KING GEORGE VI VARIETIES

Richard Lockyer, OBE

Part 26—Bahamas, The 1942 Landfall Issue

introduction

The Bahamas Landfall set, consisting of 14
values and overprinted in the offices of the
Nassau Guardian, caused a stir in philatelic
circles when it was issued on 12 October
1942 to celebrate the 450th anniversary of
the arrival of Columbus in the New World.
The first news reached Stamp Collecting only a
week or 50 before the issue date and when
initial supplies reached the United Kingdom
it was noticed that a stamp had been
detached from the same position on some
sheets of the 3s. value. A further surprise
was that the overprinted 3d. was blue and
not violet, the colour of the 1938 stamp.
For a short time it was rumoured that this
value had been overprinted in London and
“The London Overprint’ enjoyed temporary
fame before it came to light that sheets of
the new colour had been sent to the
Bahamas ready for issue at a later date.
These unusual occurrences, plus the ap-
pearance of some .obvious varicties in the
overprint, steiming from the work having
been done in 2 newspaper printing room,
all helped to attract attention from the time
of issue. The sct remained on sale for six
moriths and it has been reported that the
postal authorities ordered fresh supplics as
long as demand made itself felt. Another
report observed that the revenue raised was
a great help to the colony.

Readers of Stamp Collecting, such as J
Baken, who later became the secretary of
the Liechtenstein Study Circle, were report-
ing overprint varicties soon after supplies
were available to collectors in the United
Kingdom and by 6 February 1943 Sapere
Aude (the pen name for Stanley A Garnett)
contributed an article confirming and
adding to details already published, GSH
had taken a lofty view, commenting in
January 1943 that, ‘No errors of overprint
have been noted. The sctting’ appears to be
made up of loose type and show small
imperfections in the horizontal alignment
of letters such as dropped B’ and raised
second “U” of ““COLUMBUS" too frequent
to deserve attention’. It was also observed
that the centring of words and dates was
uniformly good giving prominence to the
few exceptions on the small heads on four
stamps in the tenth or bottom row; they
were listed as ‘C’ of ‘COLUMBUS’ under
‘LA’ of ‘LANDFALL’ on R10/2 and ‘C’ under
‘L’ on R10/3-5. The dot in the ‘O’ of ‘OF
‘on R10/2 merited special mention. Mis-
placements of type were also noticed on
R1/1 and R4/8-9 of the 2s. and 3s. values. A
month later GSM reported that a second
supply of the 3d. had arrived from the
Crown Agents and differed slightly from
the first, the ink being thicker and more
shiny, but the misalignments noted on
stamps in the tenth row no longer existed
and the dot in ‘O’ of 'OF’ formally on R10/2

was now on R10/4. (Photograph front
cover).

In July 1943 GSM noted that the latest
supply to reach them showed the old stamp
stock, which had been used exclusively
for the carlier supplies, was becoming
exhausted as scveral values were now
printed on the new war-time papers. SO
far as varicties were concerned a dismissive

comment stated that, ‘Numerous small

flaws in the lettering and slight variations
from the original alignment of the overprint
are still present. Collectively they are useful
as an indication that the same kind of type
is in use, and that it has experienced some
movement, but their individual importance
hardly seems to warrant somec of the
lengthy compilations that have been made
of them'. '

Fortunately for collectors interested in
the King George VI era of philately others
took a different view. In August 1944 G D
Gisburn and John W Castle outlined their
findings in the Stamp and on 12
August and 23 December 1950 Stamp
Collecting published two more accounts by
Graham Hocy of Glasgow. Morcton Black,
who has already been mentioned in this
series as a protagonist of King George VI
varieties, offered his views in the same
magazine on 22 June 1951 and 22 January
1952. Twenty years were to pass before the
British Caribbean Pbilatelic Journal included
further information from Black in February
1972 (later repeated in Tbe American Philateliss
Vol 89/2). At about the same time Frank
Saunders, who had been working inde-
pendently, published his rescarch in Geosix
(No 69, May 1972), the quarterly journal of
the King George VI Collectors’ Society
which had been founded in 1960. Yet
another 20 years have slipped by and this,
the 500th anniversary year of the Landfall
of Columbus it is appropriate to bring to the
attention of to-day’s collectors the fascina-
tion of this 50 year old set of stamps that is
still available in fair sized quantities.
Regrettably the opportunity enjoyed by
earlier specialists to examine large numbers
ofpdmmdshectsofsumpsisnotpomiblc
in 1992. Nevertheless, some are still about,
together with many large multiples. It is,
therefore, feasible to assemble a represent-
ative collection showing many of the
varicties, as well as discover somec that
have not been reported. In any event it
should prove an enjoyable hant.

Additional Plate Flaws
Before considering the overprint varictics it
is worth noting 2 couple of additional plate
flaws to thosc listed in Part 11 (GSM
February 1989). The first is the ‘Neck
Flaw' on R3/4, right pane, printed from
plate 1 (Fig I). It appears to occur only on
later printings and has been seen on the 1d.,
2d. (green), 3d. (blue), 10d. and 1s. The
second is a ‘Broken “‘C”’ in ‘THREE HALF
PENCE'. This occurs on R10/6, right pane
from the first printing (Fig 2). This printing
was used for the Landfall issue.
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Background to the
Landfall Issue

Unfortunately, routine information about
the number of sheets overprinted for each
value, the order of overprinting and
number of printing runs was never made
available. However, Gisburn and Castle did
state that they had received comment from
an authorative source in the Bahamas that,
‘there were quite a2 number of printings
made from the original type; only a small
number of sheets were surcharged at a
time’. It is also relevant that Black men-
tioned in June 1951 that he understood that
the printer who was responsible for the
overprint had died. Sheet numbering is of
no help as study of overprint varictics has
shown that sheets were almost certainly
withdrawn from local stocks without
following any set pattern. This is hardly
surprising as those doing the work were
probably more concerned with completing
the job than worrying about using sheets in
any numerical sheet order. On the other
hand, Black commented that he had
discovered that a2 multitude of varicties,
which at first glance seemed to occur in an
inconsistent manner did, after examining
many panes, reveal constancy and allowed
a division into groups suggesting stages of
overprintings. )

The very early reports concerning the
misalignments in the tenth row of the small
keyplate stamps and their later correction
has resulted in this part of the pane being
seen more often than others. Study has
shown that, at least, six different states
exist showing various overprint varicties
combining with others on necar-by rows in
many combinations. After 50 years it is
most unlikely that sufficient material exists
in sheet form to determine at what stage the
many varieties appeared and when they
changed shape or disappeared. Indeed, it
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can be argued that even if a large selection
of sheets had been retained for study at the
time of overprinting they could not tell the
complete story. The varicties are mostly in
the form of black blobs, dots and dashes
between and in the letters and figures, with
a sprinkling of breaks and other deform-
ities. Deduction or conjecture based on
study will have to suffice and it is most
fortunate that Saunders and the other
collectors already mentioned put pen to
paper. In particular the theories propoun-
ded by Saunders are well worth reading and
form the basis for much that follows.

The Overprinting Unit

Three overprinting units must have been
needed as the issue featured stamps of three
different sizes and sheet layout. They were
all overprinted in sheets or panes of 60—
sheets of the small format stamps having
had their two panes separated. These
required 2 unit with ten rows of six, while
the 4d., 6d. and 8d. oblong shaped stamps
with pictorial designs needed 12 rows of
five. The large, almost square, 2s. and 3s.
values called for six horizontal rows of ten.
Despite these differences the individual
overprint was exactly the same for all
three types.

Over the years reference has been made
to a first, intermediate and second setting
when considering the small format stamps
with the King's Head design. This has
probably arisen because of the changes in
alignment in the tenth row. Saunders
considered that this was misleading. He
judged that the compositor set up the
overprinting units in fofo once only. This
can be proved for the small design by first,
the ‘existence on all printings of a ‘De-
formed “2' in 1942 on R8/6 (Fig 3).
Secondly, by the positioning of the apex
of the second ‘A’ of ‘LANDFALL’ on R9/3
which lies mid-way below the foot of the
‘2" in ‘1942’ (Fig 4), instead of immediately
under its toe (Fig 5). Thirdly, R9/4 is
similarly affected with R9/5 to a lesser
extent. Fourthly, on R2/4-6 very similar
movement is noticeable. From all these
constant factors Saunders, therefore, con-
cluded that there was only one basic
setting, with the later repositioning of the
type due cither, to deliberate alteration by
the compositor, or through chance move-
ment of the type within the forme. He
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emphasised that he considered the changes
in position on R10/2-5 were the result of a
deliberate attempt to correct the poor
alignment of the overprint. He ruled
against chance movement, because if the
forme had been loosely locked there would
have been intermediate states, whereas
only two were known, a fact that still
stands to-day. The original misalignments
on the tenth row earned a footnote in the
1983 edition of the Commonwealth catalogue,
repeated in the 1990 edition.

Saunders outlined four methods that
could have been used to make an over-
printing unit. The first, to use an arrange-
ment of type in which every single letter
and figure was one unit of type, with the
whole being locked up in a forme. This was
favoured by Stanley Gibbons in 1943.
However, it is most unlikely to have been
used as the amount of type required for
three units and kept together for some
months would have overtaxed the resour-
ces of a small colonial newspaper. In
practical terms at least 360 bits of type for
each of the four figures would have been
committed, plus 720 for the letter ‘L'. In
addition, many other letters would have
been out of general use and all of them
would have been capital letters. Further-
more, if used, this method involving the use
of so many different bits of type would
most probably have caused errors and yet
GSM stated, ‘no errors of overprint have
been noted’. It is safe to rule this method
out. For the second method a plate could
have been made by taking an impression of
the locked-up forme of loose type into a
flong which was then used as 2 matrix for
casting a plate. This also appears unlikely to
have been used as the two states of the
setting affecting the positioning in the tenth
row would have needed more than a single
plate, and yet, as has been noted, constant
flaws occur elsewhere associated with both
states.

Thirdly, the individual overprint could
have been set up as 2 unit, 2 matrix made,
and a2 number of clichés cast. But because of
the differences occurring in the tenth row
in the first state as well as the other
misalignments of overprint this can be
discounted. With the fourth method, the
five individual parts of the overprint could
have been treated as units, with matrices
made of these and slugs cast from them.
Saunders was convinced that this was the
method used and his reasoning is logical
and realistic. He proposed that, as the
overprint is in five lines each consisting of
a single word or date, the three plates
needed for overprinting would have re-
quired 180 or so slugs cast as single pieces
of type featuring one of the five lines. Each
slug in cach line was, therefore, virtually
identical to its neighbour. Positional varia-
tions could occur between lines of over-
print, and where this happened the
variation would be constant for every part
of that particular overprint on a single

stamp. For example, where the ‘L’ of

‘LANDFALL’ is over the ‘C’ of 'COLUM-
BUS’ on R10/3-5 every letter in each word
has the same comparative positional varia-
tion with the normal. This, together with
the other similar variations clinched the
argument in Saunders’ view that this was
the method used for making the over-
printing unit.

At first glance it appears simple to set out
the pattern of the overprint. After all

‘LANDFALL’ and ‘COLUMBUS’ each have
cight letters, and when using a typewriter
they fit under each other very neatly.
However, in letterpress printing type let-
ters are not of equal width and "LANDFALL’
is slightly shorter than "COLUMBUS’, while
the spacing between the letters is less than
between the figures of the dates. Saunders
considered that when positioning each
portion of the overprint the compositor
put the vertical shafts of the two figure 1’s,
the ‘L’ of ‘COLUMBLUS’ and the left vertical
shaft of the ‘N’ of ‘LANDFALL’ in line with
each other, as an easy way to line up the
overprint, doing this by eye rather than
exact measurement. In a newspaper print-
ing room this was most probably normal
working practice. The alignment is so good
that in most cases the overprint appears to
be perfectly positioned. One simple method
of detecting misalignment of the overprint
is to place the straight edge of a piece
of paper against the right side of the ‘1,
‘N, ‘L’ and ‘1’ of "1492’, ‘LANDFALL’,
‘COLUMBUS® and ‘1942’ respectively. This
will quickly reveal any differences. On the
King’s Head stamps the nine exceptions
have already been mentioned. Those in the
tenth row may have been caused by
carelessness, but it is difficult to accept
that this could have happened as they are so
blatant and it is far more likely they were
the result of movement of the slugs and
padding blanks during the locking-up of the
forme. The misplacements were, therefore,
present before the start of the first over-
printing run because there is no evidence
that the position of the overprint in the
tenth row exists in any but the two states—
the original and the corrected. Similar
misalignments and corrections affected the
2s. and- 3s. values, the former were noted
early on by GSM. They will be described
later.

Pollution and Damage to Type
The majority of the varieties, and there are
many on the small format stamps, take the
form of fouled letters and figures caused,
for example, by 2 foreign body lodging in,
say, the triangular apex of an ‘A’ where it
received ink and printed as a dot. Printers
ink is sticky and build-up occurred with the
dot increasing in size and perhaps altering
the shape. Equally over-inking may not
have been wiped away properly and ink
accumulated to fill in a figure or date. It is
reasonable to assume that at the start the
overprinting units were unpolluted. Pollu-
tion occurred leading to state 1, this may
have built up giving state 2. The unit could
then have been cleaned giving state 3 and so
on. Saunders from his research, concluded
that the small format overprinting unit not
only received casual cleaning, but onec
major cleansing and this occurred some
time after the alteration to the slugs in the
tenth row.

Damaged letters and figures can be plated
and the ‘Deformed *‘2'"* on R7/6 is a good
example. The damaged ‘L’ of ‘COLUMBUS’
leading to the much prized ‘COIUMBUS’
variety on the 4d., 6d. and 8d. values is well
known and catalogued. Other lesser breaks
exist and will be described. Care must, of
course, be taken when examining the five
recess printed stamps in the set. A break
may be nothing more than a2 random
example of how overprinting ink some-
times fails to register between the ridges of
ink on the surface of the paper forming the
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design. Even the constancy of a break on
the stamps printed by typography must be
established as under-inking can lead to 2
break in surface tension of the ink when
pressed against the paper, equally grease or
oil on the surface of the typeface may
prevent adherence by the ink. At a very
early stage GSM quoted examples of drop-
ped ‘Bs’ and the second ‘U’ of ‘COLUMBUS’
as ‘Too frequent to deserve attention’.
Saunders considered that his theory of
single slugs for complete words ruled out
such ‘varicties’, as the slugs cast from a
matrix would not necessarily have been
perfect and a slight thickening of the base of
a letter or -imperfectly formed apex could
produce a letter that printed lower than its
neighbours.

Varieties on the Small Format
Stamps (King's Head)

Most of the examples of pollution can be
picked out with the naked eye. A glass is
usually necessary to identify breaks in
letters and figures. Similar sized multiples
from the same part of a pane can well show
examples of the many differing combina-
tions of the varying states. These add a
hefty pinch of spice to the hunt for
varictics! As the tenth row has featured so
prominently because of its importance it
will be considered at the start. After that the
varieties will be described beginning with
the first row.

ts in the Tenth Row. Figs 6 and 7
(3d. and 2}d.) show thc major misalign-
ments of ‘COLUMBUS’ with the dot in ‘O’
of ‘OF on R10/2. Fg 8 (13d.) is most
interesting as, although the correction to
the overprints has occurred, neither R10/2
nor R10/4 show a dot in the ‘O’ of ‘OF'. It is
most likely that the block came from a pane
shortly after the major cleansing. The only
cvidence of pollution is a trace on R10/3,
affecting the ‘4’ of '1492° (Ag 9) and R10/6,

the '9" of ‘1492 (Fg 10). Fg 11 (2}d)
illustrates 2 much later printing run with
pollution now affecting R10/1, 3—4 and 6.
(R10/4 is the dot in ‘O’ of ‘OF’ reported by
Stanley Gibbons in 1943.) Closer examina-
tion of the photographs will reveal further
minor misalignments of the overprint. R10/
2 started with ‘COLUMBUS’ very much to
the right, but when this was corrected
‘1942’ was shifted to the right and
remained so. R10/3 began with ‘COLUM-
BUS’ to the right, but not quite so far as
R10/2, corrective action adjusted ‘COLUM-
BUS’, but ‘1492" was moved slightly to the
left. R10/4 had ‘COLUMBUS’ shifted to the
right at first, so that the ‘2’ of ‘1942’ lay to
the left of the ‘B’ of ‘COLUMBUS’, after
correction the ‘2’ of 1942 moved to its
proper position slightly to the right of ‘B’.
The misalignment of ‘COLUMBUS’ on
R10/5 was slight, the ‘C’ being almost under
the first ‘L’ of ‘LANDFALL’ and eventually
corrected.

Misalignments in the Ninth Row. The photo-
Faphs show that on R9/3 ‘1492’ is about 2
2mm to the left of normal and there is
a slight shift of ‘LANDFALL’ to the right
on R9/4. These misalignments were not

‘corrected.

Plate Flaws. In concluding Part 26 the
opportunity is taken to point out the plate
flaws which fall on the blocks illustrated.
Three of these were included in my article
on the 1938 unoverprinted stamps (GSH,
March 1989) and are not repeated here;
namely the ‘Dot in the Oval’ under the
King's head on R10/4 (not, of course, found

. on the 13d.), the ‘Thin “‘L” in “HALF’ on

R9/4 of the id. and the ‘Elongated “E"™ on
R9/6 of the same value (SG 162a). The
‘Broken “‘C" in “PENCE’" on R10/6 of the
1id. has alrcady been described (Fg 2).
Finally, on the 23d. there is a clear break to
the inner frame over the ‘S’ of ‘BAHAMAS'
on R10/3 of the right pane (Fig 12).

Sheet Numbers. Normally sheet numbers,
when present, occur in the margin over
the last stamp in the top row. From the
photograph of the 13d. it is clear that some
sheets or panes were treated differently.
Black also reported that he had scen left
panes of the 13d. with the sheet number
appearing vertically opposite R1/1. The
most probable conclusion is that sheets
from the first printing sent to the colony
were split into panes before numbering.
The left pane of the 13d. was then placed
with its left margin uppermost and the right
pane with its right margin uppermost. The
conventional position is thus achicved in
the top right corner with the numbers being
printed horizontally by a right handed
person. Sheet numbering is 2 minor topic
in its own right, afterall where would a left
handed person have printed the numbers...?

Part 27 (GSM February 1993) will conciude the
examination of varieties on tbe small format stamps
with the King's Head design. Part 28 will deal with
the five recess printed values.

Collectors interested in the stamps of
the King George VI era may like to join
the King George VI Collectors’
Society. Details from: The General
Secretary, 24 Stourwood Road,
Bournemouth BH6 3QP.
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