
THE IHALIFAX PH/LA TELIST.

The 4d., 6d., 8d.. 9d., 29. more particularly can be divided into distinctly
cold and wvarmi shades, as 1 think you ivili see by these bere; and they are
long, and short, as 1 have statcd. These are, I think. thc chief points
noticeahie about the long, and short Crowvn and C C stainps. Now let us
see wlmat we can art-ive at froiti the evidence before us.

WVc have dismissed the idea of running-in colour causing the difference.
\Ve -will noiv consider the pros and cons of the shrinkagc of paper theory.
Major Evans thiniks the perforation of the 186:3 set being 13 instead o?

12ý1 shows sliiinkacge; but that we rnay put aside, as the (3rown anud C C
short stamips gauge 121.. Shrinkage would not inake a rougl-i-ct perfora-
tion like the 121, perforation into a faitly ean-cnit perforation 13, like the
1863 set. If front shrinkage of paper, why have thcey only shrunk in
lengrth and not in breadthi ? 1 believe it is possible for paper to shrink
only one wav, but not likclv1%. One w'otld expeet to get fromn sucb at large
shrinkagre a ruinn ing togetheir of the lites and the impressions bccoîningr
more or less indistinct. Wce (I0 not find that.

That the stanips wvould cxpand to a certain extent if soaked for any
timne; but forty-cighit hours soaking makzes flot the slightcst ditUlerence.
The total shrinkage on a sh cet, talcing, 1 in. per stamps, and allowing twenty
rowvs of twclvc, which i 1suppose wvas the size o? the shect, woubll Uce roucghly
20 wmm,~hicli I understand fr'om a practical paper mnanlifacturer i.s an
inir Dssible amounit for so sniall a s1ieet of paper to shrinlz.

I tbink these reasons are sufficient to put shrinkage o? paper out of court.
What other reasons are there posýsible? 1)iflýrent matrices for the longr

and shoirt stawmps i-s the only natural reason 1lcft, but 1 think I can prove
that the mnatrices for (cach value through cacb) issue are i(lentical If you
will exaumine the five 1id. stanmps hefore voi-ail 1the ditteremît Id. t1icire are,
star, perforatcd and iumperforated, no-wr.terinark, and C C, long ani short
-and look carcfully at the lcf t-l"nd( bottom 'ýquare, which contains a rose-
shaped ornament, in the iniddIle oî wvhich yoin will find a niany-rayed star,
one ray o? which points, if I mav catI it so, nortît bY east, and mus uip a
little into the white space dividing the pear- shIaped leaves oi the rose. This
ray is loniger tîman thme other rays, and i-; not ;r) in the rîght-han 1 ottomn
ornainent; buit it is present, this peculiaritv, in eachi oft tlie one p)ennies
before yoii, s;howingy to iny nmind clearly that there was neyer more than one
mnatrix made for this value If there had been, is it likely, not to say
possible, tliat tliis littie irregnilarity, a,; it eati hardly have been miade so
intentionally, Nvould havc been copicd ? There are dozens o? other peculiar
littie liues and marks iii this value, constant iu ail the isussotand long,
but I think this one is enough foi- our purpose. I can find vou some
peculiarity also in ahi tne other value;; constant in ail the issues. 1 do0 not
thinkç there can be mui-ch hesitation i ii q>avjir that the long and short .stamps
are front the samc dies or matrices. '«bat is the diffèrence dlue to ? Mr.
Tlapljmr thiflks it is fromi souuw mistake in the formation of the plate froin
whichi they are priiited, tbough what that inistake can be, I dIo not think
he suggcests in bis article ; but I feel sure that he has, as usual bit the nail
somewhiere near the head, and that until we know how the plates wvere
formied to print fromn, and howv the stamps were printed, we shal! not be


