King George VI Varieties
Part 56—Jamaica

Richard Lockyer ose commences a two-part study

The late Hugh James dedicated much time and effort to the study of all aspects
of philately concerning the issues of Jamaica during the reign of King George
VI. He was in constant touch with others and freely shared the fruits of his work,
either in personal correspondence or through the columns of the philatelic press
during the 1980s. His painstaking work culminated in the posthumous publication
of Study Paper Number 15 by the King George VI Collectors’ Society in May 1999.
The 170-page book was awarded a Vermeil Medal at the APS Stamp Show ’99 held
in Cleveland, Ohio the following August. It is currently available from the Society
or from Stanley Gibbons Ltd at 399 Strand (price £20 plus p and p). Some 160
copies have already been sold from the limited edition of 250.

The definitive issues

His meticulous research into the official
records revealed 230 requisitions for print-
ings of the 14 definitive values. This af-
fords the opportunity to provide the total

number of stamps printed for each of

them. They show the huge quantities sup-
plied by the two security printers, Waterlow
and Sons and De La Rue, who must have
regarded the colony as a most important
customer. The figures are:

%d. 102,761,560 1d. 113,466,920
1%d. 98,813,60 2d. 69,339,060
2%d. 1.286,000 3d. 21,547,320
4d. 24,446,640 6d. 46,919,740
9d. 5,090,540 Is. 9,381,620
2s. 2,395,960 5s. 494,700
10s. 155,400 £1 54,540

As an aside, the totals could make a topic
for a Trivial Pursuit question at a society
meeting on the lines, “To the nearest five
million, how many 6d. definitive stamps
were printed for Jamaica bearing the head
of King George VI?'

Other issues

Hugh James also delved into the official
records dealing with the commemorative
issues and detailed figures are readily ob-
tainable from his study, which also em-

%

braces information about booklets, as well
as postal stationery, printed in the United
Kingdom for use in Jamaica. The subject
of locally-produced air letters intrigued
him, but his findings had not reached a
stage to justify inclusion in his study paper.

Varieties

Plate varieties had great appeal for Hugh
James. Many are described and plated in
his study paper. However, a considerable
number still remain unpositioned, while
many others have yet to be recorded.
There is, therefore, plenty of work left for
readers fortunate enough to own complete
sheets. A selection of the most distinctive
and interesting flaws from those he plated
will be considered in this article and Part
57, which follows it.

Waterlow setting-up marks
The use of T-guide-marks by Waterlow and
Sons has been mentioned before in this
series. Close examination by James en-
abled him to list and illustrate a host of
these setting-up marks on both the definit-
ive and commemorative stamps of Jamaica.
He also listed and sometimes positioned
‘mapping lines’ used by Waterlow.

A candidate for catalogue listing?

In April 1950 C P Rang drew attention in GSM to a most noticeable defect to a used
copy of the %d. value shown to him by Mr R G Cook. It reminded Rang of the
‘Damaged Value Tablet’ to the 1c. KUT, which was later retouched (131ac/ad) and
described in Part 33 (GSM, August 1944). The illustration (Fig I) shows how the finer
lines in the area to the right of the left value tablet have almost disappeared and the
heavy lines are much weaker. A faint postmark identifies the year as 1945, Rang's
copy was dated 1946. These dates limit the damage to either plate 1 or 2, as plate 3
was not brought into use until 7 July 1948 for Requisition 3317/1. Rang urged his
readers to search for copies, as the variety he had been shown could have been an
early state of damage that might subsequently have been retouched, in line with the
KUT stamp. Both were printed by De La Rue. The following September, Mr H M
Brandon of Jamaica sent Rang an unused copy showing a retouched defect.

Unfortunately, the photograph that accompanied the report
seems to show the same stamp as that displayed in the April
edition of GSM. It has to be assumed that this was an

error, otherwise Rang would not have bothered to
mention a retouched versionZ)QIn any event, if .
someone could report the position of the damage - 4
there may be a candidate for a catalogue listing.

Fig 1 Damaged value tablet
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Any collector wishing to consider other
topics, such as plate issue and return dates,
printing quantities, despatch dates, plate
numbers, perforations, shades and minor
varieties can do no better than buy a copy
of the study paper. Indeed, general per-
usal of the book may attract others to the
study of the stamps of Jamaica. Its style
and content splendidly illustrate that there
is so much more to stamp collecting than
the slavish following of catalogue listings.

Where are they now?

Watermark errors seem (o be in high fash-
ion these days and their rarity is reflected
in their prices. No more so than for the %d.
blue-green with sideways watermark (SG
121a). GSM (June 1954) noted in ‘News in
Brief” that a specimen had been seen and
sought information from readers. In the

July edition it reported that Mr P T Saun-

ders, secretary of the British West Indies
Study Circle, had informed them that the
stamp was originally affixed to a letter sent
in 1950. Saunders had also been in touch
with De La Rue who had stated that, be-
cause of the printing size, it would have
been impossible to feed a sheet the wrong
way round without it becoming immedi-
ately apparent. This led GSM to surmise
that it was a faulty one supplied by the
paper-maker.

Frank R Saunders (the founder of the
KGVICS), writing in Geosix in March 1963,
considered that the suggestion by GSM was
highly improbable and felt it was more
likely that a small waste piece (not neces-
sarily from the same batch of paper used
for the rest of the printing) was used side-
ways to complete.a printing. This would
probably have been noticed, but to a printer
it would not have mattered that the water-
mark was sideways. The printed side of the
sheet would, in his eyes, be the same as the
others fulfilling the order. Equally, the
checker would have been unlikely to notice
the discrepancy as he would be concerned
with the printed result. Finally, it seemed
to Frank Saunders that, if the paper-maker
had been at fault, more sheets would have
appeared, whereas it seemed that even the
remaining 239 stamps proved elusive. (I'he
plate printed four panes of 60.) It has to be
said that the use of the term wastepaper by
Saunders implies distegard of the very
strict control of paper by the Crown Agents.
An ex-De 1.a Rue apprentice who worked
in the factory in 1938 has told the author
that he can recall sheets, that had been
trapped and mutilated in a printing press,
being reassembled like a jig-saw so that the
Crown Agents inspectors could be assured
that not even a small piece was missing.
Nevertheless, in fairness, an accountable
piece of paper with a sideways watermark
could have been used to complete an order.
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Thomas Foster and Frank Saunders
exchanged an informative correspondence
during 1970. In one letter, dated 20 Janu-
ary, Foster mentioned that, some years
before, he had owned eight used copies of
the %d. with the sideways watermark, all
extracted from a bundle of 500. He had
sold seven to fellow collectors for £5 each.
In retrospect, he suspected he might have
been ‘a right mug’ to sell at such a price,
but had not thought so at the time. (It is to
be hoped that these transactions occurred
many years before 1970, because, even in
1959, the watermark error had a price tag
of £75 in the catalogue.) He added that he
had also been responsible for the removal
of a notation in Part 1 stating that only one
used specimen was known. He also ex-
pressed the suspicion that other copies
were attached to some 2000 locally-used
covers in his collection.

Saunders commented in reply that he
was surprised that, to his knowledge, none
of the watermark errors had been offered
at auction. In February, Foster confessed
that he was equally puzzled, the more so,
as he knew that three of the owners had
died. He believed that it was probable that
they had committed the cardinal mistake
of not prominently noting the presence of
the watermark error in their collections.
Thus, in all probability, disposal of the col-
lections occurred without anyone appreci-
ating the significance of what seemed to be
just another used %d. stamp. A salutary
lesson for all to heed!

The bright spot is that, somewhere or
other, those copies are most probably
waiting to be rediscovered and admired.
Furthermore, there could well be more
than the eight mentioned by Foster and
the single copy originally noted by the
catalogue editor. Perhaps the -very fine
used copy advertised by Muscott’s of
Godalming in Stamp Collecting (7 October
1976) for £600 was another. It is worth
noting that Foster commented, in a further
letter, that Stanley Gibbons had said that
the copy they originally handled had part
of a machine cancel. He pointed out that
at that time only the GPO in Kingston had
a machine canceller and, as his eight
copies were all cancelled with parts of the
same machine cancel, it should be suf-
ficient proof that at least one sheet was
sold through that post office.

A few years later, the late John Yorke
of Muscott’s wrote to F R Saunders (12
October 1976) seeking background in-
formation concerning the fine used speci-
men offered for sale. Yorke mentioned that
it had been suggested that a small con-
signment of paper was cut in the wrong
direction and, if so, this could also provide
the explanation for the Nigeria 1s.3d. side-
ways watermark (SG 57ab). However, he
pointed out that this explanation failed to
explain why both these errors appeared to
be so scarce. It is not known whether, in his
reply, Saunders reiterated his theory about
the use of a waste piece of paper, or pieces,
as a second colony was now involved. How
the error came imX being is still mystify-
ing. Nevertheless, unlidentified copies must
exist, but with over 100 million copies of
the value having been printed, the pro-
verbial needle in a haystack comes to mind.

Another watermark variety affects the
3d. ultramarine and green (123a), where
the ‘A" of ‘CA’ is missing. Hariners had a
top right corner block of six in an auction
(20 December 1995) which points to the
error occurring in one or other of the last
three vertical columns in sheets of this
stamp. Indeed, not long ago, Muscott’s
offered a bottom right-hand corner plate
block (Frame Plate 2, Centre Plate 2) with
the ‘Missing A’ in the watermark showing
in the margin below R12/3 i.e. the central
stamp in the bottom row of the sheet. It
therefore seems likely that the back of
stamps from the central vertical row are
worth examining. This may seem to be
rather an unusual hint to help with the job
of searching for the ‘Missing A, but the
same error on the recently-discovered lc.
KUT stamp (131ab) has occurred at least
ten times in the sixth vertical column,
seven times on sheets from FP22CP4A.
Indeed, two copies of the watermark error
have been found on the stamp with the
retouch to the value tablet at R9/6. (One in
a sheet from FP22CP4A.) The opportunity
to find two listed varieties on one stamp
must make a search even more worthwhile,
even though it is a very tiring and frustrat-
ing process.

Another unusual stamp was featured in
an unidentified philatelic magazine dur-
ing 1950, when it was reported that the
most important item recently found in
Jamaica was a 1d. King George VI with the
bottom right-hand corner ‘off set’. It had
been discovered at the GPO Kingston and
sent over to the International Stamp Ex-
hibition which opened in London on 6
May 1950. Is it still enhancing a collection,
or has it disappeared from sight now that
50 years have passed by? Yet another
fascinating item was briefly reported at
about the same time—a 3d. with the
vignette omitted. (It could, of course, have
been a plate proof.) This must still be
gracing a collection, but have other copies
come to light?

A shade to argue about

Another topic discussed by Foster and
Saunders was the authenticity of a shade of
the 1%d. described as ‘light red-brown’. 1t
was listed as 123a by Stanley Gibbons in
1949 and priced at 25s. mint and 3s.6d.
used. By 1963, the price had increased to
95s. and £1 respectively. However, it was
deleted from Part I in the 1975 edition. At
the time, Foster, writing in Stamp Collecting
(19 December 1974), noted that Jamaican
specialists had been dubious as to its right
to hold a place in the catalogue. There was
no doubt of its authenticity but, when
compared with the claims of up to a dozen
other shades of the 1}%d., it became appar-
ent that most of them were stronger
candidates for listing. He went on to add
that countless examples of SG 123a had
been offered and sold to collectors over the
years and there was little doubt that lots of
fingers had been burned. He judged that
the old adage of niot paying high prices for
minor shades had again been proved cor-
rect and found it surprising that collectors
could pay hard cash for used examples of
minor shades, whose colours could be
affected in so many ways.

' Figs 2 and 3 Plate proofs of the -
%d. and. 10s. on thin, i
- unwatermarked paper

The shade was still listed in the 1997
Commonwealth Catalogue and attributed to a
printing on sale, only in the colony, for a
short period about the middle of 1944
(CW5b). The footnote carried a warning
that it should only be purchased from a
reputable source, since there are other
printings which superficially resemble it.

Hugh James was always sceptical about
shades claimed to be the scarce one. In his
book he suggests that it was printed from
plate 2 and emanated from Requisition
2023/1, which resulted in the printing of
18,921,000 stamps from plates 2 and 3 be-
tween 20 January and 18 June 1943. In his
view, such a huge order, using two plates,
must have involved a series of printing
runs and different ink mixes. The next
printing of the 1)%d. occurred in 1946. His
collection of the printings of the 1)4d. con-
tained many, many variations of shade.
Some of them seemed light red-brown to
the untutored eye. However, in his opinion
only one mint marginal copy passed the
test, justifying the description used by
Potter and Shelton as a ‘particular prize’
and allocated by them to a colonial print-
ing released in Jamaica in 1944. The Potter
collection was sold during the early part of
1953 and Kendalian noted in Stamp Mirror
that a copy of the 1%d. light red-brown had
fetched 70s., commening that the shade
was ‘in a class by itself and well worth a
place in any catalogue’.

Coils (,

In Stamp Collecting (28 June 1973) Foster
queried the authenticity of vertical paste-
up pairs of the %d. and 1d., stated to have
been made up for use in coil machines,
which he had been shown at the YPA Con-
vention in Hull. He explained that, to the
best of his knowledge, no coil machinery
had existed in Jamaica before 20 Decem-
ber 1966, when four machines were in-
stalled in the Kingston GPO. In the 13
September edition he wrote that Mr VN F
Surtees of Hopesay had assured him they
were genuine items put on sale ‘during the
late 1950s’. Recourse to the James study
reveals that Requisition 1016/1, issued on
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4 July 1939, called for 240 rolls of each
denomination, each roll having 500
stamps. The make-up of the rolls was com-
plicated as they had to be interleaved, by
hand, with wax or grease-paper, for which
De La Rue made a supplementary charge
of 1s.8d. per roll. The rolls were not
dispatched until 12 February 1940. The
order was not repeated during the King's
reign. James noted that E F Aguilar had
claimed that the machines were discon-
tinued when they were found to contain
more pieces of metal than coins. It is
feasible that some of the stamps were sold
over a post office counter and not through
a machine.

Plate proofs

Although not varieties in the strictest
sense, a couple of examples of plate proofs
are shown to demonstrate that some do
exist (Figs 2 and 3). They are both on thin,
unwatermarked paper, probably printed
between late 1951 and September 1952—
the %d. from plate 3 and the 10s. from
plate 1. Such items could only have ‘es-
caped’ from the printers via a back door!
They are, after all, printers’ waste. Never-
theless, any similar example is of interest
to collectors nearly 50 years on and does
help to enhance a collection.

Misplaced perforations

The illustration of a corner marginal copy
of the 10s. (Fig 4) demonstrates that it is
always worth looking for the unusual. The
more so if the perforations run through
the stamp rather than at an angle through
the margin.

Colour changelings

Nearly 20 years ago Stamp Collecting (2 July
1981) featured a letter from James in re-
sponse to an enquiry from Mr Khetani
about the Jamaica 2s. (131) with a yellow-
olive frame. An example is illustrated here,
together with a normal for comparison
(Figs 5 and 6). Earlier consultation between

Fig 4 Corner marginal pair of the
10s. showing misplaced
perforations

Figs 5 and 6 Jamaica 23. with yellow-oliv
frame (left) and normal for compariso.

James, Foster and Saunders had reached
the conclusion that the examples, they pre-
ferred the description light olive-green,
were changelings. The probable cause they
attributed to climatic conditions, as they
considered it was inconceivable that sheets
with such a different frame colour could
have passed inspection at the printers and,
in any event, it would have involved the
use of a different ink. At the time, all known
copies had been routed to the USA and the
point was made that changelings had been
seen on piece with 2s. stamps with the
correct colour. In his 1999 study James
drew attention to a report he had received
of the existence of a non-philatelic cover
bearing two 2s. stamps, one with the light
olive-green frame and the other with a
brown frame. In his view this cast an ele-
ment of doubt on the changeling theory.

Tommy Thompson of Belaire, Texas
wrote to Saunders in the mid-1970s com-
menting on the existence of five copies
with the strange shade, adding that he had
tried to produce it on normal stamps using
different chemicals as well as exposure to
the sun, all without success. His experi-
ments give support to the seemingly
impossible, that some stamps were actually
printed and distributed in this very un-
usual shade. Nevertheless, a cynic may still
wonder if a form of deception was involved
and someone deliberately tampered with
a number of copies, perhaps using a gas
rather than chemicals, before sending them
through the post, not necessarily for finan-
cial profit, but to confuse collectors and see
if the stamps caused comment. In the past
this kind of action has had appeal for some
anonymous practical jokers in wider fields
than philately. The motive is, apparently,
that they are left to wonder about the result
stemming from their actions.

This idea may raise a few eyebrows, but
other strange happenings have affected
King George VI stamps. For example, in
April 1978 an item in Stamp Lover entitled
‘Philatelic  Peripatetics’ by A Aspect
mentioned ‘missing heads’ on the Bermuda
and Leeward Islands £1 values printed in
December 1951, both perforated 13 with

'shade’ varieties

Figs 8and 9
“Tonga 2d. }
"

violet centres, which ‘appear to have re-
ceived attention from smart operators’. At
first glance, they looked like ‘real goodies’.
However, close examination showed this
not to be so as, quite apart from minor
characteristics in the surrounding duty
plate, the real give-away was ‘in the area of
the typographic process which prints into
the paper instead of the relative surface kiss
of other processes’. The Bermuda stamp,
for example, showed an albino head plate
instead of a completely missing design.
Furthermore, Aspect continued, somewhat
mysteriously, ‘the head plate colour could
be removed by a certain method’. Finally,
he pointed out that the Bermuda copy was
claimed to have originated from the stock
of a deceased dealer, while the Leewards
copy had been purchased by Derek Wor-
boys ‘with his experienced philatelic eyes
wide open’. Some ten years later an ex-
ample of a lower marginal Bermuda £1
(R5/6) described as a ‘Rarity: Albino Head’
was submitted to the Royal Philatelic
Society Expert Committee on 17 May
1989. (It was thought to have been pur-
chased in the early 1950s in London for
about £225.) The Committee, after con-
sultation, stated on the issued certificate
“T'his stamp is not a rarity but one that has
been subjected to excessive sunlight’. It
may be significant that doubly fugitive ink
was used to print from the key or head
plate, whereas singly fugitive ink was used
to print from the duty or frame plate. The
illustration of another example (Fig 7), pur-
chased as a philatelic curiosity, illustrates
the illusion. The author has been told that
the subjecting of these stamps to strong
and continuous conventional strip lighting
could  produce
similar  copies.
Caveat emplor.

Fig 7

A missing head
caused by
excessive
exposure to
sunlight
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Figs 10 and 11 Blocks of four of
the 1s. value, in different
shades, each showing the

. ‘‘repaired chimney’ flaw -
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As further grist to the mill, the two copies
of a Tonga 2d., also illustrated, show how,
presumably, sunlight in a shop window can
create most unusual ‘shade varieties’. A
vertical band of violet-blue replaces the
normal purple colour on one copy (Fig 8).
It was probably displayed as part of a set
with the normal colour on its right masked
from light by another stamp, leaving the
other half to change to light blue. The
entire frame on the other copy has
changed colour (Fig 9). The warning about
shade variations comes back to haunt us.
Why not stick with plate varieties? They are
either present or absent! Even then there
can be a pitfall for the unwary. Recently a
copy of the 50c. KUT with ‘Rope not
joined to sail’ (144a) and unusually clear
gum came to the notice of the author—the
only snag was that the vital piece of rope
joining the sail had been carefully erased,
presumably by hand, using a fine needle.
The slightly disturbed paper was visible
through a magnifier. Take care!

Plate varleties

1s. The centre plate variety called “The
Repaired Chimney® (130a) stands out
above the rest and justifies mention right
at the start, not only because of its popu-
larity, but also because it can be very easily
identified without the use of a magnifying-
glass. Two blocks, in different shades, are
illustrated (Figs 10 and 11), while Fig 12
offers a simplified illustration. The exist-
ence of the variety was noted in Stamp
Mirror (19 August 1950) where it was de-
scribed as two distinct lines each side of
the chimney. The probable damage, rather
than repair, was attributed by James to a
sharp instrument dropping on the plate
and ‘bouncing’, thus accounting for the
smaller of the two lines. The variety only
occurs on the unnumbered centre plate or
CP(1) at R11/1 used with unnumbered
frame plate (1) and FP2. He also noted
that a constant thin brown line occurred in
the top margin at the rig}\l-hand corner on
R11/1 (Fig 13—the dgt under the line is
constant), but had twé copies, one clearly
from the first printing and the other post-
marked October 1941, which did not show

the ‘Repaired Chimney’. This led him to
suggest that the variety did not exist on
early printings, while Moreton Black
reported (Stamp Collecting, 27 March 1950)
that it was corrected at a later stage. James
confirmed that he owned a sheet without
the variety printed from CP1 with FP2.

The Commonwealth Catalogue described
the variety as “The Broken Chimney’, at
least as early as 1960. It also noted the
variety with two shade combinations—
green and deep purple-brown and blue-
green and purple-brown (5/42), giving the
latter a higher rating. The 1991 edition
accorded them the same value. However,
the 1997 edition listed both shade com-
binations, but only the second with the
variety. Nevertheless, all editions since
1960 contain a footnote that it occurred on
all printings up to 1947. This embraces
eight requisitions—six from the FP(1)
CP(1) combination and the two from
FP2CP(1).

Research by James shows that 5,459,420
Is. stamps were printed using CP(1).
Sheets consisted of 60 stamps (12 rows of
5) and, disregarding any part-sheets, this
means that 90,990 sheets were dispatched
—32,382 in combination with FP(1) and
58,608 with FP2. These are very large
numbers, but they can be reduced by tak-
ing into account the footnote in the Com-
monwealth Catalogue restricting the date to
1947 and, effectively, the number of re-
quisitions to eight. Thus decreasing the
number of sheets from FP2 to 25,152. This
leaves a total of 57,534 sheets—still a large
number—and if the variety occurred from
the start there should be little difficulty
finding a copy. But the variety is very hard
to find either mint or used, thus affording
strong conjectural evidence to justify the
suggestion by James that the damage
occurred during the use of CP(1) and was
corrected; supporting the changed listing
in the 1997 Commonwealth Catalogue.

The other plate varieties on the 1s. value
reported by James are minor in compar-
ison to the ‘Repaired Chimney’. Neverthe-
less, they make a nice display, particularly
if found in positional blocks. Equally, if
seen on single copies it is satisfying to be
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Fig 18 ‘extra branch’ variety

> ) o

eseencsscescscacs

L P R R T R Y Ak

38

G.S.M. May 2000



RIS Y LR

covg

- PR NTE
€0C0 PALMS ATCOLVMBULS

445

cove

€0CO PALMS ATCOLUMBYS

able to identify them. James plated 13
plate flaws, of these only one affected the
unnumbered centre plate (CP1). In addi-
tion, there are some unplated flaws. They
are all very small and collectors interested
in them are referred to his study paper.

%d., 1d. and 1%d. Bearing in mind the
huge quantities printed by De La Rue, it is
very surprising that only three instances of
plate damage have been recorded on the
three low values. Two affect the %d. First,
the substantial damage mentioned earlier,
while the other, an unplated flaw, takes the
form of a near-vertical scratch from the
curled ornanient below the right-hand
value tablet through the three white oval
head-frames to the inner frame, roughly in
line with the tip of the King's nose (Fig 14).
The single plated example of a variety on
the 1d. can be identified without too much
difficulty, providing one has an imprint
strip from Plate 1C. It is a dot in the figure
‘1" of the left-hand value on R10/4 (Fig 15).
James also discovered an example of re-
cutting or strengthening to the left-hand
side of the left value tablet, with an addi-
tional line extending into the white frame
area underneath (Fig 16). He was unable to
plate it, but to find a couple of used copies
must have been most satisfying, when one
remembers that over 113 million copies
were printed.

2d. Sheets were printed in six horizontal
rows of ten stamps. The unnumbered
centre plate (1) used by Waterlow provides
two attractive plate varieties. They are be-
lieved to have occurred with FP(1) to FP7
and, because they are located in corner
blocks, they can be found in the mint state
without excessive difficulty. However, to find
used single examples is another matter.
The first, is the ‘Extra Branch’ on R6/1. It
is a mark that juts out of the left side of the
trunk of the right-hand palm tree (Fig 17)
and can also be seen in the illustration of
a corner copy (Fig 18). The second has
earned the nick-name ‘The Fishing Rod’.
It is a very short, almost vertical line end-
ing in a dot that extends through, and
above, the head of the man on the left of
the design on R6/10 (Fig 19). Find a plate
pair or block and the variety should be

Figs 20, 21 and 22 A growing plate crack in the margin of Frame Plate 7
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present. Mention of plate blocks brings to
mind the many combinations that can be
found for the 2d. value. 13 frame plates
and seven centre plates were used. This re-
sulted in 21 different combinations.

Readers who collect marginal oddities
should turn their attention to FP7, as evid-
ence of a growing crack in the plate can be
found in the left margin, adjacent to R3/1
and 4/1. As can be seen from the illus-
trations (Figs 20 to 22) the ragged green
mark lengthens from sheet to sheet. R7/3
from FP7CP3 offers further evidence of
deterioration of the frame plate, as signs of
small cracks show in the top left corner. A
noticeable vertical green line below the
bows of the ship also shows on R2/2 (Fig
23). James noted that an alleged frame
plate flaw on R6/10 from FP5CP2 changed
‘COCO’ into ‘COOO’. He believed it to be
either an instance of over-inking or ink
drag. On the other hand, he did admit
that a positional example in the author’s
collection appeared to show ‘OOCQO’ at
R2/9. Instances of doubling and other
small plate varieties are described in the
study paper. However, collectors interested
in frame plate setting marks should keep
an eye open for R1/1 from FP3 as a 6mm
green mapping line shows at the right end
of the top margin (Fig 24) and, further
along the row, the tenth stamp has a
shorter line in the same area (Fig 25). It
has been suggested that these lines were
used to map out the plate for the position-
ing of the sought-after T-guide marks that
sometimes appear on stamps printed by
Waterlow.

3d. This value, printed in three colour
combinations in sheets of 12 horizontal
rows of five stamps, is a happy hunting
ground for the T-mark enthusiast. In par-
ticular, the 3d. ultramarine and green
(126) deserves special attention. It is worth
searching two areas of the frame design.
They are adjacent to the inner vertical
frame line at the mid-way point on either
side of the stamp. In both cases, the ver-
tical of the ‘T, lying sideways points to-
wards the centre. On most impressions the
marks were successfully burnished from
the plate and did not print. However, in
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Fig 26~

several instances traces were left and
printed as partial T-marks. Sometimes it
appears as if the mark was missed com-
pletely resulting in the printing of a full
and easily-seen sideways “T". The precise
position varies slightly from plate to plate.
Fig 26 illustrates a 1>mark on the left of the
stamp. Fig 27 shows the full mark to be
found on the right side. Fig 28 shows a
variant where the top of the “T” is aligned
exactly with the vertical frame line, leaving
a most distinctive extra horizontal green
bar under the banana leaf stalks. Some-
times minute traces appear in the white
area between the two frame lines and
within the interior design (Fig 29). In the
author’s experience the great majority of
these marks occur in the area under the
stalks jutting into the vertical frame line,
with the stem of the sideways “T” running
through or very near the third or fourth
pecked line of shading in the sky. For
example, an imprint/plate block of nine
from FP4CP2 (126) carries evidence of five
sideways T-marks (R10/3, 11/3—4 and
12/3—4) while doubling also affects three
impressions (R11/4, 12/3 and 12/4). In his
study, James listed some 23 partial or full

Fig 31

~ Fig 30

T-marks from frame plates, but others
have since come to light. He also noted a
couple affecting the centre plate.

Some 20 instances of doubling or plate
damage are described in the study paper
of which 15 are plated. Attention is drawn
to R1/2 from FP3CP2, as a constant semi-
horizontal thin mark shows between the
frame lines in the lower right corner. It
could be signs of a surface crack on the
plate. The frame line immediately below it
displays some most odd characteristics and
Fig 30 attempts to show this. The records
reveal that FP3 failed during printing Req.
2734/2 and was repaired on 13 November
1946. It was issued for Requisition 2977/1,
but cracked and was returned on 11
November 1947. R1/2 could well provide
some of the evidence behind the failure of
the plate.

Imprint/plate blocks of six stamps have
always been popular, notably R11/3-12/5.
A sample selection gives the opportunity
to describe the varieties to be found, not all
of which were noted by James. FP2CP2
(126)—R11/5—slight doubling top left
corner. FP3CP2—R11/3—horizontal shad-
ing in upper right corner doubled. R11/4

—upper right corner doubled. R11/5—
slight doubling both top and lower right
corners. FP4CP2—R11/4—strong doubling
in the top right corner (Fig 31). R12/3—
doubling top left corner. R12/5—strong
doubling top right corner (Fig 32). FP5
CP2 (126b)—R12/4—distinctive mark on
the leaf to the right of the top bunch of
bananas carried by the man (Fig 33). This
is most probably the result of damage to
the surface of the plate. R12/5—damage to
the diagonal design in the top right corner

Fig 33

(Fig 34) and lower left outer frame line
doubled. FP6CP4 (126b)—R11/3—on
some blocks the ship’s foremast is notice-
ably shorter. FP6CP4 (126b and 126¢)—
R12/3—the vignette shows signs of
strengthening, probably by a re-entry, as
the lines of the cliffs, ship and masts are
thicker than normal. Not all blocks will
show this, as a 120-set plate came into use
during the period. The doubling depicted
in Fig 16 is typical of this characteristic to
be found on stamps printed by Waterlow.
(There is no record of a CP3 in the official
records.) 4

Part 57 (GSM, August 2000) will conclude
the examination of varieties on the definitive
issue for Jamaica and consider those on the
commemorative stamps of the period.

Readers interested in the study of
the stamps of the King George VI
era may wish to join the King
George VI Collectors Society which
has some 370 members living in
18 countries. Four meetings are
held each year and a quarterly
newsletter is distributed to
members. Further details can be
obtained from The Secretary,
KGVICS, 98 Albany, Manor Road,
Bournemouth, BH1 3EW.

Fig 34
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