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Manville Type 115. Is it Genuine or Fake? 
 

Tom Ward and Eric C. Hodge 

 
 
 

At the recent DNW 175 auction on 6th May 2020, lot 358 was described as ‘Uncertain 

locality, a MEXICO, Charles IIII, 8 Reales, 1804 TH, Mexico City, obv. Countermarked J D 

5.6, 26.96g (Manville 1151, this coin not listed; KM. -). Attempted piercing (or control 

mark) above crown on reverse, otherwise coin and countermark very fine or better, 

extremely rare; only two specimens noted by Manville, although at least one other 
exists.’ (Fig. 2) 

 

There are six examples known for the Manville type 115:- 

1) On obverse of Mexico City 1796 FM Charles IIII. (Extra B countermarked under 

chin). (Fig. 1) 

2) On obverse of Mexico City 1804 TH Charles IIII. (Fig. 2) 

3) On obverse of Mexico City 1807 TH Charles IIII. (Cancelled by four stars). (Fig. 
3) 

4) On obverse of Potosi 1808 PJ Charles IIII. (Cancelled by four stars). (Fig. 4) 

5) On obverse of Nueva Guatemala 1811 M Ferdinand VII. (Fig. 5) 

6) On obverse of Lima 1812 JP Ferdinand VII. (Fig. 6) 

 

   
 

   
                 Fig.1.                             Fig. 2                              Fig. 3. 
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1 Manville, H.E., 2001. Tokens of the Industrial Revolution. Foreign Silver Coins Countermarked for Use in Great Britain, 

c.1787-1828, BNS Special Publication 3 (London), page 230. 
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                 Fig. 4.                            Fig. 5.                             Fig. 6. 

 

 
What is clear from five of these six examples is that there are at least three ‘control 

marks’ on each coin. 
The first is a ‘flattened legend stop’ on the obverse at 2 o’clock between I of DEI and G of 

GRATIA. (Figs. 7a to 7f enlarged from Figs. 1 to 6 respectively). Fig. 8 is the stop 

between 5 and 6 of the value and appears to be the same size as the ‘flattened stop’. 

 

      
        Figs. 7a            7b              7c               7d             7e              7f 

 

 
Fig. 8. Stop between 5 & 6. 

 
The second is an ‘attempted piercing’ above the crown on the reverse, as mentioned in 
the lot description above. 
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The third is an ‘attempted piercing’ at the centre of the shield on the reverse. Both marks 
are shown on Figs. 9a to 9f with Fig. 9e being excluded as there is no reverse photo 

recorded. 

 

      Blank    

        Figs. 9a          9b                9c                  9d              9e           9f 

 
 
The obverse countermark of J D over 5.6 appears to have been made in one operation, 

except for the stop between 5 and 6, which seems to have been applied separately. 

Comparing Figs. 1 & 2, the stop in Fig. 1 is lower and more to the left than the stop in 

Fig. 2. If the stop was applied separately then it would allow the same punch to be used 

for the ‘flattened legend stop’ mentioned above. Other than one example mentioned 

below, they all exhibit identical style and spacing of the countermarked letters/numerals 
suggesting that all four characters were on the same punch. (Figs. 1, 2, 5 & 6) 

Figs. 3 and 4 are cancelled with what appears to be four eight rayed stars. It is difficult 

to be more precise because Fig. 4 is decidedly different from all the other examples. The 

most prominent difference is the stop between the 5 and 6 of the value. It is much 

higher than all the other countermarks being nearly mid-way between the two numbers. 

The cancellation marks, too, seem closer together than in Fig. 3. (Fig. 10) It could be 
that the cancellation marks were applied individually, so their spacing would not be 

important. However under close study it appears that the letters J D in Fig. 10 are closer 

together than in all the other examples. 

One other possible difference with Fig. 4 is the lack of a clear piercing attempt above the 

crown on the reverse. The attempted piercing at the centre of the shield on the reverse 

is visible, but could also have been affected by the obverse cancellation marks. This 
cannot be said for the reverse attempted piercing above the crown. (Fig. 9d) 

A possible simple countermarking punch is illustrated as Fig. 11 showing how four 

separate punches could have been attached together so as to reduce the countermarking 

process to one strike, giving a more uniform result. 
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         Fig. 10. Value stop & J D gap.             Fig. 11. Simple punch construction. 

  
For further information it is worth noting here the earliest date of provenance for each of 

the six examples. 

Fig. 1 was first noted in 2019. 

Fig. 2 was first recorded at auction in 2018. 

Fig. 3 was first recorded by Manville in 1995. 

Fig. 4 was first recorded at auction in 2013 with no prior provenance given. (Possibly 
back to the 1960’s) 

Fig. 5 was first recorded at a Glendining auction of 24 March 1976, lot 147 where it was 

described as ‘Uncertain, 5/6, J.D., stamped on GUATEMALA, 8-Reales, 1811, M. Coin and 

c/stamping good very fine and very rare. ⁖ The c/stamp is recorded on a Lima, 8-Reales, 

1812 (Cokayne lot 74, later Lingford lot 783). It is not known which of many possible 

J.D.’s was the issuer of this coin.’ 

Fig. 6 was first recorded at a Glendining auction of (Cokayne) 17-18 July 1946, lot 74. 

 

The next item of interest is to surmise a possible period of issue, based on the 5.6 value 
(assuming that is what is represented). To issue a coin countermarked with a value of 

5/6, then the prevailing cost of an 8 Reales should have been around 5/3 to ensure 

reduced profit for any counterfeiting operation. Per Manville pages 243-7, the price of an 

8 Reales was above 5/, but only just, from March to December 1801. During 1811 the 

price gradually increased to 5/3. From mid 1812 the price went above 5/3 until 

September of that year when it went above 5/6 until June 1814. Until the middle of June 
1815 the price fluctuated wildly eventually falling to below 5/ until the end of 

countermarking. It, therefore, appears reasonable to assume a short period of issue of 

say a year to eighteen months between 1811 and mid to late 1812. This scenario 

certainly fits the dates of the host coins with the latest being dated 1812. It has also 

been pointed out that Bank of England pattern dollars were issued dated 1811 showing a 

5/6 value, presumably to reflect the intrinsic silver value at this time. 
To muddy the water still further, it has also been considered that if this were a 

contemporary issue, it could be from Ireland where silver was always at a premium.2 If 

this were the case the English equivalent of 5/6 Irish would be approximately 5/ and the 

issue period would change to 1809-10. Due to the latest host being 1812 this should 

obviate this issue being a genuine Irish issue. 

 

It is possible that the issuer first produced an individually hand struck piece (Figure 4). 
Realising that this can be successful, they then have a similar (four character) stamp 

produced (Fig. 11) to continue the issue. 

 

The above scenario gives us a reason for Fig. 4 being different from the other examples, 

however the design is surprisingly crude for that period, particularly when we consider 

 
2 Castle.Comer issue at 5/5; Bank of Ireland dollars (1804) overstruck on 8 Reales for 6/; Manville 109 Grimshaw for 6/6. 
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the issues being produced by contemporaries, so it seems implausible that an issuer 
would have a ‘four character stamp produced’ in such a basic manner, when similar 

technology must have been available to prepare a more professional product with which 

to guarantee the perpetuation of trade. 

 

Conclusions. 

 
The question now is to decide whether this issue is genuine (issued to perpetuate trade 

during the period of issue) or fake (issued for collectors).  

With any issue showing just initials it will be almost impossible to allocate it to a specific 

person or enterprise without contemporary documentation, therefore one must look at 

the fabric of the countermarking, which certainly appears to be extremely crude. It is, 

however, important to be aware of the reasons for issuing a countermarked coin for 

trade and one is to ensure its return to the issuer so as to utilise it again. There was an 
expense and risk involved in countermarking and it would have been important to keep 

them to a minimum. With this issue that would be very unlikely, even in a closed society 

where trust and confidence of receiving full value would be paramount. Without a true 

name or business showing on the countermark it would be so much easier for the issuer 

to repudiate their responsibilities of exchange. 

The various control marks add more interest to the issue. If it were valid then it was an 
easy countermark to copy so the control marks would become important. If it was 

important then that would indicate a large issue. If that were the case then why not have 

a proper named mark on the obverse? 

The cancellation marks certainly are interesting but with only two examples, both with 

differences as mentioned above, this tends to cause more confusion. 

 

A final concern, in a total population of only six examples, is the variety of mint marks on 
offer. Three Mexico City and one each for Potosi, Nueva Guatemala and Lima. Is this a 

forger’s bonus offer?  

 

On balance, and it is a fine balance, EH is led to the conclusion that this was not a 

genuine issue for trade. Conversely TW, KE and MS consider this issue to be genuine. 

 
 

 


