lack of any special postal favors for isolated settlements in Chapter XIII. 

 
 

E. Mail Bearing the ‘MK-JM’ Postmark of the “Communications Office Jerusalem” of the Signals Corps 
Earlier, in Chapter V, we learned about the history and operations of the internal-army communications and mail 
service, a service which the historian of the Communications Corps, Daniel Rosenne, called “Doar Makamri” (based on 
the acronym for the Hebrew expression “Misrad Kesher Merchavi” – ‘Regional Communications Office’; an actual formal 
name appears to not have been given during the War). Among other things we became familiarized with the various 
datestamps and markings of “communications offices”. 
 
Specifically we learned that it was the Communications Service, the precursor to the Signals Corps, which operated the 
internal army mail service, as opposed to the Quartermasters Corps which operated the Army Postal Service, providing 
postage-free “soldiers’ mail”. Further in the same chapter we learned the distinctions between these two services as 
well as their interaction together: the first handled internal “official army” mail, between military units and each other 
and between the military and key external institutions, while the latter handled mail sent from soldiers – either to other 
soldiers or to civilians, but postage-free for the base letter rate; the former operated its own circuit of “communications 
offices” facilitated by motorcycles, runners and couriers, while the latter largely relied on the transport infrastructure of 
the civilian postal service to both transport and deliver its mail (except in cases of isolated settlements, notably in the 
Negev region).  
 

Between August-September 1948 certain types of mail originating with the internal army mail 
service began to be handled by the Army Postal Service, and the key criterion was the level of 
priority assigned to ‘secrecy’ and ‘urgency’, whereby the lowest priority was automatically 
farmed out to the APS for processing and delivery. We further learned that the Communications 
Office in Jerusalem ( ים-מק  – ‘MK-JM’ = Misrad Kesher Yerushalayim) – datestamp shown at left – 
would transmit mail to private addresses only if they were of a priority delivery and only if they 
were sent by a brigade commander, district commander or the Operations Directorate. From 

this we can infer that prior to that time (August-September), the delivery of mail by the Communications Office to private 
addresses would not have been more lenient; the stringency had been eased to the present degree only due to the APS 
being assigned low priority mail. 
 
Mail from 1948 Jerusalem bearing the handstamp of the city’s “communications office” has long been known in our 
philatelic community, but specifically in 1967, an article by Kanner and Spiegel brought to the fore the notion that this 
communications office had facilitated outbound mail from “besieged” Jerusalem for the press – and that of course, in 
line with Kanner and Spiegel’s earlier articles asserting that army mail was flown out from Jerusalem between April and 
August, mail items to the press bearing the Jerusalem communications office datestamp were necessarily flown as 
well.911 The full article is reproduced in Appendix 10 of this article. 
 
The basis for their theory was oddly-marked mail observed from the then recent disposal of the estate of Israel 
Finkelstein (1901-1965), whom they describe as the former secretary of the editorial board of the ‘Haaretz’ newspaper 
between 1939-1965, and a philatelist in his own right; he was also a co-editor of the newspaper and based in Tel Aviv.912   
 
In their article Kanner and Spiegel attempt to make a distinction between the handstamp-endorsed ‘priviliged civilian 
mail’ mentined in their 1961 articles, which they describe now 6 years later as civilian mail “pretending to be of military 

                                                           
911 “Airmail Press Service from Besieged Jerusalem, 1948”, by P. Kanner and Y. Spiegel in BAPIP Bulletin #56, September 1967; p. 6-7, XC, XD. 
912 Entry in “Family Album” (https://gen.rlzm.co.il/persons/%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C-

%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%9F/) and “Israel Finkelstein” obituary in ‘Davar’ newspaper of 17 October 1965, 
p.11: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1965/10/17/01/?a=d&d=dav19651017-01&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-

%22%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%90%d7%9c+%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%a0%d7%a7%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%98%d7%99%d7%99%d7%9f%22+%d7%94%d7%90%d7%a8%d7%a5-------------1  

https://gen.rlzm.co.il/persons/%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C-%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%9F/
https://gen.rlzm.co.il/persons/%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C-%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%98%D7%99%D7%9F/
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1965/10/17/01/?a=d&d=dav19651017-01&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%90%d7%9c+%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%a0%d7%a7%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%98%d7%99%d7%99%d7%9f%22+%d7%94%d7%90%d7%a8%d7%a5-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1965/10/17/01/?a=d&d=dav19651017-01&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%a8%d7%90%d7%9c+%d7%a4%d7%99%d7%a0%d7%a7%d7%9c%d7%a9%d7%98%d7%99%d7%99%d7%9f%22+%d7%94%d7%90%d7%a8%d7%a5-------------1
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origin in order to have it accepted by the pilots on the Jerusalem airstrip” – a notion we debunked earlier, down to the 
detail of civilians running across the semi-tarmac with cash-in-hand to bribe pilots – as opposed to this ‘new’ type of 
mail which they here describe as “civilian mail which was officially flown out of Jerusalem during that historic period.” 
 

  
 
Their article does not contain any additional factual information, and as with their 1961 articles does not transparently 
display the full front and back sides of the mail they describe. We will dispense with their conjecture and simply observe 
the images of the mail they displayed, and re-evaluate it what it is (or isn’t). Refering to the images by the numbers 
Kanner and Spiegel assigned to them, presumably all the covers including figure 3 (whose reverse side only is shown) 
are addressed to the ‘Haaretz’ newspaper – of the 3 addressed in Hebrew the handwriting appears to be of the same 
person, meaning that at a minimum these originate from the same ‘source’ whatever it might be; these are not 3 totally 
different, random covers. Of note, none bear any office-receipt handstamps or markings which we might expect to 
document the receipt of urgently flown mail, and none bear indications that they originated as civilian mail – Kanner and 
Spiegel provide no evidence that the origin of these covers is civilian, merely that the address is civilian. 
 
Let’s review some points we learned in Chapter V about the operation of the internal army mail service particularly as 
regards mail to civilian addresses: the regulations published in August 1948 and seemingly entering force in September, 
in conjunction with the Army Postal Service, dictated that the Communications Office in Jerusalem ( ים-מק  – ‘MK-JM’ = 
Misrad Kesher Yerushalayim) would transmit mail to private addresses (i.e. civilian addresses) only if they were of a 
priority delivery and only if they were sent by a brigade commander, district commander or the Operations Directorate.  
 
Let’s contemplate the significance of this regulation: the Army Postal Service, whose specific purpose was to deliver mail 
to private addresses, began operating on 20 May; if this cited regulation entered effect in August-September, 
presumably prior to that time the stipulations for internal army mail addressed to private addresses would be no less 
and likely even more stringent (if mail to private addresses was possible at all). After all, if the internal army postal 
service had to deliver mail which the APS in principle could do by itself, then there had to be a specific reason why it and 
not the APS would handle it.  
 
From that perspective none of the above 5 covers adheres to that regulation (or any other which could have preceded 
it), and as such this negates the possibility that these covers were really handled by the internal army postal service. 
Kanner and Spiegel assert that these covers were sent by civilians albeit cover #3 is return addressed to a soldier – but 
regardless, where is there an authorizing signature to permit their acceptance and transmission by the Communications 
Service? We should also remember that the communications service was subordinated to the Operations Directorate 
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(together with ‘intelligence’, ‘maps and images’ and ‘armored cars’) – a high-level army directorate corresponding in 
stature to the Quartermasters Corps: why should the operations directorate have handled non-priority mail to civilian 
addresses at all, and then as a ‘favor’ to civilian senders? 
 
But let’s look at a few characteristics beyond the most fundamental, which we addressed just now. The first 2 covers 
date to 4 and 8 May, albeit before the APS but likewise also before army mail service to private addresses at all. The top 
cover albeit bears a registry handstamp with a number as well as a “Rush” endorsement – but no officer’s signature 
authorizing the dispatch to a private address (if we pretend for a moment that prior to the APS this could be possible). 
What is also suspicious is the manuscript “Air Mail” endorsement at the bottom right: earlier we learned that a “BY AIR” 
handstamp existed in the internal army postal service also prior to the APS, so why is it lacking here? If the sender is a 
civilian, as Kanner and Spiegel would have us believe, who is he/she to dictate to the army by what method it will be 
sent? My assessment is that the cover is a forgery based on a pre-stamped, prepared cover of the communications 
office. 
 
The second letter is suspicious for different reasons: it was supposedly dispatched on 8 May, but then it was franked 
and postmarked in Tel Aviv on the 16th. Even if we pretend to believe that the cover is real, what evidence is there that 
with an 8 day transit, it was flown? Why is there franking and who paid for it? Kanner and Spiegel conjecture that the 
phone numbers in the addresses were there so that the air field would call the newspaper to have them send someone 
to pick the mail up (as if the air field has nothing better to do). In the case of this specific cover, they opine that the 
letter couldn’t be picked up so it had to be sent by the postal service – who paid the postage? The stamp is of a type not 
sold in Jerusalem in this period, so it was not submitted ‘prepaid’; someone had to subsequently add the postage, but 
who paid for it? My assessment is that this is a recycled/reused cover, prestamped by the communications office. If we 
mull the circumstance a moment longer, based on mail examples we reviewed earlier, would it not have been more 
practical for flown privileged and urgent press mail to have been ferried by taxi from the air field rather than have 
someone come by to pick it up? 
 
Kanner and Spiegel don’t provide a context for why “press mail” had to be flown by the army, beyond merely noting 
that Jerusalem was besieged and cut off from communications. We already learned otherwise, that 
telecommunications served as a stop-gap for communicating urgent messages in this period. 
 

The book “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services” (JSPS) 
attempts to clear this up with the following mixture of facts: 
“This channel was open mainly to mail for which there was a 
strong public interest in its arrival in Tel Aviv; for instance, 
news reports of the stand of the besieged City, sent to the 
newspapers outside Jerusalem. Getting reports from besieged 
Jerusalem through the censorship and then flown to Tel Aviv 
by the Army Post was extremely difficult. From Tel Aviv it was 
transmitted by landline to the Cable and Wireless offices in 
Haifa and from there dispatched as ‘Urgent’ cablegrams to 
the rest of the world. No wonder that reporters complained to 
Ben-Gurion that their reports arrived in their papers over a 
week or more after the event.”913  
 
The authors of JSPS made a salad out of the historical facts: 
from our chronology of daily events in Jerusalem we indeed 

encountered press complaints about delays in communication – using telegrams, not postal mail. We saw clearly from 
their complaints that they were not using postal mail service nor air service to transmit reports, but rather 
telecommuncations channels, which at various times did not work, and for over a month into June there were 
complaints. There was no indication whatsoever that the army was or would step in to assist them in filing their reports, 
as JSPS and Kanner/Spiegel suggest. Indeed we actually learned that from 20 May the national telegram system came 
under army control, so by default the use of telecommunications by civilians was provided directly or indirectly by the 
army, but we found no evidence anywhere that air service was provided by the army for civilian postal communications. 
 
The 3rd cover for which the front side is not shown, is return addressed to “Private Boaz Neumark, Post Office 211”: 
earlier in our appraisal of the army postal service in Jerusalem we learned that postal unit 211 was that of the Etzioni 

                                                           
913 JSPS (Ibid), p.147 
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brigade’s headquarters; in our review of army postal regulations we learned that return addresses were to reference 
the soldier’s service number – none is stated here. That’s half the problem with this cover. If the return address 
references an army postal unit number, it would date in principle to the period of the Army Postal Service, i.e. from 7 
June in Jerusalem, and if so, it would have been sent through the APS to a private/civilian address rather than by the 
internal army postal service. Had it been sent through the internal army postal service we would expect to see a return 
address referencing the relevant communications unit and not the army postal unit number of the APS – two different 
mailing systems are being mixed up on this cover. Indeed the sender is a mere private, the lowest rank in the army – 
where is the high officer’s (brigade commander / district commander) signature authorizing a lowly soldier to send mail 
via the Communications Office to a private address? A fake cover. 
 
The 4th cover we reviewed as a teaser in Chapter V and debunked it; the reverse side, albeit missing the backflap, bears 
no markings suggesting that this “civilian” cover was authorized for transmission through the Communications Office. 
More tellingly, the cover bears no marking or handstamp of the originating department – who actually sent the cover? 
 
The 5th and last cover with the English language address bears a 10 June “Air Force High Command” handstamp and a 11 
June APO 3 transit/arrival postmark with a Western Arabic month numeral: although in Chapter VI we learned that the 
month numeral of the APO 3 appears to have changed to Roman numerals on 18 June, and this is correctly reflected by 
this postmark, the cover’s supposed transit through APO 3 (Tel Aviv) rather than via the BASE APO (‘ALEF’) is 
problematic.  
 
But the cover overall is suspect: if it originated in Jerusalem, from 7 June APO 5 operated in the city, so why isn’t the 
cover dispatch-marked by the city’s own APO? The “Air Force High Command” is the least of our problems – it’s generic, 
spurious and makes no sense on this cover; there is no logical reason why it would “transit” or be “dispatched” from the 
HQ in Tel Aviv. The handstamp, as we know from our survey of the air service in Jerusalem and from the supposed proof 
strikes of the Arie Salant workshop we reviewed earlier, is not related to the “Air Force in Jerusalem”.  
 
Indeed, if the cover were to have had any connection to the air force, we should expect to see a suitable marking like an 
“air force postal facility” handstamp, as we see on the following cover from June 1949 bearing an “Air Force Post Office 
– Ekron Air Field” datestamp (as not observed in-hand I don’t know if the marking is genuine but at least its labeling 
better suits the circumstance of appearing on mail): 
 

 
 
In evaluating postal history we have to be mindful of all available information and marshall their reference carefully, to 
properly ascertain facts and circumstances: there was in fact an army [Etzioni Brigade] “press liaison unit” (‘Yechidat 
Kesher im HaItonut’) but this was an army department charged with liaising with the press – not a civilian press office 
supported by the army’s communications (or postal) service as suggested by Kanner and Spiegel’s backstory for the 
above covers. Here below we see a reference to the unit in the course of the Etzioni brigade’s August-September 
reorganization as the 6th Brigade, where the local Jerusalem-based press liaison unit would be considered a part of a 
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nationwide service (i.e. there were parallel units at other brigade-level units across the country) and would henceforth 
be subordinated to the 6th Brigade’s headquarters for the purposes of expenses and reporting.914 
 

 
 
I could not find further information on this unit, but whatever contact it had with the press was likely by 
telecommunications, and whatever it may have sent by mail would a) have borne the unit’s handstamp, and b) most 
likely be sent by way of the Army Postal Service rather than by the internal army communications servce. Based on the 
illustrations provided by Kanner and Spiegel above, none of those covers appear to have anything to do with this unit. 
 
Nevertheless, there is additional postal history in our knowledge stream bearing the MK-JM postmark and this too need 
to be addressed. The cover below is described by JSPS as originating from the Jewish Agency in Tel Aviv (the reverse side 
is not shown) and is addressed to the Agency’s “Information Bureau” in Jerusalem; it was franked 10 mils for the 
domestic letter postage rate and dispatched from the Tel Aviv head post office on 18 June – JSPS invariably describes it 
as having been flown (as the book believes that Jewish Agency mail, as government mail, was flown by the army – see 
Chapter XIV), and it writes that “the addressee was not there and the letter redirected by a pencil manuscript notation 
‘Near the Headquarters’ and was handed over to the Army Signal Corps on 27 June for delivery to the headquarters”.915 
Left unexplained though is how anyone knew which “headquarters” the notation refers to… in Hebrew the word can 
refer to the ‘headquarters’ of anything, from a business to a non-governmental organization, to an official body, etc. 
 

 
 
Our research (in Chapter XIV) will separately address the theory that Jewish Agency mail was flown by the army, but as 
we see here the backstory is a mixture of conflicting processes and procedures: the cover was dispatched at the civilian 
post office and entered the civilian postal stream – there are no markings of the Army Postal Service, particularly a BASE 
A postmark to even hint that the letter was transferred to the army’s postal stream for transport by air to Jerusalem. 
Furthermore, if the cover was indeed rerouted within Jerusalem, particularly after 7 June when the APS began operating 
in the city, there is no reason why any army involvement in the transit of the cover would involve the Communications 
Office rather than the APS; as we have learned now a number of times, the Communications Service did not delivery 
standard mail to civilian addresses and even the APS itself relied on the civilian post office to deliver mail to most locales 
except notably the isolated Negev.  
 
Even if we entertain that the rerouting notation “next to Headquarters” is genuine, there is no reason for any army 
datestamp to appear on the cover for the letter’s delivery to be effected. Here then the MK-JM datestamp is either a 
pre-existing marking on reused postal stationary, or it is a spurious marking falsely added later to the cover. 

                                                           
914 MATKAL/AKA Jerusalem (High Command / Manpower Directorate) Orders bulletin #5 of 31 August 1948, Order 10 provision 25; p.64 of 
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463 (000bfyp) 
915 JSPS (Ibid), p.145-146; image from TAS 40 Lot 45 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493463
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A Digression 
Here we will learn a short lesson about mail to official institutions in sensitive areas of Jerusalem in the period of the 
War – it was censored prior to entering the sensitive zone in which the address was located. 
 

   
 
On the left is a ‘printed matter’ cover sent by the “Jerusalem Electric Company” to the secretary of the ‘YMCA’ (Young 
Mens’ Christian Association); franked 5 mils for the postage rate and posted on 20 January 1949. In this period the 
YMCA was located in a security zone: from September 1948 the building was taken over by the U.S. Consulate, which 
billeted its guards and naval communications staff there, until the complex was returned to the YMCA in April 1949. As 
such the cover was censored prior to delivery, by the Jerusalem military censor YUD-1 which tied the front with its 
approval handstamp.916 
 
On the right is an undated, but likely earlier cover:917 it is addressed to Dr. Yaakov Luncz at Harris House in the 
Ratisbonne Monastery area of Jerusalem, sent unfranked but also not postmarked or marked in any way by the civilian 
postal service; nevertheless it is tied by the circular approval handstamp of Jerusalem military censor YUD-7; return 
addressed cryptically “POB Jerusalem” (possibly ‘Post Office Building’), and being both postage-free and lacking any 
postmarks it may indeed have been sent by the post office (it could send any type of mail domestically free of postage). 
‘Harris House’ was located in the Neve Bezalel section of the Rechavia neighborhood within which were government 
offices and military installations (the IDF being established at the Gymnasia Rechavia on 1 June 1948) - as a probably 
restricted compound area, this likely was the reason for the letter being censored. Luncz was the son of Abraham Moses 
Luncz, a Russian-born scholar and printing press owner in Jerusalem; Yaakov Luncz trained as a doctor and in later years 
engaged in writing and linguistics. 
 

In short, if a cover is presented to us purporting to be addressed to some sensitive area of Jerusalem in the period of the 
War, particularly a place like “headquarters”, the cover should absolutely bear a censor mark – even if it is mailed 
locally within the city. 

End of Digression 
 
Below we have one cover out of a number illustrated by JSPS as being mail sent by a Miriam Neustadt, “commander of 
the Haganah women in the Old City” of Jerusalem, to her family in Tel Aviv:918   
 

                                                           
916 SKU 144769; sources: https://web.archive.org/web/20040604143215/http://www.jerusalemymca.org/ENG/History/History.html & 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1947/06/09/01/article/28/?srpos=4&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-YMCA+security+zone-------------1  
917 SKU 136005 
918 JSPS (Ibid), p.202-203 

https://web.archive.org/web/20040604143215/http:/www.jerusalemymca.org/ENG/History/History.html
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1947/06/09/01/article/28/?srpos=4&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-YMCA+security+zone-------------1
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The subject of mail of the Jewish Quarter is beyond the scope of this present article although this specific cover is 
relevant to the subject at hand (and I think once we debunk it, much of the matter of Jewish Quarter mail will dissipate 
as well). This specific cover was described as a “Miriam Neustadt letter from the Old City to her family in Tel Aviv. 
Written on 28 April, cancelled by the Hagana ‘Misrad Kesher’ postmark of 8 May it was flown to Tel Aviv by army plane 
and cancelled upon arrival with the APO 3 dateless postmark, which was in use on 22-27 May.” 
 
What we know about the Old City in this period, prior to the termination of the Mandate, is that the Jewish Quarter was 
under siege by Arab irregulars already from late 1947 and was supplied, if infrequently, by British Army-operated 
convoys to and from the locale. “The convoys carried food supplies, medical and educational personnel, to replace those 
who had finished their service, and mail.”919 JSPS comments that “on 10 May the last British escorted convoy passed to 
the Quarter and returned on the 13th, evacuating most of the female Hagana soldiers,” and that a medical officer, Dr. E. 
Proper, “often carried the mail from the Old City in the convoys, stating that ‘All the mail was neither franked nor 
marked; I personally took care of posting it in the city.’”920  
 
Whether all of the details provided by JSPS are correct or not is actually not relevant for us because we will make 
determinations simply in light of what we have already learned in this article plus whatever details JSPS has provided us. 
We already see a clear contradiction between how the cover was described and how that cover supposedly reached the 
awareness of JSPS’s authors: the cover cannot have both been carried by Dr. Proper from the Old City into Jewish west 
Jerusalem for posting while also remaining a) stampless, and b) “flown” by army airplane – one of the two competing 
narratives has to yield to the other. 
 
What we see is a stampless cover addressed to “Family Neustadt” at #230 Hayarkon Street in Tel Aviv; the cover bears 
an 8 May “Communications Office Jerusalem” datestamp and then the dateless APO 3 postmark of the army postal 
service – these are 2 totally separate postal services operated by 2 separate high-level directorates of the Army, the 
Operations Directorate and the Quartermasters Corps.  
 
The doctor cited by JSPS is likely the cardiologist Dr. Emanuel Proper (1892-1976), who was the Manager of the ‘Misgav 
Ladach’ hospital in the Old City from 1935-1948 (and evidently not interviewed by JSPS, which was written 28 years after 
his death). I didn’t find any reference to him being in army service in 1948 (he would have been 56) nor involved with 
the convoys; most specifically I did not find anything linking him to the Communications Service, which would have been 
the body responsible for tying the cover with the MK-JM datestamp.921 
 

                                                           
919 For example JSPS (Ibid), p.199 and also reports in the press archives 
920 JSPS (Ibid), p.201-202 
921 “Emanuel Proper” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A2%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%A8  

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A2%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%A8
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Either way, we understand that if the original letter was dated 28 April, and the Communications Office initially 
datestamped the cover on 8 May, but the Army Postal Service tied the cover with its dateless postmark only from 
sometime after 22 May – the likelihood that the cover was flown, even permitting for JSPS’s theory, is nill. We already 
know that it was not flown just like the rest of the army mail which we have shown to not have been flown. 
 
Earlier we learned that the dateless APO 3 postmark was used in at least 2 circumstances: either to process mail from 
letter boxes at army facilities which had not yet been issued an army postal unit number, or to covertly process mail 
originating in the Negev – and both of these activities we observe specifically from mid-June onwards, not before. Of the 
two datestamps on this civilian cover, the most plausible one is the dateless APO 3 postmark, which could have been 
applied to mail entered into a letter box at a facility in Jerusalem, such as the Menorah Club (whose mail we will shortly 
be addressing); the Communications Office datestamp, by contrast, makes no sense under any circumstance on this 
cover. And yet, why should the cover have been transported without postage? According to JSPS’s own backstory, it was 
already received by the army on 8 May and reached Tel Aviv sometime up to 22-27 May (when it opines, incorrectly, 
that the dateless APO 3 postmark was in use) – how was it sent postage free prior to the launch of the APS on 20 May? 
And after 20 May, by what authority was it accepted as postage free mail by the army if not endorsed “On Active 
Service” and without a KABA army postal unit handstamp? 
 
We encounter two intriguing issues upon further research of this cover: I have found no source documenting that a 
Miriam Neustadt existed nor that such a person served as the commander of female Haganah fighters in the Jewish 
Quarter at this time; even the book “The Old City in Battle and Siege” referenced by JSPS in its chapter on Old City mail 
does not mention Neustadt (nor Dr. Proper).922  
 

      
 
As regards the address on the cover, 230 Hayarkon Street, the location is virtually in the heart of the “Camp Yona” 
training camp which existed on the site of the present Tel Aviv Hilton hotel and adjoining Independence Park; a person 
called Melech Neustadt is recorded at this address in 1951 – but that’s already after the period of this cover and the 
gradual closure of the military camp.923  
 
Indeed, there a suspicious contradiction in the manner of the spelling of the surname on the mail attributed to Neustadt 
versus how it should be spelled – and is spelled – in the press report: “Neustadt” would be written as in the press 
report, “ שטטנוי ”; but on the mail items it is spelled like “Neistadt” – “ שטטניי ”, which would seem incorrect. And indeed 
a search for “Neistadt” in Hebrew produces absolutely no results anywhere. 

                                                           
922 Aharon Liron (Altschuler), “The Old City in Battle and Siege”, Maarachot Publications, 1985: 
https://kotar.cet.ac.il/KotarApp/Viewer.aspx?nBookID=32216903#4.2100.6.default  
923 “Machane Yona” at Nostal: 
https://www.nostal.co.il/Site.asp?table=Terms&option=single&serial=7019&subject=%EE%E7%F0%E5%FA%20%E1%F1%E9%F1%E9%ED%20%E5%
E0%FA%F8%E9%ED&portal=%F0%E5%F1%E8%EC%E2%E9%E4%20%E1%F6%E4%94%EC and at the National Library blog: 
https://blog.nli.org.il/chov-yona-base/  

https://kotar.cet.ac.il/KotarApp/Viewer.aspx?nBookID=32216903#4.2100.6.default
https://www.nostal.co.il/Site.asp?table=Terms&option=single&serial=7019&subject=%EE%E7%F0%E5%FA%20%E1%F1%E9%F1%E9%ED%20%E5%E0%FA%F8%E9%ED&portal=%F0%E5%F1%E8%EC%E2%E9%E4%20%E1%F6%E4%94%EC
https://www.nostal.co.il/Site.asp?table=Terms&option=single&serial=7019&subject=%EE%E7%F0%E5%FA%20%E1%F1%E9%F1%E9%ED%20%E5%E0%FA%F8%E9%ED&portal=%F0%E5%F1%E8%EC%E2%E9%E4%20%E1%F6%E4%94%EC
https://blog.nli.org.il/chov-yona-base/
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Regardless of these otherwise damning findings, there is another more “realistic” example of mail from Neustadt: here 
stampless and only tied by the dateless APO 3 postmark – 924 
 

 
 
It may be that Miriam docketed the letter’s date on the front, 2 May, and if we believe that the cover was passed out of 
the Jewish Quarter by way of the British convoy – albeit much time would have passed between each event along the 
way – it is possible that the cover was entered into an Israeli Army Post letter box at some facility in Tel Aviv or 
Jerusalem (either after 20 May when the APS began operations or after 7 June, when the APS began operations in 
Jerusalem), where it would then have been tied by the dateless APO 3 postmark. Nevertheless we would be granting for 
as much as a month’s time for that to have happened which seems unlikely as a) the letter could have been posted via 
the interim civilian post office starting 9 May, and b) the sheer transit time rules out the possibility even in our wildest 
imagination that the cover was flown although as we have demonstrated it could have been carried by land to Tel Aviv. 
 
By now we should have understood the postal role and regulations of the Communications Service well enough to spot 
out and debunk the following two covers addressed to civilian institutions: 
 

  
 
At left is a cover addressed to someone at Anglo-Palestine Bank in Jerusalem, return addressed to a relative care of 
someone else at the “Aviron” company in Tel Aviv; a manuscript notation “aerodrome” (i.e. Tel Aviv airport) has been 
subsequently added.925 The cover is stampless and tied only by a 5 May dated strike of the Jerusalem Communications 
Office datestamp. We learned about the “Aviron” Aviation Company in our chapter on air service in Palestine: it 

                                                           
924 TAS 39 Lot 26 
925 TAS 31 Lot 371 
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operated out of Tel Aviv Airport; from the apparent association between the “aerodrome” and the sudden appearance 
of a military postmark in Jerusalem, during the commonly accepted (but inaccurately defined) period of “the siege”, the 
observer is supposed to believe that the cover was necessarily “flown” and by some inexplicable feat of logistics, 
processed and delivered by the army’s internal mail service.  
 
By now we should have learned that the Communications Service did not process civilian or civilian-addressed mail, and 
while this cover pre-dates the establishment of the Army Postal Service by 2 weeks, it too would not have handled non-
military mail such as this: we may recall that prior to 15 May, when the Egyptian Air Force bombed Tel Aviv Airport, 
“Aviron” was still handling civil aviation as well as being a front for military air activities – so this cover is not by default a 
“military” cover. Moreover, as the cover was originally return-addressed, there is no reason for someone to have added 
“Aerodrome” to it because the main offices of the “Aviron” company were at #70 Ahad Haam street in the heart of Tel 
Aviv (i.e. well away from the airport).926  
 
We can’t tell whether the envelope was pre-stamped by the datestamp or whether it was originally addressed and 
struck by the datestamp later. If we believe the original addresses on the cover (and that the datestamp was falsely 
added later) it is possible that the cover was couriered to Jerusalem outside of the mails, but as we learned about the 
limited air access to Jerusalem prior to the 1st Truce of June, we need not assume that this cover was flown in spite of its 
association with the “Avrion” company; it could have been taken by land by a company member who had access to road 
transportation in this period. In light of egregious forgeries we have observed in our study thus far, we cannot rule out 
the possibility that this was actually a genuinely mailed letter whose postage stamps were subsequently removed to 
make it look like a stampless cover; the image is in black and white, so it is hard for us to make that determination here. 
 
Likewise, the cover on the right addressed generically to the National Library and tied by a 30 April 1948 dated strike of 
the Jerusalem Communications Office speaks for itself – a postal impossibility, and a forgery.927 My evaluation is that the 
cover was pre-stamped and prepared for future use which someone subsequently took advantage of by adding the 
civilian address. 
 
 
In conclusion, what we have found in this section is that none of the “civilian” postal history bearing the datestamp of 
the Jerusalem Communications Office is genuine; we have not seen plausible instances of civilian mail processed by the 
Communications Service nor ordinary mail to a civilian address processed by the same service: in some cases the covers 
may be wartime-economy recycled postal stationary bearing prior datestamps of the Communications Office; in other 
cases the cover may actually be a genuine mail item onto which the Communications Offices’ datestamp was falsely 
added afterwards; and in some cases the postal item appears to be a complete forgery altogether.  
 
We will encounter another such fake cover in our chapter examining postal history alleged to related to Mount Scopus 
(Chapter XII); we will also encounter another cover in our next chapter (XI) on ‘Menorah Club’ mail – there the postal 
item very possibly being genuine (but of army, not civilian, origin). 
 
 

F. The Jerusalem ‘Rosette’ Postmark on Mail Alleged to Have Been Flown 
A rumbling development in the historiography of “flown mail with Jerusalem”, the prevailing theory this article seeks to 
redress, pertains to the evaluation of a certain postmark, the dateless ‘rosette’ postmark of the interim Jerusalem postal 
service, which appears on different types of mail sent to Jerusalem and its neighboring settlements. This is not a 
complex subject for us to analyze but it contains two layers of notions which we have to address: one pertains to the 
significance of the appearance of the postal strike (the quality of the strike is believed to indicate roughly when the 
postmark was applied), and one pertains to the purpose of the actual postmark being applied to the mail.  
 

I consider this an aspect still in development within the parameters of the prevailing theory 
because the significance of the ‘rosette’ postmark was not initially known nor understood for 
several years after it was used on mail; as postal objects bearing this postmark arise in our 
philatelic community, new explanations have had to be found to explain its purpose on the mail. As 
we shall see in the course of this section, both the methodology for extrapolating its dates of 
usage and the interpretations given for its appearance on mail are flawed. 

 

                                                           
926 “Aviron Company” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%95%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9F_(%D7%97%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%94)  
927 TAS 15 Lot 2027 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%95%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%9F_(%D7%97%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%94)
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i. The Foundations of the Present Historiography 
As expressed in the book “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services in the Transition Period” (JSPS), in the chapter on 
“incoming mail to besieged Jerusalem”, mail of this period bearing this ‘rosette’ postmark constitutes one of two types 
of mail the authors (and the prevailing theory about flown mail) posit was flown to Jerusalem.928 
 

 
 
The authors open the chapter with an unsourced quotation from the District Commander, David Shaltiel, in his book 
“Jerusalem 1948”, complaining that rather than receiving much-needed ammunition, other items such as “eight sacks of 
air mail” and food items were sent instead – and arrived damaged. Critically, we don’t know when that comment was 
made – during the early period of March-May or the later period of June-August (prior to his replacement as District 
Commander), but as expressed it sounds like these supplies were air-dropped (as we learned in our examination of air 
service with Jerusalem) and not actually unloaded from a landed aircraft, and the hard landing causing the damage. 
 
Nevertheless with that criticism as a jumping-board, JSPS’s authors procede to propose that incoming civilian mail to 
Jerusalem was thereafter heavily restricted, leaving whatever mail which was sent as a) flown, and b) divisible into 
“Army Mail” and “Mail with the ‘rosette’ postmark”. From our examination of air service with Jerusalem we know that 
this connection between the event and the apparent lack of incoming mail is pure speculation: air-drops and the manner 
of their packaging were handled by the “Aerial Supply Service” and representatives of different military units and 
institutions worked in liaision with that service and their parent units at the relevant air fields to ensure that needed 
supplies were air-dropped to those units. A mere complaint from Shaltiel would not have slashed the transport of 
incoming mail wholesale – and we don’t know from his comment whether the mail in question was army or civilian mail. 
 
In our article thus far we have examined and redressed the notion of both army and civilian mail having been flown – it 
was not. As such, we will not address the proposal that “Army Mail” constitutes one of two types of incoming flown 
mail; we know by now that it was not. This leaves us only the question of whether mail bearing the ‘rosette’ postmark 
indicates that it was actually flown. To tackle that question we need to begin by understand the postmark’s use: 
 
The ‘rosette’ postmark is commonly believed to belong to the sorting office of the interim Jerusalem postal service. 
Although no one including myself has found any documentary proof attesting to this claim, this supposition is presently 
an accepted foundation in our postal history knowledge base. As I noted in “JerusalemStamps Bulletin #2”, while the 
interim postal service in Jerusalem was subordinated to the national postal service – interim and Israeli – based in Tel 
Aviv, the service in Jerusalem incorporated an element of postal procedure almost unique to its operation: in addition to 
striking mail (cancelling postage stamps) with the dateless interim postmark device of the city, its 3 branch post offices 
as well as the sorting office habitually added a strike of an office dater to indicate the date of posting. As I commented 
in the Bulletin, an unusual aspect of the interim postal service nationwide was that its postmarks were dateless – an 
apparent policy of obfuscation, likely in order to mitigate the impression of slow mail delivery – but that ironically in the 
key city whose [outgoing] mail ended up being held up for 2 months, there uniquely almost all of its mail was 
datestamped (thereby undermining the purpose of using the dateless postmarks). 
 
Depending on the literary source and empirical evidence used, the dates of usage of the ‘rosette’ postmark in particular 
are either from 11 or 13 May 1948 until 20 June 1948 – that marks the last date on which we see an office dater used 
together with that specific postmark (roughly from that time onwards the continued use of the interim postmark at the 
branch post offices is not consistently seen accompanied by a dater, but the dater was still used). JSPS opines that 20 
June was the last date on which the ‘rosette’ postmark was used because “the temporary sorting office closed on the 
night of 20 June and on 21 June the Main Post Office [closed since 26 April] renewed its operation.”929 That comment is 
factually incorrect: as I display in Bulletin #2 (and in the “Handbook” cited elsewhere), based on press and archival 
documents, the Main Post Office reopened on the 28th.930 Furthermore, the Israeli trilingual postmarks – which replaced 
any of the interim postmarks of the Main Post Office and its departments – only entered use starting 4 July 1948: how 
could postal operations in the intervening 2 weeks be explained if the key postmarking device of the sorting office had 
been removed from service already from 20 June? We have a solution to that quandary and will address it shortly. 

                                                           
928 JSPS (ibid), p.153-154 
929 JSPS (Ibid), p.123 
930 Alex Ben-Arieh, “On Registered mail in the Interim & Early Israel Period” p.116-127; https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin002.pdf  

https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin002.pdf
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ii. The Shakey Foundations of the Existing ‘Postmark-Deformity’ Methodology 

The core tenet of this subject in the existing narrative 
about Jerusalem mail is that the period of usage of the 
‘rosette’ postmark can be gauged and even extrapolated 
based on the degree of its strikes’ deformity: the postmark 
is seen in varying degrees of increasing deformity over the 
period of 11/13 May and 20 June, as summed up by this 
display in JSPS.931 If an observer knows how a strike of this 
postmark looked on certain dates, it follows that it is 
pssible to estimate what a certain date of use of the 
postmark would be if no date is seen accompanying the 
strike. 
 

The underlying problem with that tenet is that it presumes that only one postmarking device was in use; if so, then 
indeed it would be possible to trace the evolving appearance of its strikes over time, and make inferences as to the date 
on which those strikes might have been made. Here JSPS itself made the unwitting mistake of undermining this 
methodology by displaying an 18 June dated document tied by a pristine, clear strike of the ‘rosette’ postmark:932 

 
Nevertheless, in characteristic style, they were both exposed to 
conflicting evidence and ignored it completely; their theory and the 
methodology remained unchanged in the book. Here too, the postmark 
is described as being in violet ink – the postmark and even the 
accompanying daters are observed both in black and in violet, and 
sometimes in different inks on the same date. Just from the illustrated 
document alone we know then that there were at least 2 ‘rosette’ 
devices in use in the same period, up to 20 June, the last day on which 
the postmark is observed accompanied by a dater. 
 
We may recall too, that the city’s postmaster, Avraham Renan, in his 
cited report of 30 May (in our chronology) notes that the sorting and 
registry department numbers 10 employees. If so, how reasonable would 
it be that the department would have only one or even just two 
postmarking devices? That same report comments that each of the 3 
branch post offices is staffed by 3 employees – and in my article in 
“JerusalemStamps Bulletin #1” I demonstrate that there were at least 2 
postmarking devices at the Mahane Yehuda office alone.933 

 
Although I maintain a pedantic database of ‘rosette’ strikes by date, noting the ink color of their strikes as well as that of 
the accompanying daters, any variations in the typeset of the daters and any variations I see in their physical templates 
(letter positionings) or variations in their strikes, I will spare the reader the plethora of information and simply draw his 
attention to the following 2 strikes from 13 May – and their variations in ink, dater-typeset, and strike deformities: 
 

   
                                                           
931 JSPS (Ibid), p.127 
932 JSPS (Ibid), p.253 
933 Alex Ben-Arieh, “On the Jerusalem Interim & Rosette Postmarks” p.56-65 in https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf  

https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf
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We see ample evidence that more than one postmark device existed and likely there were several. This portion of our 
examination serves to debunk and rule out the legitimacy of the methodology adopted by JSPS and most of the 
philatelic community, that the ‘rosette’ postmark’s period of use can be inferred by studying the deformities of its 
strike. The practical significance of this determination is akin to that we put forth regarding the rule-of-thumb 
“methodology” regarding the dateless APO 3 postmark of the army postal service – that if dateless, it “must” date to the 
early period of the service, 22-27 or 30 May, assuredly a time of “flown” mail due to “the siege”. 
 
With the matter of the postmark’s clarity/deformity redressed we can now turn to the essence of the theories put forth 
by JSPS, and accepted in our community, and examine their veracity. 
 
 
iii. The Shakey Foundations of the Analytical Methodology 
JSPS notes that of the incoming mail to Jerusalem with a ‘rosette’ postmark, there are two types of mail, each being a 
batch of 7 near-identical covers the book terms as a “group”: a series of letters sent from “besieged” Safed (in a 
separate article we will examine that circumstance) and a series of letters addressed to Maaleh HaChamisha in the 
Jerusalem corridor.934 We gain a sense of the scale of conjecture about to be put forth by way of the authors’ admission, 
“In both cases it is very enigmatic as to how and why these particular covers were flown into Jerusalem, how they found 
their way into the civilian mail system and why the Rosette postmark was applied to them as an arrival cancellation.” 
 

In both circumstances the apparent explanation relies on the just-
discredited notion that certain locales were accorded special 
postal handling owing to their military circumstance (part D in 
this chapter). Regarding the mail from Safed, JSPS opines, 
“Apparently this consignment of mail arrived from Safad to Tel 
Aviv, and realizing its importance, being from a besieged town, it 
was handed over to the Army who also gave it the highest priority 
and flew it into Jerusalem. The Army Post [Office] 5 was not yet 
established in Jerusalem. In any case the Army did not deliver 
mail, therefore the Army authorities passed it to the sorting office 
for delivery…”  
 
On account of the ‘rosette’ postmark’s strikes being crisp on all 
the known covers, the authors conclude, “…by comparing the 
state of disportion of the arrival postmarks with dated covers we 
can ascertain that it was applied between 20-25 of May ’48 when 
Jerusalem was still under complete siege.”  
 
The authors nevertheless are unable to explain why a ‘rosette’ 
postmark was applied to the cover and posit, “As a rule there is 
no need for an arrival cancellation on non-registered or express 
mail but in this case they applied the Rosette postmark to all of 
these letters as proof of the origin of the letters.” Their statement 
makes no sense as the postmark does not serve as “proof of the 
origin”. 
 
 

As regards the batch of letters addressed to Maaleh HaChamisha, a highly obscure locale for even one postal item, the 
authors provide a backstory for the circumstance, noting, “These letters survived because the courier traveling back and 
forth between the Kibbutz and Jerusalem carrying the mail was Mordechai Sondak, one of the first collectors of the 
postal history of the siege of Jerusalem – thanks to him these covers were saved.” [Emphasis mine]. Here the batch of 
letters consisted of 4 letters to civilians and 3 to soldiers “stationed at the kibbutz’s Guest House”. The letters were 
mostly from the interim period, sent from various locations in the country.  
 
On the critical question of what might have made these letters “special” enough to bear the ‘rosette’ postmark, the 
authors’ minds again resorted to the notion of the arrival or destination locale being under a special military 

                                                           
934 JSPS (Ibid), p.156/158 
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circumstance; if the batch of letters from Safed were all from a “besieged” town worthy of special postal handling, then 
here “one possible explanation is that Maaleh HaChamisha and Qiryat Anavim – the two kibbutzim which were very 
close to the front and in which many Palmach soldiers were stationed – were considered by the Army as military outposts 
(much like the kibbutzim in the Negev which were later serviced by the Army Post – in footnote) and the mail to them 
was treated as Army Mail. This could explain why the group consists of both civilian and army letters.”  
 
Below is a map showing both settlements in relation to Jerusalem (on the right) and the Shaar HaGai / Bab el-Wad 
intersection (on the left): this was the section of the highway up from the coast, which was under contention by the 
Jews and the Arabs in the period of our study; the difficulty traversing it lead to the creation of the ‘Burma Road’ bypass 
just below and around the area of this intersection. 
 

 
 

On the mechanics of the letters’ delivery JSPS refers to its 
earlier supposition regarding the Safed letters, that the Army 
merely flew the mail to Jerusalem but then turned it “over to 
the civilian sorting office where the Rosette postmark was 
applied and the letters delivered to the kibbutz post office 
box…” Sondak’s own suggestion that these letters were 
brought to Jerusalem by a forwarding agent (which JSPS 
believes flew airmail, an idea we will bin in the next chapter, 
Chapter XI) is dismissed by the authors as “conjecture” due 
to the covers lacking any notation attesting to this. Here too, 

as with the Safed letters, the strikes of the ‘rosette’ postmark are “only lightly distorted, meaning that [these were] 
applied in the later part of May.” 
 
The remarkable aspect about JSPS’s proposed explanation for the mail, particularly the group addressed to Maaleh 
HaChamisha, is that the person credited with ‘saving’ all the known covers, Menachem Sondak, wrote an article on the 
subject himself in 1995 – but JSPS’s presentation ignores key details about Sondak’s first-hand account.935  
 
Sondak’s supposition that mail to his kibbutz may have been transported to Jerusalem by way of what he and others 
termed “forwarding agents” (a concept we will address and debunk in Chapter XI on ‘Menorah Club’ mail) is based on 
an analogous association he made by way of a letter addressed to the nearby settlement of Kiryat Anavim on which a 
certain 3rd-party address was used as a return-address, which he and others subsequently interpreted to be a 
“forwarding agents” address. JSPS (correctly) dismissed the idea, but they overlooked a key detail in Sondak’s account: 
 

                                                           
935 Menachem Sondak, “Mail Services to Kibbutz Maaleh HaHamisha During the War of Independence, May to June 1948” in Holy Land Postal 
History Bulletin #63-64, Summer-Autumn 1995, p.58-61, the snippet is from p.58; https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/hmpi/#p=5  

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/hmpi/#p=5
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Sondak wrote that Kiryat Anavim had a local post office 
while Maaleh HaChamisha rented a post office box in 
Jerusalem, at the Mea Shearim neighborhood. That post 
office was located near the “Tnuva” dairy cooperative 
where Sondak worked: he claims that once the main post 
office in Jerusalem “was sealed off, access to this post office 
was impossible except to the Jewish postal clerks”, and that 
“some of these would bring [him] letters”. As a result of his 
daily trips to Jerusalem, Sondak functioned as a sort-of 
‘postman’ carrying letters to and from the kibbutz and the 
city on his journeys to and from work. The critical detail is 
this: “Despite the many difficulties this arrangement 
continued until the establishment of the Minhelet Haam 

post offices in Jerusalem on the 9th of May, when once again mail was sent to the Mea Shearim branch.” 
 
In each issue of this Bulletin I have expressed extreme reservations about the reliability of “personal” or “first-
accounts”, and Sondak’s is no exception: as we learned in our chronology of events in Chapter II, the General Post Office 
(aka Main Post Office) in Jerusalem was closed to the public from some time on 26 April until that facility was reopened 
on 28 June; prior to the launch of the city’s interim period postal service on 9 May there was no postal service with or 
even within Jerusalem, and this is documented in the press in our chronology. If we take Sondak’s account at face value 
it would appear to state that during this period when the city had no postal service, he personally was receiving his mail 
in-hand from postal clerks and then couriering it to his kibbutz – and also bringing to the city mail for dispatch from the 
kibbutz. We see that this is an impossible circumstance. Sondak either forgot details of his experience, or if his 
background is not what he claims it was, then similar to the case of Yehuda Levanon, Sondak’s fabricated account is 
replete with insurmountable mistakes. 
 
Yet, another critical detail of his account is this: his comment about the resumption of mail delivery to the settlement’s 
post box from 9 May implies that residents of the settlement resumed collecting their mail from there and that Sondak 
no longer had to function as a courier): 

a) This would mean that the letters bearing the ‘rosette’, which Sondak saved must necessarily pre-date 9 May. If 
so, how could these bear the ‘rosette’ postmark which only entered use on 11 or 13 May? 

b) Both Kiryat Anavim and Maaleh HaChamisha were not just “near the front line”, they were the front line and an 
active battle zone, sometimes under siege themselves, as we encountered in our survey of Baruch Amon’s and 
Refael Levy’s biographies in connection to mail with dateless APO 3 postmarks: if that was the case, how exactly 
did mail get received or sent from Maaleh HaChamisha from 9 May onwards? According to the history of that 
area, from 9 May – and especially from 15 May, once the Arab Legion entered overt combat with Israel, this 
area and the Jerusalem corridor was virtually impassible! That’s been the subject of this article. 

 
We see critical and fundamental flaws in Sondak’s account, and now we must confront it with postal history evidence:  
 

The cover is left is presented as a letter sent from Haifa to a 
soldier at Maaleh HaChamisha, franked with an interim stamp but 
postmarked 16 May 1948 on the first day of the Israeli postal 
service; we encounter the description of this cover in our closing 
comments on air service with Jerusalem in Chapter VIII above.936 I 
am not inclined to believe in the authenticity of the cover itself – 
it is obviously described as having been “flown”, and from our 
accumulated research, we should all be inclined to disagree.  
 
Rather, the point of interest is the description’s reference to a 
notation said be that of the Harel brigade’s operations 
commander, Eliyahu Sela, attesting that “mail to the battalion 
was dropped from military airplanes” – air-dropped. Not only 
does that conform with our own findings in Chapter VIII vis. the 
operations of the “Aerial Supply Service”, it also sheds light on 
how mail in the period after 9 May would have reached the 
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besieged settlement – by airdrops. (Sela’s notation – if it’s really his at all – does not necessarily pertain to this specific 
cover, and had such a statement been made in regard to it specifically, it should have been made as a notarized affidavit 
accompanying the cover.) In other words, in the timeframe where Sondak claims postal service was “back to normal” so 
to speak, it was precisely a time when there could not have been regular road travel or postal service. Sondak’s account 
is fundamentally wrong, and JSPS’s conjecture independent of it, sheds no light on the circumstances of the covers he 
claims to have picked up prior to 9 May. The whole account is self-contardictory and lacking any basis in fact. 
 
Incredibly, JSPS on one hand adopts Sondak’s generally ‘backstory’ that he was the one, in his capacity as the kibbutz’s 
courier, who saved the only known covers to Maaleh HaChamisha bearing the ‘rosette’ postmark, though on the other it 
totally ignores his actual personal account – and instead JSPS focuses on the aspect of the mail having been flown, yet 
Sondak himself does not write anywhere in his article that the covers he received were flown to Jerusalem. 
 
Separate to the flawed historiography, which also pertains to Safed, we will now address the accumulated points raised 
by it, one by one: 

 As regards the appearance of the ‘rosette’ postmark strikes we now know that in the absence of a datestamp 
the quality of the strike can no longer serve as a methodology to estimate the time of its application; we saw a 
clear undeformed strike on an 18 June document above, and for all we may know, all of these covers may have 
been tied by the ‘rosette’ in mid-late June as well. We see from JSPS’s comments regarding the mail to Maaleh 
HaChamisha that this indeed is their analytic crutch to opine that the mail was flown – if the mail is evaluated as 
dating from May it necessarily reached Jerusalem during “the siege” and assuredly then had to be “flown”. 
 

 On the matter of special circumstances affecting either the dispatching or receiving locale, we saw clear 
evidence in Part D above, in regard to a civilian letter sent to Kiryat Anavim in June 1948, that the cover was not 
flown; it was treated as ordinary mail and was delayed by 3 weeks in its 40km transit from the coast, inland. By 
extension, we can conclude that neither Kiryat Anavim nor Maaleh HaChamisha were considered special 
“military outposts”. Indeed as I stated many times earlier, and demonstrated by way of primary-source 
examples, the whole country including its rear was a “front line” – no one place was more distinguished by its 
tribulations than another.  
 

Similarly as regards the supposition that Safed was deemed a special “besieged town”, much of Israel at that 
time was under siege; the special postal concession for the entire Negev, while a nice attempted analogy on 
JSPS’s part, was a unique regional arrangement for which we found documented proof (by way of the 
Postmaster General’s comments at the 1 August 1948 press conference). What JSPS is doing is attempting to 
dress a completely conjectural explanation onto mail without providing a shred of proof for these assertions; 
the book cannot even name the official or position of the official who would have made these kinds of decisions. 
As with other theories this article debunks, here too, the core of the ‘rosette’ narrative is completely made-up. 
--- 
To refine this point we’ll observe two pieces of mail, which, if JSPS’s supposition was at least conceptually 
correct, that there were ad-hoc special postal arrangements for certain locales, should not have been treated as 
they were by the postal service:  
 
At left is a taxed “convoy cover” – a delayed letter from siege-era Jerusalem to Haifa, transported by one of the 
June convoys, but on account of its now-invalid Mandate franks, the cover, uniquely, was taxed.937 News of the 
resumption of postal service between Jerusalem and the rest of Israel was published in the press and within the 
postal service; the service knew that large batches of delayed mail were being dumped upon Tel Aviv and Haifa 
en-masse – so why tax such a cover for now-invalid franking?  
 
The second cover was sent from some in besieged Gush Etzion to Tel Aviv – but mailed unfranked, and then 
taxed for the postage dues in Tel Aviv.938 This one in particular is stunning because almost all the other known 
covers from Gush Etzion are franked with invalid JNF labels – and not taxed (…because those are fake – we’ll 
review them in Chapter XIII). 
 

                                                           
937 TAS 40 Lot 189 
938 NRNS (Ibid), p.202 
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 On the matter of the postal handling between the civilian and army postal services, with mail originating with 
the civilian postal service somehow beng transited over to the Army, we will recall that mail of this kind would 
bear an army transit postmark like BASE ALEF in Tel Aviv, acting as the receiving hub for mail entering into the 
Army’s postal stream. These covers completely lack any postal markings of the APS. The only reason JSPS even 
involves the army in its conjectured narrative is because the authors are fixed in their erroneous belief that all 
mail to Jerusalem, bearing any kind of proof of arrival, was necessarily flown (by the Army). Our research in 
this article shows and proves that there was land access with the city for most of the period of April-June, with 
most of the postal history examples being couriered letters or one-off official transports of mail (by land). 
 
Here JSPS’s narrative runs into the inconvenient stumbling-blocks of historical events: the bulk of the mail they 
display dates from the interim period (2-14 May); the ‘rosette’ entered use from 11 or 13 May – but the Army 
Postal Service only began operating on 20 May. Prior to then there was only an internal army mail service run by 
the forerunner of the Signals Corps, the Haganah’s ‘Communications Service’. Earlier in our article we reviewed 
civilian mail to military addresses sent just prior to the launch of the APS and we found, for instance in the case 
of a 16 May postmarked letter to the Tel Aviv Airport, that the mail was simply handled all the way through by 
the civilian postal service: if so, how could it be possible for mail ostensibly generated in the first half of May to 
have been transferred to the APS a week or 10 days later? The critical document we reviewed earlier, Circular 
10 of the civilian postal service announcing the operation of the APS was only published and distributed on 28 
May(!) And even if, for some reason, the mail was transferred to the APS – what proof is there that it was flown 
rather than transported by land? Once the time-lag between the dispatch and the transit, or the transit and 
arrival stretches to beyond individual days, it’s hard to conclude that the mail was flown. 

 
 Although by this stage of our critique this point is moot, for the purpose of completion we will add that likewise 

as regards the imagined transfer of mail (for delivery) from the Army to the civilian postal service and the 
consequent need to explain how a ‘rosette’ postmark of the sorting office appears on the mail, we see very little 
mail transferred from the Army postal service to the civilian postal service for delivery bearing a transit-arrival 
marking of the civilian postal service. Even JSPS concedes that point but offers an opaque and nonsensical 
reason for the ‘rosette’ arrival mark – that it was “proof of the letters’ origin”. The only reason we should see a 
sorting office postmark on mail is if it was entered into a letter box, and then the only reason the postmark 
would be applied would be to cancel the franking: I have only seen 1 case of the ‘rosette’ postmark used as a 
transit marking on local Jerusalem mail.939 
 

 As regards the mail to Maaleh HaChamisha specifically, as I’ve written in this article and elsewhere, I am always 
skeptical of a period participant in an event who subsequently goes on to be a philatelist – and possesses really 
rare postal items pertaining to the event he was apart of. In his case specifically he possessed all 7 of the only 
known ‘rosette’ postmarked covers to Maaleh HaChamisha – also a suspicious circumstance as the mail was not 
addressed to him, and as we have seen, even his account “first-hand account” is entirely contradicted by the 
historical record. 

                                                           
939 See Alex Ben-Arieh “On the Jerusalem Interim & Rosette Postmarks” in JerusalemStamps Bulletin #1, p.65-67; 
https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf  

https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf
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iv. Observations on the Presented Postal History 
By this stage an examination of the postal history bearing the ‘rosette’ as an arrival postmark may seem redundant, 
nevertheless there are some lessons we can learn from this exercise. It’s instructive to examine the postal history by its 
groups, because from those assemblies we will see intriguing patterns. Below are examples of the covers addressed to 
Maaleh HaChamisha, including their descriptions to complete the display:940 
 

  
 

 

                                                           
940 At left: HLPH #63-64 front cover, same as JSPS p.419; at right: HLPH #63-64, p.59 
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What we see is a pattern that on mail to Maaleh HaChamisha the ‘rosette’ postmark is religiously applied to the front 
rather than to the back, as we would expect for transit and arrival postmarks. Also prominent in this display are the 
number of “printed matter” postal items – we might not have thought of this class of mail as being worthy for air 
transport. Indeed, even the Mandate’s 1938-1940 domestic airmail service with Haifa was limited to only “first class” 
mail – letters, nor bulk or printed matter. The top-left image on this page is an instance of “sensational” mail, being 
affixed with an Affula “emergency post” stamp – though suspiciously uncancelled. Nevertheless as this examination 
inclines to believe that all the mail in this subject is fake, it doesn’t matter if the cover is “sensational”. 
 

By contrast, what we see with the covers allegedly 
originating from Safed is that the ‘rosette’ postmark 
is religiously applied only to the back side of the 
envelopes. Albeit, this is in line with standard postal 
procedure, we have to ask why mail transiting the 
same sorting office in Jerusalem in the same period 
(alleged to be May 1948) would be treated strictly 
differently in regards to the postmarking.  
 
Here though, these Safed covers are “sensational”, 
with ‘first day’ or special postmarks, thereby 
minimizing the potential legitimacy lent to them by 
the correct – but as yet unexplained – application of 
the ‘rosette’ postmark. One is backstamped twice by 
the ‘rosette’ which is equally a mystery.941 

 

  
 

                                                           
941 Images: TAS 39 Lot 73; JSPS (Ibid), p.367; TAS 52 Lot 213 
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At left is yet another example.942  
As the mail from Safed was datestamped, with this 
assembly we have an opportunity of observing that 
these letters were postmarked in early May – on 
the 4th and 6th; the ‘rosette’ could only date from 
the 11th or 13th of May, and in the examples above 
the estimate based on the now discredited 
methodology of observing strike deformities, is 20 
May. If the transit time was as long as 2 weeks, 
what really was the chance – even if we allow our 
imagination to run wild – that these covers were 
actually flown? Even if we assume that everything 
about them is genuine, the best we could grant in 
light of all that we’ve learnt in this article so far, is 

that the covers were transported in some way by land. The mild deformity seen on the inner ring actually looks very 
similar to the strike on the 18 June document we saw above. 
 
 
Our examination of incoming mail to siege-era Jerusalem bearing the ‘rosette’ postmark as a transit or transit-arrival 
mark revealed that the entire historiographical body of literature written in support of empirical postal history is 
without any factual foundation, and where there is an ostensible “first-hand” recollection, it is thoroughly inaccurate. 
When the postal history items are studied on their own, independently of whatever narrative is profered, the items’ 
circumstances inherently make no sense and the application of the ‘rosette’ onto them is inexplicable. As such, by my 
evaluation, this entire subject is contrived and based on fake postal history. 
 
  

                                                           
942 From the collection of Itamar Karpovsky, as illustrated on p.689 of “More on the Air Mail to and from Besieged Jerusalem in 1948” by Yirmiyahu 
Rimon in HLPH Bulletin #13-14, Winter 1983, p.683-690; https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/norg/#p=1  

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/norg/#p=1
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XI. Mail Related to the ‘Menorah Club’ 
We now arrive at the subject which traditionally forms the ‘heart’ of the existing narrative about flown mail to 
Jerusalem, mail said to have been specially flown through the auspices of the ‘Menorah Club’ soldiers’ recreational club. 
This is one of the more convoluted chapters of the present narrative about flown mail with Jerusalem, and in order to 
address it, as we will see, we had to pass through several other historical and postal subjects in order to be equipped to 
evaluate this subject. 
 

The frequent use of the expression “Menorah Club flown mail” in philatelic auction sales may lead 
us to imagine that a team of volunteer pilots pulled aviator goggles over the faces, hopped into 
their Sopwith Camels and flew mail here, there and everywhere – for free. After all, Yehuda 
Levanon’s 1968 account emphasized “Mail arrives and mail goes out, soldiers slide their letters into 
the special box which was set up at the ‘Menorah’ soldiers’ club, and the letters are flown to Tel 
Aviv; and cigarettes are flown into besieged Jerusalem.” But Levanon’s account, as we found, was 

made-up and the circumstances of this club and the mail attributed to it are, as we will see in this chapter, much less 
glamorous and bombastic. Indeed, what we will find is that most of the mail ascribed to the ‘Menorah Club’ is fake, 
and that an unfounded and equally fake backstory was concocted over the years to lend legitimacy and justification 
for that fake postal history. 
 
 

A. What Was the ‘Menorah Club’? 
Borrowing its name and emblem from the Jewish battalions of the First World War, the ‘Menorah Club’ was founded on 
11 November 1923 on the 5th anniversary of the armistice which ended the war. The club was originally located on Jaffo 
Street in Jerusalem before moving to its permanent premises next to the ‘Bezalel’ art school on the street of the same 
name, in March 1933. Funds for the new building were raised by Lord Melchett and Willie Cohen in London and 
transferred by way of the Jewish officer, Colonel Frederick Kisch, to the Club.  
 

 
 
From various accounts and press reports it seems the club house was multi-functional, serving both military and civilian 
needs. It was a welfare and social premises for Jewish soldiers as well as members of His Majesty’s forces, and its 
patrons included many of the prestigious names of that time in Palestine. The daily administration of the club was 
assigned to Zvi-Arieh Caspi who, from 1931, had secured a concession to operate a snack bar at the premises. Over the 
years the Club served many functions: prior to WWII the field around it served as a tennis court; veterans’ organizations 
held assemblies at the club; the premises could be rented for personal events such as weddings, and even funerals of 
veterans often began their processions from the Club.943 In World War II and the War of Independence the club served 
as a recruitment center and assembly point for enlisted soldiers, and as an entertainment venue for soldiers on leave. In 
some instances it even served as temporary housing for displaced civilians, as in the February 1948 Ben Yehuda street 
bombing – but I found no indication that the Club served as regular accommodation for servicemen or convoy drivers. 
 

                                                           
943 “Menorah Club” at the Zionist Archives (http://www.zionistarchives.org.il/Pages/MenorahClub.aspx) and 943 Yehoshua Ben-Arieh, “The New 
Jewish City of Jerusalem During the British Mandate Period”; Yad Yitzhak Ben-Zvi publications, Jerusalem (2011); p.478: 
https://kotar.cet.ac.il/KotarApp/Viewer.aspx?nBookID=102102875#1.0.6.default 

http://www.zionistarchives.org.il/Pages/MenorahClub.aspx
https://kotar.cet.ac.il/KotarApp/Viewer.aspx?nBookID=102102875#1.0.6.default
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At its permanent location the club (red notations) was situated on the peninsular tip of a street block, straddled on 
either side at #2 Menorah Street (together with “Beit Haam” – ‘Peoples House’) on the left, and #2 Trumpeldor Street 
(formerly Gidem Street; it was a dirt road until paved in the 1950s) on the right, touching the main road, Bezalel 
Street.944 
 

 
 
The Club (red circle) was about 300-350 meters away from the present-day Sacher Park, which in the period of April 
1948 was the location of the ‘MARAM’ Rehavia-Monastery airstrip: 
 

 
                                                           
944 Yehoshua Ben-Arieh, “The New Jewish City of Jerusalem During the British Mandate Period”; Yad Yitzhak Ben-Zvi publications, Jerusalem (2011); 
p.483 (map), 439 & 487: https://kotar.cet.ac.il/KotarApp/Viewer.aspx?nBookID=102102875#1.0.6.default  

https://kotar.cet.ac.il/KotarApp/Viewer.aspx?nBookID=102102875#1.0.6.default
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At left, a Passover Seder meal in the main hall of the Menorah Club in April 1935; at right, the Club serves as an 
enlistment center at the outbreak of World War II, circa. Sept-Oct. 1939:945 
 

  
 
Specifically with regards the activities of the Club during the War of Independence and of mail service in particular, we 
are afforded rare insights from two sources. The earliest is by way of an apparently original letter written on 22 April 
1948, which was included in a cover sold at auction – we encountered it in our chronology of events related to 
Jerusalem, and logged it in for 27 April, the date on which the letter was posted; the letter was not displayed and a 
translation of it was written by the auctioneer, who apparently also interviewed the sender.946  
 

We will evaluate the cover shortly but for now we will review the 
presumably original and authentic account of the Club as described by the 
letter-writer: “We idle away all day long, and there is nothing to do in the 
evening so we go to sleep… We don’t have a penny… today we got entry 
permits to the Menorah Club… an entertainment club for soldiers. There’s a 
radio, a gramophone, magazines, comic books, newspapers, and library… a 
bar with soda drinks, but we can’t buy anything for financial reasons… They 
have a special desk for writing letters, and they send the letters the 
following day, either by convoy or by airplane, which lands not too far from 
here… just heard that a convoy is due to leave tomorrow and this letter will 
arrive with that convoy” – we encountered the referenced convoy in our 
entry for 23 April in the chronology (already past the widely claimed “last 
date” of convoys of 20 April). The original auction description varied slightly 

from the article’s text, reading “We received entrance tickets to the Menorah Club... here in the Club there is a special 
table for writing letters and here we give the letters to be sent and the next day they are delivered by Convoy or by 
Airplane that lands nearby”.947 Note that we will shortly see the original letter and its full contents… 
 
There are a few points to note from this early testimony about the ‘Menorah Club’: 

- entrance to it may have been effected by way of entry permits and perhaps not everyone could enter freely 
(though another rendition seemingly from the same auctioneer refers to “entrance tickets”). It seems the letter-
writer slept somewhere outside of the Club because he references it only after his comment about sleeping; 

- there was a “special desk” for writing letters: letters were apparently “given in” to be sent (though the 
description does not state how exactly), though what is intriguing is, why bother mentioning the desk at all? 
What is “special” about it, and is a place for writing letters really a noteworthy matter? 

- the reference to the “airplane” is intriguing: in Chapter VIII we learned that the first of the two airstrips in 
Jerusalem to open was at Rehavia, the ‘MARAM’ air strip “down the road” as it were, from the Menorah Club – 
and that the first ever [test] landing on it took place (on a second attempt) on the 22nd, the day the letter was 
written; there was another landing on the 24th whereupon regular use of the field began on the 26th (4 days 

                                                           
945 “Menorah Club” at the Zionist Archives (http://www.zionistarchives.org.il/Pages/MenorahClub.aspx) 
946 “Earliest Menorah Club Cover” By Dr. Robert Pildes in The Israel Philatelist, volume 63, issue 4, August 2012; p.128-129 
947 TAS 37 Lot 37 

http://www.zionistarchives.org.il/Pages/MenorahClub.aspx
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after the letter was written). Nevertheless at the time this letter was written (depending on the hour), the air 
field had only possibly been tested with a single landing, so the idea that regularized air transport of mail 
already existed is unrealistic and indeed the letter-writer states that his letter will likely be carried by convoy. 

 
We glean further insights about the Club from a 15 July 1948 first-hand account published in the ‘HaTzofeh’ newspaper 
for children, in which the writer, Ephraim Goldstein, an entertainer, writes about the Club in the context of his piece “In 
Besieged Jerusalem (The Adventures of a Performer in the Days of the Siege on Jerusalem)”:948 from various references 
in the full article it seems the time-period is early-mid May 1948, prior to “Operation Kilshon” of 14-18 May – 949 
 

“You will certainly be amazed, young readers, if I tell you that in those 
terrible days we would understake parties and concerts for the soldiers in 
Jerusalem and its environs. One of the main soldiers’ clubs in Jerusalem is the 
‘Menorah’ Club, to which go soldiers who are on leave, and find there a cup 
of tea and a light meal, a newspaper, a book, a corner to write letters, and 
the hospitable men and women who prepare these things for them. At this 
club there perform almost every evening various performers who endeavor 
to enliven the soldiers during their free hours.” 

   
 

 
This separate account confirms that there was a place to write letters at the Club, but the writer does not elaborate on 
any further details about it (though he does not describe it as a “special” place). Here as expressed, interestingly it 
would appear that food and drink may have been offered freely to the visiting servicemen although we may be reading 
too much into that aspect of the Club’s services. 
 
 

B. On the Existing Philatelic Historiography of the ‘Menorah Club’ 
In a manner similar to the convoluted and contradictory history of the airstrips in Jerusalem in our philatelic literature, 
there exists a similar murkey and inconsistent historiography of the postal history of the ‘Menorah Club’. What 
characterizes the historiography is the evident inability of those who contributed to and scripted it, to actually explain 
the postal history they presume to describe.  
 

What appears to have happened is that collectors 
observed mail marked with the handstamp of (or 
some other reference to) the ‘Menorah Club’ and 
attempted to extrapolate an explanation for the 
mail though posessing very little confirmed 
information; it may also be that those who 
conconcted mail bearing the Club’s handstamp 
retroactively attempted to script a history for it, 
though they too possessed little concrete 
information and postal knowledge to justify the 
mails’ existence. As such, as we approach our 
evaluation of ‘Menorah Club’ mail we should 
appreciate that we are confronting two parallel 
activities – historiography and postal history – 
which do not really interact with one another, and 
leave therefore many unanswered questions as to 
the circumstance of this mail. At left is an example 
of such a cover, tied by a handstamp bearing the 

club’s name, the word “MiChayal” (“From a Soldier”) in manuscript in the center, and in this case (though not in all), also 
a Jewish National Fund label of no postal validity here tied by the interim postmark of one of the Tel Aviv post offices.950 
 

                                                           
948 ‘HaTzofeh LeYeladim’ newspaper of 15 July 1948, p.6-7: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=ytz19480715-01.1.7&e=------194-en-20-
-61-byDA.rev-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93%d7%95%d7%9f+%d7%9e%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%94%22-------------1  
949 As per events in “Operation Kilshon” of 14-18 May 1948: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9F  
950 As displayed in JSPS (Ibid), p.417 with no information provided. 

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=ytz19480715-01.1.7&e=------194-en-20--61-byDA.rev-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93%d7%95%d7%9f+%d7%9e%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%94%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=ytz19480715-01.1.7&e=------194-en-20--61-byDA.rev-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%9e%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93%d7%95%d7%9f+%d7%9e%d7%a0%d7%95%d7%a8%d7%94%22-------------1
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%A2_%D7%A7%D7%9C%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9F
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i. The Development of the Historiography of “Menorah Club Flown Mail” 
In the area of historiography the main piece of research written on this subject was by Philip Kanner and Yehoshua 
Spiegel in 1962, about a year after the trio of well-known articles they published about the Army Postal Service in the 
War of Independence.951 Their article was supposed to be a comprehensive history of the “mail service” of the 
‘Menorah Club’, building on “brief” earlier works written by others; in the opening comments of their article they 
revealed a pre-existing source for one of those brief histories, one already familiar to us from earlier in this article: 
Yehuda Levanon, who had already written on this subject in 1959. 
 

 
 
Levanon’s piece was not an article, but rather a letter to the editor, though its contents expressed as “first-hand 
information” evidently made a lasting impression on the philatelic research community.952 The last time we 
encountered Levanon in postal history historiography was in regard to his 1968 ‘article’ in the Air Force’s magazine, in 
which he presented himself as having been in charge of the air strip at Rehavia (‘MARAM’) – and our research in this 
article demonstrated that he made-up his biography. Here we see that at least as far back as 1959 he was peddling his 
fake biography, using the same name-dropping tactics and presenting himself as having been “in charge of the 
Emergency Rehavia Landing Strip”, though here his dates differ significantly from those he cited in 1968 and 1981 – here 
it was from “mid-April until the 6th of June”. From our research in Chapter VIII we already know the history and dates of 
the ‘MARAM’ airfield, and they differ from any of the variations proferred by Levanon over the years. 
 
Levanon’s piece here is not entirely lacking in value, though given our confirmed findings that he falsified his past, we 
cannot be sure of the validity of anything he has to say: although he does concede – correctly as per our research above 
– that mail bearing the MK-JM datestamp of the Communications Office in Jerusalem has nothing to do with soldiers’ 
mail, and that the Signals Corps indeed did not handle civilian mail, virtually everything else that Levanon writes in his 
piece is factually incorrect and likely founded on the same lies that he continued publishing (with accumulated errors 
and adjustments) in later decades. Indeed, opening his letter with congratulations for Max Brisker’s “brilliant” article on 
mail with besieged Jerusalem, anything subsequent that Levanon has to write will likely be problematic: in my article in 
JerusalemStamps Bulletin #2 on the non-existence of true registered mail in the interim and early Israel period, I trashed 

                                                           
951 P. Kanner and Y. Spiegel, “The Menorah Club Mail Service from Besieged Jerusalem – 1948” in BAPIP Bulletin #41, Dec. 1962, p.12-15, XA & XB 
952 Yehuda Levanon letter in ‘Letters to the Editor’ in “The Holy Land Philatelist” issue 58-59 of June 1959, p.1227 
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the honesty of Brisker’s philatelic activities and scholarship so that if someone like Levanon actually has something 
flattering to say about the former’s work, we should recall that “birds of a feather flock together”.953 
 
Nevertheless of particular note for our research on the ‘Menorah Club’, Levanon here writes that “No private civilian 
mail was ever sent from Jerusalem by air mail. At first only Divisional Headquarters members sent air mail letters, later 
the chief welfare officer arranged to have wounded soldiers’ mail collected at the various hospitals and sent by air mail 
to Tel Aviv and other parts of Israel, and still later a special letter box was installed at the ‘Menorah’ Service Club for 
servicemen only… At first the letters were sent as ‘official mail’, free of charge, but beginning on 9th of May 1948, all 
letters were stamped with KKL ‘Doar’ (Jerusalem) labels. The stamps were cancelled in Tel Aviv with the normal ‘Minhelet 
Haam’ obliterator. At a date unknown to me a special army postal unit began to deal with servicemen mail, its 
obliterator was ‘Military Post, Base A’.” Note that here in 1959 Levanon does not address his “Hizkiyahu” endorsed 
“privileged civilian air mail covers” – evidently the idea came to him years later. Interestingly too, according to 
Levanon’s ‘account’, mail was sent by air out from Jerusalem but never into the city by air, with as many as “seven 
landings” per day – in Chapter VIII we actually learned that if mail had ever been transported by air, it was most likely to 
be incoming to Jerusalem (as air drops) rather than outbound from the city, as so few landings were actually made there 
prior to the First Truce of 11 June. 
 
If Levanon’s ‘story’ can serve as a historiological foundation for accumulated ‘facts’ in our existing postal history 
knowledge stream including Kanner and Spiegel’s subsequent 1962 article, then at least from 1959 we are apprised:  

 that initially the mail of wounded soldiers at hospitals was collected and sent by air to Tel Aviv “and other parts 
of Israel”; 

 that “still later” there was a letter box installed at the ‘Menorah Club’; 
 that all these letters were sent postage-free already prior to 9 May by being deemed ‘official mail’. From 9 May, 

the letters were franked with Doar counterstamped JNF labels – described by Levanon as being the local 
Jerusalem type – and that these were postmarked, not in Jerusalem, but rather in Tel Aviv upon arrival by 
airplane; 

 at some unknown subsequent date, the army began processing the letters of the Menorah club and tied them 
with the BASE A datestamp. 

 
Although the matter of “flown, postage-free” mail from Jerusalem hospitals is beyond the scope of this section on the 
‘Menorah Club’ (and not covered in this article at all), the remarkable aspect about Levanon’s assertion is that no one 
since has ever discussed it nor presented postal history in support of that contention. And why – because it’s totally 
made-up. But if we contemplate that point for a moment, according to Levanon’s historiography, “free mail” from the 
‘Menorah Club’ was instituted “still later” – if so, from how early did postage-free soldier’s mail actually exist?? The 
Army Postal Service, providing postage-free soldiers’ mail, as we will recall, only entered operation on 20 May… 
 
Kanner and Spiegel’s 1962 article, a “cornerstone” piece of research for this subject and reproduced in full in Appendix 
11, is a work of scholarship that has to be read and interpreted exceedingly carefully, not so much for what it says 
explicitly, but rather for how it expresses what it states – and by extension then, what it does not actually say. At its 
core, continuing in their tradition from 1961, the article by Kanner and Spiegel reveals no sources: all the writers 
actually say is that they had access by way of Zvi-Arieh Caspi to “essential information” and to the “Club Committee’s 
Minutes” – no assertion they subsequently make is linked to any specific document or source.  
 
Likewise, in regard to the special “Menorah Club” handstamp which appears on much of the mail alleged to have 
originated with the Club and flown, all Kanner and Spiegel can tell us is that the handstamp was kept by the Club’s 
general secretary, Zvi Rosen (who died already in 1948), and that the club minutes which were handwritten by Rosen 
enabled Kanner and Spiegel to identify the handwritten endorsement of “From a Soldier” (‘MiHayal’) on ‘Menorah Club’ 
mail as being Rosen’s own – in other words, they did not actually see any document confirming that a mail service 
existed at the ‘Menorah Club’; they only saw circumstantial pieces of information which enabled them to then cobble 
together a historical narrative. Indeed – Kanner and Spiegel never actually confirm that they saw the handstamp 
either: they attribute its possession to Rosen, but never confirm seeing it or knowing of its whereabouts. 
 

In other words, we have no confirmation even by those who had access to primary documents, that the handstamp 
we see on ‘Menorah Club’ mail has anything to do with the Club itself – it could also be a contemporary forgery. 

 

                                                           
953 Page 61 of file https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin002_compressed.pdf  

https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin002_compressed.pdf
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We gain a sense of this hesistant historiography by way of the following verbally opaque comment: “The siege of 
Jerusalem from the end of April 1948 and the temporary presence of many volunteers and mobilised Haganah men from 
other parts of the country raised the question of postal communications in all seriousness. This prompted the club to 
make in this acute emergency the exceptional postal arrangements which we propose to record hereunder” – Kanner 
and Spiegel are set to “propose” a history based on an attempted linkage to a presumed circumstance of “the siege” 
(which we effectively debunked much earlier in this article), but it is not actually based on concrete documentary 
information. 
 

 
 
Indeed, the “postal history” of the supposed mail service run by the Club is distilled across two paragraphs in a 6 page 
article (of which 1 page is background history, 2 pages are plates of images, and the rest basically describe the covers in 
the images). The history is pure conjecture: the Menorah Club is implied as being “a short walk up the hill” from the 
landing strip (in Rehavia), and that “planes… provided the only means of communication between the besieged town and 
the world outside”. The writers then procede to speculate that there was “close cooperation” between the Club and the 
“military command on the spot” – unclear what that means – and that the “high standing” of the Club’s management 
“provided the background for the emergency arrangements according to which the personal mail of soldiers, certified as 
such by the Club, [would be] flown by the Piper Cub planes to Tel Aviv,” from where it was delivered “though the civilian 
or military postal services”. Kanner and Spiegel drafted word salad which does not elucidate anything but rather obliges 
the reader to make the necessary linkages between factually unfounded, unconnected contentions. 
 

 
 
What took us a number of chapters to painstakingly reconstruct – the operation of the two army postal services (the 
internal mail and the soldiers’ mail) and of the air service, and of the relationships between each other – Kanner and 
Spiegel here sum up ever so briefly in the space of one to two sentences. We might have thought that their access to 
the the Club’s management and its historical archive, embodied in its minutes, would have equipped them with 
concrete information but their article provides no specifics – no dates, no procedures, no guidelines; we gain no insight 
as to when the mail service began or ended or even how “Menorah Club flown mail” was created – were the envelopes 
provided by the Club? Were the envelopes pre-stamped or handstamped only upon presentation for dispatch? Were 
the envelopes entered into a letter box or handed over to Zvi Rosen? What measures existed to prevent abuse of the 
mail service? And how was the mail transported to the airstrip and then from the air port in Tel Aviv to the civilian or 
army postal service? Yehuda Levanon claimed that postage had to be paid from 9 May – who paid it? Each link in this 
chain is a series of regulations and procedures mysteriously missing from Kanner and Spiegel’s “history”. 
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At the time of the article Kanner and Spiegel did not know how to explain the use of the Club’s handstamp on mail: we 
might have thought that it was a standard office handstamp to be applied on anything pertaining to the Club’s 
documents – but ironically I don’t see it, for instance, on records in the State Archives, here from April 1947:954 
 

  
 
An extraordinary aspect of their article is that Kanner and Spiegel don’t spell out the mail service they “propose” to 
document – elements of that presumed service are sprinkled within the article basically as facts (assumptions) arising 
from their examined postal history. Thus, for instance, Kanner and Spiegel don’t actually say up-front that the Club’s 
mail service was free of postage, rather they broach the subject (towards the end of their article) when they encounter 
a relevant cover for whom their best explanation would be that it was sent postage free, explaining “any such [Menorah 
Club] mail was actually serviced postage-free, in accordance with the ‘On Active Service’ privilege… the Menorah Club 
marking with the inserted [notation] MECHAYAL also certified that the sender was a soldier and thus exempt from the 
general postal regulations, and it was considered the equivalent to the triangular unit mark introduced meanwhile by the 
Army Postal Service”. This also contradicts Levanon’s “first-hand” information that from 9 May postage was prepaid. 
 

 
 
From this the reader is expected to accept, in hindsight, that Menorah Club mail had been exempt from postage all 
along, weeks before the Army Postal Service entered operation on 20 May. As Kanner and Spiegel express it, the Club’s 
handstamp was an additional indication that mail from its premises was free of postage and that it had the equivalent 
standing of the army’s subsequent KABA unit postal marking – and yet, this is such an extraordinary postal concession 
and procedure, why do Kanner and Spiegel display no documentation to establish that such a postal service – both 
flown and postage-free – actually existed? Why – because it didn’t.  
 
Attempting to meld their narrative with the existing one they scripted for the Army Postal Service in their 1961 articles, 
they rely on an assertion we debunked earlier in this article, that APO 5 in Jerusalem came under the control of the APS 
on 18 June (the APO actually opened on the 7th and had been an integral part of the APS all along): “When the Army 
Postal Services took over the Post Office 5 in Jerusalem on 18th June 1948, regular mail deliveries from and to the area 
were assured... In the first week of July the emergency service of the Menorah Club was no longer required...” 

                                                           
954 Pages 10-11 of a file pertaining to a request for an exemption from property tax: https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/28004 (0003max) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/28004
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When “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services in the 
Transition Period” (JSPS), the standard-bearer of the 
present narrative about flown mail with Jerusalem, was 
published 32 years later, in 2004, ironically little 
additional insight had been accumulated and rather 
what Kanner and Spiegel had somewhat hesitatingly 
and passively “proposed” as historiography simply 
became more jelled forthright conjecture presented as 
established fact, with some “holes” filled in with 
suppositions.955 For instance here JSPS writes that the 
Club served as accomodation for convoy drivers and 
escorts, and for recovering wounded soldiers – we did 
not encounter this in any of the sources used to write 
the background survey of the club, and indeed from all 
the information and pictures I saw I didn’t see any way 
that the facility could have served for ongoing 
accomodation. We will shortly address the subject of 
convoy drivers and their mail, and see that these were 
actually billeted in hotels. 
 
JSPS takes the additional step of emphasizing that the 
Club was “close to the [Rehavia] airstrip”, and 
concluding “it was only natural for the Menorah Club to 
organize a semi official ‘post office’ for sending the mail 
of its dwellers by airplanes to Tel Aviv” – reasoning 
which makes the impressionable reader complicit in its 
conjecture. The authors progress their narrative, writing 
that the “arrangement was recognized by the Army 
authorities but they insisted that measures should be 
taken to prevent the abuse of this important privilige” to 
which end “the secretary of the club struck the circular 
double circle cachet of the club on each letter flown 
through the auspices of the Menorah Club. For double 
assurance he added in the manuscript Hebrew word 
‘From a soldier’ in the middle of the cachet.” The book’s 
authors evidently liked the flow of their developing 
narrative and embellished it with the following 
assertion that “the cachet also served as the triangular 
KABA cachets did later, to indicate that the letter was 
from a soldier and as such was postage-free. Thus, 
Menorah Club became an official Army post office…” 
 
Addressing the variation in the appearance of ‘Menorah 
Club’ covers seemingly handled by either the Mandate, 
interim, Israeli or Army postal service, JSPS deftly 
skirted the problem by insisting that “the Menorah Club 
took care only of the transfer of mail from Jerusalem to 
Tel Aviv by army airplanes, but in Tel Aviv it had to be 
dispatched via the general mail system [and this] was 
carried out by four postal authorities depending on the 
date… identified by the arrival postmark on the cover.”  
 
Nevertheless, even with a slick causal, speculative 
framework for their historiographic narrative, the 
authors are unable to explain various critical 
idiosyncracies observed on the mail, such as: 

                                                           
955 JSPS (Ibid), p.139-144 
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 instances where the Club’s handstamp is applied without the endorsement “From a soldier” (or without a 

handstamp at all), or  
 the use of invalid JNF labels in lieu of postage, or  
 the ‘cancellation’ of those invalid labels by the civilian post office’s datestamp (against regulations);  
 they don’t even know how to explain why Menorah Club mail is unknown prior to 5 May, given that the airstrip 

was in operation for “a full month from 6 April” – and from this they derive that the “mail service” must have 
begun around 5 May; 

 by the same token, they script their narrative around the supposed establishment-date of APO 5 in Jerusalem of 
18 June (a factual error we rectified earlier in this article) – and are unable to explain how some ‘Menorah Club’ 
covers bear postmarks from mid-July; 

 even 32 years after Kanner and Spiegel’s lean article, the authors of JSPS are unable to determine if incoming 
mail was also “flown to” the ‘Menorah Club’ during the period of its supposed mail service. 

 
The book doesn’t address the blatantly obvious muddle, that if the Club’s handstamp served in lieu of the army’s 
triangular KABA handstamp and that the Club “became an official army post office” – why was it never issued a KABA 
number and simply integrated into the APS, even if temporarily? After all, the researchers note that ‘Menorah Club’ 
handstamped mail is observed postmarked into July, over a month after APO 5 began operating in Jerusalem. In our 
revision of the Jerusalem army postal unit numbers we did not encounter a then-current or past assignment of a unit 
number to the ‘Menorah Club’: indeed, Kanner and Spiegel wrote that from 18 June, when APO 5 came under the control 
of the APS, the Club’s special mail service was not required – so what KABA number was then issued in lieu of that all-
important “post office”, as JSPS called it? Equally, the researchers are unable to explain neither how from 7 June 
onwards ‘Menorah Club’ mail was not routed via APO 5 nor why such covers had earlier been postmarked at APO 3 in Tel 
Aviv: we learned earlier in this article that Army mail from Jerusalem could not (and should not) have transited a branch 
APO like #3 but rather was supposed to go through a Base APO, like BASE Alef. 
 
Essentially JSPS’s historiography does not confirm anything factual. Its authors are fully aware of these problems but 
look for ways to rationalize and incorporate them into their narrative – even bending the limits of common sense (“…the 
sender thought that postage fee was needed for the delivery by civilian post and not having any postage stamps, they 
used the available JNF labels” – yet, who had access to plain JNF labels during “the siege”?) – without ever broaching the 
possibility that perhaps all of this mail is fake (and that there is no real “postal history” of the ‘Menorah Club’). 
 
Over the course of 3 significant historiographic “sources” for the postal history of the ‘Menorah Club’ across 60+ years 
we don’t see a consistent line of narration: Levanon, the “first-hand” source, is practically ignored by the subsequent 
articles, and JSPS presents a more activist and embellished history virtually detatched from Kanner and Spiegel’s 
hesitant forerunner. What we observe really is improvised story-telling akin to a “Dungeons & Dragons” game, where 
the story-telling “dungeon master” invents a plot and develops it literally with the roll of dice as he addresses each 
participant in the game – the plot develops dynamically, making it up as he goes.956 
 
 
ii. “Convoy Drivers Mail” as an Adjunct to the Historiography 
And indeed, on the subject of “convoy drivers mail” we encounter fruitful story-telling: the subject of convoy drivers 
“stranded” in Jerusalem is relevant to this chapter on the ‘Menorah Club’ because the researchers above mentioned 
them in connection to the Club and of the “necessity” of establishing a mail service to cater to them. According to JSPS 
the Club “was used during the siege for housing convoy drivers and their escorts who were cut off in Jerusalem”; earlier 
we noted that we found no documentation or evidence to support the idea that the Club served as ongoing 
accomodation for anyone.  
 
Nevertheless, one of JSPS’s authors, Itamar Karpovsky, served up the following invented historiography in 1985 (though 
tellingly this was not included in the 2004 book of which he was a part): 957 
 

                                                           
956 “Dungeons & Dragons”: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dungeons_%26_Dragons#Play_overview  
957 Itamar Karpovsky, “More About the ‘Convoy Drivers Mail’ During the Siege of Jerusalem” in Holy Land Postal History (HLPH) bulletin #23-24, 
Summer 1985, p.134-137: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/quxu/#p=51   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dungeons_%26_Dragons#Play_overview
https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/quxu/#p=51
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In regard to a “convoy driver” endorsed cover that 
was displayed by Ehud Jungwirth in “Holy Land 
Postal History” bulletin #17-18 of Winter 1984, 
Karpovsky wrote in to offer an interpretation of its 
meaning, emphasizing that it was “flown to Tel 
Aviv” – and proceded to add that “The Emergency 
Administration in besieged Jerusalem treated the 
280 drivers who were ‘caught’ in the city as 
enlisted men for every demand, so that their mail 
received the same treatment and perhaps even 
slightly greater preference. It was flown to Tel Aviv 
together with other military mail without further 
authorization from the officer in charge or local 
authorisation, as was the case with mail from local 
preferred citizens.” 

 
It’s unclear what “Emergency Administration” Karpovsky is referring to, though likely it relates to the ‘Jerusalem 
Emergency Committee’ headed by Dov Yosef, which we learned about in Chapter II. Nevertheless how the civilian 
Jerusalem Committee had anything to do with the army’s air service is beyond me – because we already learned in the 
chronology of events, particularly Hanna Even-Tov’s letter of 27 May, that air service was solely in the hands of the army 
and that the Jerusalem Committee was unable to influence its use.  
 

Indeed, at left we have a letter from 19 May sent by a 
group of convoys drivers from Petach Tikva, who 
unexpectedly remained in Jerusalem since the arrival of 
their convoy on 19 April:958 Dov Yosef aparently promised 
them financial support for their families back in Petach 
Tikva, though only “yesterday” (i.e. 18 May) those drivers 
found out from another driver of their party that their 
families had not in fact received that financial assistance.  
 
Two matters come to mind: evidently these drivers had 
had no contact with their family for over a month – no 
“air mail” service, and for Karposvky’s assertion that 
convoy drivers were treated like enlisted men we see that 
this was not the case (the fact that being an “enlisted 
man” is a matter for the army and for not the civilian 
‘Jerusalem Committee’ notwithstanding), the drivers had 
not received any special treatment except their hotel 
lodging which we will confirm now.  

 
Below we have examples of 2 “convoy driver” covers plus a convoy-related cover at the end (left to right): one from 
Bezalel Gaver, return addressed to the “Tel Aviv Hotel” in Jerusalem;959 Jungwirth’s cover sent by Yona Michaelovsky, 
return addressed to the “Noga Hotel” in Jerusalem;960 and a ‘Menorah Club’ cover sent by Chaim Talit, return addressed 
to the “Migdal Hotel” in Jerusalem961 – 3 different convoy related covers, all referencing hotels as their return 
addresses. In other words, the assertion that convoy drivers were accomodated at the ‘Menorah Club’ is without basis. 
 

                                                           
958 Page 105 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292 (000bfyb) 
959 My SKU #140440; Gaver’s biography is confirmed here: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%9C%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%92%D7%91%D7%A8 and also 
by Karpovsky’s cited article, where he apparently interviewed Gaver. 
960 Ehud Jungwirth, “More About the 18th of June 1948 and Mandate Airletters Beyond Their Time” in Holy Land Postal History (HLPH) bulletin #17-
18, Winter/Spring 1984, p.895-896: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/znbm/#p=1  
961 TAS 39 Lot 25; Chaim Talit’s autobiography at the “Motke” senior citizens social website: 
https://www.motke.co.il/%D7%94%D7%91%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%92-%D7%A9%D7%9C-%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%AA 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/493292
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%91%D7%A6%D7%9C%D7%90%D7%9C_%D7%92%D7%91%D7%A8
https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/znbm/#p=1
https://www.motke.co.il/%D7%94%D7%91%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%92-%D7%A9%D7%9C-%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%AA
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Ironically this may be the reason why the bulk of Karpovsky’s 1985 article did not make it into his co-authored book in 
2004: there was no logical way to explain how “convoy drivers mail” would have been flown prior to the opening of 
the Army Postal Service in the Jerusalem – the best explanation was to link the subject of convoy drivers to the 
‘Menorah Club’, and from there to assert some association between them which would justify how their mail could 
have been flown. 

 
We will “de-weed” the subject of “convoy 
drivers mail” still further by addressing 
Bezalel Gaver for a moment: according to 
Karpovsky’s article Gaver told him that one 
of the drivers lodging at the hotel “was 
responsible for post, and for the connection 
with their families. He used to be given the 
letters, his duty being to forward them.” 
Although Gaver’s and Michaelovsky’s covers 
are endorsed “Convoy Driver”, neither of 
them actually stated what that endorsement 
enabled: it was Karpovsky himself who 
opined “It is clear that the only route by 
which a letter could be sent from Jerusalem 
to Tel Aviv in May 1948 was via the light 
plane used to fly army mail out, and it seems 
that until the opening of the Burma road this 
was the route used for the driver’s mail… Mr. 

Gaver stressed the use of the phrase ‘Convoy Drivers Mail’ adding that none of these letters were sent through regular 
post”; with regards to Michaelovsky’s cover he similarly conjectures “the two words that the driver... added at the front, 
‘Convoy Driver’, were added so that there would be no doubts as to who the sender was, so that the letter would be 
treated accordingly.”962  
 
Indeed both covers were franked in Jerusalem but postmarked in Tel Aviv – meaning, they were couriered and posted in 
Tel Aviv; our research until now has confirmed that there was land access between the two cities almost continuously 
throughout “the siege” period, and that even during the period of the Army Postal Service there was no air carriage of 
mail out of Jerusalem until at least 25 June if not later. All we can conclude about these two covers is that they were 
couriered, and most likely by land transport. Everything else that was written, surrounding the texts specifically quoting 
Gaver, is pure speculation. 
 
Specifically regarding Gaver, Karpovsky mentions that he was a stamp collector “for many years” and a member of the 
Beersheva stamp collectors club: that would help explain why our cover illustrated above, plus others shown and 
referred to by Karpovsky is addressed to the ‘Aronson Stamp Shop’ in Tel Aviv – a most unusual address for “siege” era 
“flown” mail. This information also helps explain why much of Gaver’s mail, as illustrated in that article, is franked with 

                                                           
962 Karpovsky, HLPH bulletin #23-24 (Ibid), p.134/137 
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invalid postage stamps, and it may be that indeed much of his mail did not go through the posts but was in fact 
philatelically contrived and postmarked with favor cancels.  
 
In short, other than to confirm that convoy drivers were billeted in hotels and not at the ‘Menorah Club’, their covers do 
not exhibit any signs that they were flown nor accorded any special postal treatment beyond merely being couriered 
out of Jerusalem and posted in Tel Aviv; albeit convoy driver covers, they were also not dispatched by way of the 
‘Menorah Club’, further negating the supposition of JSPS’s authors that convoy drivers’ mail was necessarily catered to 
by way of the Club. The 3rd cover belonging to Chaim Talit, though return-addressed to a hotel and convoy-related, is a 
little different and will be address further below. 
 
 
iii. Circumstantial Issues About ‘Menorah Club’ Covers 
As noted earlier, the historiography of the postal history of the ‘Menorah Club’ operates on a separate trajectory from 
the actual empirical mail said to belong to the Club; both subjects exist independently of one another and as we noted 
just above, even the researchers are unable to fully associate their suppostions with the empirical evidence. Here we 
will take note of a few of the salient points in this regard.  
 
One of the elements is the postal stationary itself: none of the covers seen by this writer – over 30 such – is written on 
postal stationary belonging to the Club. In light of the intriguing comment we read both in the supposed original letter 
sent from the Club on 22 April and the press report published on 15 July, that there was a “special desk” or “corner” for 
writing letters, we might have thought that if this matter was highlighted by the writers then there was a special reason 
to do that, for instance a pre-stocked table with writing paper, envelopes and pens for writing letters – and if so, that 
naturally the stationary would bear the Club’s name and address. But evidently, based on the postal history put forth by 
our specialist literature (and philatelic dealers), none of the covers alleging to be “Menorah Club flown mail” is actually 
written on postal stationary of the Club. Why? 
 
Then there is the issue of the Club’s supposed handstamp: as noted earlier, I have not seen this handstamp used on 
documents related to the Club, and indeed the enclosure of that same letter of 22 April does not bear the Club’s 
handstamp either – it is only seen on supposed Club mail from about 5 May onward into July. Kanner and Spiegel did 
not link the handstamp’s employment specifically to the “mail service” but rather to the air field, to accept the mail – it 
was JSPS which claimed that the army required measures to minimize abuse of the mail “privilige” and that as a result 
the handstamp was used. We might then have expected the handstamp to bear some reference to mail, such as 
“Menorah Club Mail Service” or something similar – but it merely reads “Menorah Club Jerusalem”; the necessity of 
handwriting “From a Soldier” on every single piece of submitted mail seems unecessarily time consuming: why not have 
had that endorsement included in the engraving of the handstamp and simply rely upon the actual acceptance of the 
cover by the Club secretary as sufficient proof of the letter’s eligibility to be processed by the mail service? After all 
there were potentially thousands of soldiers (or hundreds of soldiers visiting multiple times) submitting mail – did each 
one really need to be handstamped and endorsed by hand? 
 
Furthermore there is nagging problem with the handwritten endorsement written in the center of all but two of the 
handstamp strikes: Kanner and Spiegel claim they matched the style of the handwriting to that of the Club’s general 
secretary, Zvi Rosen, who died later in 1948 – the problem is, on closer examination we see significant variations in the 
style of writing between virtually all of the strikes: 
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Beyond mere differences in the style of the handwriting or the implement used (pencil, pen, crayon – not illustrated), 

 some endorsements employ the vowel below the letter ‘Yud’; 
 some underline the whole word 
 some are written without the vowel 

 
By this accounting of 9 examples illustrated above, 8-9 different people endorsed the covers -?? And if we’ve reached 
this realization, would it not have been more logical for a person of authority to actually sign-off on the covers with 
their signature rather than writing the expression “From a Soldier”? As we see, technically anyone could have written 
the expression; a signature of an approved authorized person like the general secretary would be harder to forge… for 
the fabricators of this fake postal history. 
 
But wait, there’s more: there is a ‘Menorah Club’ cover bearing the Club’s handstamp, the endorsement in pencil with 
the accent mark below and a dateless APO 3 postmark… filled in by hand with the date “22/V” for 22 May (1948).963 
 

 
 

                                                           
963 TAS 25 Lot 1321 
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In our section examining the meaning of the dateless APO 3 postmark, in Chapter X part B, we encountered the 
“phenomenon” of manuscript day-filled partly date-stamped APO 3 postmark strikes and determined by way of 
observation of army mail in general (in Chapter VI) that there are no properly struck May-datestamped APO 3 marked 
covers to be seen, and that the earliest fully dated postmark presently observed is the BASE APO A postmark dated 27 
May 1948. At that juncture we also noted that it was unlikely that the branch APOs received their postmarking devices 
before the Base APO’s, being that the Base APO’s were important hubs. We also noted that there are cases of mail with 
handwriten days (“23”) on partially date-struck APO 3 postmarks, and that given that they are all identically written and 
that one is a fake ‘Hizkiyahu’ cover, while it and two others bear identically written “Army Mail” endorsements in 
handwriting different from the original – all are fake. We noted there as well that there existed different, more practical, 
ways that the Army Postal Service contended with incomplete date strikes – namely using an office dater as a 
supplemental dating device.  
 
Here what we see is a reversion to a completely handwritten date (using a Roman numeral for the month during the 
period when these early strikes actually used a Western Arabic “5” and “6” for the month, almost a month before these 
were replaced by Roman numerals on the APO 3 postmark device), by my evaluation attempting to forcibly date the 
dateless APO 3 postmark to the legendary – and as we determined, totally incorrect – belief that it was in use (if at all) 
only from 22-27 or 30 May. Our research found that the dateless APO 3 postmark was assuredly in use at least in June, 
and perhaps also later and that it was a deliberately dateless device. As such, based on what we’ve learned we should 
reach the determination that this cover is at least partially forged (the APO 3 date) though most likely entirely forged – 
why should someone have ‘tooled’ with an otherwise legitimate ‘Menorah Club’ cover? It could have stood on its own 
merits. As a double-addressed cover and in different handwriting, similar to the perplexing original (and fake) 
‘Hizkiyahu’ cover we evaluated in Chapter IX, we would be on solid ground dismissing this one as a complete forgery. 
 
 
iv. Further Circumstantial Problems with the Historiography 
Taking a step back from overt problems with the empirical postal history, in the bigger picture there are critical 
circumstantial problems too. We noted the researchers’ inability to construct a precise organizational structure and 
process of the club’s mail service, and one of the intriguing questions that arises is: who was responsible for the 
transport of mail from the club to the air strip in Rehavia, was it a member of the Club or a member of the Army (or the 
air force unit)? Kanner and Spiegel unwittingly undermined themselves with the comment (shown in a snippet above), 
“Although there was but a short walk down the hill from the Club to the airstrip below, the risks were acute, as this part 
of town was constantly under enemy fire, and several mortar shells his in closest proximity to the club’s premises.” One 
of the lessons we learned from our daily chronology of events pertaining to Jerusalem, was that even where we saw 
evidence of transport capacity on vehicles, even in periods where the prevailing narrative posits that there was no land 
connection with Jerusalem, we did not see evidence of regularized carriage of mail – and opined that this may have 
been an indication of the low priority accorded to postal mail, that some materials were simply not worth risking life 
and limb for. Here then, encountering Kanner and Spiegel’s admission we would be tempted to ask, why risk someone’s 
life just to carry mail “down the hill” (a third of a kilometer each way)? 
 
The subject of aerial carriage of materials was a complex matter when we examined it in Chapter VIII: there was a 
committee in Jerusalem which determined the priority of materials and of people to transport from the city to Tel Aviv – 
and there were pilots who sometimes overrode those priorities. Nevertheless, the pilots were also under orders from 
Air Force headquarters in Tel Aviv to remain in their aircraft and to idle as little as possible at the air strip in Jerusalem. 
So who actually gave priority for ‘Menorah Club’ mail to be flown and who received it to load onto the aircraft? Process 
and procedure are critical elements of studying postal history: any research on the subject cannot treat dismissively the 
importance of these matters as the historiography here has done. 
 
The historiography also overlooks a very subtle but very critical point: the Club was a civilian organized association with 
a ‘club house’ – when did it become a military facility? Was it ever a military facility? This is an important point, because 
if army and army-related mail was being deposited with a person or into a letter box at a location otherwise open for 
civilian use (and we see evidence of this in 1948), who actually took care of matters such as field security and 
censorship? The two first-hand accounts we have of the amenities of the Club came to us by way of a convoy escort (a 
soldier, who wrote the cited letter of 22 April) and of a civilian performer (whose observations from around May were 
published in mid-July): the convoy escort referred to entrance permits or “tickets” (which may have been “tickets” to a 
performance), while the performer’s account did not give any indication of restricted entry into the premises; we saw 
above, for instance, a press report from 24 February about the temporary accomodation at the Club of refugees from 
the Ben-Yehuda Street bomb attack, and another report from August that year about dances for adults at the Club. 
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If we here incorporate insights learned through the course of this article, such as the apparent inability of the Army 
Postal Service to effect air carriage of mail from Jerusalem as late as 25 June, or of the inability of aircraft to land in 
Jerusalem prior to the 1st Truce due to gun and artillery fire in the area, we realize that the whole narrative about 
“Menorah Club Flown Mail” is predicated on the willed belief that the mail was flown – outbound, no less – and 
necessarily so due to “the siege”. Without the underpinning that the mail was flown there is no reason for a narrative 
involving the ‘Menorah Club’, “up the hill” from the airstrip, to exist: we already encountered couriered mail (by land) 
from Jerusalem during the period of May-June in our chronology, mail unassociated with convoy personnel or the Club; 
by that token any other mail originating in Jerusalem but posted in Tel Aviv could have been couriered by land – an 
entire mocked up narrative involving the ‘Menorah Club’ specifically is unnecessary. 
 
We already demonstrated that the Club did not accommodate convoy personnel (nor convalescents or others), thus 
undercutting a core tenet of the narrative which insisted that a mail service was necessary to cater to the Club’s 
residents. Furthermore we observed that the Club was about a third of a kilometer away from the area of the airstrip – 
not such close proximity where we could automatically assume that any mail generated at the Club would necessarily be 
transported by “nearby” aircraft. 
 
It’s also disingenuous for the researchers to say that flown ‘Menorah Club’ mail bore no additional markings other than 
the Club’s handstamp – why does other supposed (and debunked) “privileged” flown mail bear “Air Force” related 
handstamps but ‘Menorah Club’ mail has nothing to indicate specific air transmission? Even the fake Communications 
Office Jerusalem “air force” cover which we observed earlier bore an “Airforce Headquarters” oval handstamp. 
 
Fundamentally it makes no sense that a free and flown mail service would be granted specially to ‘Menorah Club’: as we 
learned in our historical survey in Chapter II the whole country was a front line and much of it, specifically the Negev, 
was cut off or isolated – though no areas were granted free mail service, and only the Negev specifically enjoyed a 
limited form of air mail in the manner of air-dropped newspapers. Furthermore the Negev only received the free postal 
concession like the army from 1 July when the army took control of all postal operations and the area was cut off. 
 
Furthermore, if as we learned, a nationwide/army-wide soldiers’ mail service was already being planned since March 
and army postal unit KABA numbers were issued by 9 May, still 10 days before the launch of the APS, why wouldn’t the 
‘Menorah Club’ have been included in that plan and issued a KABA number? The existing historiography essentially 
obliges us to accept a situation where an army-wide/nationwide soldier’s mail service is being established – but for one 
specific soldiers’ club in the country a separate “emergency” mail service is simultaneously established, outside of – but 
still dependent on – the army or civilian postal service for its delivery. The notion is nonsensical; the lack of any proving 
documentation – even a notice in the press, like that for mail service with the Negev – notwithstanding. 
 
 

C. Examining and Evaluating Postal History of the ‘Menorah Club’ 
As with the postal history of other themes and subjects this article has debunked, here too the sheer influence and 
pervasiveness of the notion of “Menorah Club Flown Mail” obliges us to at least cast a glance at the material that has 
been presented and universally accepted as legitimate – and expose reasons why it is not. 
 
i. Mandate Period ‘Menorah Club’ Covers 
 

At left we have 3 examples of what are purported to be 
the earliest examples of ‘Menorah Club’ mail:  
 
the first, at top, which we observed earlier, is the one 
presently believed to be the oldest ‘Menorah Club’ 
cover, sent from Chaim Talit to Ziva Efroni in Tel Aviv; it 
included an apparently original letter dated 22 April and 
although unseen as per a partial translation which we 
read above it was written at the club’s premises. The 
cover was postmarked 27 April in Tel Aviv. Talit had 
originally written a return-address of #4 Ovadia Street 
in Jerusalem before amending it to the ‘Menorah Club’ 
“for letters and parcels (for Chaim Talit)”. In spite of the 
amended return address, all of the handwriting is in the 
same hand. It is not handstamped ‘Menorah Club’, 
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ostensibly because it “predates” the use of the Club’s 
handstamp; as the auction catalogue description 
expressed it, this is “a key item in the understanding of 
the Menorah Club elusive mail procedure”.964 
 
The next cover was sent by a Meir Okel to Pnina and 
Menachem at Kibbutz Ginnegar via Affula Post; this 
cover was postmarked in Tel Aviv on 5 May. Here this 
cover is tied by the ‘Menorah Club’ handstamp – but it 
is unendorsed “From a Soldier”, for as the auction 
catalogue description (of March 2012) expresses it, 
“the missing ‘From a soldier’ inscription is due to the 
early date - the procedure was not yet finalized”.965 
JSPS (2004) expressed the reason entirely differently: 
“Since this letter was sent when the British rule was 
still in power the manuscript ‘MiChayal’ does not 
appear in order not to raise any suspicion or any other 
difficulties”.966 
 
The auction description of the 3rd cover does not 
mention the sender; it was addressed to someone in 
Pardess Hanna and posted in Tel Aviv on 5 May; it too 
is tied by the ‘Menorah Club’ handstamp, without the 
‘From a soldier’ endorsement so “as not to arouse 
suspicion by the British” (Nov. 2016).967 
 
We will learn in short order that the first cover is 
apparently genuine and legitimate and possibly the 
only one of the ‘bunch’ we are about to review. 
According to the article by Robert Pildes published in 
the ‘Israel Philatelist’ and cited earlier, this cover was 
obtained from Talit and his wife by the dealer Marvin 
Siegel in 1993 who later sold it to Pildes. 

 
As regards the 2nd cover from Meir Okel, what the sale description astonishingly left out – but is very overt to a reader of 
Hebrew – is that the return address is “Harel I, Hadar House, Room 305 [erased bit], Meir Okel”; the sender references 
the 1st battalion of the Palmach’s Harel brigade, which was stationed in the Jerusalem corridor. That return address, 
referencing “Citrus House” (Beit Hadar) is what JSPS describes as a “forwarding agents” address – in TEL AVIV.968 Hence 
the apparent attempt to erase that portion of the address on the left side of the 2nd line of the return address. Unless 
the cover was accompanied by a letter originating from the ‘Menorah Club’ – and unmentioned in the auction catalogue 
nor even in Kanner and Spiegel (1962) – this cover did not originate there and possibly not even in Jerusalem. Indeed we 
would have expected the cover to be return-addressed to the ‘Menorah Club’ rather than to a forwarding agent, exactly 
in the manner of Chaim Talit’s letter further above. The authors of JSPS of course link the “Hadar House” forwarding 
address to some privately organized air transport of mail but that, of course, is unfounded and in light of our research 
thus far, pure b******t. In other words, this cover, at best, is an original cover associated with a member of the Harel 
brigade – but not with the ‘Menorah Club’, whose handstamp I opine, was added later. 
 
A Digression: 
Putting matters in perspective: what JSPS ostentatiously calls “forwarding agent’s mail”, in regards to the Citrus House 
address is not borne out by the historical record. That address was for a branch of a body called “HaVaad HaYeshuvi 
LeMaan HaMeguyas” (loosely translated as ‘The Yishuv Committee for the Wellbeing of the Enlisted’). This was a 
nationwide non-military pre-State body established on 16 March 1948 to carry out decisions pertaining to the granting 
of assistance to the spouses, children and parents of enlisted members of the pre-State military. It was run by a steering 

                                                           
964 TAS 37 Lot 37 
965 TAS 37 Lot 38, ex. the collector A. Liebrecht as per Kanner & Spiegel (1962), Ibid, p.13 & XA. 
966 JSPS (Ibid), p.140-141 
967 TAS 43 Lot 335 
968 JSPS (Ibid), p.159-160 
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committee whose members had previously served in a similar body during WWII, including two representatives of the 
security forces; the steering committee was itself appointed by the “Yishuv Security Committee” (‘Vaad BaBitachon 
HaYishuvi’ - ועד הביטחון הישובי) in which all the Jewish political parties and movements were represented.969 The ‘Yishuv 
Committee’ (as it was generally called) was structured as a nationwide network of offices liaising with other agencies 
including the heads of regional councils. The Committee’s chief task was to disburse financial assistance to immediate 
relatives and dependents of enlisted people, based on various circumstances and calculations.970  
 
In the weeks following the Committee’s establishment, by mid-April it undertook also to give assistance to families of 
the dead and the treatment of the wounded upon their release from medical treatment, including the disbursement of 
financial compensation, and preferential job-placement for relatives of the enlisted. Part of the Committee’s tasks was 
also to service the welfare needs of enlisted soldiers, here in conjunction with womens’ aid organizations, and this 
included the opening of soldiers’ clubs, providing cultural content for soldiers, food-gifts for the holidays, the 
arrangement of accomodation for soldiers on leave, and even financial assistance for soldiers with debts.971  
 
Although little referenced in the press it appears that the specific matter of welfare for soldiers was carried out by a new 
sub-committee called “The Yishuv’s Welfare for the Defender” (‘HaSaad HaYishuvi LaMagen’ - סעד הישובי למגןה ), 
established by decision of the ‘Yishuv Committee’ on 10 May. This new welfare committee was to operate through a 
network of nationwide local committees, in conjunction with the security forces, and its main office was in Affula; it was 
headed by Yosef Baratz who oversaw the WWII era Palestinian “Committee for the Welfare of the Jewish Soldier” (and 
soon he also founded the Israeli Army’s committee for the welfare of the Israeli soldier). It was this committee which 
was located at Citrus House (‘Beit Hadar’) in Tel Aviv, and “all inquires pertaining to the matter of welfare for soldiers 
was to be directed by way of the local committees to the national institution at Citrus House, Tel Aviv”;972 around 14 
May the Welfare Committee’s main office moved to the “Atuda Camp” at #11 Rothschild street in the city (open to the 
public only from 1700-1830 every day except Friday).973 It seems the city’s main ‘Yishuv Committee’ office (beneath 
which there were regional offices in the city), was located at #140 Allenby Street.974 
 
By 26 May the Welfare Committee secured an agreement with the Hotel Managers Association in Tel Aviv that “any 
soldier on leave in Tel Aviv can find accomodation at one of the highlighted hotels at the Welfare Committee, at ‘very 
reduced prices’”. Those interested were to come to the offices of the Committee to receive further information. The 
press notice noted that a City Officer’s office would soon be opened in the city and that this office would then provide 
welfare related information to soldiers.975 Evidently the City Officer’s office opened around July, at which time the 
Yishuv Committee’s liaison office was next door, at #2 Pinsker Street.976 
 
The Committee’s offices opened gradually throughout the country: the one in Haifa (at #26 Jerusalem Street) for 
instance only opened on 2 May; there is no record of an office in Jerusalem, and up into June there is no indication that 
the Committee had any activities in that city.977 The only reference anywhere to “contact” with soldiers and their 

                                                           
969 ‘Davar’ newspaper of 4 June 1948, “Support for the Families of the Enlisted” (תמיכה במשפחות המגויסים), p.6: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/dav/1948/06/04/01/article/60/?srpos=26&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1  
970 ‘Haaretz’ newspaper of 16 March 1948, “Treatment of the Family of the Enlisted” (הטיפול במשפחת המגויס) p.3: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/haretz/1948/03/16/01/article/34/?srpos=14&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1  
971 ‘Haaretz’ newspaper of 12 April 1948, “The Yishuv's Concern for the Family of the Enlisted” (דאגת הישוב למשפחת המגויס), p.2: 
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families is in reference to the opening of the office in Haifa, where the report states that among the activties of the 
office is “the enabling of contact between enlisted relatives and their families” – but it provides no further details and 
no further mention is made anywhere in the press archives about communications between servicemen and their 
families being facilitated by way of the Yishuv Committee or its Welfare Committee.978 
 
By late May, as the War reached its peak and became international, the Committee was also involved in assisting 
discharged soldiers to return to civilian life, and it considered a wide range of additional welfare assistance such as 
discounts and even waivers on taxes, access to special stores (or special discounts for products at regular stores). Of 
note, the local Committee offices acted on instructions from the main Committee office and their sole discretion was in 
determining the amount of funds to disburse to those eligible.979  
 
Over the course of the summer of 1948 governmental departments were established to handle different aspects of 
welfare for soldier and their families980 so that on 1 August the ‘Yishuv Committee’ requested to be disbanded and 
relieved of its duties.981 
 
What is conspicuously absent from some 100 reports and advertisements pertaining to the Yishuv Committee and the 
Welfare Committee, up to August 1948, is any reference to facilitating communication, such as acting as a forwarding 
agent: evidently this was not one of the functions of the Committees and any mail we see referencing either one has to 
be considered at best a one-off, improvised arrangement for the sender’s mail to at least be returned if undelivered, to 
a reliable address – as such, the mere reference to the Committee in a return address is not an indication that the 
Committee undertook any role in the transmission of that letter. We therefore have to treat postal history with 
addresses referencing these Committee carefully and not extrapolate undue significance and interpretations beyond 
what we actually have determined: particularly with any covers bearing postmarks of the Army Postal Service it would 
seem inexplicable why a person with access to the APS would use a “mail receipt” return address rather than one 
referencing the army-issued address. 
 

Yirmiyahu Rimon in a 1987 article, by contrast, drew 
a too far-reaching interpretation of what the ‘Yishuv 
Committee’ was, and similar to the overall present 
narrative pertaining to the ‘Menorah Club’, 
attempted to create a non-existing backstory to link 
ostensible postal history items with a documented 
institution. Here, exactly as with the Club-narrative, 
Rimon broaches a supposition – “one of the 
essential needs [of soldiers] was mail connections… 

thus the committee organized the collection of soldiers’ mail… to deliver it to and fron Jerusalem when the opportunity 
arose” – and expresses is (incorrectly) as if it was a fact.982 Rimon’s co-writers on JSPS subsequently took this ‘narrative’ 
a step further 17 years later, when that book’s account forthrightly affirmed, without proof and all in passive voice,983 
that the mail of the “forwarding agents” was flown:984 
 

 
 

End of Digression 

                                                           
978 ‘Haaretz’ newspaper of 2 May 1948, “The Yishuv Committee for the Benefit of the Enlisted Opens in Haifa” (הוקם ועד ישובי למען המגויס בחיפה), p.3: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/haretz/1948/05/02/01/article/29/?srpos=1&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%d7%a1%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99+%d7%9c%d7%9e%d7%a2%d7%9f+%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%92%d7%95%d7
%99%d7%a1-------------1  
979 ‘Haaretz’ newspaper of 20 May 1948, “Grants for Families of the Enlisted” (הענקות למשפחת המגויס), p.3: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=haretz19480520-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1  
980 ‘Maariv’ newspaper of 23 July 1948 “There is Already a Ministry for the Restoration of War Damages” (כבר קם מיניסטריון לשיקום מנזקי המלחמה), p.7: 
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=mar19480723-01.1.7&e=-------en-20--41-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1  
981 ‘HaBoker’ newspaper of 1 August 1948, “The Yishuv Committee Requests to Transfer its Activities to a Governmental Department” ( הועד הישובי תובע

-p.4: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/hbkr/1948/08/01/01/article/75/?e=-------en-20--41-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI ,(להעביר את תפקידיו לידי מחלקה ממשלתית

%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1  
982 Yirmiyahu Rimon, “The Forwarding Addresses of Besieged Jerusalem” in HLPH bulletin #32, Autumn 1987, p.662-669; snippet is from p.663-664; 
https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/kocv/#p=1  
983 Passive voice is a way of avoiding assigning responsibility to the “doer” of an activity: https://www.grammarly.com/blog/passive-voice/  
984 JSPS (Ibid), p.159 

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/haretz/1948/05/02/01/article/29/?srpos=1&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%a1%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99+%d7%9c%d7%9e%d7%a2%d7%9f+%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%92%d7%95%d7%99%d7%a1-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/haretz/1948/05/02/01/article/29/?srpos=1&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%a1%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99+%d7%9c%d7%9e%d7%a2%d7%9f+%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%92%d7%95%d7%99%d7%a1-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/haretz/1948/05/02/01/article/29/?srpos=1&e=-------en-20--1-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%d7%a1%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99+%d7%9c%d7%9e%d7%a2%d7%9f+%d7%94%d7%9e%d7%92%d7%95%d7%99%d7%a1-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=haretz19480520-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=haretz19480520-01.1.3&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=mar19480723-01.1.7&e=-------en-20--41-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=mar19480723-01.1.7&e=-------en-20--41-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/hbkr/1948/08/01/01/article/75/?e=-------en-20--41-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/hbkr/1948/08/01/01/article/75/?e=-------en-20--41-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%94%d7%95%d7%a2%d7%93+%d7%94%d7%99%d7%a9%d7%95%d7%91%d7%99%22-------------1
https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/kocv/#p=1
https://www.grammarly.com/blog/passive-voice/
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The 3rd letter revealing nothing about its sender is equally meaningless in the scheme of things but the repeated 
assertion that an endorsement was not written within the Club’s handstamp “in order not to arouse the suspicion of the 
British” screams for elucidation: what then was the point of adding that handstamp to the letter? After all, we have as 
we will see, a completely legitimate letter at the top of this trio, written on the Club’s premises and return-addressed to 
it without a handstamp at all.  
 
The historiography we reviewed shed no light on how mail was transferred from the ostensible aircraft which flew it to 
the postal service [Mandate, Interim, Israeli, Army, pre-Army Haganah] which would deliver it: if Jerusalem was “cut off” 
and “under siege” at this time (since 20 April as per the narrative this article has been debunking), then a sender in 
Jerusalem would assuredly have no idea who was going to deliver the letter – it might have been the Haganah for all he 
would know. That being the case, even if elements of the historiography posit that the handstamp served to receive air 
transport, at this time of covert activity with the British all around what purpose did it serve to transfer mail from the 
‘Menorah Club’ to the airstrip with a handstamp on each letter if the airstrip knew that the mail bag they just received 
originated from the Club anyway? In short, the two instances of these unendorsed handstamps make no sense – and 
their association with the covers they appear on, from my evaluation, is forged. 
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ii. Interim Period ‘Menorah Club’ Covers 
Another batch of ‘Menorah Club’ letters purportedly dates to the period of the interim postal service (2-14 May 1948, 
except at the head post offices of Tel Aviv and Haifa, 6-14 May):  
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All of the covers of this type, without exeption bear a label not valid postage; 7 of 9 examples thus far in this chapter 
bear the same “Wall” label, likely in pink even on the black and white images, of the Jewish National Fund – all tied by 
an interim period postmark of the civilian postal service in Tel Aviv. 
 
Tellingly, none except one show the reverse side with the sender’s information: the one at the top left is described as 
“ex soldier in Qiryat Anavim”; the one next to it reveals no information about the sender; on the 2nd row at left the 
sender is described as “soldier of the Palmach assault ‘Haportzim battalion, Qiryat Anavim’”; the return address of the 
cover next to it is described as “Beit Hadegel, Policemen Hotel, Jerusalem” – which sheds no light on the sender himself; 
the item on the 3rd row left is only the cover’s front so no sender information is available. The sole cover displaying the 
reverse shows a civilian address/addressee: “D. Cohen, Alfasi Street #21, at Schecter’s home”. Of note, the top 2 covers 
on the left are addressed to the same person at Montefiore 47 in Tel Aviv, and the handwriting looks the same. 
 
What we do see on a consistent basis – and blatantly against postal regulations – is the consistent, almost bulls-eye 
postmarking of the invalid label: as we noted earlier, JSPS was at a loss to explain the presence of these labels and 
offered a number of rationalizations bordering on the imaginary. What we do see without fail is that the post office (or 
someone purporting to be the post office) cancelled each of these labels on 8 different covers, which is suspicious. Even 
if we pretend that the interim post office was apprised of a special mail service specifically from the Menorah Club – 
proof of which we have never seen – the post office should not have actually tied the label with the postmark. 
Moreover we see from the top left cover that the ‘Menorah Club’ handstamp partly tied the label – meaning, the label 
was added before the Club’s handstamp was applied. Following that interpretation, given the consistency across these 8 
covers, likely all of them were affixed with the label prior to the Club’s handstamp being applied.  
 
What is similarly odd, in light of the historiography’s various rationalizations, is why the ‘Menorah Club’ would have 
added “from a soldier” in this specific period: on one hand, the head post offices remained under Mandate control until 
the end of 5 May – and the HPO’s were the main hubs for the transit of mail; on the other hand, the British were still in 
Palestine, still upholding Mandate policy, still preventing “illegal” immigrants from entering and still combating Jewish 
“insurgents”. We learned about the intimidating presence of the British military in our surveys earlier in this article – 
when the British wanted to impose order even at this late date they knew how to do it and had the means to do so. In 
light of this, what was the point of highlighting the letters with this endorsement while the British were still in Palestine? 
 
As I noted earlier the Club’s handstamp is surprisingly devoid of any text which would elucidate its purpose on mail – no 
mention of “mail service”, no mention of “official mail” or “by air” or “approved”, etc. Below we have a contemporary 
example of mail from May 1948 sent by the nascent Finance Ministry – stampless, bearing its circular handstamp 
“Government of Israel – Finance” and with a manuscript endorsement “Official” written inside. The post office did not 
recognize it as postage-free official mail and taxed it (twice the deficient postage). Under the circumstances, why should 
the post office – interim or otherwise – not have treated the ‘Menorah Club’ mail exactly the same?985 Unless it’s fake… 
 

   
 

                                                           
985 T26 Lot 1355 
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What we should have seen instead is what we see on this similarly JNF label franked couriered cover from Italy; the post 
office, correctly, did not recognize it as valid postage and not only did not strike it with a postmark, it taxed it for the 
deficient postage:986 
 

  
 
 
iii. ‘Menorah Club’ Covers of the Israeli Postal Administration Era 
In a similar fashion, from the period of the Israeli postal administration (15 May 1948 onwards) are covers also bearing 
labels invalid for postage being struck by perfect bulls-eye strikes of the Israeli trilingual postmark – against regulations: 
 

  
 
The cover at left bears what could pass at a glance for a blue colored Jerusalem “local” 10 mils stamp (for the inland 
letter rate) – but this one is an unoverprinted (not interim postage stamp) JNF label denominated “5”.987 According to 
the historiography (except Levanon’s) the mail was postage-free and yet this cover looks like a blatant attempt to pass 
itself off as a properly franked cover from Jerusalem. Of note the addressee Marganit Avni appears to be a relative of 
the collector, I. Avni, who owned this cover in 1962, at the time of Kanner and Spiegel’s article. Though postmarked 16 
May 1948 in Tel Aviv, what may undermine the cover’s legitimacy is its address mentioning “Eretz Israel” (‘Land of 
Israel’) – that was the Jews’ name for pre-State Palestine prior to the declaration of independence on 14 May: if we 
were to believe that element of the address, the letter would surely pre-date 14 May, and then how “air-mailed” could 
it actually be if more than a day or two passed from the time it was written? From the moment the State was declared 
letter-writers would have written “Medinat Israel” (‘State of Israel’); JSPS proposes that these JNF labels were affixed for 
patriotic reasons – by the same token, for equally patriotic reasons, the letter writer would have written “Medinat 
Israel” in the address. The auction catalogue description reveals no details about the sender. 
 

                                                           
986 TAS 38 Lot 311 
987 TAS 39 Lot 24 / JSPS p142; ex. collection of I. Avni per Kanner & Spiegel (1962) 
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Likewise with the cover on the right, no information about the sender is revealed; it allegedly sold for $15,000 in 
2023.988 Here what seems to be a suggestive implication is identical to another shown above from the interim period – 
the use of a ‘Hebrew University’ stationary cover, as if to imply that it has some connection to the besieged enclave of 
the university and Hadassah Hospital on Mount Scopus (both were evacuated in April-May); we will address that subject 
in the next chapter – spoiler: it’s all fake. Likewise, as with all the other invalidly “franked” covers the post office 
seemingly saw fit to perfectly strike the label with a clear postmark strike – against regulations. Here though there is an 
oddity – the Hebrew date slug shows the 16th as being ‘Vav’ of the month of ‘Iyar’ (i.e. corresponding to 15 May) when 
in fact it was ‘Zayin’; was this a forger’s error? This is not a documented date error. 
 

 
 
Specifically what we see across the postal history ‘Menorah Club’ handstamped mail of the interim and Israeli postal 
administrations are 8 covers all affixed with labels invalid for postage (with 7 being of the same type) – and all struck, 
against regulations, with perfect strikes of the post office’s postmark. This is highly suspicious. 
 
 
iv. ‘Menorah Club’ Covers Processed by the Army Postal Service – Datestamped 
‘Menorah Club’ mail bearing postal marks of the Israeli Army’s postal service can be divided into two types – mail with 
datestamps and mail with the dateless APO 3 postmark. We will begin with 5 similar covers bearing the datestamps: 
 

The cover on the left will be partly familiar to us:989 
based on its distinctive handwriting and address we  
can extrapolate that it was written and sent by 
Chaim Talit, the convoy escort, who wrote the 
earliest known cover associated with the ‘Menorah 
Club’ which we saw earlier. Here the envelope is 
requisitioned Mandate era “OHMS” official 
stationary; as earlier it is addressed to the same 
female Ziva Efroni in Tel Aviv. The cover is 
stampless and tied by what the auction description 
says is the Club’s handstamp in violet ink, with the 
pencil endorsement “From a Soldier”, with an 
accent mark beneath. As per the description the 
cover is backstamped 13 June APO 3, and front-
stamped 14 June BASE A; the descriptions says it 
contained a letter dated 1 June, and that the 
envelope is return-addressed to the “Migdal Hotel” 
in Jerusalem. The postmarks are unusually placed 

because dispatch postmarks are normally applied on the front of covers while transit and arrival postmarks are applied 
on the back. Of note, the cover is not endorsed “On Active Service”. 

                                                           
988 TAS 52 Lot 181 
989 TAS 5 Lot 1134 



P a g e  | 422 

 
 

Here at left we have another stampless cover, 
addressed to a Dr. Yaakobi in Tel Aviv; the auction 
description does not mention who sent it and notes 
only “Alumim Headquarters (main station for Youth 
Corp in besieged Jerusalem)”.990 As per the 
description the front is tied by a violet strike of the 
Club’s handstamp, with the endorsement in pencil 
lacking an accent mark; the cover is again oddly 
backstamped 13 June APO 3 and as best as I can 
discern, front-stamped 14 June BASE A. It’s not 
“OAS” endorsed. Of note, while “Alumim” was 
indeed the code-name for the “Youth Battalions” 
which became known as ‘GADNA’, it’s headquarters 
was not in Jerusalem but rather at the Haganah’s / 
Army’s high command in Tel Aviv; the Jerusalem unit 
was known as Company “Yehonatan” and we 
encountered it earlier in our survey of the district’s 
army postal unit numbers.991 

 
This stampless cover at left is addressed 
to Moshe Fenigstein at Deganya street in 
Tel Aviv “Eretz Israel”; according to the 
auction description it was sent “ex 
Palmach soldier in Qiryat Anavim” but no 
further details are given; it is tied by a 
violet strike of the ‘Menorah Club’ 
handstamp with the “From a Soldier” 
endorsement in pen (with an accent 
mark). The cover is again backstamped 
13 June APO 3 and front-stamped 14 
June BASE A. The cover is not otherwise 
endorsed “On Active Service”.  
 
As noted earlier, the endorsement “Eretz 
Israel” is problematic for a cover 

purporting to date from after the establishment of the State (14 May), and that alone serves as a hint that the cover 
itself, if a genuine basis, long pre-dates the army postmarks tied to it.  
 
Below we have another example of identically marked mail, albeit franked:992 addressed to Pardess Hanna, franked 10 
mils using a Jerusalem interim stamp (not available for sale outside of the city); tied on the front by the ‘Menorah Club’ 
handstamp though intriguingly the “From a Soldier” endorsement is not visible and the original auction description does 
not elaborate on this. The cover is identically datestamped 13 June APO 3 on the back and 4 June BASE A on the front – 
strangely tying the stamp. An unenlightening cover whose sole significance is that we again see the same manner of 
postal marking as on the other 3 covers, barring the seemingly unneeded frank and the unendorsed Club handstamp. 
 

 

                                                           
990 TAS 18 Lot 202 
991 Rivlin (Ibid), p.345; entry for “GADNA” in the Haganah Lexicon (https://www.hahagana.org.il/lexicon/lexiconpage/?itemId=47287); and in 
Wikipedia (https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%92%D7%93%D7%A0%22%D7%A2). As per these sources and also “Arthur Biram”, who helped 
create the Gadna’s forerunner, “General Physical Education” (חוניך גופני מורחב – חג"ם), it’s original headquarters up to 1948 may even have been 
in Haifa: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%A8_%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%9D  
992 Doron Waide auction 29 Lot 88 

https://www.hahagana.org.il/lexicon/lexiconpage/?itemId=47287
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%92%D7%93%D7%A0%22%D7%A2
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%A8_%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%9D
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At left, from the collection of Professor Philip 
Kass, we have an example of a franked cover 
bearing an interim Jerusalem 10 mils stamp 
addressed to a woman at a “care of” address on 
Pinsker Street in Tel Aviv; I hope to shortly see 
the reverse side, to see return address details. It 
is oddly endorsed “Meguyas” (‘Conscripted’) in 
framed red ink, and as with the other 3 covers 
above it is postmarked – oddly on the back – 13 
June APO 3 and transit-arrival stamped 14 June 
BASE A on the front. Unlike the above example 
albeit from exactly the same day, the stamp is 
correctly not cancelled by the army postmarks.  
 
Beyond the obvious repeating pattern of 13 
June APO 3 and 14 June BASE A routing across 4 

random covers with the same idiosyncratic placement on the wrong sides of the cover, what is striking in this case is the 
combination of “soldier” endorsements and the franking: the APO in Jerusalem began operating on 7 June and its 
opening was known at least a week earlier – if the sender was ‘conscripted’ and bothered to endorse his cover such, 
why add unnecessary postage? And then too, what was the need a) to send the letter by way of ‘Menorah Club’ rather 
than the Army Postal Service, and b) why did the cover need 2 endorsements, by the sender and then the Club, that the 
sender is a soldier? 
 
Digression – The ‘Meguyas’ Mail Endorsement 
Earlier in this article I commented that there was significance to the type of endorsement applied to army mail. One 
example, little known and researched, was covered in the 1st issue of this Bulletin – “Doar Sadeh” (literally “Field Post), 
which, based on the few examples found, seems to have been an endorsement used uniquely in connection to the 
nascent civilian Israel Police while it was still part of the Haganah / Israeli Army as a brigade-level unit of its own.993  
 

Another example is specifically “Meguyas”; 
from an undated document in a State Archive 
file pertaining to the Directorate of Finance 
and Economy (“Agaf Csafim u Meshek” – AKS), 
but likely from June 1948, we learn the 
following:994 
 

“The service number of thousands of conscripts has not yet been issued and there are many similar inquiries from both 
conscripts and existing members of the force. A lot of work is involved in distinguishing between letters pertaining to 
conscripts and those pertaining to existing members of the force. In order to avoid misunderstandings and to ease the 
work of distinguishing the identity of the person in the offices of AKS, you are to mark all the letters sent to AKS and 
those intended to conscripts with the word “Meguyas” as an additional notation to the address. In letters which pertain 
to conscripts who have been issued a service number you are to note the service number next to the soldiers’ names.” 
 
Here then, the last cover we examined above used a correct type of endorsement but by all appearances – as addressed 
to a civilian – for the wrong purpose. The cover may be genuine as a base postal item but likely pre-dates the 
establishment of the Army Postal Service on 20 May (and the institution of the above cited regulation). 
End of Digression 
 

                                                           
993 See “1948 era “Doar Sadeh” Military Mail & Postal History of the Israel Police”, p. 68-73 of https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf 
994 The timeframe is based on dated documents which appear in proximity to this document, on p.41 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/1579330 (00108g7); the district’s name for the AKS directorate changed to “sherut hatashlumim Etzioni” as of 1 July, per document on p.86. 

https://jerusalemstamps.com/JerusalemStampsBulletin001.pdf
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/1579330
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What we have just observed across 5 purported ‘Menorah Club’ covers, oddly and 
incredulously, are 5 cases of random mail all bearing the same dated army postmarks: 13 
June APO 3 and 14 June BASE A, all tied in the same idiosyncratic manner of the dispatch on 
the back and the arrival on the front – except that the routing is nonsensical if the mail 
originated in Jerusalem. As we noted many times now, branch army post offices like APO 3, 
were not transit points for mail from outside the army postal service – only BASE A in Tel Aviv 
(or BASE B in Haifa) was a transit. The only way the army postmarks on these covers could be 
genuine, with APO 3 as the starting point, would be if the mail originated in Tel Aviv and was 
deposited at a facility handled by APO 3 prior to being transferred to BASE A. 
 
We have a clue to the solution of this perplexing problem by way of Chaim Talit’s letter 
shown at the start of this section: the description said that it included a letter dated 1 June – 
2 weeks before the cover itself was tied by the APO 3 postmark of 13 June. Talit’s biography is 
summarized as a 2008 dated entry for his unused blog account on the ‘Motke’ senior citizen’s 

social website, and it reads: “Born in 1929. Platoon commander in the Gadna in 1946. In January 1948 completed 
Platoon Commanders course ("Kurs Mem-Mem") prior to the Israeli Army’s establishment. Convoy escort in April 1948. 
The War of Independence passed over me in besieged Jerusalem until July 1948. I got married in 1950. I fought in the 
wars of 1956, 1967, 1973, reserve service in Ordnance Corps. Father of 4, grandfather of 12, great-grandfather of 2.”995 
 
In 1948 Talit would have been 18-19 years old; he does not appear in the Palmach’s database of members and having 
started his military service in the youth ‘Gadna’, as a convoy escort he was certainly a soldier as we learned in Chapter II 
of this article but he may have been still in the ‘Gadna’ as a commander, or in the ‘Jewish Settlement Police’ or the 
Haganah. Although his biography says he was held up in Jerusalem until July 1948 we earlier reviewed unit histories 
showing Jerusalem-based soldiers being on leave in Tel Aviv during the 1st Truce period (11 June - 8 July) – with that in 
mind, together delayed-dispatched letter dated 1 June, there is a strong possibility that this cover was actually posted in 
the Tel Aviv area while Talit was on leave; that would explain the otherwise perpexing routing of APO 3 and then BASE A 
(and the 2 week break between when the letter was written and actually posted). 
 
And if that is the solution to Talit’s cover, that may also explain the circumstances of the other 3 covers whose senders 
are unknown to us and cannot be researched now. The “Eretz Israel” endorsed letter may indeed have pre-dated 14 
May and was held up and un-postable until its writer was on leave in Tel Aviv. The only otherwise unexplainable aspect 
of these covers is that the dispatching APO is tied to the back, rather than as commonly done on the front. Nevertheless 
I believe Talit’s letter is authentic and genuine, so if it was processed in this manner likely this was a possible method of 
handling the mail. All 4 letters lack postal unit number (KABA) attributions but if we trust the authenticity of the army 
postmarks, they were all accepted by the APS. It may be that they were entered into the army’s postal stream at a 
facility whose mail was not processed using the dateless APO 3 postmark – perhaps personally handed in to a postal 
counter and not into a letter box, upon the display of their identity and inspection of the letters’ contents. By this 
interpretation, and our evaluations thus far, the ‘Menorah Club’ handstamps are spurious (and fake). 
 

This supposition gains credence by way of information I received quite 
incidentally from Professor Philip Kass after I wrote this chapter: at left, 
taken from his exhibition display, is a filing card dated 4/2/48 bearing what a 
seller described as a “proof strike” of the Club’s handstamp. The card bears 
a lady’s address but seemingly has nothing to do with the ‘Menorah Club’. If 
a “proof strike” was applied to it, what was its purpose? – unless, as I 
believe, to test the illegitimate eventual use of such a handstamp on actual 
pieces of mail. 
 

 
Digression – Chaim Talit’s 22 April Correspondence 
Here we will receive some unexpected additional assistance from Prof. Kass who kindly provided images of Talit’s 22 
April letter, which was in the oldest known cover to reference to the ‘Menorah Club’ – its contents are revealing, and 
their context significantly alters the impression we gained from the original auction description and article we cited at 
the start of this chapter; among other things we will better understand how a letter written on the 22nd, and supposedly 
sent by convoy on the 23rd was posted as late as the 27th: 

                                                           
995 Chaim Talit’s autobiography at the “Motke” senior citizens social website: https://www.motke.co.il/%D7%94%D7%91%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%92-

%D7%A9%D7%9C-%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%AA 

https://www.motke.co.il/%D7%94%D7%91%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%92-%D7%A9%D7%9C-%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%AA
https://www.motke.co.il/%D7%94%D7%91%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%92-%D7%A9%D7%9C-%D7%97%D7%99%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%98%D7%9C%D7%99%D7%AA
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The letter actually seems to be 3 different letters written on the same sheet of paper: as we see it, from left to right, the 
pages are folded and would be 1 and 4 on one side, and 2 and 3 on the other side, with separate letters being written on 
pages 1 & 3, then page 2 and then page 4 – each one opens with a saluatation but only the letter beginning on what I’m 
terming “page 1” actually bears a date and location: 
 
Letter #1, pages 1 & 3: 
“22.4.48 – Jerusalem 
Hello only to you [to a female] Zisi, my dear! 
How are you? And how do you feel? I ask of you to reply quickly because who knows if I won’t travel [leave] from here 
today or tomorrow?! 
 
I feel quite uncomfortable here, and also not well. We have nothing to do here all day, and at night there is nothing to do 
so we go to sleep – or there is something to do, which is to say, if they give us time off until 10 at night indeed there is 
nowhere to go other than to those who have family or friends here, and the others mill about outside on the streets and 
muck about because none of us has even a Mil in his pocket and when you want to buy a cup of seltzer or an ice cream 
indeed there is no money even for that. Today they incidentally gave us entry permits [literally ‘teudot knisa’] to the 
‘Menorah’ Club, which is a recreational place for our soldiers. In this club there is a radio, a record-player, monthly 
magazines, illustrated weeklies, newspapers, books, a ping-pong table. And most importantly, a light beverage bar - 
whose essence is that it is not possible to use it because of the financial reason. 
 
[from Page 3:] 
In general, here everyone is a Jerusalemite, and they are brought by recruited companies [literally ‘Hevrot’ – business 
companies] and they have a good time and dance while we don’t know anyone [male] or anyone [female] here. So that 
there is almost nothing to do here (at the club). That’s why I decided to sit here and write you a letter during my free 
time, because here in the club there is a special table to write letters, and here they give the letters in to be sent, and the 
day after they send them or by convoy or by airplane which lands near to here. 
 
And this is the news: Yitzhak left me, which is to say they split us up. He entered a different battalion and I remained in 
the training camp, which is to say in the “transit camp”. The moment that I get transferred to my battalion I will return 
to Tel Aviv, to the “runners corps” [literally, ‘Cheyl HaRatzim’], with my motorcycle, because I heard that they need 
motorcycle-borne guys especially squad leaders [‘Makim’ – “Mefakdey Kitot”]. Therefore they told me to request!!! 
Really request, so that they transfer me to there, not just to ask. But the question is will they listen to my requests. 
 
Therefore Zisi, I suggest that you not send for now any letter because I don’t know to where I will go tomorrow or in two 
days time. Wait for me or to hear from me.” 
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From this letter we learn that: 

 Talit was based at a “training camp” and not accomodated at the ‘Menorah Club’; 

 Talit was indeed a soldier assigned to a battalion, though he was not a Jerusalemite like most soldiers of the 
regional ‘Etzioni’ brigade. As expressed he was not part of the ‘Palmach’ (which played a major role in escorting 
convoys) but rather likely a member of the ‘Haganah’;  

 As Talit expresses it, it sounds like was was new in Jerusalem and expecting to be there only momentarily; that 
the battalion is a unit new to him, as he is presently based in a “transit camp” and has aspirations to leave the 
city and the unit and “return home”; 

 Other servicemen Talit describes as Jerusalemites were brought to the city by transport companies “recruited” 
for army support services; 

 Entrance to the ‘Menorah Club’ was apparently effected by way of entry “permits”, and access to the Club (or 
some area of it) may have been restricted to authorized army personnel; 

 Talit confirms that he is a ‘squad commander’, as we indeed learned from his own biography above mentioning 
that he was a ‘platoon commander’ (to be become one, a soldier has to have been the other prior); 

 
From a postal history perspective, Talit’s mention of the special table for writing letters is more an incidental comment 
than we would have understood from the partial translation we read earlier, though his original text does state that the 
letters are “given in” to be transported. Nevertheless, based on the text of his other two letters it seems that this letter 
was not in the end transported by the convoy leaving the next day, on the 23rd. Also of note, Talit’s last comment about 
Zisi not sending mail for the time being, may have been written in haste because we did note that his return address on 
the cover was subsequently amended to the ‘Menorah Club’ “for letters and parcels for Chaim Talit”. 
 
Letter #2, page 3 
“Zisi my dearmost! 
It’s a real real pity that I don’t hear radio, because we don’t have one in the area of the camp, and ‘Tel Aviv Radio’ of the 
‘Kol Haganah’ [Voice of the Haganah] can’t be received here. [unclear] I would surely hear a greeting from you [over the 
radio]. 
 
I tried to call the information office of the radio and they say that broadcast greetings can be delivered only within the 
district. Or by letter through the Platoon Commander [the ‘Mem-Mem’ – ‘Mefaked Machlaka’] and because we no 
longer have a platoon commander indeed I cannot send you a greeting [by mail]. 
 
A note: you will surely forgive me for the unusual letter but I write with a regular pen and a bottle of ink – and poor 
caligraphy [my polite translation for “Zifun mechurbena”]. In that way I can barely write the letters. Therefore I apologize 
to you. And since you always forgive me, I hope that you will forgive this time as well, right Zisi?? 
 
Just now I heard that tomorrow a convoy will set out, and with that convoy this letter will surely arrive. Therefore this 
letter will surely reach you for Passover eve [literally “Leil HaSeder”], or the first day of [Chol HaMoed] Passover.” 
 
Although Talit did not sign off on the 1st letter, he apparently opened with a new one on this page and apparently still on 
the 22nd, as he referencing an outbound convoy “tomorrow’ – the 23rd – which was Passover eve. From the first letter 
we understood that access to the ‘Menorah Club’ was not a daily routine, so that Talit’s mention of lacking radio access 
at the camp (in spite of the Club having a radio) indicates that most of his time is spent at the camp. What is curious is 
that although the Club has a “special table” for writing letters, Talit has to resort to using implements uncomfortable for 
writing so it is unclear what was so ‘special’ about that table unless that it was merely available specifically for the 
simple purpose of having a flat surface to write upon. 
 
Letter #3 page 4 
“My Sweet Love! 
This is the first time in my life that I am not dining [the Passover meal] at the family table and I regret it so much. If only I 
knew how those who cannot dine at their families fast here [the fast of the first born on Passover eve], they really 
decided to escape from here. But from here it’s not possible to run away. It’s really good that I found out before I decided 
to do the same as well. Because before the convoy sets out, they check every vehicle and no one can leave or enter 
Jerusalem without inspection. But I decided to think little by little and to arrange it so that I won’t be caught, because if 
someone is caught – indeed they send you to the “Old City” and from there, my dear, it is not possible to escape. And 
they remain buried there 3 months at a minimum, or for your entire life, which is to say, they send you in a coffin to 
Mount Scopus. And therefore I am preparing a plan that if by chance my battalion commander doesn’t let me travel I will 
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carry out my plan to get home as quickly as possible. And there I will enlist from scratch. My greetings to everyone and 
also to my parents. I hope to see you soon. And I love you with all my heart and soul till the end of time. Chaim.” 
 
As located on the second column of the front page, I take this to be the last of the 3 messages written by Talit; it is also 
the only one actually signed by him at the end. As it references the fast of the first-born on Passover eve (morning of the 
23rd until dusk) it seems that this letter may not have been handed in or transported with the convoy of the 23rd as 
intended. It may have been transported later, which could explain the late posting date of the 27th: as we learned in our 
entry for 23 April in the chronology of events, Friday the 23rd was Passover eve after which was Saturday the 24th; we 
don’t presently know if there was convoy activity on that day as being Sabbath though for military / humanitarian 
purposes there may have been. Either way, there was at least limited business hours in non-religious areas from Sunday 
the 25th until Shabbat eve on Friday the 30th, such that if the letter was posted on the 27th, it may have been transported 
on a later convoy. Oddly, as a self-described “convoy escort” (in his biography), Talit seems to have known very little 
about security arrangements for the convoys, such as the inspection of each vehicle on either leg of the route. 
 
We don’t presently know to which unit Talit was originally assigned prior to his arrival in Jerusalem nor to which unit 
(battalion) he was supposed to be transferred to in Jerusalem, but from the lack of an army postal unit number on 
Talit’s 2nd cover displayed in this section as well as a hotel return-addressed cover with the dateless APO 3 postmark we 
will see just below, it seems that he was not actually assigned to a permanent military unit while in Jerusalem. He 
therefore may indeed have been able to leave the city during the Truce, as we suggested above. 
End of Digression 
 
A counter-theory: as regards the perplexing phenomenon of 13 June 1948 backstamped APO 3 army postmarks (and 
front-stamped 14 June BASE A) on the mail items above, we may also have a solution – which takes a harsher stance on 
the fundamental authenticity of the 5 postal items above: below we have a stampless civilian cover addressed to the 
“Kiryat Amal Council” and return addressed to #32 HaTurim Street in the Mekor Baruch neighborhood of Jerusalem. 
There is only a 13 June 1948 APO 3 postmark on the back, in the same manner as the 5 covers above – and it still makes 
no sense, especially lacking any other postal markings, civilian or military.996 
 

 
 
The original description does not elucidate anything and does not explain the circumstance of it being postage-free: 
“Flown Civilian Mail - cv to Qiryat-Amal (by Haifa) Flown to TLV - APO #3 13.6.48 transit pmk on back upon arrival in 
TLV's Sde Dov airport; scattered light toning, fine”. Having examined it in person I also know that the cover was 
unsealed (i.e. likely not mailed). Although the postmark strike looks inked and genuine, this does not rule out my rising 
suspicion that this [and likely a BASE A] postmark was used surreptitiously to fabricate army-handled postal items. If we 
accept that Chaim Talit’s letter in this section is genuine, the oddly placed army postal marks are either a genuine 
one-off oddity, or one of a series covers where these datestamps were misused and falsely applied; Talit’s cover may 
then have been a stampless unendorsed cover couriered by someone straight to the addressee, outside of the posts 
and then doctored with falsely applied postal marks. 
 
 
Of the two other covers I have seen bearing army postmarks, both require a different interpretation. The auction 
description for the stampless cover on the left did not reveal any details about the sender; it is tied by a violet strike of 

                                                           
996 TAS 42 Lot 348 
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the ‘Menorah Club’ handstamp with the endorsement “From a Soldier” with an accent mark, in black pen, and it tied 
apparently by one army postmark, that of BASE A dated 28 May (we encountered this cover earlier in our survey of 
early-dated army postmarks).997 The lot description gives no information – and we see no information – to justify the 
belief that this cover is otherwise associated with Jerusalem or the Club; it could be a forgery or an army cover (albeit 
lacking an “OAS” endorsement) with a spurious Club handstamp and endorsement added later. 
 

  
 
The cover on the right, albeit also stampless, is of a type bearing the pink-violet JNF ‘wall’ label. The auction description 
comments that it is tied by a 10 July APO 5 postmark and describes this as a “favor cover” on account of its posting date 
being well after 18 June, the date the prevailing narrative believes that APO 5 came under the control of the army postal 
service (and the ‘Menorah Club’ emergency mail service being terminated) – as it states (erroniously), “APO 5 started 
operating 18 June and there was no need for the Menorah Club service from that date”.998 The description reveals no 
information about the sender.  

 
What we do see is that the label is tied by both the army postmark as well as the Club’s 
handstamp, meaning, as we saw earlier that the label was affixed before either 
handstamp was applied. The pencil manuscript notation on the front “POB 321” would 
be a re-routing notation by the civilian post office – it looks convincing, as observed on 
other mail from this period: indeed, the address at Mikve Israel #5 was close to ‘Derech 
Yaffo’ street which was a border-area between Tel Aviv and Jaffo; prior to Jaffo’s 
conquest by Israel on 13 May, Arab snipers from the town fired onto southern areas of 
Tel Aviv causing mail delivery to be re-routed to post office boxes so that the lives of mail 
delivery men would not be exposed to enemy fire. At left is a press report from 2 March 
precisely about this arrangement. It’s possible that as late as July mail to that area was 
still being automatically re-routed to post office boxes for addressees to pick up.  
 
Although the description and specialist literature ascribe a cover like this as bearing a 
“favor cancellation”, likely what we see is exactly what it was:999 an army letter posted on 
10 July from Jerusalem (APO 5) and locally re-routed in Tel Aviv; the ‘Menorah Club’ 
handstamp which I have insisted as being spurious on all the other covers, is likewise 

here too, and so if we want to express it figuratively, it’s a “favor cancel” (or more bluntly, a forgery). What remains 
unanswered – whether we accept the description’s explanation or our own evaluation – is why the cover lacks both an 
“OAS” endorsement as well as a KABA postal unit handstamp. The cover could be fake altogether, or it may be genuine 
with these 2 extenuating circumstances, bearing a genuine re-routing notation on the front. 
 
 
v. ‘Menorah Club’ Covers  & Other Jerusalem Mail Processed by the Army Postal Service – Dateless APO 3 Postmarked 
In this section we will make a remarkable discovery regarding the presence of the dateless APO 3 postmark on period 
mail originating from Jerusalem. As established and commented-on earlier, the dateless APO 3 postmark appears to 
have been, on one hand, part of a deliberate postal policy of concealment and discretion, and on the other hand, 
additionally a manner for cancelling civilian postage stamps without violating a commonly accepted regulation that one 

                                                           
997 TAS 36 Lot 69 
998 TAS 52 Lot 182; this seems to be the cover from the collection of E. Stein as mentioned in HLPH Bulletin #8 p.374. 
999 JSPS (Ibid), p.143 
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postal authority (here the Army’s) does not cancel the postage stamps of another postal authority (the civilian postal 
service) using its datestamp:  
 

 we found that mail apparently entered into letter boxes at facilities not issued a postal unit number were 
absolutely devoid of details except the address, both lacking “On Active Service” endorsements as well as return 
addresses as well as any KABA army postal unit markings – and “postmarked” with the dateless APO 3 
postmark. I suggested that this mail may not have been censored prior to being deposited into the letter boxes 
and due to its unsorted, un-inspected and unverified nature, it may have been a regulation that such mail be 
stripped of all but the address prior to being entered into a letter box (access to which at such a facility could 
only be effected by being permitted onto the premises in the first place, with an army pass); 
 

 with regards mail from the Negev specifically, we found that during an initial stage prior to the Army’s 
assumption of control over the region’s postal operations (starting 1 July), the dateless APO 3 postmark was 
found on stampless but return-addressed mail – though lacking any indication that it was army mail, like an 
“OAS” endorsement and a KABA handstamp or manuscript reference (these were not issued prior to mid-July, 
as we found, nor was Nir-Am’s APO 10 postmark in use prior to then either).  

 We separately observed that prior to the institution of the army postal concession – still before 1 July, 
but from some time in mid-June – franked mail sent by soldiers was cancelled by the dateless APO 3 
postmark to effect its cancellation without violating the convention that one postal administration not 
cancel another’s using a “datestamp”; the device served as a “dumb” mark to obliterate the stamps.  

With regards mail from the Negev, under the circumstances of how the mail was processed specifically with Nir-
Am as the key post office, I proposed that the dateless APO 3 postmark was in use not only in Tel Aviv where we 
observed such mail but also at Nir-Am. At that stage I opined that the device may actually have been in use in 
multiple regions all as part of a policy of field security and postal secrecy. Here now we will make a remarkable 
discovery about the device’s use in Jerusalem. 

 
Opening our treatment of ‘Menorah Club’ mail ostensibly handled by the Army Postal Service but bearing the dateless 
APO 3 postmark rather than an army datestamp, we will examine another – the 3rd and last – of the letters sent by 
Chaim Talit, the documented convoy escort; as before this will be a “verified” postal item serving as a point of reference 
for subsequently examined postal items of this type.1000  
 

 
 
Here the letter was written on the postal stationary of the “Migdal” hotel and the return address written by hand also 
references the hotel by its street address, #19 Ben-Yehuda Street in Jerusalem. The cover is stampless and is tied by the 
violet handstamp of the ‘Menorah Club’ with the “From a Soldier” endorsement in blue crayon (with an accent mark) 
and the cover is subsequently struck 3x times by the dateless APO 3 postmark, 2x on the front and 1x time on the back 
– mark that, because it’s a special characteristic. At the top on the front is written “23/5” – in my opinion and based on 
our accumulated research and observations thus far, a retroactive attempt on the part of someone to force-date the 
cover to “23 May 1948”, because the present narrative posits (incorrectly as we have demonstrated) that the dateless 

                                                           
1000 TAS 5 Lot 1133 / TAS 15 Lot 2032 / TAS 39 Lot 25 
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APO 3 postmark was only in use from 22-30 May, and would assuredly then have been “flown” due to “the siege” (both 
points also debunked earlier). Talit’s handwriting is unique and pronounced (note how he writes the letter ‘Pay’), and 
the “On Active Service” endorsement in large writing on the front is in someone else’s handwriting – a seeming 
contradiction for hotel return-addressed mail. As a curiosity Talit wrote a comment on the bottom of the back, 
“Everyone already got a letter, except one – me”. 
 
We saw thus far 3 letters from Chaim Talit: the earliest known ‘Menorah Club’ cover with the 22 April dated letter 
posted on the 27th, franked 10 mils for the domestic letter rate, lacking the Club’s handstamp but referencing it as a 
return address “for letters and parcels”; we then saw a stampless cover from Talit bearing the Club’s handstamp 
containing a 1 June dated letter but postmarked 13 June APO 3 and 14 June BASE A (transit), but without any mention 
of its return address in the auction description so we don’t know from where it originated – there I proposed that in 
light of the 2 week break between the letter’s date and the dispatch, and the odd routing (for mail supposed to 
originate from Jerusalem), that Talit may have been on leave in Tel Aviv and had the letter posted at a facility whose 
mail was dispatched by APO 3. Here, very tellingly, this 3rd cover lacks the letter whose date could have been a “proving 
date” to help shed light on the period of use of the dateless APO 3 postmark, nevertheless from our accumulated 
research the cover may predate or postdate the 2nd letter posted on 13 June. I believe however this letter was 
specifically posted in Jerusalem and will elaborate on this theory in the course of this section (meaning, it would have 
been posted no earlier than 7 June when the army postal service began operating in Jerusalem). 
 

What is curious with the “Talit correspondence” is its apparent origin: 
according to Pildes’ article, relying on Marvin Siegel’s backstory, the 
original 27 April postmarked cover was obtained by Siegel during a 
1993 visit he had with Talit and his wife; as expressed, both were 
reluctant to part with it. 
 
How could we then explain the presence of the other 2 covers in the 
philatelic market, from the same reluctant family? Likely these too 
were obtained by Siegel during the same visit (if we believe his 
backstory, I’m not beholden to his integrity – for instance he calls Talit 
a “truck driver” and we know differently), though even if obtained by 
someone later, the bottom line is, those covers were likely not 
obtained bearing the ‘Menorah Club’ handstamp – had they been, 
similar to the cover bought by Pildes and showcased in his article, 

the philatelic community would assuredly have publicized them as “proving covers” from “a first-hand source” 
demonstrating that the Club’s handstamp was indisputably applied to mail associated with the Club. Nevertheless 
such articles have never written – and why? Because these covers, as I believe, were genuine letters with the Club 
handstamp falsely applied afterwards to turn them into ‘Menorah Club’ covers.  
 

At left is an example of the handstamp of the Deputy 
Treasurer of Jerusalem, on a 1950 Israel-era cover; looking 
strikingly similar to the Club’s handstamp (or vice versa) it 
reads “State of Israel” at top and “Deputy Treasurer 
Jerusalem” at bottom. Food for thought. 
 
The next ‘Menorah Club’ cover tied by the dateless APO 3 
postmark is this stampless one addressed to Nachum Levy 
in Tel Aviv and as per the auction lot description return 
addressed to a Bela Krakover; it includes a letter dated 24 
May “depicting life in Jerusalem under the siege”, which 
conveniently leads its observers to assert that the dateless 

postmark was indeed in use between 22-30 May, and that it was assuredly “flown”.1001 The cover is tied by the violet 
handstamp of the Club and endorsed “From a Soldier”, though unlike Talit’s it is not additionally endorsed “On Active 
Service”. The problem is, neither the letter nor the reverse side of the envelope is shown so we appear to have no way 
of verifying a) the origin of the cover or the sender and her status (i.e. if a soldier or service woman of some type), nor 
b) if the handwriting of the letter matches that of the envelope (i.e. to determine whether the letter likely belongs to 
this envelope). What we do know however is that the cover was tied by a single strike of the dateless APO 3 postmark. 

                                                           
1001 TAS 41 Lot 376 / TAS 42 Lot 346 
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Nevertheless, we do have a clue by way of another cover sent by the same Bela Krakover to the same Nachum Levi, this 
time in Germany, from 15 March 1948, including a letter written on the 4th:1002 here Krakover’s return address is given 
as the “Childrens Department” of the Hadassah Hospital on Mount Scopus; this predates the evacuation of most of the 
civilian staff and patients in late April and May to locations within Jerusalem. If 2-3 months later, a letter from the same 
Krakover was processed by the APS, she must have gained access to it in the meantime: the unshown reverse side to an 
an otherwise “documented” cover with letter suggests that there may be nothing on the reverse to show, not even a 
return address. In that case, this cover may be exactly like the 2 plain dateless APO 3 covers we examined in Chapter X, 
in which case this cover like those may have been deposited in a letter box at a facility in the Tel Aviv region while on 
leave during the 1st Truce – the ‘Menorah Club’ handstamp being a spurious addition to a cover whose lack of detail 
would not be able to contradict its fake addition. 
 
The last of the known ‘Menorah Club’ covers tied by the dateless APO 3 postmark is the stampless one below, 
addressed to Haifa in the “State of Israel” but oddly return addressed simply as “Herzl Braun, Jerusalem”.1003 The cover 
is tied by the violet handstamp of the Club with the endorsement but without an accent mark; the cover is not 
additionally endorsed “On Active Service” and is tied by a single strike of the dateless APO 3 postmark. 
 

 
 
The “Medinat Israel” endorsement assuredly dates the cover to any time from 14 May onwards, so this is consistent 
time-wise with the subsequent use of the army postal service’s postmark. However the generic and unspecific return 

                                                           
1002 TAS 41 Lot 375 
1003 TAS 51 Lot 190; ex collection of Yehoshua Spiegel per Kanner & Spiegel (1962) and this may confirm the source of the ubiquitous underlined 
descriptions we often see on the backs of covers of early Israel and 1948 mail. 
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address is suspicious for mail at a time when Jerusalem residents were starved for contact and information: where we 
have seen return addresses on Jerusalem mail in this article we have seen fairly detailed if pedantic addresses, to ensure 
that a) the letter is returned to them, or b) that the correspondent knows exactly to what address to send his letter. 
 
We have seen thus far 3 ‘Menorah Club’ handstamped covers tied by the dateless APO 3 postmark: one return-
addressed to Jerusalem and from a confirmed personality is tied by the postmark 3 times; the other two covers bearing 
a single strike of the postmark are of unknown origin – one cover’s return address is not revealed and the other is overly 
vague. 
 
Let us now examine a few more postal items said to relate to Jerusalem, and tied by the dateless APO 3 device. Below 
we have 4 similar covers, two astonishingly belonging to the same correspondence: at left we have a cover sent by Eva 
Shen at “Headquarters Moria Battalion, Permanent Camp #1 [Schneller Camp in Jerusalem]”, and addressed presumably 
to her father, Dr. Shlomo Shen [‘Dr. Tooth’], in Haifa;1004 the cover on the right is identically addressed and based on the 
handwriting most likely sent also by Eva Shen.1005 The lot description for the second cover does not reveal the sender 
but it notes that on the back it is written “sent via the military… answer using address: Moriah Battalion, Camp 
Headquarters”; that being the case, in light of how more directly the cover on the left is return-addressed, the one on 
the right may pre-date it. 
 

  
 
What we see are two covers franked 10 mils for the domestic letter postage rate using Jerusalem local stamps; both 
were subsequently obliterated by the dateless APO 3 postmark, which unusually was also tied to the blank area of the 
front (and at least on the 1st letter, one time on the back). Albeit the cover on the left may post-date the one on the 
right, that one ironically is endorsed “On Active Service” albeit in different handwriting to the rest of the cover. On 
account of the prevailing narrative positing that the APO 3 postmark was used only between 22-30 May, these covers 
were naturally described as being “flown” and postmarked in Tel Aviv. 
 
In our survey of the initial period of the Army Postal Service, in Chapter V, we encountered a document dated 9 May in 
which a series of army postal units was published, among them “212” for the 61st Moriah battalion. Here, oddly, the 
sender did not reference the postal unit number and wrote instead the actual name of her unit and the camp number – 
against the published regulations; in light of the covers being franked and not originally endorsed “on active duty”, it 
seems reasonable to conclude that the sender was not a soldier but rather someone attached to the unit in some other 
capacity – perhaps a performer, welfare worker or medical assistant for example. That may help explain why she 
franked both letters, because she was not apprised of or eligible for postage-free mail – but apparently in her capacity 
she could still use the army’s postal service for the transport of her letters. On this point we note that the sender also 

                                                           
1004 TAS 41 Lot 378 
1005 TAS 39 Lot 326 
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does not reference her service number in the return address, as per regulations, and if she was not a soldier she would 
not have had such a number.  
 
From our review and revision of the army postal unit numbers for Jerusalem, based on a document from 17 August, 
Schneller Camp (Permanent Camp #1) was assigned unit number 211/9, a low sub-number such that it was likely issued 
much earlier closer to the time APO 5 began operating in the district in early June. We also learned that mail from units 
was taken by the units’ postal sergeants to the army post office for dispatch: here, as these are franked covers 
apparently from a non-serviceman and not associated with any army postal unit number, including the battalion’s or the 
camp’s, these covers may have been entered into a letter box at the camp or even given to a postal sergeant (of the 
battalion’s unit or of the camp) for depositing at the post office – either way, due to the covers’ non-military origin they 
were processed by the dateless APO 3 postmark rather than the district’s APO 5 postmark, here in the capacity of an 
obliterating device to cancel the postage and also to “conceal” the origin of the mail in spite of the revealing return 
address. Of note though are the multiple and seemingly unnecessary strikes of the APO 3 postmark – this I believe, in 
contrast to the other types of mail with the dateless APO 3 postmark, is a hallmark that the mail was processed in 
Jerusalem with the habit of multiple strikes being unique specifically to that district’s army post office (#5). 
 
The 3rd cover which seems relevant to this series is the one below, addressed in English and in Hebrew to a Dr. Freund at 
#70 Hayarkon Street in Tel Aviv; the return address, without a person’s name, is to “S. A.” (“Sherut Avir” – the ‘Air 
Service’) at the “Magash” airstrip, “Meteorology” department in “Jerusalem”.1006 The cover is franked 10 mils for the 
domestic letter rate; it was also later endorsed in clearly other handwriting “On Active Service”. We note that the 
endorsement here looks suspiciously similar to that on Eva Shen’s letter above, and I suspect that it was added by the 
same collector subsequent to the letters’ delivery to help legitimize what might otherwise have been “misunderstood” 
mail. 
 

   
 
We will take this suspicion a step further: the handwriting of the return address does not match that of the addresses 
on the front; with the basic cover – if we assume that the addresses on the front are original – being prepared on ‘Air 
Mail’ imprinted stationary we see that there was an opportunity for some to “catch a ride” on this cover and give it 
attributions which were not originally there. 
 
By this interpretation, the original cover was prepared for mailing and franked, likely as above by someone with an 
affiliation to the army but not a member of it, and did not even add a return address. As above with Eva Shen’s letters, 
this one was also processed in Jerusalem (i.e. at APO 5) using the dateless APO 3 postmark – but in spite of the multiple 
strikes, the postage stamp was not obliterated. At some later date, both the return address and the “On Active Service” 
endorsements were added to give the cover a “flown” air service related look. 
 

                                                           
1006 TAS 41 Lot 377 
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We have some evidence to back up this suspicion: we learned earlier, in Chapter VIII, that the ‘MAGASH’ air strip in 
particular was a virtually unused ‘white elephant’, in perpetual development but unusuable due to enemy gunfire. We 
also learned that well into June, the alternate airstrip ‘MAROM’ in Rehavia was seriously under-supplied in equipment 
for its daily use. 
 

What we now learn is that up into early July at least, there was 
no meteorological section in Jerusalem: indeed the air force unit 
in the city had recruited people with backgrounds in 
meteorology, but an actual section entitled “Meteorology” did 
not exist. The branch based at the air force’s headquarters in Tel 
Aviv only numbered 12 servicemen in May (8 serving as 
observers and 4 as wireless operators); the service only 
operated at the ‘Kirya’ government-military complex (to which 
it was assigned on 15 May, just after the Egyptian aerial 
bombardment of Tel Aviv airport). During the month of June, 
the branch’s personnel complement doubled to 24, and 
additional meteorological sections were established in Ekron, 
Ramat David and Haifa. Albeit, as we learned, the “air force unit 
in Jerusalem” was somewhat independent, having not yet been 
fully incorporated into the ‘national’ air force, the official air 
force history does not indicate anywhere that such a 
meteorological section existed neither in Jerusalem nor 
specifically at the virtually unused ‘MAGASH’ airstrip.1007 
 
At left is a report dated 5 July 1948 detailing June activities of 
the meteorological section’s offices, and Jerusalem does not 
appear there either. 

 

As such, if we believe in the authenticity of the basic letter, we see yet another instance of apparent Jerusalem-
originating mail being handled by the army’s postal service – and struck multiple times in unusual fashion by the 
dateless APO 3 postmark: ordinarily dispatch postmarks are applied to the front side of mail while arrival and transit 
postmarks are applied to the back; I believe what we are seeing are cases of double-strikes of the dateless APO 3 
postmark as a dispatch from Jerusalem (APO 5) on the front, and an arrival strike of the same kind of dateless APO 3 
postmark on the back – in Tel Aviv. If it was possible to examine these covers “in hand” we might be able to detect 
variations in the strikes or ink between the multiple strikes on each cover. Either way, however, I am of the belief that 
the dateless APO 3 strikes on these multiple-struck covers (whether all on a cover or some) were applied in Jerusalem. 

 
At left we have a fairly non-descript cover addressed to Tel Aviv, 
franked 10 mils using Jerusalem interim stamps and tied both on 
the stamps by the dateless APO 3 postmark as well as once on the 
back – according to the description (TAS 15 lot 2034). The cover is 
apparently return-addressed to a doctor in Jerusalem but unlike 
the three covers above, at least relying on what the description 
provides, the return-address does not seem army-related.  
 
We don’t know if the handwriting of all the elements matches, 
but the pencil(?) manuscript endorsement “On Active Service” is 
clearly in different handwriting… rather similar to the instances 
above. 
 
On the one hand the postmark characteristics of this cover are 
very similar to those above, and the handwriting of the OAS 
endorsement is too. On the other hand, the scantly revealed 
return address leaves our analysis of the cover hanging – we don’t 
know what its connection is to the army… 

                                                           
1007 See “The History of the Israeli Air Force in the War for Independence – Part 1: Oct 1947 – July 1948”, by Maj. Avi Cohen (2004) p.439-440 here: 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Toldot_Heil_HaavirA.pdf 

http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/history/Toldot_Heil_HaavirA.pdf
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Now below we might have a cover that would appear to contradict our developing findings:1008 it’s addressed to an M. 
H. Cohen at Yokneam, and return addressed “Saad, Yishuv Committee | Citrus House, Derech Petach Tikva, Tel Aviv | for 
S. Maybom | ‘HEMED’ [Science Corps] Permanent Camp No. 1”. It’s stampless and tied by a single strike of the dateless 
APO 3 postmark.  
 

 
 
As dramatically expressed by JSPS, “In May Dr. Maybom was a scientist in the fledgling Science Corps which evolved from 
a group of scientists working clandestinely in arms development for the Haganah. Their permanent camp No. 1 was 
located at the Schneller Orphanage compound in the northern part of Jerusalem. These facts are certified by a prominent 
colleague of Dr. Maybom, the former President of Israel Prof. Ephraim Katzir, who was also a scientist in the Science 
Corps. Thus the origin of the letter in Jerusalem is established and it was certainly flown to Tel Aviv by the Army Post and 
cancelled there. By giving the address of the Committee as a return address the sender hoped that he would be able to 
get a reply to his letter, which was otherwise impossible.” 
 

The referenced Dr. Maybom appears to be Dr. Shaul Maybom for 
whom, albeit prominent in his time, very little information is available 
other than that he worked as a scientist and instructor at the 
Weizmann Institute in Rehovot in the 1950s, and helped build the 
country’s first spectrometer in that decade.1009 Ephraim Katzir was 
not merely “a scientist in the Science Corps”, in June 1948 he was 
appointed its commander; established on 17 March, the Corps was an 
executive branch of the Haganah’s high command, closely associated 
with the Weizmann Institute, and with the creation of the Israeli Army 
in May the Corps was assigned to the Operations Directorate of the 
High Command – as such it was not based in Jerusalem, but had a 
unit-sized presence there.1010 Katzir himself joined the Weizmann 
Institute in 1949.1011 It’s unclear therefore what exactly Katzir attested 
to that would confirm anything about this cover specifically. 
 
Earlier in our review and revision of army postal unit numbers in 
Jerusalem, we found that ‘HEMED’, the acronym for the Science 
Corps unit in the city, was assigned postal unit 211/11 – a sufficiently 

low sub-number that it would have been assigned early in the army postal service’s operation in the city, from June. 
Here, albeit the cover is stampless, it does not bear a special “on active service” endorsement. Of greater significance is 
the return address: as we learned just above, we found no evidence for JSPS’s contention that the ‘Welfare Committee’ 
operated a mail forwarding service; as they themselves wrote about this letter, its use in the return address was merely 
to ensure after-service – they write, so that Maybom would assuredly receive a reply and I opine, so that if the cover 

                                                           
1008 TAS 39 Lot 29 & JSPS (Ibid), p.161-162 
1009 “Magical Inspiration” (2008) by Zeev Luz: https://heb.wis-wander.weizmann.ac.il/magazine/n-5844 & “Zeev Luz” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%96%D7%90%D7%91_%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%96 & “Shlomo Alexander” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%9E%D7%94_%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%93%D7%A8  
1010 “Science Corps” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%93%D7%A2 & Ari Barel, “The 
Leader, the Scientists and the State: David Ben-Gurion and the Establishment of the Science Corps” ( גוריון והקמת -המנהיג, המדעים והמדינה: דוד בן

 :in ‘Israel’ (Spring 2009), p.87-88 (21-22 of the file) (חיל המדע
https://humanities.tau.ac.il/sites/humanities.tau.ac.il/files/media_server/humanities/zionism/%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C/15/Israel15_barel.pdf  
1011 “Ephraim Katzir” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%A7%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%A8  

https://heb.wis-wander.weizmann.ac.il/magazine/n-5844
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%96%D7%90%D7%91_%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%96
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A9%D7%9C%D7%9E%D7%94_%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%A1%D7%A0%D7%93%D7%A8
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%97%D7%99%D7%9C_%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%93%D7%A2
https://humanities.tau.ac.il/sites/humanities.tau.ac.il/files/media_server/humanities/zionism/%D7%99%D7%A9%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%9C/15/Israel15_barel.pdf
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%90%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D_%D7%A7%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%A8
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was returned undelivered it would reach him because he apparently had no other return address. It’s unclear why, if the 
cover was processed by the army, that it would be “otherwise impossible”, according to JSPS, for Maybom to have 
received a reply. 
 
What is important to understand though is that the return address does not link this cover directly to Jerusalem: the 
cover received the postal concession of being sent free; if that was the case then assuredly even if the cover was not 
handstamped by the postal unit 211/11, Maybom could have referenced it directly as “211/11 Jerusalem” or even 
“Permanent Camp #1” in the return-address both for correspondents to write to him and for the letter to reach him if it 
went undelivered. Recall that Eva Shen, whose letters also didn’t indicate a postal unit number, also referenced 
“Permanent Camp #1” directly as her return address. Maybom did not do this, and opted for a “holding address” via the 
‘Welfare Committee’: I believe he did this because a) he was not in Jerusalem when he mailed the letter (i.e. he may 
have been on leave in Tel Aviv during the 1st Truce), and b) he was away from Jerusalem for enough time that if the 
letter were to be returned, it would be better that it be held for him in Tel Aviv by the ‘Welfare Committee’. The cover is 
otherwise fairly similar to the other two stripped-down examples we reviewed in the section examining dateless APO 3 
postmarked mail – the only difference here is that this letter, albeit not endorsed “on active service”, does bear a return 
address which was missing from the other two covers. As such, Maybom likely deposited the letter into a letter box at 
an army facility in the Tel Aviv area, and hence too, the cover is struck just once as in the manner of other covers of this 
specific type. 
 
Below we have a ‘hybrid’ type case to examine: a stampless cover addressed to a Yaakov Richman in Tel Aviv; although 
the reverse side is not shown, the lot description indicates that it is struck once on each side by the dateless APO 3 
postmark (in black on both sides) plus the 27 May 1948 dated datestamp of the Jerusalem Communications Office (of 
the internal army postal service).1012 The cover is on postal stationary of the “Carmel Hotel” in Jerusalem; we are not 
informed of the return address or addressee name, but the description notes that it is “family correspondence” (so the 
sender’s surname is also Richman) and the description opines that he was a convoy driver. 
 

Being a cover written on hotel stationary we 
might indeed have thought that the sender was 
related to the convoys, and if stampless and 
processed by the army, then likely a convoy 
escort (i.e. a soldier) like Chaim Talit about 
whom we learned earlier above.  
 
Nevertheless a search reveals that the sender 
is almost assuredly Menachem Richman (1924-
1948), son of Leah and Eliyahu – and a brother 
of Yaakov (the apparent addressee).1013 Born in 
Poland, Menachem and his family immigrated 
to Palestine in 1935 and settled in Tel Aviv. 
Trained as a teacher, Menachem had much 
military experience in between, during the 
Second World War and after: he enrolled in the 
Haganah as early as 1941 and completed the 
squad leaders’ course (‘kurs mem-kaf’), 
commanding a company in the youth ‘Gadna’ 
formation in Tel Aviv. In between his university 
studies, in November 1947 he was assigned the 
command of a company of students in the 
‘Mechmesh’ battalion (which as we learned 
earlier ended up being disbanded on 21 May 
due to the severe losses it had sustained) of 
the Etzioni Brigade in Jerusalem; in December 
he commanded a combat unit in the Jewish 

                                                           
1012 TAS 21 Lot 1202; also published by Hans Muenz, “Early Postmarks of Army Post Office 3” in Holy Land Postal History (HLPH) bulletin #11, 
Summer 1982, p.571-572 & 584 – there he indicates that the postmarks are in black: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rxuh/#p=1  
1013 Menachem Richman biography at the Izkor national memorial website: 
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%9D%20%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%9F/en_90f0a855a903ebd11b96801091f6b625 & “Battle 
of Ramat Rachel” in Hebrew: https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%A8%D7%97%D7%9C  

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/rxuh/#p=1
https://www.izkor.gov.il/%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%9D%20%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%A6%D7%9E%D7%9F/en_90f0a855a903ebd11b96801091f6b625
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%91_%D7%A8%D7%9E%D7%AA_%D7%A8%D7%97%D7%9C
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Quarter of the Old City of Jerusalem, then in January 1948 he was sent at the head of a company to Gush Etzion; 
thereafter he was sent again to Jerusalem where he participated in a series of important battles, among them at Motza, 
Arza, the railway station, and Mount Zion. He was dispatched to take command of the battle at Ramat Rachel (21-25 
May) when his armoured command car was hit by artillery fire on 22 May and he was killed.  
 

In light of these circumstances we may be able to decipher the postal markings on this cover: 
earlier, when we examined the meaning of the dateless APO 3 postmarks we based much of our 
findings on the correspondence of Baruch Amon, who was killed in Jerusalem; there was a letter 
posted for him after his death, and although bearing his unit’s postal unit number in Jerusalem it 
was actually posted at APO 3 in Tel Aviv. Here, this letter was written just about the time the Army 
Postal Service began operations on 20 May – but as we learned, the APS did not begin operations in 
Jerusalem until 7 June.  
 

 
This cover bears two types of postmarks which could only have been applied posthumously: as he was killed in action 
outside of Jerusalem itself, it likely took a number of days for his personal possessions to be assembled and disposed of, 
including this letter. Although the cover bears both the dateless APO 3 postmark of the APS as well as the 27 May dated 
datestamp of the Communications Service – one being soldiers’ mail of the army and the other being the internal 
communications service of the army – under the circumstances of this letter there may be room to accept the presence 
of the 27 May dated Communications Service datestamp: as ‘army mail’ did not yet exist in Jerusalem (until 7 June), the 
Communications Service may have received this letter from Menachem’s unit and then transferred it to the APS – in 
Jerusalem – when it began operating there 10 days later (we recall that a notice about the service was published already 
on 4 June, and that prior to then there was at least another large document from 31 May prepared by “Aloni”, Ariel 
Amiad, the communications officer of the Etzioni brigade about which we learned earlier from Yaakov Tsachor and 
Stephen Rothman’s cited research in HLPH bulletin #39). 
 
In this circumstance, with Menachem having been part of a now-disbanded battalion, we may be able to understand 
why no subsequent army postal unit number was applied to the cover – but rather than being postmarked by APO 5 in 
Jerusalem, it was handled as “anonymous” unit-unassigned army mail as the others above in this section, and 
postmarked with the dateless APO 3 postmark in Jerusalem (APO 5), and backstamped arrived by the dateless APO 3 
postmark in Tel Aviv. 
 
As regards the “On Active Duty” endorsement in pencil, I am skeptical about its legitimacy: it would make sense for it to 
be added as per regulation, for the letter to be handled postage-free by the army and civilian postal service, particularly 
as it must have been prepared before the APS was launched and Menachem likely would not have known to add this. 
Nevertheless, the style of the writing is very similar to two other covers we observed just above (including the 
peculiarity that twice we see the word “Pa’il” – “active” – written in Hebrew without the letter ‘Yud’, as “Pa’al”, פעל, like 
“was active”) such that I cannot be sure that it was not actually added later by a collector. Compare: 
 

    
 
 
vi. Menorah Club Addressed Mail – With Army Postmarks 
This sub-section was not critical to our study, which aimed to examine the specific contention that there was a special 
emergency mail service run from the ‘Menorah Club’, but because some postal items addressed to it exist, and bear 
army postal service postmarks, we will take a moment to examine its circumstance. 
 
The first two items were at some point in the collection of Professor Ehud Jungwirth (to whom this issue of the Bulletin 
is dedicated) as per comments in Kanner and Spiegel’s article on the Menorah Club, which displayed the first cover and 
described the second one (illustrated below), which I believe then was also in his collection:1014 
 
The first item was described as “a cover with [an interim stamp] postmarked at Ramat Gan before May 15th 1948. It is 
addressed to ‘Moadon Menorah, Rehavia, Jerusalem, [for] Shmuel Aloni’, with the word ‘Moriah’ - underlined - added in 

                                                           
1014 Kanner & Spiegel (1962), Ibid, p.14-15 & XB + JSPS (Ibid), p.144 
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a different handwriting... This letter could not be delivered to Jerusalem during the siege, and it was later handed over to 
the Army Postal Services, who delivered it through Army PO 5 on 28th June 1948.” 
 

 
 
As an initial comment on my part, as we saw on other examples of mail, endorsements and additional comments in 
other handwriting are often a suspicious circumstance; I’m not actually sure if Kanner and Spiegel are correct as it looks 
like the handwriting on the front and back is of identical style (though not sure if the same ink was used everwhere), 
nevertheless what Kanner and Spiegel apparently did not note is that the top left of the front appears to be endosed 
“Cheyl HaYam” – ‘Navy’, there in different handwriting, which is astounding for mail addressed to Jerusalem. 
 
The next cover was alluded to by Kanner and Spiegel, and later appeared for sale at auction.1015 This cover was 
described by them as “This and the other cover, delivered through APO 5 on 8th July for another serviceman, manifest 
that the Menorah Club was also known to the civilian post as a military address.” The auction description from 2015 
took the circumstance a step further and described it thus: “Family corresp. - cv from Givatayim franked 50m M. Ha'am 
(Ba #4) Hula stp tied by M. Ha'am RAMAT GAN (by Givatayim) pmk addr c/o Menorah Club - Jerusalem which served as a 
postal address for soldiers during & shortly after the Siege, cv Flown to Jerus arr pmk APO #5 - 8.7.48; 2 vert centerfolds, 
f - vf, certif Muentz.” Emphasis mine; of note, the George Muentz certification does not state that the cover was flown 
(although if adhering to the prevailing theory about mail with siege era Jerusalem, as per Kanner and Spiegel’s 1961 
articles, this would indeed be part of the cannon). 
 

  
 

                                                           
1015 TAS 42 Lot 358 (134223) 
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The descriptions did not address the unusually high postage paid (50 mils – potentially 7x weight domestic letter; it’s not 
endorsed as “express” mail). I personally inspected this cover and found that it had been opened gently at the back (i.e. 
it was originally sealed). 
 
The last cover of this type which I have seen is on ebay: addressed to “Drivers Unit, Gabriel Levi, Menorah Club, 
Jerusalem”; returned addressed to someone in Tel Aviv and postmarked from there during the interim period. The cover 
is backstamped 4 July 1948 APO 5. 
 

 
 
We have seen 3 examples of mail addressed to the ‘Menorah Club’ – all 3 were posted during the interim period (2-14 
May 1948), and received variously at APO 5 in Jerusalem on 28 June, 4 July and 8 July. Although we should know by now 
that no mail with Jerusalem was actually flown, we see here from the sheer delay between the posting period and the 
time of receipt that these letters were assuredly not flown. 
 
Outwardly all 3 “look” worn, used and by extension, genuine, but the circumstance of their postal markings is hard to 
accept: they only bear an APO 5 [presumably arrival, not transit] postmark. As we may recall, the Army Postal Service 
began operating as early as 20 May; the APO in Jerusalem (APO 5) began operating on 7 June. Although mail from 
Jerusalem during the period where there was no regular postal service (27 April – 18 June) mostly piled up at the city’s 
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sorting center, mail to Jerusalem need not have been so limited in how it could be handled: at least from 7 June mail 
could have been sent to an army address by way of the Army Postal Service. Though this supposition relies on the idea 
that the ‘Menorah Club’ was strictly an army facility, and we have not seen evidence to confirm that, as noted earlier. 

 The singular army postmark on the back might lead us to believe that these letters were not sorted into 
“civilian” or “army” addresses before-hand, and simply mass transported on the convoys to Jerusalem, from 18 
June onwards, where only there in Jerusalem were they sorted and delivered – for otherwise we would expect 
to see at a minimum a BASE ALEF (Tel Aviv) transit-receipt postmark, receiving these covers from the civilian 
postal service, sometime from 20 May onwards, and entered into the Army Postal Service mail stream for 
ongoing transit to an army address. 

 A problem with this idea is, it was the civilian postal service which actually delivered the mail in all but the most 
remote locations: why should these 3 covers have been received in central Israel and not transferred to the APS 
already in Tel Aviv, but rather only “received” at APO 5 in Jerusalem? This seems an unnecessary logistical step: 
if already dispatched en-masse with other accumulated delayed civilian mail, why would these covers not just 
be delivered altogether by the civilian postal service in Jerusalem, which in any case handled the delivery of 
army mail? 

 Another perplexing element of these covers is the lack of any army routing notation: we know that the Club was 
not a facility for accommodation, and except for perhaps transient personnel such as convoy drivers, actual 
servicemen were assign to military units, which from 7 June, were issued army postal unit numbers – we see no 
such notations indicating the tracking and delivery of these letter to servicemen at specific units, such as the 
‘Moriah’ battalion and its myriad of companies and platoons. If we take into account that these letters were 
delayed by over a month, the intended addressee was assuredly no longer on-hand at the ‘Menorah Club’, and 
the letter would have to be routed to him. Recall that our examination of the Baruch Ammon correspondence 
revealed that many servicemen were transferred or given leave from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv during the Truce 
period in June – so how did these delayed covers actually reach their addressees? 

 

My suspicion is, these are worn-looking covers that exude an appearance of being handled and so therefore genuine; 
nevertheless, in light of the concerns I have raised here I don’t believe any of them actually went through the mails nor 
reached their addressees. I cannot find a circumstance to accept the presence only of the APO 5 postmark and the lack 
of any other routing notations or other army postmarks, whether or not the Club was actually a military facility or 
address serviced by the Army Postal Service. These may have been blank favor-cancelled covers altered later to include 
their addresses (and army postmark). 

 
 
Our examination of ‘Menorah Club’ mail yielded findings similar to those in the chapter before, on the Communications 
Office Jerusalem and even our exposition of Yehuda Levanon himself – that if those elements, postal and personal, are 
left out of our evaluation of the mail examples (or histories) and we study them in isolation of any sexified backstory 
supplied by a dealer, the mail items broadly make sense; if these elements are included in their assigned subjects 
however, they are incongruent with their associated subjects, complicate or even contradict their otherwise natural 
intuitive circumstances, and therefore stand out as irrelevant characteristics. In other words, the ‘Menorah Club’ 
handstamp, is superfluous and unnecessary on the mail items we observed. Likewise we also saw slews of postal items – 
specifically those with invalid JNF labels posing as “stamps” being cancelled wholesale against regulations by perfect 
strikes of post office cancels; these are assuredly fake postal items. 
 
Nevertheless, at its core, the troubling result of our examination is that we have seen ample empirical and analytical 
evidence to prove a) that there was no such thing as a ‘Menorah Club’ emergency mail service, and that b) in any case 
no mail with the club’s handstamp or based just on its own merits was flown from Jerusalem.  
 

The entire narrative our philatelic communnity has accepted for decades rests on a story lacking any documentary 
proof for its existence; it came into being in order to rationalize and legitimize an apparently large assembly of fake 
postal items, but with the postal history contradicting postal regulations and procedures, and even the historiography 
of the period itself, the entire subject is contrived and fake.  
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XII. Mail Related to Mount Scopus & the Siege of Mount Scopus 
By the time we broach the subject of Mount Scopus and its circumstance as an isolated – “besieged” – enclave, we will 
have encountered and waded through contrived narratives (‘Menorah Club’ mail, for example), completely 
misunderstood histories and blatently forged postal history: the subject of Mount Scopus in our philatelic knowledge 
base and in the annals of the prevalent theory about flown mail with besieged Jerusalem in 1948 is no different. 
 
 

A. The Present Historiography & Postal History of the Mount Scopus Enclave in 1948 
We can glean the position of the prevaling narrative about flown mail with Jerusalem by referring to the chapter on 
Mount Scopus in its flag-bearing literary source from 2004, “Jerusalem and Safed Postal Services” (JSPS) cited frequently 
in this article. There, the authors terming the situation of Mount Scopus as being a “siege within a siege” [it being a 
besieged enclave within besieged Jerusalem], describe the Mount as being “part of greater Jerusalem” and housing 
“some very important Jewish… and Christian… institutions such as the Hebrew University and Hadassah Hospital”, and 
“separated from the Jewish part of Jerusalem by some Arab suburbs”. Their account describes the rapidly deteriorating 
security situation of the Mount, following the 29 November 1947 United Nations vote to partition Palestine and 
culminates with the Mount being an enclave “under siege” following the 13 April 1948 Arab attack on a medical convoy 
bound for the Hadassah Hospital. From their account the Mount and its institutions were under siege until 7 July, when 
an arrangement was worked out with the Transjordanian Arab Legion to demilitarize the zone and permit only the 
presence of a token force of Israeli and Transjordanian policemen.1016  
 

As JSPS expresses it, transport access with the enclave 
“was effected by convoys supervised under the 
auspicies of the International Red Cross”,1017 and that 
these convoys “forwarded some mail between the 
enclave and Jewish Jerusalem; those letters were 
marked by an International Red Cross cachet and 
handed over to the Post in Jerusalem to be delivered 
to the addressee.” The account notes that “there were 
very few people on the mountain at any given time… 

and the number of letters which survived from Mount Scopus is very small.”1018 In fact as we will see with little effort, 
there are not too few Red Cross handstamped covers: 
 

   
                                                           
1016 JSPS (Ibid), p.214 
1017 JSPS (Ibid), p.215 (including image shown at left) 
1018 JSPS (Ibid), p.216 (including image shown at right) 
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We need not examine these in detail; we need not delve into the critical specific aspects of why these covers are 
stampless or how they actually transited from one place to another, between the Red Cross and the postal service, nor 
why one has a “registered - air mail” endorsement; the original descriptions are provided merely to illustrate how these 
covers are dramatically depicted to the collecting market. While less emphasized here, as we will see shortly with other 
Mount Scopus covers, the element of their being “flown” to or from Jerusalem is an additional source of marvel.  
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The reader may at this stage then ask, why are we not examining these covers in more detail? The answer is implicit in 
the pedantic degree to which our research has examined seemingly mundane aspects of general history, and postal 
history and procedure: these covers are all fake; the ‘Red Cross’ had nothing whatsoever to do with the Mount Scopus 
enclave – international intervention and liaison with it was carried out by way of the ‘United Nations’. The postal 
history historiography, one-for-one like that of the ‘Menorah Club’, is an attempt to dress an unsubstantiated narrative 
onto supposed postal items whose existence, those researchers feel, needs to be rationalized rather than confronted 
and challenged – and if need be, debunked; these items either pre-existed the shabby narrative or the narrative was 
concocted around the same time that these (and other) items were fabricated and entered into the collecting market. 

 
 

B. A Revised History of the Mount Scopus Enclave in 1948 
Similar to our examination in Chapter II of the circumstances of Jerusalem, its administration and the siege conditions of 
1948, here too we need to review – even in a briefer manner – the circumstances of Mount Scopus, and here we will be 
aided again by some of the insights from Dov Yosef’s partly unreliable / inaccurate personal account, “The Faithful City”. 
Our reliance on his account serves merely to spare us the time and effort of reconstructing otherwise confirmable facts. 
 

As we may have seen in the city maps of 
Jerusalem in Chapter II, the area of Mount 
Scopus is located to the north-east of the 
city, separated from the northern end of the 
walled Old City of Jerusalem by the Wadi al-
Joz valley; in 1948 this was not “greater 
Jerusalem” as described by JSPS but a 
detached enclave from it.1019 The Mount 
was bounded by a number of Arab 
neighborhoods - Isawiya to the north, 
Sheikh Jarrah to the west, the Muslim 
Quarter of the Old City to the south-west, 
and At Tur to the south; although there 
were Jewish neighborhoods interspersed, as 
we learned in our survey in Chapter II, 
following the November 1947 United 
Nations declaration on the partition of 
Palestine, Jewish access to the Mount by 
particularly way of the Sheikh Jarrah 
neighborhood quickly became dangerous. 

 
On the Mount itself, there were the two key Jewish-Zionist institutions of the ‘Hebrew University’ (opened in 1925) and 
‘Hadassah Hospital’ (opened in 1939) on the northern part, in addition to the Arab neighborhood of Isawiya, and in the 
southern half, the Christian-denominated ‘Augusta Victoria Hospital’. 
 
The involvement of the International Red Cross in Palestine began with an invitation by officials of the Mandate 
government in January 1948 to assist in minimizing the suffering caused by the developing conflict in Palestine. The IRC 
sent a small delegation of a few doctors and nurses in March, which appealed to both Arabs and Jews to respect the 
Geneva Convention. This delegation based itself in Jerusalem. The critical problem facing the Red Cross’ activities in the 
country was whether their flag, signifying a protected area, would be respected by both warring sides – that flag 
symbolized the essence of the assistance the IRC could render in the conflict, safety zones.1020 The delegation set up 3 
“security zones”, which were specific buildings (known as ‘Geneva Homes’), in Jerusalem, in late April.1021 
 
Legally, prior to the termination of the Mandate, the Red Cross delegation in Palestine operated under complex 
international laws: its “authority in Palestine derived from [its] invitation by the Palestine government with the 
agreement of Arab and Jewish responsible bodies”. In the case of a Jewish site like Hadassah Hospital on Mount Scopus, 

                                                           
1019 The original map in Hebrew comes from “Divided Jerusalem 1948-1967” ( ירושלים החצויה - 1948-1967: מקורות, סיכומים, פרשיות נבחרות וחומר

  by Eyal Ben-Eliyahu, Yad Yitzhak Ben-Zvi publications, 1994; p.18. See: https://lib.cet.ac.il/pages/item.asp?item=12905 (עזר
1020 Dov Josef “The Faithful City: The Siege of Jerusalem, 1948”, Simon & Schuster (New York), 1960, p.284 
1021 “Faithful City” (Ibid), p.287 

https://lib.cet.ac.il/pages/item.asp?item=12905
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that institution had to decide whether it was going to put its security in the hands of the IRC or in the hands of the 
‘Haganah’ – the two could not be mixed; the IRC could not operate with military presence around it, even if this was just 
an army escort car (as this could serve as grounds for the opposing side to attack the area).1022 
 

Likewise, owing to the IRC’s own charter, the Red Cross could not escort convoys which were not their own: in the 
case of convoys permitted under United Nations truce agreements, this would violate the IRC’s own regulations that 
it not operate under another body – here, the UN; likewise for the same reason the Red Cross could not provide 
protection for Haganah or other Jewish/Israeli convoys.1023 

 
Nevertheless the IRC’s possible involvement on Mount Scopus was not initially ruled-out: one option, proposed by the 
delegation, was that Hadassah would accept the IRC’s care and then its convoys, being unarmed trucks and ambulances, 
would leave Jerusalem at established times each day; the delegation would be responsible to receive the convoys and 
search them to ensure that their materials and passengers were clearly for the hospital, and then inform the Arabs that 
the convoy had the protection of the IRC and must be allowed to pass without hindrance. The IRC’s protection would 
extend as far as the hospital’s gate. Another, more maximal option, proposed by the delegation, was that all of Mount 
Scopus would be mutually declared a neutral zone – including here the Augusta Victoria Institute, which was in Arab 
hands – but in this case the university would have to be closed because some of its faculty could in theory be serving in 
some capacity with the Jewish military. In any case the protection of the Red Cross was strictly founded on mutual trust 
by both warring sides but with no absolute guarantee of security. 
 
From Yosef's accounts (and newspaper reports) the Jews had already experienced the lack of commitment and respect 
for the IRC by the Arabs – an indirect example of which was the 13 April attack and massacre of passengers on a medical 
convoy to Hadassah – and regarded both proposed options, for national security as well as practical reasons, as 
unworkable; they also suspected the delegation of not being fully neutral in their treatment of both sides in the conflict. 
The delegation's work in the country therefore focused on treating prisoners of war.1024 
 

 
 
In practice Mount Scopus and many sites in Jerusalem were hit by Arab bombardments; in some cases this was due to a 
lack of respect for any international flag, as noted in the press reports at left. When the British evacuated Jerusalem on 
14 May, the Arab Legion (under British command) took over control of the Sheikh Jarrah neighborhood, effectively 
cutting off the Jewish northern half of Mount Scopus from the rest of Jerusalem, isolating the skeletal staff of both 
Jewish institutions there and the Jewish defenders located there; it came under heavy artillery bombardment over the 
course of the next month until the start of the 1st Truce. In the absence of British authority to enable land transport, 
from this date forth the enclave was under siege.1025 

                                                           
1022 “Faithful City” (Ibid), p.285-286 
1023 “Faithful City” (Ibid), p.233 
1024 “Faithful City” (Ibid), p.285-286 
1025 “Divided Jerusalem 1948-1967” (Ibid): https://lib.cet.ac.il/pages/item.asp?item=12905 

https://lib.cet.ac.il/pages/item.asp?item=12905
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In the case of Mount Scopus specifically, Transjordan wanted ‘custody’ 
over the area as part of its proposal for an evacuation and cease-fire 
there – and when the Jews did not accept this stipulation the Arab 
Legion continued striking the position (see press report at left). 
 
We gain further insights from a 21 May press report in the Palestine 
Post (excerpted below) which we saw in our chronology of events in 
Chapter II, “Hospital Disabled by Guns”, where we learn:  
 
a) the Hospital declined the protection of the Red Cross in favor of 
armed Jewish guards – due to a general lack of respect by Arab forces 
for the flags of international institutions; 
  
b) some of the Hospital’s facilities inside the city had actually been 
under IRC protection – and still fired upon by the Arabs; 
 

c) by the time of the press report on 21 May, Hadassah Hospital on Mount Scopus was practically empty, having been 
evacuated in the pervious weeks following the 13 April “Hadassah convoy” massacre at the hands of Arab bands, and 
continued until now with “most of the patients, staff and equipment [having] been transferred to the city, where the St. 
Joseph Hospice and part of the English Mission Hospital had been put at the disposal of the Hadassah”; 

 Another source states that the evacuation began at the start of May, with just a “small staff remaining to take 
care of just 50 patients”, though by month-end, owing to a lack of supplies even this operation was closed 
leaving only “a small number of doctors and medical students” remaining.1026 An academic article notes that the 
enclave’s institutions’ “functions were frozen definitively following the bloody attack” on 13 April.1027 

 
d) the Hospital was actually American property – but the American Consulate suggested not flying the American flag as 
this would “provoke, rather than help”. 
 

 
 
As regards the involvement of internation organizations on Mount Scopus, from minutes of the 4th cabinet meeting of 
23 May 1948, we learn of possible United Nations involvement in the enclave where Ben-Gurion states:1028 
 

“Two days ago and also yesterday we 
received telegrams about offers by 
consulates to intercede, due to pressure 
from members of Hadassah and the 
university. The idea is to place these 
buildings under the protection of the United 
Nations in order their personnel be 
evacuated. The Arabs demanded that the 
weapons will be handed over to them and 
that our people [soldiers] will be taken as 

                                                           
1026 “Hebrew University Campus on Mount Scopus” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%9E%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A1_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%A1%D7%99%D7%98%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%
A2%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91%D7%94%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%9D 
1027 Yifaat Weiss, “Sovereignty in Miniature: the Mount Scopus Enclave, 1948-1967” in ‘European History Yearbook’ volume 21 (2021), Gregor 
Feindt , Bernhard Gissibl and Johannes Paulmann ed.; p.47: https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.1515/9783110679151-003/html  
1028 p.4 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34354 - minutes of the 4th cabinet meeting of 23 May 1948 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%9E%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A1_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%A1%D7%99%D7%98%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91%D7%94%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%9E%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A1_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%A1%D7%99%D7%98%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91%D7%94%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%9D
https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.1515/9783110679151-003/html
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/34354
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prisoners of war to Amman. But the wherewithal of the UN personnel and that of the consulates in Jerusalem is very 
poor, much more so than that of the Jews. And the end-result of the proposal is to hand over the university and 
Hadassah to the Arabs. We have decided to refuse this and to continue fighting. If the buildings will be bombarded – we 
will rebuild them.”  
 

The Israeli government declined United Nations ‘protection’ at Mount Scopus in favor of retaining sovereignty over 
the area, and Hadassah Hospital for its part declined Red Cross protection in favor of actual armed Israeli guards. 

 
In the end, from Dov Yosef’s perspective, the Red Cross’ work in the city was 
limited and indeed the delegation left the city completely and without notice on 30 
September 1948.1029 
 
As we learn from the press report at left, already by 19 July the Red Cross 
delegation evacuated its protected zone at the YMCA building in Jerusalem – a 
sensitive area for foreign diplomats as we learned in an earlier chapter – and this 
left the delegation only with its protected zone at the former High Commissioners 
House in the city. 

 
From our research we see conclusively that:  

a) the Red Cross did not have any contact with non-Red Cross convoys;  
b) as regards the Jerusalem district it operated solely inside Jerusalem and never at Mount Scopus, whose Jewish 

area remained an Israeli enclave; and  
c) the Red Cross curtailed its Jerusalem operations already in the summer, and left the city by September 1948.  

 
As summarized in the press report at left (and the three 21 May 
reports above) Hadassah hospital at Mount Scopus was 
gradually evacuated from 13 April following the Arab attack on 
the medical convoy and relocated to facilities within Jerusalem, 
being largely evacuated and virtually non-functioning by 21 
May; it was further evacuated on 26 June – apparently patients 
who were under care earlier and could not be evacuated then. 
We see conclusively that here too the Red Cross was virtually 
uninvolved except insofar as the transport of their own medical 
convoys; food convoys were handled by the Israelis under 
arrangements by the UN Truce Commission. 
 
A day before the end of the 1st Truce, on 7 July, Israel and 
Transjordan with mediation by the United Nations agreed to 
demilitarize the enclave. The agreement created 3 zones on the 
Mount: an Israeli zone in the north, held by 86 policemen and 
35 civilians; a Jordanian-held zone in the southern end, where 
the Augustus Victoria Hospital was located, with 46 policemen; 
and a buffer-zone in between them.  
 
By this agreement Israel would be able to access its zone of 
Mount Scopus by traversing through Jordanian-held Jerusalem, 
once every fortnight. The convoys were effected by UN 
inspection and supervision and consisted 3 vehicles: two 

armored cars and a truck – to carry food and supplies to the enclave as well as replacement personnel for the guards 
and civilian workers; on the return journey the convoy carried returning personnel as well as books from the University 
library, which had remained cut off from the rest of the institution. The agreement between the warring sides remained 
in effect when the two signed an armistice agreement in April 1949, officially ending the War, and these arrangements 
remained fully in force for 19 years under the supervision of the United Nations, until the 1967 Six-Day War. Although 
the Israeli institutions in the enclave ceased functioning except for scant maintenance work (and served as quarters for 
the guards) the UN-brokered arrangement enabled Israel to retain its sovereignty over its portion of the enclave.1030 

                                                           
1029 “Faithful City” (Ibid), p.288-289 
1030 “Hebrew University Campus on Mount Scopus” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%9E%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A1_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%A1%D7%99%D7%98%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%9E%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A1_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%A1%D7%99%D7%98%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91%D7%94%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%9D
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As regards a “postal history” of Mount Scopus, we gain valuable insights as to the circumstances of the Israelis who 
were based there in the October press report below; the article observes the activities of Jews who were sent to the 
enclave just before 14 August and were delayed there unexpectedly for two months, until mid-October.  
 
We learn of their hardship and lack of supplies, and of particular interest are these comments, “Another hardship was 
the fact that they were deprived of any communication with the outside world, receiving neither newspapers nor 
letters... At the beginning the UN cars travelling between the town and the hill had undertaken to carry letters and even 
parcels for the men, but they yielded to the pressure of the Arab Legion that all mail thus conveyed should be subjected 
to censorship. In protest the Jews of Mount Scopus renounced further mail.”  
 
We learn from these statements that mail was initially (i.e. in early-mid July) carried by UN vehicles but that shortly 
thereafter, due to Jordanian pressure to censor the mail, the people stationed at the enclave refused on their own 
volition to receive further mail. The servicemen observed in this article did not have postal contact for the entire period 
of their sojourn: in other words there was no “postal history” with Mount Scopus, at least from mid- or late-July until 
this article at the end of October (if not later). 
 
We also gain a sense that any UN-supplied transportation was made possible largely at the UN’s own discretion – and 
this within constraints imposed by the Arab Legion: the carriage of mail was not inviolable as we see; a policeman 
whose glasses broke could not get them repaired because the UN refused to take them to an optician; in cases of 
medical emergencies, where the Arab Legion refused to permit ambulances to transport men from the enclave to 
Jewish Jerusalem, the UN had to ferry them by air from Jordanian-held Kallandia airport to Haifa and thence back to 
Kallandia. As such, as regards the specific period of time in our study, although there was a demilitarization agreement 
between Israel and Jordan and upheld by way of the United Nations, it was a rickety agreement upheld only by the 
willingness of both sides to the agreement and not due to the weight and force of the UN. 
 

 
                                                           
A2%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91%D7%94%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%9D and “Divided Jerusalem 1948-1967” ( ירושלים החצויה

 :by Eyal Ben-Eliyahu, Yad Yitzhak Ben-Zvi publications, 1994; p.18. See (- 1948-1967: מקורות, סיכומים, פרשיות נבחרות וחומר עזר
https://lib.cet.ac.il/pages/item.asp?item=12905 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A7%D7%9E%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A1_%D7%94%D7%90%D7%95%D7%A0%D7%99%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%A1%D7%99%D7%98%D7%94_%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%91%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%AA_%D7%91%D7%94%D7%A8_%D7%94%D7%A6%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%9D
https://lib.cet.ac.il/pages/item.asp?item=12905


P a g e  | 448 

 
 
We gain a further sense of the contradiction between plans and realities by way of the intended post-war development 
of the enclave – which evidently never actually took hold until 1967: 
 

A press report already from 19 December 1948 reveals concrete plans for a return to 
hospital and educational activity at Mount Scopus in 1949 (we also understand from 
this that indeed these institutes ceased operating in the intervening time). The 
university's Chairman of the Executive Council, Sir Simon Leon, makes an extraordinary 
statement that “had [a university city] been constructed [on Mount Scopus] by the time 
the fighting had begun there would probably have been no cause for many of the 
present difficulties”. The university presently operates from Terra Sancta and is only 
waiting for drafted students to be demobilized in early 1949 in order to begin returning 
the facility to Mount Scopus.1031 Another report from January 1949 describes the 
opening of the University-Hospital’s medical school at Mount Scopus in May.1032 But as 
noted earlier, these institutions in the enclave ultimately remained unused until 1967. 

 
Below is a photograph of the noted Israeli photographer, Micha Bar-Am, taken in 1958, depicting an abandoned mobile 
x-ray vehicle at the entrance of the empty premises of the Hadassah Hospital at Mount Scopus:1033 
 

 
 
 

C. Examining Additional Postal History Alleged to be Related to Mount Scopus 
There are a few additional postal items supposedly related to Mount Scopus, beyond those marked by a ‘Red Cross’ 
handstamp. Lacking the IRC’s handstamp, the presentation of the following covers invariably involves emphasizing that 
they were “flown” to Jerusalem, as per the framework of the prevailing narrative which this article has been gradually 
debunking over the course of its chapters. 
 
The item below1034 was described as “MOUNT SCOPUS ENCLAVE - Civilian cover from Tel-Aviv to the Besieged Hadassa 
Hospital on Mt. Scopus, flown by an Army plane to Jerusalem. With pale-Violet oval cachet GENERAL STAFF/13 JUN 

                                                           
1031 “Sir Leon Forsees University City on Mount Scopus” in Palestine Post of 19 Dec. 1948, p.2: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19481219-

01.1.2&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22Red+Cross%22+%22Mount+Scopus%22-------------1  
1032 “HU Law School this Year” in Palestine Post of 17 Jan. 1949, p.3: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1949/01/17/01/article/25/?srpos=65&e=-------en-20--61-

byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22Red+Cross%22+%22Mount+Scopus%22-------------1  
1033 Yair Paz, “The Political-Symbolic Connection to Mount Scopus during its Period as an Enclave” (הזיקה הסמלית־פוליטית להר צופים 
 :in ‘Katedra’ Journal, April 2017, p.88 (1967‐1948 ,ולקמפוס האוניברסיטה העברית בתקופת המובלעת
https://files.ybz.org.il/periodicals/Cathedra/163/3%20Yair%20Paz%20(Cat%20163)%20LR.pdf  
1034 TAS 49 Lot 162 (same as TAS 15 Lot 2036) & JSPS (Ibid) p.217 

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19481219-01.1.2&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22Red+Cross%22+%22Mount+Scopus%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=d&d=pls19481219-01.1.2&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22Red+Cross%22+%22Mount+Scopus%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1949/01/17/01/article/25/?srpos=65&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22Red+Cross%22+%22Mount+Scopus%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/pls/1949/01/17/01/article/25/?srpos=65&e=-------en-20--61-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22Red+Cross%22+%22Mount+Scopus%22-------------1
https://files.ybz.org.il/periodicals/Cathedra/163/3%20Yair%20Paz%20(Cat%20163)%20LR.pdf
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1948/AIR FORCE struck on both sides and blackish Army pmk "M.K./J.M." (Signal Center/Jerusalem) 13 JUN 1948 struck 
on front on arrival; few scattered spots o/w vf & Extremely Rare Siege cover, certif. Muentz, cv shown p. 217 of JSPS” 
 
As we see, it is a stampless cover, addressed to a Yosef Shinkman at “‘Hadassah’ Mount Scopus, Jerusalem”; it is return-
addressed to a Zahava Sandlerman at 33 Frug Street in Tel Aviv. It bears an oval datestamp on the front and back 
reading “General Staff Air Force 13 June 1948” and a strike of the army’s internal mail service’s ‘Communications Office 
Jerusalem’ (MK-JM) datestamp, also dated 13 June 1948. 
 

   
 
We saw similar datestamps on a cover in our examination of mail bearing MK-JM datestamps in Chapter X, and found it 
to be fake. Before we become apprised of the chief reason why this cover too is fake, we will review some of the basic 
problems it exhibits: 

 The cover is stampless – why? It is not endorsed “On Active Service” nor does it bear any other endorsement to 
entitle it to free postage, so why is it unfranked? The auction description (and JSPS’s description) call it a 
“civilian cover”, so how was it entitled to be sent postage-free? The scant historiography presented in JSPS 
offers no clues, the reader is obliged to presume a reason instead. 

 How did the cover enter the civilian or army postal service? We see no markings of either one: the only 
supposed communications-related marking is that of MK-JM, which as we learned a number of times by now, 
did not handle civilian mail, neither from civilians nor to civilians. Here, this cover is to a civilian at an isolated 
enclave – but there is no reason to presume that postal service with it would have been facilitated specificially 
by the army’s internal-mail service. If the cover originated in Tel Aviv, it should have been received by the Army 
Postal Service at Base APO ALEF and the transferred to APO 5 in Jerusalem, which began operating on 7 June. As 
we noted also in Chapter X, there did exist a datestamp for the “Air Force Mail” service, so if this cover was 
somehow received by the Air Force, that’s a marking we would expect to see: under the circumstances the 
“High Command” datestamp is preposterous – why should the High Command have had to deal with mail at all? 

 In our review of the military units in Jerusalem, we surveyed the ‘Moriah’ battalion in the city and were apprised 
that a platoon of that unit had been dispatched in late May to storm the Mount Scopus enclave, to relieve its 
defenders – the attempts failed time after time and led to a mutiny. If that military operation could not employ 
air service (the enclave was under continual artillery bombardment – as was the Jerusalem corridor and its two 
air fields), how exactly was this cover supposed to be flown to that location or to Jerusalem at all? 
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While these issues effectively debunk the authenticity of this cover the actual problem with it is its addressee: a search 
of the press archive reveals (see article above) that Yosef Shinkman had been a patient at the hospital who died there 
in May 1948, and at that time there was no possibility of removing the body for burial. Only in January 1951 was it 
possible to reinter 3 soldiers who had died protecting the buildings at Mount Scopus close to the time of the Declaration 
of Independence plus a number of patients, including Shinkman, who had died there in May and could not be 
transferred for burial due to the war. The presented cover dates to roughly a month after Shinkman’s death, so that at a 
minimum we would expect to see indications that it could not be delivered to him – but the cover is not so marked. 
 
 
Another Mount Scopus-related item is the postal item shown below, and described thus:1035 “Tiberias ‘Emergency Post’ - 
Commerc cv franked 3m Mandate stp (#91) ovptd ‘10 Emergency Post Tiberias 10’ ovpt in Violet, sent from Tiberias 
Shweitzer Hospital at the beginning of May 1948 to Hadassah Hospital Jerusalem (at that time on Mount Scopus under 
siege); cv w/tear at bottom right, vert centerfold, fine, photo. in NRNS p. 242” 

 
What we see is a cover addressed to Dr. Yehuda 
Matot at “University Hospital ‘Hadassah’”, 
Jerusalem, P.O.Box 499; the return address is not 
shown but from the book ‘NRNS’ (Ibid) we learn it 
is from Dr. P. Efrati at Poriyah Hospital in Tiberias 
(the description says “Schweitzer Hospital”). The 
cover is franked with an “Emergency Mail” 10 mils 
counterstamped Mandate 3 mils stamp and tied by 
the interim postmark of Tiberias. Of note, it 
appears that the postmark ties the handwritten 
address – it was tied (logically) after the address 
was written; this is noteworthy further below. 
 
By way of background information, NRNS informs 
us that these “Emergency Mail” counterstamped 
stamps were conceived by the postmaster of 
Tiberias, Chaim Etz-Hadar,1036 at the end of April 
1948; the earliest known usage of the Tiberias 
counterstamp franks is from 2 May 1948 – and all 
known postal items are of the interim period.1037 

 
NRNS concedes that “the addresses of the Tiberias ‘Emergency Mail’ letters are mostly of philatelic nature, many 
addressed to postmaster Etz Hadar himself, the may, and to their friends” although entertains that those covers not 
addressed to known philatelic addresses – like this cover – are likely genuine mail items; it opines that the motive for 
the creation of these stamps was likely for patriotic reasons. 
 
Indeed the addressee, Prof. Dr. Yehuda Matot (1913-1986) a pioneer of childrens’ healthcare in Palestine and Israel had 
worked at Hadassah and was on the ill-fated medical convoy which was attacked on 13 April 1948; he was severely 
wounded in his back and literally crawled his way to safety; he subsequently headed the childrens’ department at the 
Sharon Hospital in Petach Tikva and then at Beilinson Hospital in the city, establishing the pediatric department 
there.1038 Circumstantially at least, if Dr. Matot was severely injured on 13 April, he likely was not back at work at Mount 
Scopus around the time this cover was supposedly sent (2-14 May). 
 
Tellingly, the address also does not reference “Mount Scopus” but rather the Hospital’s post office box in the city – so 
immediately this is not a postal history related to Mount Scopus; by the time the cover was supposedly prepared Dr. 
Matot’s department may have already been evacuated from the enclave. Furthermore the address refers to the facility 

                                                           
1035 TAS 47 Lot 249 & NRNS (Ibid) p.242 
1036 Full name seen on TAS 41 Lot 432 
1037 NRNS (Ibid), p.240-243 
1038 See results: https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=1&results=1&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-
%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9e%d7%98%d7%95%d7%aa%22-------------1 & “Puzzle” newspaper of Schneider Childrens’ 
Hospital, issue 24, May 2009, p.11: https://www.schneider.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Puzzle_24.pdf & “The Hadassah Convoy Massacre” 
at: https://www.news1.co.il/Archive/002-D-90967-00.html  

https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=1&results=1&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9e%d7%98%d7%95%d7%aa%22-------------1
https://www.nli.org.il/en/newspapers/?a=q&r=1&results=1&e=-------en-20--21-byDA-img-txIN%7ctxTI-%22%d7%99%d7%94%d7%95%d7%93%d7%94+%d7%9e%d7%98%d7%95%d7%aa%22-------------1
https://www.schneider.org.il/_Uploads/dbsAttachedFiles/Puzzle_24.pdf
https://www.news1.co.il/Archive/002-D-90967-00.html
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as the “University Hospital” – a moniker usually associated with the Hospital’s branch at Ein Karem in Jerusalem, but 
that facility only opened in 1961.1039 
 
Nevertheless we actually have a “magic bullet” with which to end our examination of this item: NRNS volunteered the 
piece of information that the return address was ‘Poriya Hospital’ in Tiberias; that facility only opened in 1955 and is not 
the same as the ‘Schweitzer Hospital’.1040 Tellingly the reverse side of the cover was not shown neither in the auction 
display nor in the book – but such a “mistake” in the name is not the result of confusion, it’s an inadvertent admission. 
Therefore, if the postmark ties the handwritten address, it may have been added years after the interim period – a 
misused (or fake) postmark. 
 

By the same token we can also cast doubt (if not 
debunk altogether) the association of this cover 
with the enclave; it was described as: “Hadassah 
Hospital Mt. Scopus - after the 13.4.48 disaster (78 
people were murdered in the Arab attack on the 
convoy) very few convoys were arranged. In the 
beginning of May the medical staff of the hospital 
was very limited. Offered is a commercial cover to 
Affula ex ‘Hadassah Hospital Internal Medicine 
Dept.’, Jerusalem, frank Palest. 10m (#97) tied by 
Jerus M. Ha’am pmk used 9 May (FD of pmk) to 14 
May (stp demonetized)”.1041 The emphasis is 
original. Critically, the return address does not 
specify “Mount Scopus” and the automatic 
assumption that the referenced department would 
necessarily be there is without foundation, as we 
learned above. The cover could date from anytime 
between 9-14 May; as lacking the dater it may be 
from 9 May, as observed on some other letters. 
This is part of a larger correspondence where none 
of the interim period covers in it specify “Mount 
Scopus” in the return address. 

 
Below at right (lot 204) we have an army processed cover allegedly originating at Mount Scopus; it was presented as an 
additional piece of correspondence continuing from a Red Cross handstamped cover displayed one lot earlier (#203):1042 
 

 
                                                           
1039 “Hadassah Medical Center” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96_%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%90%D7%99_%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A1%D7%94#%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A1%D7%94_%D
7%A2%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%9B%D7%A8%D7%9D  
1040 “Poriyah Hospital” in Hebrew: 
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96_%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%90%D7%99_%D7%A6%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%9F_%E2%80%93_%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A
8%D7%99%D7%94  
1041 TAS 52 Lot 186, ex Eitan Amiri (who supplied reverse side image + other letters in the correspondence). Referenced “fire damage” in the 
description does not relate to Jerusalem: I have seen many letters addressed to Affula, including one from this sender displayed in our chronology 
for 26 April – all bear the same water / fire damage. Apparently something related to Affula’s post office (or the collector’s home), not Jerusalem. 
1042 TAS 18 Lots 203 and 204 

https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96_%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%90%D7%99_%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A1%D7%94#%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A1%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%9B%D7%A8%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96_%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%90%D7%99_%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A1%D7%94#%D7%94%D7%93%D7%A1%D7%94_%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%9F_%D7%9B%D7%A8%D7%9D
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96_%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%90%D7%99_%D7%A6%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%9F_%E2%80%93_%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%94
https://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96_%D7%A8%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%90%D7%99_%D7%A6%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%9F_%E2%80%93_%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%94
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The initial Red Cross handstamped cover (lot 203) 
I dismissed earlier as a fake on account of the 
fact, among other things (the bewildering lack of 
postage), that the Red Cross did not service the 
Mount Scopus enclave. The description for that 
cover said it was sent by “the Matron of the 
Nurses’ School… before the evacuation of the 
School to the Jewish part of the city” – a 
remarkable concession by the seller in light of the 
fact that this aspect of the enclave’s history is 
ignored by our postal history historiography.  

 
The cover we now will examine (lot 204) supposedly dates to the period “after the evacuation”: the auction description 
informs us that the cover, albeit part of the same civilian correspondence with the return address “Simonsohn – 
Jerusalem, Hadassah B”, was “posted by a soldier” at army postal unit (KABA) 217 and so then also endorsed ‘On Active 
Service’; nevertheless the cover was franked, however the 23 July 1948 dated APO 3 transit postmark correctly didn’t tie 
it and merely “touched the corner” of the stamp. Naturally, the cover was “FLOWN by an Army Plane to Tel Aviv”… 
 

 
 
Circumstantially this cover makes no sense: albeit we demonstrated much earlier that land access with Jerusalem 
existed virtually throughout the period commonly called “the siege” (20 April – 20 June), even if we rely on tenets of the 
prevailing narrative this article has set out to debunk, by the time this cover was supposedly posted, on 23 July, there 
was no reason for someone relocated into Jerusalem from Mount Scopus to have had to rely on an external method for 
transportation and mail service in lieu of the civilian postal service, which renewed contact with the rest of the country 
on a permament basis already on 18 June. In other words, what was the purpose of having this cover sent by a soldier 
through the Army Postal Service? 
  
At first glance, we do see that the “OAS” endorsement at the top is in different handwriting to that of the address – but 
the ink is the same, and so likely also the writing utensil. This would suggest both parts were written at the same time: if 
so, why add the unnecessary postage? This draws our attention to the minute detail of the APO 3 postmark strike: it 
actually looks as if the stamp (with a blackened tip) was affixed on top of the postmark, on account of its incongruent 
inking – the stamp’s blackened tip does not mesh with the inked strike of the postmark’s outer edge. In other words, 
like many of the covers we observed earlier, it looks as if the stamp was falsely added after the postmark was struck to 
the cover. And if we are gazing at the postmark, why is it not APO 5 as the dispatch from Jerusalem? 
 
The postal unit number used also makes no sense: as we learn from the 9 May listing of the postal unit assignments, 217 
was assigned to the Palmach’s headquarters – in Tel Aviv; what connection does that KABA number have with a letter 
purporting to originate from Jerusalem? And then there are the mundane postal-procedural oversights: the KABA 
handstamp was supposed to be signature-endorsed by the sender’s unit’s postal sergeant; the sender’s full name, 
personnel number and unit were supposed to be written on the back as the return-address. This was not done here. In 
other words, as with its stablemate, lot 203, this cover too is a fake mock-up with self-contracticting elements. 
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In this chapter we examined what turned out to be another instance in our knowledge base of an accespted notion 
lacking any factual basis, that there was a special arrangement for the transport of mail by way of the Red Cross – and as 
postage-free mail, no less. Upon further examination we learned that the Red Cross never existed at the Mount Scopus 
enclave, rather that a United Nations’ brokered demilitarization agreement facilitated fortnight transportation to and 
from the enclave. That determination helped debunk the bulk of Mount Scopus “postal history” bearing the handstamp 
of the Red Cross as being fake.  
 
More critically though we also learned a) that by mid-May the Hospital (and university) had been almost fully evacuated 
from the enclave and relocated within Jerusalem, and b) that Israelis based at the enclave refused to accept mail from 
about mid-July at least up to November, owing to Jordan’s insistence on censoring the mail. As such, during that period 
in particular, there is no “portal history” neither as historiography nor as postal items to or from the enclave. 
 
We also encountered the repeating phenomenon of spurrious postal markings and unexplained lack of postage, such as 
on the army-related “flown” cover. Based on our acquired knowledge of postal handling within and between the civilian 
and army postal services (the internal as well as soldiers’ mail) as well as our relevation that the addressee was weeks 
dead prior to the dispatch, we determined that this postal item too was fake. 
 
As such, in closing, we did not yet see any instance of genuine postal history pertaining to Mount Scopus in the period 
commonly called “the siege” on Jerusalem, April-June 1948. 
 
 
Postscript: I should add for the sake of completion, albeit not strictly relevant to this chapter, that the Red Cross did 
factally facilitate mail service – but as emergency mail services to countries abroad, from certain areas of the country: 

 
this press report from 29 April 1948 states “As of Thursday 
(today) the ‘Red Cross’ will open an emergency-time mail service 
with the outside world. The service will operate in the districts of 
Nablus, Nazareth, Haifa and also Tel Aviv. On Thursday (today) 
representatives of the ‘International Red Cross’ are traveling to 
the above mentioned cities. They will travel in their gray cars 
marked with a red cross. Combatants in the country are asked by 
way of the radio to permit free passage for these vehicles.”  
 
 
I have not actually a postal item conforming with this report but 
nevertheless, in principle the Red Cross was involved in mail 
service – but as an emergency service abroad, likely under special 
circumstances. 
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XIII. Spurious Markings or Spurious Interpretations of Markings on Mail, Alleging Air Transport 
This chapter and the next deal with postal items which don’t belong to any of the specialized chapters which evaluated 
mail of specific types; both these chapters address postal items with certain markings, but this chapter deals with 
surreptitious postal items whereas the next focuses on items whose circumstances have been misinterpreted – not 
necessarily for nefarious reasons. 
 
 

A. Mail With Spurious Markings 
The following item is supposedly a type of “priviliged civilian mail” cover based on how it looks and how the 
accompanying expertization is phrased:1043 the Muenz certificate describes it as being a franked cover (to a female 
civilian in Tel Aviv) flown by the army by way of the Army Postal Service; as it bears the endorsement “(Maria)” – albeit 
in English – at the top left, Muenz opines that this is a “clearance password” or “code name of the unit or of the officer 
in charge” to enable air transit of the cover. The cover is tied by a KABA 217 triangular handstamp and the stamp itself is 
postmarked 30 May 1948. 
 

  
 
The back of the cover is blank, which is an automatic red-flag for army processed mail – it lacks the required sender’s 
name, service number and unit. The determination that the cover has something to do with Jerusalem apparently 
derives from the evaluator’s understanding of where KABA 217 was located: Harris’ book assigns it to “the Bulgarians” 
which he relates to the ‘Yiftach’ brigade of the Palmach – it’s a salad of information, from which the evaluator believed 
the cover had something to do with Jerusalem, even though the Yiftach brigade was located in northern Israel at this 
time. Rather, as per the 9 May document we saw in our initial review of the Army Postal Service, KABA 217 was assigned 
to the Palmach headquarters – in Tel Aviv. In the absence of anything tying this cover to Jerusalem, such as an enclosed 
letter (there was none – I inspected this item), there is no way to associating the cover with Jerusalem. We also see no 
postal markings of the APS – no APO postmark (i.e. #5) or a BASE postmark, only the sudden strike of the civilian post 
office tying the stamp. 
 
On a different vein, we might think that this would be the earliest known dated instance of a KABA handstamp on mail; 
earlier in our research we saw a 3 June postmarked cover and I called that the earliest observed instance of a KABA 

                                                           
1043 Ben-Ami Endres auction 238 Lot #229 (137409) 
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handstamp in use. Here, this should be a “discovery piece” – except that by way of missing many requisite elements of 
army-handled mail, this cannot be considered a genuine postal item; even the KABA handstamp is not signature-
endorsed by a unit postal sergeant. The idea that a nonsensical notation in English like “(Maria)” would have any special 
meaning is a flight of fancy: earlier we reviewed the notion of aliases and codenames – all were in Hebrew; further we 
also redressed the interpretation of “approval handstamps” on [the backs of] mail, demonstrating that these were not 
endorsements for air mail transmission, and we definitively buried the concept of “Yehuda”-endorsed “Hizkiyahu” 
covers; this cover seems to follow in the tradition of a “Hizkiyahu” cover, just without a handstamp. By all appearances 
nonsensical and it’s fake. 
 
The following item was featured in the “Holy Land Postal History” bulletin, and presented thus:1044 a civilian cover from 
Bnei Braq addressed to “a soldier serving in a military unit”, the ‘Moriah’ battalion. “The sender probably knew of the 
possibility of sending letters to soldiers in besieged Jerusalem by air and therefore addressed the letter… ‘Tel Aviv 
airfield for Zvi Sinai, Moriah Battalion, Jerusalem’”. The cover is backstamped 22 June 1948 APO 5 in Jerusalem and 
then faintly struck on the front with a 26 June dated ‘Communications Office Jerusalem’ MK-JM datestamp with the 
word “Operations” handwritten over it. 
 

 
 
This cover too, is a salad of information, where nothing meshes together, and the critical element is the missing stamp 
so the original postmark date can remain conveniently unknown: in secondary towns like Bnei Braq, the Mandate 
postmark was retained by the Israeli postal administration until replaced by the Israeli trilingual – in most locales, on 1 
July. If we believe that the cover was even postmarked during the Israeli period (as opposed to the Mandate era, until 2 
May when the interim postal service entered force), this cover could date from 16 May to 30 June, but we have no way 
of knowing this. The greater the delay between the original dispatch and the subsequent transit or receipt the less 
likely, exponentially, that the cover could have been – even if we fantasize – flown. 
 
Aside from the fact that we have exhaustingly determined that mail in this period was not flown to Jerusalem, there is 
no reason why any letter-writer should have known or predetermined to endorse his letter as “air mail”, let alone 
pedantically specifying that it be sent to “Tel Aviv airport for such-and-such a person” – a sender would not 
predetermine or even know a priori a mail route; that would be the responsibility for whichever postal administration, 
civilian or army, would actually handle the letter. It’s also a suspicious circumstance that the postal stationary used here 
is an “Air Mail” envelope. As we learned in our review of the Baruch Ammon correspondence, Zvi Sinai was the deputy 

                                                           
1044 Itamar Karpovsky “A Letter from Bnei Braq to Jerusalem During the Siege”, HLPH bulletin #16, Autumn 1983, p.825-826; 
http://israelphilately.org.il/images/618352.pdf  

http://israelphilately.org.il/images/618352.pdf
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commander of the ‘Moriah’ battalion and by this time its acting commander during the period of the unit’s mutiny and 
temporary transfer to the Palmach at Sarafand. 
 
The army postal service APO 5 transit-arrival postmark appears correct, though we might have expected to also see a 
BASE ALEF transit-dispatch, indicating the cover’s entry into the army’s mail stream from Tel Aviv. The big problem with 
the cover’s markings is the completely unnecessary MK-JM datestamp on the front: we learned earlier that the Signals 
Corps did not handle mail originating from civilians, and if this cover was already being handled by the APS, the APS 
would ensure its delivery to the soldier, not the Signals Corps. 
 
The next cover, incidentally from the same collector as the one above, features similar characteristics:1045 the cover is 
presented as a stampless “military letter” lacking a return-address; it is addressed to a female at a Kibbutz (via Affula 
post office); it bears an oval “Head Quarters Air Force” datestamp dated 12 June 1948, on the front and on the back plus 
a 14 June 1948 APO 3 postmark on the front. There is an additional circular unit cachet on the back – the ostensible 
reason for this article having been published – and a handwritten notation on the top back, “MAROM”.  
 
According to the backstory, the collector contacted the addressee who identified the sender’s handwriting and put the 
collector in touch with her; the sender stated that “as a member of the Haganah [she had] volunteered to serve in the 
Air Force where she was trained as an aircraft spotter. Serving in various parts of the land she also served in Jerusalem 
twice during the siege” one time in May to “train other sportters of the ‘Marom’ field, and the second on the opening of 
the Burma Road when she again trained spotters in the Bait Vagan suburb”. In this way she explained the meaning of 
the mark [on the back]… since the unit was a very small one, it is not surprising that this is the only example known to 
date. The letter, hence, was flown from the emergency air strip ‘Marom’ to the Air Force HQ in Tel Aviv, and from there it 
went on to Hamadia, probably by the Army Post”. 
 
The writer unfortunately takes the opportunity to associate the postal markings on this cover to one we observed 
earlier in our examinations of Signals Corps associated civilian mail in Chapter X (illustrated below from the original 
article), and make an association that both are legitimate – we, by contrast, determined there that the markings were 
spurious and the cover fake. 
 

 
                                                           
1045 Itamar Karpovsky “An Unrecorded Air Force Cachet on a Flown Cover From Jerusalem”, HLPH bulletin #40, Autumn 1989, p.1152-1154; 
https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/ycrn/#p=1  

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/ycrn/#p=1
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Here again, we begin with a supposed military cover which does not adhere to postal regulation: it lacks the sender’s 
name, service number and unit; it lacks a KABA army postal unit handstamp and a signature-endorsement of the unit’s 
postal-sergeant. Except for the supposed backstory, which the reader is obliged to believe, the cover bears no evidence 
that it originated in Jerusalem except for the tiny handwritten notation on the back “MAROM”. 
 
In our expose of Yehuda Levanon’s fake biography and postal history we became apprised of an ingained mistake in our 
postal history’s awareness of the Rehavia air strip’s name – it was “MARAM” and not “MAROM”; the only source where 
we see that misnomer used is with Yehuda Levanon himself. As such, the mere use of that acronym here is an indication 
that it is a fake notation (even if the rest of the cover is authentic), and in any case it simply make no sense being on this 
cover – what would it ideally have meant to someone processing this letter? 
 
Nevertheless, as noted earlier in Chapter X when we first came across the “Headquarters Air Force” oval handstamp on 
the lower cover displayed here, that handstamp is not related to Jerusalem: the air force unit in Jerusalem was known 
as “Air Force Unit Jerusalem” or “Brigade Air Service Jerusalem”; this oval handstamp, if genuine (and possibly not as it 
appears on a number of fake covers), pertains specifically to the national air force’s headquarters in Tel Aviv. 
 
Another problematic aspect of this cover is its handling and routing: as of 7 June, APO 5 in Jerusalem began working. 
This letter evidently “dates” to 12/14 June – why is there no dispatch postmark from APO 5? By the same token, why 
should mail not addressed to the air force’s high command be routed specifically there as if a transit point, and then 
onto APO 3 in Tel Aviv? Recall, APO 3 was a “branch” army post office – the actual transit of mail between one postal 
service and another only took place at the BASE army post office, which for a Jerusalem originating letter would be BASE 
ALEF. If this was a genuine postal item from Jerusalem, we would see an APO 5 dispatch, perhaps a BASE ALEF transit 
and the delivery via Affula post office by way of the civilian post office. Under all these circumstances, the backstory of 
the plane spotter – even if true – does not elucidate anything relating to this item. 
 
 

B. Mail With Spurious Frankings 
There is another type of postal item which begs for our attention: its characteristic is not unique to Jerusalem nor 
specifically to mail alleged to have been flown, but it does arise frequently in the framework of sensational postal 
history items, including those related to Jerusalem. The concept is dangerous for purists of postal history research 
because its notion is in complete contradiction to the standard practice of postal administrations, defying postal 
regulations, in order to “kasher” fake postal history: here we are referring to mail bearing labels which were not valid 
for postage, but which our postal history literature would have us believe, were temporarily accepted, for “patriotic” or 
other reasons, by the postal services – Mandate, interim and even Israeli. Now we will redress this issue and disabuse 
the philatelic community of this nefarious notion. 
 
To introduce the reader to the sources of this problem, I will spare us much historiological research into pseudo-
academae and rely simply on the most recent and commonly referred to resources in our postal history literature; here 
this is primarily Zvi Aloni’s compilation of existing published “information” on the interim period plus some unfiltered 
references to source documents. 
 
In our postal history stream of the period March-May 1948 we will encounter odd postal items bearing for instance a 
Jewish National Fund label in lieu of a Mandate postage stamp – during the Mandate postal administration, or a ‘Kofer 
HaYishuv’ voluntary tax label in lieu of any authorized postage stamp through any of the above three mentioned postal 
administrations: these uses are illegitimate and the postal items bearing them are fake – one postal administration (eg. 
the Mandate) does not and cannot accept the use of a postage stamp or label not authorized by that governing 
administration; its income is derived from the very postage and revenue stamps that it issues – it earns no money (and 
its sovereignty is undermined) if it accepts the use of someone else’s stamps and franks. This is a cornerstone concept of 
postal administrations which our Israel philatelic community appears to have ignored in favor of accepting the 
legitimacy of otherwise illegitimate postal history items. We touched on this subject earlier in our survey of the 
interaction between the Army Postal Service and the postage stamps of the civilian Israeli postal service. 
 
Aloni’s book helps us distill this problem on two fronts:1046 a) the supposed acceptance of non-Mandate labels during 
the Mandate postal administration (up to 1 May 1948 at all but the Head Post Offices, and up to 5 May at the HPOs), 

                                                           
1046 Aloni “Minhelet Haam” (Ibid), p.43 & 496-498 
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and b) the supposed acceptance of ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ tax labels across all 3 of the postal administrations during the 
mentioned period. 
 

  
 
In his chapter on stamps in use during the interim period, specifically on the subject of the ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ labels, Aloni 
summarizes two commonly accepted positions in our philatelic community: 1) even during the Mandate period, from 
March 1948, ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ labels were used instead of postage stamps and “although this was against regulations, 
for patriotic reasons, various post offices nevertheless accepted them...”; and 2) these labels were “legal postage stamps 
only during the Minhelet Haam [interim] period from 2 to 14 May 1948, though accepted [at various post offices, as 
Aloni notes] until May 22, as were the JNF overprinted labels.” (The second point relies on a government directive 
enabling the extended use of interim postage stamps during the Israeli postal administration era, up to 22 May 1948.) 
 
The source for that second tenet (point 4 in the snippet) appears to be the 1st Postal Circular of 24 April 1948, a snippet 
of which is illustrated on the right, issued by the Vaad Leumi’s Department for Posts, Telegraphs and Telephones, in 
which it states in point 11 that “Stamps of the Jewish National Fund or Kofer HaYishuv, and temporary postmarks of 
Minhelet Haam will be supplied to post offices and these are to be placed into use – at all but the Head Post Offices from 
1.5.48 until 15.5.48, and at the HPOs from 6.5.48 until 15.5.48.” 
 
At first glance the Circular appears to be clear and direct in its directives, nevertheless as I pointed out in the 
examination of the non-existence of true registered mail during the interim and early Israeli periods, in 
JerusalemStamps Bulletin 2, there were perpetually conflicting directives and procedures issued by the department of 
posts across this entire period, from when it’s future operation was still being planned and into the ‘interim’ period in 
which it operated; its operations and resulting directives and procedures – in a similar manner to the winding-down of 
the Mandate postal service – were all influenced by hourly developments in the military, transport, economic and 
diplomatic arenas, which either limited possibilities or enabled them. These changes and adjustments reflected ongoing 
conflicts between plans and reality, and we see ample instances of this in the various conflicting and ever-updated press 
reports and notices in this period as documented in the “Handbook of Holy Land Postal History and Philately.”1047 We 
will recall for instance that the Jerusalem interim mail service believed it would be receiving aerial support to transport 
its mail, although it didn’t; Bulletin 2 cited above examined the matter of the planned interim “registered mail” service 
which ended up being ‘ostensible’ registered mail, without being fully tracked or transiting all the requisite offices along 
its handling route, due to unexpected staff and resource limitations. 
 
Some of the conflicts are also simple oversights and errors arising from sheer time pressure to carry out policies: for 
instance, the Circular cites 15 May as the termination date for the use of interim period stamps and postmarks though 
in fact – and this is borne out by other source documents – the cut-off date was actually 14 May. As such, for 
researchers it is unfortunately not sufficient to have access to a certain policy document forecasting a future course 
of action; that course of action has to be subsequently observed being carried out under the circumstance of the time 
when it was executed – because very often its actual implementation different from its planned execution. 
 
As regards the first set of points we observed, relating to the use of ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ stamps, we need to understand 
what these actually were and what they could be used for. The ‘Yishuv’-wide fundraising initiative, ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ 
(Community Levy), dates back to 1938 during the time of the Great Arab Revolt, when the ‘Yishuv’ needed a means for 
quickly raising money to fund self-defense; the Levy was a voluntary tax applied to various types of purchases and 
activities by the public. Here in 1948, from 1 April until the enterprise was disbanded in June, in an extraordinary breach 
of Mandate sovereignty, the Yishuv-leadership mandated that the ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ would replace wholesale the use of 
Mandate government issue revenue stamps within the ‘Yishuv’, as published in the press on 29 March:  
 

                                                           
1047 Accessible here: https://jerusalemstamps.com/Handbook_Holyland_Postal_History.pdf  

https://jerusalemstamps.com/Handbook_Holyland_Postal_History.pdf
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“Stamps of the ‘Kofer HaYishuv’, from 1 April within the Jewish Yishuv, will 
replace the governmental [i.e. Mandate] revenue stamps on legal deeds, 
contracts, receipts, official certificates and more… Every letter or parcel which 
is sent by way of a transport company will bear, starting from 1 April, a 
stamp of ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ – 10 mils for every letter and 20 mils for every 
parcel, if the transport fee is up to 1 Pound. Above that rate the tax will be 
based on the transport fee of the parcel. This tax rate replaces the previous 
one. Parcels and letters which are not affixed with a ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ stamp – 
will not be delivered.” (Oddly we don’t actually see taxi mail with this charge.) 
The supplemental tax was no longer voluntary, and very precise rates were 
published for the levies to be charged for various activities and types of 
documents. Of note though, nowhere was it published that these stamps 
would serve as postage stamps, and it’s likely that the 25 April Circular 
mentioning those stamps had intended to state that these would serve as 
interim revenue stamps, not as duplicate alternate postage stamps. 
 
Over the coming weeks the Hebrew press was replete with notices and press 
reports about the developing use of ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ stamps. A notice from 5 
April informs the public that these stamps were to be used on bills as well as 
receipts, and a notice from 26 April informs that from the 27th, a 20 mils 
‘Kofer HaYishuv’ tax will be charged on all cinema tickets in Tel Aviv. 
 

In the philatelic community we are 
familiar with the concept of “taxi 
mail” – at left are examples of 
advertisements placed in this period 
by taxi and transport companies for 
the carriage of letters and parcels, 
which from 1 April would then be 
charged the ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ tax as 
per the published rates. The 
unlicenced carriage of mail by 
transport companies violated the 
monopoly held by the [Mandate] 

postal service, though under the circumstances of its winding-down in this period, the matter was apparently moot. 
 

What we see then is that at least as far as the ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ stamps were concerned, these were mandated for use 
on mail carried by private transportation companies but not on mail carried by the post office; and although the 
philatelic literature fails to provide documentary proof that these stamps (or any other types) could have been used 
on mail even since March, how might we be able to disprove that notion on our own using documentary proof? 

 
At left is the official announcement of 3 May 1948 
regarding the enaction of the postal services of 
Minhelet Haam, listing the 4 types of postal service 
that it will offer and the period of the postal service’s 
operation; the statement at the bottom of the 
announcement reads, “During the period between 2 
May and 16 May, stamps overprinted with the 
counterstamp of Minhelet Haam will be used at 
temporary stamps” – from this we understand that 
only these stamps were to be used for postage.1048 
We can extrapolate from this that there was no prior 
approval for the use of any “unofficial” stamps by 
the Mandate postal service either, as it does not 
address the use or restriction of such stamps. 

 

                                                           
1048 Page 5 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2538011 (001p4l7) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2538011
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A contemporary press report 
from 11 May also refines the 
point, albeit in regard to 
Jerusalem, but still specifically 
noting that the overprinted JNF 
labels would service as postage 
whereas revenue stamps (and 
the activity of levying revenues) 
would be done by way of 
“special stamps issued by the 
National Treasury” (‘Oztar 
Haam’). 
 
 

Our findings above confirm that no other stamp other than a standard overprinted interim stamp could service as 
postage; how can we then rule out the possibility that some other type of stamp was nevertheless tolerated and 
accepted either during the interim period or up to 22 May, when the interim stamps themselves could no longer be 
accepted as valid postage? 
 
Below at left is a newspaper announcement from 14 May informing the public that “We hereby announce that stamps 
of the Jewish National Fund with the additional overprint ‘DOAR’ which presently serve as postage stamps, will be taken 
out of service at the end of work on Friday 14 May 1948. After 14 May 1948 it is forbidden to use [overprinted] stamps of 
the Jewish National Fund as postage stamps. Starting on Sunday 16 May 1948 ‘Doar Ivri’ stamps will be sold at all post 
offices and [postal] agencies.”  
 
Nevertheless we do know from empirical evidence that genuine mail items bearing the interim postage stamps were 
still being accepted for mail at the post offices until 22 May; how do we reconcile this in light of the newspaper 
announcement? Below at right is Circular #2 of the “Transportation Department – Posts, Telephone and Telegram” 
(there were a number of organizational changes with the postal service in this period which we have not yet properly 
researched and recorded), dated 9 May 1948 – during the interim period – and it reads in part:1049 
 

1) Stamps of the Jewish National Fund overprinted ‘DOAR’ [Mail] which now serve as postage stamps will be 
removed from service at the end of work on Friday 14.5.1948. 

2) Starting from 16 May this year, it is forbidden to use stamps of the Jewish National Fund as postage stamps. 
3) At the end of work on Friday 14.5.1948 you are to close the accounts of the Jewish National Fund stamps 

according to the regular procedure. The remaining stamps are to be returned by registered mail to the chief 
accountant of the postal service, Minhelet Haam, Tel Aviv, together with form PT 602. 

8) It is forbidden to exchange Jewish National Fund stamps held by the public for money or with ‘Doar Ivri’ stamps. 
9) Letters bearing stamps of the Jewish National Fund which are found in letter boxes between the 15th and 22nd of 

May this year will be delivered without being marked “Tax” [for postage dues] if they have been fully prepaid 
according to the postage rate. After the 22nd of May this year letters like these will be charged [postage dues] at 
the double the rate according to the present procedure. 

 

                                                           
1049 Page 10 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2461993 (001nzp3) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2461993
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In the absence of any other published document seen by this writer, we learn that outwardly to the public a) only 
interim stamps could serve as postage stamps, and b) these stamps were only valid for use until 14 May 1948 inclusive. 
The special arrangement to continue accepting mail bearing these stamps was formally limited only to such franked mail 
found in letter boxes, up to 22 May – this was not made known to the public. We see further that there was no 
reference whatsoever, neither to ‘Kofer HaYishuv’ stamps nor to any other labels which might have been informally 
accepted as postage stamps during this period: the omission of any reference is implicit evidence that no other stamps 
other than the interim overprinted JNF stamps could have been accepted as postage. 

 
As regards the subsequent history of the 
‘Kofer HaYishuv’ stamps we learn by way of 
press notices that already on 10 May, 
during the interim period, an order was 
issued by the Treasury department to the 
effect that all stamp duties in effect would 
remain applicable and at the same rates. 
“The only difference is in the revenie 
stamps themselves. In place of the 
Mandatory Government, special Jewish 
State revenue stamps have been printed.” 
The interim Treasury was called “Oztar 
Haam” (Peoples’ Treasury) and its stamps 
replaced those of the ‘Kofer HaYishuv’.  
 
Still – at no stage do we see any 
documentary evidence or even a statement 
in the press to the effect that ‘Kofer 

HaYishuv’ nor any other type of label could be used in lieu of postage stamps for mail handled by the postal service. 
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As to the often-repeated excuse in our philatelic literature (and auction catalogues) that invalid, illegitimate stamps 
were accepted as postage “for patriotic reasons”, I propose we consider an actual documented case of patriotism-in-
the-posts: by way of a display at the ‘Lechi’ Museum in Tel Aviv (named for ‘Yair’ / Avraham Stern, in the Florentine 
neighborhood), we learn that this Zionist underground effected an operation between 3 November 1947 and 14 March 
1948 whereby the movement would change the foreign names of certain streets in Tel Aviv and Jerusalem to Hebrew 
names; postal employees were requested to alter addresses on mail, by hand, to the new names. For example Allenby 
street would be renamed “HaCherut” [The Freedom], Kikar London [London Circle] would be renamed “Kikar 
HaMaapilim” [Square of the (illegal) immigrants)], and King George street would be renamed King David street. This is a 
highly obscure detail in Israel’s postal history, and how many covers of this kind has anyone seen? None to date.  
 
In other words, our philatelic literature would have us believe that overtly illegitimate stamps were accepted by postal 
clerks “against regulations” but for “patriotic reasons” as postage for over two months, under the watchful eye of the 
Mandate postal authorities – risking those clerks to fines or dismissal, but the mere re-addressing of cover, in Hebrew, 
to an alternate name of a street – a much subtler form of subversion but actually documented by its devisor, is 
something none of us have seen to date, and why? Because naturally the postal clerks would be averse to risk especially 
excessive and unnecessary risk. The excuse that illegitimate stamps were accepted for postage – ostensibly for 
“patriotic reasons” – is a notion lacking common sense and without any factual basis. 
 
Below we have a cover on “Air Mail” stationary addressed to a person at the Histadrut Steering Committee in Tel Aviv, 
return addressed (without a name) to #10 Radak Street in Jerusalem; the cover is franked 10 mils for the domestic letter 
rate – using 2x Kofer HaYishuv labels, and these have been tied by a strike of the interim postmark in Tel Aviv.1050 The 
address on the front was apparently amended in pencil to a post office box. 
 

 
 
The original auction description calls this a “courier cover from Jerusalem - early May so Flown” and notes that “Koffer 
HaYishuv labels were valid for postage during the Minhelet Ha’am period”. Before addressing anything else, we should 
note that the description mixes up concepts we’ve been reviewing in the course of this article: according to the 
prevailing theory we have been debunking, mail from Jerusalem was flown a) by the army, and b) if it had special 
authorizations – this cover bears none of these, so it need not be automatically thought of as “flown mail” even 
according to the tenets of the prevailing theory. Nevertheless the cataloguer’s methodology apparently was – as we 
have noted with the army’s dateless APO 3 postmark – if a Jerusalem-related mail item dates to the month of May it 
was necessarily “flown”; as usual with suspect covers of this type we note that it was prepared on “Air Mail” postal 
stationary, further instilling in an observer’s subconscious the idea that it was flown.  
 
Nevertheless, improperly franked mail in the interim period was taxed, and here this cover would be no exception: the 
Kofer HaYishuv labels were not valid postage and this cover, if it was real, would otherwise have been taxed. Barring the 
invalid postage this cover could otherwise have been couriered, as we learned in our chronology that there was 
intermittent land access with Jerusalem thoughout this period. 
 
In short, a postal item of this type was presented to the public as flown mail by way of mixing together various notions, 
none of which has a basis in fact. 
 

                                                           
1050 TAS 39 Lot 32 (also TAS 41 Lot 380 / JSPS p.170) 
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At left we have a similar example, a cover also on “air mail” postal 
stationary, addressed to Haifa from a sender in Jerusalem; franked 10 mils 
using 2x 5m Kofer HaYishuv labels – but this time sent during the Israeli 
postal administration period and tied by a strike of the Israeli trilingual 
postmark dated 17 June 1948, as per the sales description.1051  
 
Aside from the overt problem of the labels being invalid for postage, or 
their being used almost a month after the prevailing theory posits they 
were still valid as postage (22 May), the postmark used is that of TEL AVIV-
3, which was the registry department at the head post office – unlikely to 
have been used on an ordinary mail item like this. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The cover at left was presented as a registered letter from 
Givat Brenner, franked for the 25 mils postage rate using 
1x 5m Kofer HaYishuv label and 2x 10m denominated 
Jewish National Fund labels lacking the ‘DOAR’ overprint – 
these latter were supposedly authorized and sold by the 
post office in Rehovot (as noted in the description), as per 
an inquiry by Prof. Ehud Jungwirth,1052 but I a) believe this 
is without factual basis, and b) the dispatching post office 
in this instance is not Rehovot (how would any of the 
other post offices have known to accept unoverprinted 
JNF labels as valid postage? The vast majority of interim 
postage dues mail was taxed precisely because the stamps 
used were standard JNF labels and not ‘Doar’ overprinted 
interim stamps). Without inspecting the cover further, and 
without the reverse side shown, I believe the cover is 
entirely fake.1053 

 
Below we have an egregious case of a purported “registered letter” (note the blue crayon cross on the front and back) 
being franked 25 mils with a mixture of correct Mandate stamps – plus a 10m JNF label plus a 5m Kofer HaYishuv label; 
all are tied by the 20 April 1948 oval postmark of the Tel Aviv registry division (the last day of registered mail service in 
Mandate Palestine). Besides the usage of invalid stamps, what further exposes the cover as a mock-up is the absense of 
the necessary registry label, for registered mail service. Essentially this cover could only pass as a 10m prepaid letter. 
 

 

                                                           
1051 TAS 39 Lot 34 
1052 Aloni, “Minhelet Haam” (Ibid), p.36; no documention for that confirmation is shown and the mere idea sounds crazy – it opens the door for a 
flood of mail without properly overprinted JNF labels. In any case this “unique instance” is not mentioned in any of the archive postal documents I 
have seen. We should also recall the shenanigans of the Rehovot post office with its manuscript registry labelled mail debunked in Bulletin #2.  
1053 TAS 49 Lot 150 
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The subject of mail with the Etzion Bloc (“Gush Etzion”) of settlements was not slated to be covered by this article, 
partly because it does not relate directly to the subject of Jerusalem, but also because there seems to be more 
historiography confirming that mail with that isolated area south of Jerusalem was indeed serviced with some degree of 
air transport. Nevertheless, in the framework of our examination here, of invalid labels seemingly being “accepted” as 
postage – but not, because the postal items are fake – we actually have an unexpected opportunity at this juncture to 
examine some mail alleging not only to be from Gush Etzion and flown, but also bearing invalid stamps as postage. 
 
The following two covers are part of the same correspondence. The cover at left is addressed to a Bracha Zilberberg at 
the Kvutzat Maayan settlement near Zichron Yaakov; it is return-addressed to a Malka Berger at the settlement of 
Messuot Yitzhak in Gush Etzion, and references its post office box (2693) in Tel Aviv.1054 The description notes that the 
settlement was under siege since January 1948 and that the cover was flown to Tel Aviv “franked with a JNF Label, not 
Minhelet Haam, and accepted as postage in Tel Aviv, and tied by Mandate postmark 22 April 1948”. Emphasis original. 
 
For our purposes we need not delve into the details of the correspondents and their histories, for what we see here is 
sufficient to debunk the item. On the lower front in faint pencil it is written in Hebrew “By Airplane” and below is, under 
a line “To Tel Aviv” – a totally unnecessary, and suspect, endorsement of a type we have seen before in earlier chapters. 
Oddly, the sales description states that the stamp used is a JNF label and not Minhelet Haam – but this is irrelevant 
because the supposed date of posting is still from the Mandate era: not only would a Minhelet Haam stamp (not yet 
created) have been invalid and unaccepted by the [anti-Zionist] Mandate postal service, a JNF label would have been 
rejected just as swiftly. We have no way of knowing if the basic letter was authentic, with a fake postage stamp / 
postmark added, but what this cover may also be is a favor-stuck blank envelope onto which someone later added the 
addresses and notations. 
 

   
 

                                                           
1054 TAS 38 Lot 20 
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The lot description draws our attention to a sister cover of the 
same correspondence, illustrated above on the right. It bears 
the same address details as the first – almost a carbon-copy 
on the front side, though here it does bear a valid postage 
stamp for the supposed period of the cover’s dispatch, and it 
too is tied by a Tel Aviv postmark, this time interim.  
 
Where do we see a fatal problem with this cover then? If we 
look a little closer at the postmark, we it fully ties the stamp – 
but is missing from the surface of the cover at the left (eg. the 
outer ring of the postmark), and a portion of an otherwise 
clean, crisp strike is totally missing below the stamp; the strike 
is literally cut-off at a straight angle – that’s not a natural 
occurrence and raises questions as to how the stamp was 
affixed and tied by the postmark. My impression is that the 
stamp was falsely added on top of a pre-existing partial 
postmark strike… likely exposing that this is a fake cover. 
 
 
 

 
Another observed cover alleged to originate with Gush Etzion is the one below; naturally it is presented as having been 
“flown”, no less with a signed attestation from the pilot on the back – but as with our first observed cover in this series, 
it too was franked with a JNF label and tied by the Tel Aviv Mandate postmark (15 April 1948).1055 Was it so difficult to 
obtain a simple 10 mils stamp?? The overt, non-Mandate stamp, is not a mere oversight; the description doesn’t even 
try to rationalize its use, but we know its employement is a postal-legal impossibility, rendering this likely also a fake 
postal item. The pilot’s notation could be a forgery by someone else’s hand for all we would know; ordinary a 
testimonial proof such as this for an important collectible would be prepared as an accompanying notarized affidavit. 
 

 
 

                                                           
1055 TAS 47 Lot 237 
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The extraordinary aspect of mail alleging to come from 
Gush Etzion is that, similar to the ‘Menorah Club’ covers, 
the violation of postal procedure – the tying of the postal 
services’ postmark to invalid labels – is systematic and 
perpetual, as if it was some kind unyielding rule of its own. 
Some of the displayed items here are covered in NRNS’s 
chapter on Gush Etzion, and that chapter contains even 
more incorrectly franked mail, like the cover here on the 
left. Even the book’s authors concede, “It is not clear where 
the stamps on the letters were affixed; it is assumed [by 
whom?] that JNF labels, not valid for postage, were affixed 
in the ‘Gush’ and that letters bearing valid postage stamps 
were franked by the courier in Tel Aviv.”1056 The authors are 
aware that the franking is invalid, but rather than question 
the authenticity of the mail items, they procede to overlook 
the severity of the violation and continue trying to 
rationalize how these items are actually genuine. Implicit in 
their approach is the discredited notion that anyone in an 
isolated location was necessarily short of postage stamps – 
but had access to endless JNF labels! The sales description 
reaches for an even more contrived justification, writing 
“delivered in Tel Aviv by a Jewish postal employee, so 
untaxed”(!)1057 
 

 
The phenomenon of incorrectly franked Gush Etzion 
mail, according to NRNS’s presentation, appears 
limited to outbound mail: there is quite a lot of it, at 
least 7 items, of which 5 are incorrectly franked, one 
bears the suspect interim stamp, and one is taxed for 
being unfranked. There is also a stampless cover for 
whom the circumstance of it being handled without 
postage is a mystery; again, many locales in the 
country were isolated and besieged in the period of 
January-June 1948, and Gush Etzion was not unique in 
this regard.  
 
The taxed cover, shown at left, may be the only 
potentially genuine cover from Gush Etzion, exhibiting 
as it does proper postal procedure: addressed to Tel 
Aviv but sent unfranked, it was taxed in Tel Aviv for 
twice the deficiency. What we see here is what should 
have been done by the post office to all of the other 
improperly franked covers: bearing invalid postage 
they were essentially sent without prepaid postage. 

 
Let this cover also be a lesson to those who uphold the theory, pertaining to specially arranged flown mail with 
settlements near Jerusalem and debunked in Chapter X, that all of these isolated and besieged settlements were 
treated equally by the postal service: equally serviced and equally penalized; the postal service did not possess a magical 
wish-list of priviliged locales for which mail was either postage-free or sent uniquely by airplanes.1058 
 
As we’ve noted a number of times now in the course of our research, fake / forged / spurious postal history appears to 
have been produced in mass-batches of near-identical postal items, all sharing similar characteristics – particularly their 
repeated flaws. Below we see what might easily be the basis for one of the items we have reviewed above:1059 a cover 

                                                           
1056 NRNS (Ibid), p.198 / 189-208 
1057 TAS 45 Lot 110; see also TAS 40 Lot 4 for very similar cover 
1058 NRNS (Ibid), p.202 
1059 From ebay 
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affixed with a postage-invalid JNF label, tied by a 23 April 1948 strike of the Tel Aviv head post office postmark – all it’s 
missing is a return-address to associate it with Gush Etzion: 
 

 
 
We note that most of the fake postal items purporting to relate to Jerusalem bear the base JNF Eretz Israel ‘map’ 
stamps (with or without the imprinted denomination) – as these remind us of the interim period postage stamps used 
exclusively in Jerusalem. A glance at a cover like this would instill in our subconscience the belief that the cover 
originated from Jerusalem, even though it is not an actual interim postage stamp from the city. 
 
 
 
We close this chapter noting that mail with spurious markings includes both handwriten endorsements as well as 
spurious franking; the prevailing narrative – and commercial market – insists on rationalizing these oddities, sometimes 
even confessing an inability to muster a justification. The only justification, as we see throughout this chapter is that 
these items are fake. We also see in this chapter another in a long string of instances, of systematically incorrectly-made 
postal history – as if fakes in this field are made in identical batches: 

 Stampless civilian-addressed covers, particularly to newspapers, tied by the MK-JM “Communication Office 
Jerusalem” datestamp 

 Allegedly flown mail to Maaleh HaChamisha bearing the interim ‘rosette’ postmark as a transit mark 
 The civilian post office postmarked ‘Menorah Club’ covers, tying invalid JNF labels 
 Red Cross handstamped and stampless “Mount Scopus” covers 
 Outbound Gush Etzion mail almost exclusively “franked” with invalid JNF labels and tied by a postmark 
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XIV. Other Misinterpreted or Erroneously Described Mail Claimed to be Flown 
This article ends on a somewhat lighter note than the rest of its chapters, here examining genuine postal items whose 
sole sin is that they have been, or might be, incorrectly evaluated as flown mail. 
 
 

A. “Air Mail” Endorsed Domestic Mail from Jerusalem 
Below we have the only observed case of proper civilian, not “priviliged civilian”, mail from siege-era Jerusalem being 
endorsed “Air Mail”:1060 it is a May 1948 era cover addressed to a Yochanan Bein at the Jewish Agency Houses at 
YAVNEEL “lower Galilee”, and return addressed to a relative, M. Bein at #3 Binyamin MiTuleda street in the Rehavia 
neighborhood of Jerusalem. The cover is franked 10 mils using a 2nd local issue interim stamp, for the domestic letter 
base postage rate; the sender endorsed the cover at the top front “Air Mail” (‘Doar Avir’). The cover is postmarked by 
the ‘rosette’ postmark of the city’s sorting office with an accompanying dater, 23 May 1948: evidently the cover was 
prepared by the sender and then entered into a letter box for subsequent dispatch when the box was emptied. In light 
of initial reports of long lines at the newly opened interim post offices, from 9 May, it may be that this cover was even 
entered into a letter box much earlier than 23 May, to avoid the long lines, but the overworked postal service took a 
number of days to clear the letter box. 
 

 
 
We may recall that in our chronology of events pertaining to Jerusalem, there were correspondences prior to the opening 
of the city’s interim postal service, on 5 May, inquiring about the times for the expected arrival of two airplanes a week, 
to carry mail; on 14 May, Hanna Even-Tov of the city’s Emergency Committee secretariat penned a critical letter to the 
Postmaster General, Zvi Prihar, to complain that no air mail service had been provided “as promised”, and that this was 
adversely affecting the operation of Jerusalem’s postal service. From correspondence on 27 May, Even-Tov informed an 
inquirer “again” that air service was strictly in the hands of the army, and that the Emergency Committee was powerless 
to influence its use, and from a report prepared by the city’s postmaster, Avraham Renan, on 30 May we learn that mail 
destined outside of the city is simply piling up at the sorting office. From all this we understand that there was a plan to 

                                                           
1060 SKU 144365 
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have air service for the carriage of mail but that this was not possible. Elsewhere in our study we see various references 
to the planned use of air service, such as in Dov Yosef’s semi-reliable personal account, and even references to the 
possible use of airplanes to carry mail, such as in Chaim Talit’s ‘Menorah Club’ letter of 22 April. All-in-all, we can 
understand from this that there may have been a public expectance or perception that air mail would be available for 
the residents of Jerusalem. 
 
Here with this cover, the sender’s address is about 200 meters away from the Monastery of the Cross (“Matzleva” in 
Hebrew), where from April (26th) there operated the improvised army airstrip known by the moniker “MARAM” (the 
Hebrew acronym for “Landing Strip of Rehavia and Matzleva”): likely this person was under the impression, as were 
others, that with surface mail services to and from Jerusalem being impeded by the war, that air mail would be 
available. Nevertheless as our comprehensive study has stroven to show and prove, no regular civilian air mail existed at 
all. This cover, like all other outbound civilian mail, was held up at the sorting office until the regularly scheduled daily 
convoys from Tel Aviv began operating, from the period of the 1st Truce, starting 18 June. Ironically the destination 
locale was under attack by Syrian forces precisely at this time, with the intended letter coming from a besieged city. The 
additional notation in pencil is a request to save the stamp for a person called Yehoshua. 
 

 
 
 

B. “Priviliged Civilian Mail” by way of the Army Postal Service 
Below we have a rare, perhaps unique, instance of a civilian being able to use the Army Postal Service to send a postage-
free letter:1061 it is an undated cover, but most likely from the War period based on the appearance of the triangular 
KABA handstamp; it is addressed to the British Institute in Jerusalem and return addressed to a person at a civilian 
address in Tel Aviv.  
 
Of note, the cover is not endorsed “On Active Service”. The cover was posted without postage at army postal unit 140 
(headquarters of the Army postal service at the KIRYA government complex in TEL AVIV) and tied by the triangular 
handstamp bearing a pencil signature-endorsement – this being the key detail enabling this cover to be accepted for 
dispatch by the APS. 

                                                           
1061 SKU 131445 
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The cover is not dispatched marked by Army Post Office APO 3 in TEL AVIV nor arrival marked by APO 5 in JERUSALEM; 
the lack of a dispatch postmark may be due to the fact that the letter originates at the APS’s own headquarters. The 
cover may date to the period between 20 May 1948 when the Army Postal Service began to around 7 June 1948 when 
the APO began operating in the city, and the letter merely transported by army convoy to Jerusalem for delivery – as we 
learned – by the civilian postal service; or it may have be later-dated and merely transported in a “closed bag”, obviating 
the need for the mail contained therein to be individually arrival-handstamped by the APO. In any case, we now know 
that mail to Jerusalem was not flown and that land access to the city was available almost throughout April-June 1948 
and thereafter. As such, this cover wa assuredly carried by surface transport.  
 
 

C. Mail from the Jewish Agency 
In Chapter II of this article, in order to get an understanding of the authority and bureaucracy which managed Jewish life 
in pre-State Palestine, we learned about the key institutions of the ‘Yishuv’ of which the key body was the Jewish 
Agency. Earlier too, in our survey of the prevailing narrative and its historiography we were apprised on a notion – 
admittedly, by the historiography, not fully confirmed – that mail from the Jewish Agency in Jerusalem was treated as 
priviliged mail and also flown by the Army to Tel Aviv. 
 
The mail of the Jewish Agency in Jerusalem does not bear special markings so that the subject’s inclusion in this 
particular chapter is due to my interest in correcting an analytical mistake rather than to debunk the significance of 
special postal markings; the revised analysis of this kind of mail boils down purely to correcting an incorrect assumption 
– that the mail was flown at all. 
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The cover above was displayed in a few works of philatelic literature to serve as an example of army-handled Jewish 
Agency mail, and by extension to posit that it was flown.1062 As we see and learn from the sale’s description, the cover 
was franked 10 mils for domestic letter postage but then cancelled by an APO 3 postmark, on 18 June 1948. As we 
probably know now by rote, a) from 7 June, APO 5 in Jerusalem was operating, such that any mail entering the army 
postal system even for transport out of the city should have been dispatched from there – that’s the postmark which 
should appear on the front of this envelope; b) even if we pretend that this couldn’t have been done in Jerusalem, the 
only viable marking would then be BASE ALEF as the regional mail hub transferring out to (or receiving mail in from) the 
civilian postal system – APO 3 is an impossible transit routing for a cover originating outside of Tel Aviv. 
 
There’s also a recurring problem with the apparent authenticity of army-postmark struck civilian postage: we observe a 
very slight elongation in the postmark just about where the strike on the stamp meets the rest of the strike on the 
cover’s face – and indeed, if we measure the width of the postmark at its widest points, once vertically and once 
horizontally, the strike is not a perfect circle; the horizontal measure is slightly shorter than it was when measured 
vertically (it just misses the 6.5 mark). In other words, there is a “problem” with the strike, and most likely someone 
tried to match a cancelled stamp to an existing cancellation on an envelope. 
 

  
 
Above we have two examples of mail from the Jewish Agency handled by the civilian postal service (both are return 
addressed to the Agency’s ‘box 92’ post office box address):1063 the one on the left was dispatched at one of the branch 
offices of Jerusalem’s interim postal service on 9 May, and the other was posted on 16 May in Tel Aviv at the head post 
office there. Of the first cover, we can surmise that although it was posted on 9 May it was delayed there and likely sent 
by the first mail convoy of 18 June; there is no indication that it was transported or handled in a special matter 
particularly because it was posted in Jerusalem and not outside the city. (Nevertheless if we were to insist that it was 
flown – why not have turned it into a ‘Menorah Club’ cover instead? At least that rickety narrative attempted to link mail 
to the air service by way of a [spurious] handstamp…) 
 
The second letter looks similar to the postal history we saw displayed in our chronology of events, also for 16 May: a 
cover originating in Jerusalem but being posted in Tel Aviv – at the civilian post office. The sale’s description for that 
cover automatically posits that it was “FLOWN” but there are no indications to show this was the case; likewise with the 
cover displayed in the chronology, though here except for the return-address being that of the Jewish Agency, there is 
no reason to automatically assume it was carried by air by the Army. Indeed, if the first cover purported to show an 
army postmark, why it missing on this (or both) covers? As with the cover displayed in the chronology, why skip the 
possibility that the cover was simply “couriered” by land transport outside the posts from Jerusalem to Tel Aviv and 
then entered into the mail stream there? A particular problem with this cover is the address, which is overly vague 

                                                           
1062 TAS 42 Lot 349; HLPH bulletin #13-14 (Ibid), p.688 & JSPS (Ibid), p.145 
1063 SKU 143343 & TAS T47 Lot 259 
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(“Engineer A. Shulster, AFFULA”) for a letter supposedly sent by a quasi-government agency; we don’t see for instance 
how the return-address was written, and if in the same handwriting as the address… 
 

In light of the prevailing narrative believing that at least 
some mail from the Agency was flown, we might think 
that there was a ‘mechanism’ to effect it: to contemplate 
that notion it would be instructive for us to go back to a 
similar, parallel example (except that it has basis in fact): 
the special mail service with the Negev run in conjunction 
with the [army] post office in Nir-Am and the postmaster 
of Tel Aviv. As we recall the service was published on 17 
May, taking effect on 18 May, and for mail to the Negev 
to be handled by this service (i.e. to reach the settlement 
itself and not its rented post office box in Tel Aviv), that 
mail had to be clearly endorsed “NEGEV” below the 
address. We note that this kind of endorsement was 
visible and prominent – in order that the postal service 
take notice and handle it accordingly. At left is an example 
(albeit fake – notice the postmark) to Rafi Reps about 
whom we learned earlier.1064  

 
By contrast, the theory surrounding “occasional” flown mail for the Jewish Agency profers no suggestion what the 
criteria for that treatment might have been nor how this was effected; we see for example that “Jewish Agency” was 
not a special endorsement for such priviliged handling. 
 

In light of the inconsistencies arising with the theory 
about Jewish Agency mail, we might consider the 
following cover from Kiryat Anavim to Bat Yam:1065 as we 
learned earlier, the prevailing narrative posits a theory 
(which we debunked) that Kiryat Anavim and neighboring 
Maaleh HaChamisha were considered “army outposts” 
for whom mail was flown, both for soldiers and civilians. 
Here this cover which is postmarked in TEL AVIV on 16 
May is described as being merely “couriered” rather than 
flown – why? If the prevailing narrative posits that mail 
for the settlements was flown to Jerusalem (and we 
know from details in the prevailing narrative that mail 
was supposedly flown also from Jerusalem) – why 
doesn’t that fairytale work in both directions here? This 
cover from the Jerusalem district is merely “couriered” to 
Tel Aviv whereas the narrative would have us believe 
that a corresponding cover posted on the same date also 
from Tel Aviv – but from the Jewish Agency, and without 
any special markings – was necessarily “FLOWN”. The 
contradictions in the theory are inherent and we 
understand fundamentally that Jewish Agency mail was 
not actually flown; those covers have been mis-
evaluated. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
                                                           
1064 TAS 51 Lot 179 
1065 TAS 44 Lot 532; the impression on the cover’s face is fake: likely the stamp was postmarked in TEL [AVIV] and applied to a forged [TEL] MOND 
postmark. 
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Conclusion 
Our research expressed itself as an examination – and revision – of 3 essential components of the prevailing (and now 
debunked) theory that mail with Jerusalem was flown:  

a) we redressed the historical context of siege-era Jerusalem as regards the notion that there was chaos and lack 
of administration; that the city was “besieged”; that the conditions in Jerusalem were unique to the city versus 
the rest of the country; and the notion that the city was “cut off” by land – and thereby necessitating the need 
for air transport, for supplies and mail.  
 
We found in fact that Mandatory Palestine was in a state of strife for most of its 30-year existence; that in 
1947-48 most of the country was in a state of siege and isolation due to the nature of the warfare and 
demographics in the country, and that these conditions well pre-dated the War of Independence; and that in 
the specific period of examination in our study, April-June 1948, land access with Jerusalem was not cut off 
but tenuous and dangerous at various and intermittent times. We also learned two valuable insights, that as 
far as communications was concerned, when postal service was not available, urgent communication was 
handled by telecommunications and not air service; and that when surface transport was possible, either due 
to prioritizations and/or danger to life and limb, the carriage of mail was not a priority at all so that there 
arose a 2-month period between April and June when there was no regular postal service between Jerusalem 
and the rest of Israel. Concomitantly we also learned that the civilian emergency administration (and by 
extension the general public as well as the postal service) did not have access to air service for mail. 
 

b) We then redressed the historical context of Jewish air service in Palestine; army air service in particular; and the 
processes of the mail services handled by the army, that there was internal inter-unit mail service as well as 
postage-free soldiers’ mail service and that each one was governed by very specific rules and procedures. 
 
We learned that in Jerusalem there were two air fields, both unsafe due to enemy gunfire, and one of which 
was practically unusable. We also learned that on the eve of independence Israel’s air force numbered only 
19 serviceable aircraft for a broad range of security-related activities, and that the transport of even VIP 
personnel required strategic high-level deliberations. With both findings taken together we were further 
apprised that from mid-May to mid-June there were all of 19 landings made in Jerusalem, meaning, as we 
learned in the first stage of our research, that air service with Jerusalem was scant. One of the critical 
philatelic findings we made was that as late as late-June 1948 there was evidently no air mail service for army 
mail. We also learned that a body often referred to as having supplied mail by air – the “Aerial Supply 
Service” – actually handled air drops and not air-landings of mail or materials. From all these findings and 
others we conclusively demonstrated that there was no airmail service in April-June neither for the army nor 
“priviliged” civilians, neither to nor from Jerusalem – albeit, contrary to the prevailing narrative, there was a 
better chance of mail being delivered by air (by airdrops) to Jerusalem rather than from it. We learned about 
many procedures and regulations pertaining to the operation of air service and mail service in this section. 
 

c) With both stages above completed, we established a solid conceptual and analytical foundation to examine 
postal history alleged to have been flown, and in a systematic process – taking into account our findings plus 
additional references to postal processes and regulations, we examined and debunked the validity of the vast 
majority of this postal history, across many subjects and themes. We encountered literally a circus-parade of 
unfounded historiographies and daring theories: these sometime managed to stick to the core belief that the 
army operated the air service and that whatever mail was flown was done by the army – as such, it overstrained 
to depict objects with army markings; yet in other places and subjects the narrative lost site of its own tenets 
and posited that even ordinary-looking civilian mail was flown – but this contradicted tenets of the narrative as 
well as documented facts. 
 
Among the unsound methodologies and philatelic concepts we encountered were: the supposition that 
individual postmarking devices were used at any given key post office or department, giving rise to notions of 
estimated-dating of mail based on the physical appearance of a postmark; the unfounded belief that a certain 
postmark exited usage on a certain date and that therefore any mail bearing that postmark with dates after 
that period, needs to be backdated by month; the unfounded notion of “patriotic franking”, enabling the 
belief that invalid labels or stamps from one postal authority could be accepted for postage by another postal 
authority. 
 
In this section we rubbished entire chapters of fake postal history historiography: handstamp-marked 
“priviliged civilian” mail, ‘Menorah Club’ mail, ‘Mount Scopus’ mail, the notion of flown mail to certain 
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settlements due to the covers bearing the ‘rosette’ postmark; indirectly we cast doubt on the legitimacy of 
Gush Etzion mail, mail from the Jewish Quarter of the Old City, special status for mail of the Jewish Agency. 
 
From these ruins we also made groundbreaking discoveries and learned new concepts: we formulated a 
plausible theory regarding the meaning of and period of use of the dateless APO 3 postmark of the army 
postal service, and by extension we completely revised the postal history of the Negev in 1948; we learned 
that mail to sensitive areas of Jerusalem was censored and bears these markings; we learned that what the 
literature calls “forwarding agents” were in fact mail-reception addresses, but not forwarders of mail. By way 
of pitting supposedly flown postal history against published procedures and regulations of the civilian postal 
service, army postal service, and internal army communications service, we learned about the intricacies of 
the interaction between these 3 bodies (under what circumstances each one came into contact with the 
other), the markings their mail would bear, and how mail should have been routed between them. 

 
After all we have read and learnt in this article, I think we now understand that for almost 70 years our philatelic 
community has been nourishing misinformation and outright lies from a combination of misinformed and ethically-
challenged researchers and philatelists producing bad information and bad postal history materials – one concocted to 
justify the other, and also one produced in justification of the manufacture of the other.  
 
Although this article relied on many sources which propagate this misinformation, in order to assemble the points it 
wished to raise, it is particularly stunning to note that the bedrock of this literature, a 4-volume set of pink colored 
books called “The Postal History of the Transition Period in Israel, 1948” – over 1300 pages of material – was published 
not only without citing references to the litany of assertions it put forward, it was published “copyright-free”.  
 

 
 
The books cost money to purchase, but the authors waived their copyrights so that the material could be widely 
disseminated (albeit much of it is taken wholesale from other authors, without giving them credit). We might ask, who 
would dedicate his time to write hundreds of pages of “research” without retaining copyrights to it? The answer I 
believe lies (no pun intended) in the fact that the vast majority of the postal history displayed in those books 
subsequently made its way into the auction market, and sold there for vast sums of money. The books were effectively a 
soft-marking tool to raise awareness and interest in the subjects they covered – and to promote the future sale of the 
items contained therein. 
 
It took about 500 pages of research to debunk a massive and widespread body of postal history which basically landed 
on this community without warning, without provenance (and whatever provenance was supplied, were fake or highly 
inaccurate backstories). What is “thought provoking”, for the eagle-eyed who might have noticed this along the way, is 
that the overwhelming majority of the fake and dubious postal history reviewed in this article was expertized by Hans 
George Muenz (and then by others, jumping on the bandwagon). I cannot say that he is responsible for the creation of 
these materials but it is a consistent and “thought provoking” phenomenon that his name appears micro-stamped on so 
much of this material. He was a member of the “International Association of Philatelic Experts” (IAEP), as were others 
who affixed their names to the authentity of these items. 
 
I think what we could say at this tail-end of the article is that we should be shocked and stunned by the absolutely poor 
level of understanding of both postal and historical matters on the part of individuals who should otherwise have known 
better – direct participants in events and activities, researchers, philatelists, and the “experts”. The findings which arise 
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from the research call into question the utility of these individuals and what their presence in this community actually 
contributes to it.  
 
Likewise, the overwhelming majority of the sensational but fake postal history we reviewed enabled its owners to win 
prizes at philatelic exhibitions: what does this say about the standard of our competitions and judges? Just from the 
perspective of postal regulation alone, a philatelic expert with no knowledge of Israel specifically should have been able 
to spot that critical elements of our existing narrative and knowledge base are deeply flawed, and call attention to it. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
We began this journey with an examination of “preposterous mail” in the opening article, which was an egregiously fake 
1948 Safed cover. I close this issue of the Bulletin by noting that the same concepts that enabled us to achieve the 
groundbreaking findings in this article will enable us very soon to address another body of equally problematic mail – 
from Turkish Ottoman Palestine and the Jewish settlements. A number of the philatelists and researchers who 
contributed to the vast body of fake postal history of 1948 siege-era Jerusalem evidently contributed generously too, to 
pre-Mandate Palestine. Stay tuned. 
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APPENDIX 1 – “The Air Mail from Besieged Jerusalem”1066 
by Yehuda Levanon and Yirmiyahu Rimon in Holy Land Postal History bulletin #8, p.362-379 
 

 

                                                           
1066 HLPH #8 – Summer 1981, p.362-364 Yehuda Levanon, 364-379 Yirmiyahu Rimon; see: https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/yejk/#p=1 

https://online.fliphtml5.com/jlrfu/yejk/#p=1
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APPENDIX 2 – Establishment of the Jerusalem Emergency Committee & Assignment of 
Responsibilities1067 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1067 p.153 & 170 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2282904
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APPENDIX 3 – Public Notice No.53 of 1948, Detailing Dates of Termination of Mandate Postal 
Services1068 

 
 

                                                           
1068 Pages 63-67 in file: https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/489817 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/489817
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APPENDIX 4 – 27 June 1948 document of regulations of use of Internal Army Communications  
(page 62 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
 

 
  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
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APPENDIX 5 – Assembly of Cited Snippets of Information Pertaining to “Doar Makamri” 
 
“Etzioni Brigade Orders Bulletin #22” of 8 June 1948, regulation #211; p.92 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 

 
 
“Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #25” of 22 June 1948, regulation #241; p.69 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 

 
 

“Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #28” of 13 July 1948, regulation #293; p.50 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 

 
 

“Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #31” of 27 July 1948, regulation #332; p.39 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 

 
 

“Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #32” of 4 Aug 1948, regulation #343; p.25 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
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“Etzioni Brigade Orders bulletin #34” of 10 Aug 1948, regulation #365; p.15 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-
page/2314283 (000brjb) 

 
 

Document of 10 Aug 1948; p.41 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 

 
 

 
  

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2314283
https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
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APPENDIX 6 – Document of 11 Aug 1948; pages 38-40 of https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 
(000ba4j) 
 

 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
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APPENDIX 7 – Document of 8 November 1948 (similar in part to that of 11 Aug. 1948 in Appendix 5 but with 
amendments); pages 8-11 https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
 

 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
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APPENDIX 8 – Various Documents Pertaining to the Army Postal Service 
Army Postal Bulletin #1 of 7 June 1948, p.66 of file https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332 (000ba4j) 
Announcing registered mail service, overseas postage rates and mail submission procedures: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.archives.gov.il/product-page/2666332
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APPENDIX 9 – The original 1968 article “MAROM and MAGASH” by Yehuda Levanon 
Published in ‘Biton Cheyl HaAvir’ (Air Force Magazine) #77 of November 1968, p.74-75: 
http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/BITEONIM/77.pdf  
 

 

http://files.iaflibrary.org.il/DigitalLibrary/BITEONIM/77.pdf
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APPENDIX 10 – “Airmail Press Service from Besieged Jerusalem, 1948” by P. Kanner & Y. Spiegel 
Published in ‘BAPIP’ Bulletin #56 of September 1967, p.6-7, xc, xd: 
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APPENDIX 11 – “The Menorah Club Mail Service from Besieged Jerusalem – 1948” by P. Kanner & Y. Spiegel 
Published in ‘BAPIP’ Bulletin #41 of December 1962, p.12-15, xa, xb: 
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