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Abstract 

In 1570, the authorities in Norwich, England, alarmed at the growing number of 

poor people in the town ordered a census to be taken. This ‘Census of the Poor’ 

enumerated 2352 people in 790 households. Who were they and where did they come 

from? What were the life experiences of these individuals? Was their poverty 

intergenerational? This thesis investigates the experiences of this group of urban poor 

from 1540-1640 and examines the extent to which their experiences were shaped by 

their relationship with the Norwich authorities. Genealogical research methodologies 

are used to carry out a longitudinal study of the families, to interpret the social history 

of the group over time. Combining these methodologies with modified family 

reconstitution and nominal record linkage techniques, the detailed narratives produced 

from this data allow individuals who are less commonly documented, to be given a 

place in the historical record. 

The first chapter of the thesis examines the historiography of poverty studies, 

followed by a detailed discussion of my methodology, sources and research design. 

Chapter Two considers firstly the census within the context of the economic and social 

environment of the city and secondly examines the background of the authorities that 

were instrumental in establishing the conditions in which the census was taken. This 

chapter also includes an introduction to three of the aldermen who held office at the 

time of the census. I have analysed their family histories to enable a comparison of the 

experiences of wealthy and poor families.  

Chapters Three to Six reveal and analyse the findings from my study, making 

extensive use of case studies. I evaluate the demography of the Norwich poor by 

exploring marriage strategies, cohabitation and household composition of the cohort. 

The effects of migration and mobility on the cohort over time are examined, including 

cross-parish mobility, which demonstrates the human geography of neighbourhood 

areas. Kinship and network arrangements of the Norwich poor are explored to look for 

the process and context of social change over time. I then investigate whether the 

Norwich poor were a community, which was more bound with the authorities who were 

their main source of support than with each other as family, friend or neighbour. 

Finally, I investigate the survival expedients employed by the poor of sixteenth-century 

Norwich. 
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This thesis concludes that the comprehensive and detailed narratives that form a 

genealogical study can be of great assistance to interpret the experience of the urban 

poor. Firstly, this research shows that the people of the census were a settled, rather than 

a mobile community. Secondly, the expedients they used to survive were varied. There 

is little evidence of begging as a means of survival and likewise, few resorted to 

criminal activity to boost their earnings. The men of the cohort slipped into poverty for 

varying reasons but some were resilient enough to be able to climb out of their poverty 

trap. The singlewomen of the census were categorised as undeserving poor and treated 

accordingly, but women as heads of household or women living alone were accepted 

depending on their age and marital status. Thirdly, this thesis shows that the people of 

the census had strong affinity to their parish. Work associations could develop into 

significant friendships and neighbourly activities were evident in bequests from wills. 

The study also reveals that kinship and network arrangements among the poor men of 

Norwich could be as intricate as those of the Norwich aldermen. At the same time, 

friends and neighbours could be as highly regarded as kin. Fourthly, the relationship 

between the people of the census and the authorities is shown to be, in many ways, a 

reciprocal one. By providing benefits, such as money housing and medical care, the 

aldermanic council gained social control and moral authority over the community. In 

turn, the community benefited from the resources provided. Finally, my thesis 

demonstrates that my methodology produces sufficient data to carry out useful 

demographic analysis. This has resulted in statistics not previously identified 

specifically for a group socially identified as poor. Overall, this thesis illustrates that 

researching the urban poor should no longer be considered a difficult task and that using 

genealogical methodology, sources and technology can produce rich data for analysis to 

contribute to a social history of the poor. It has also tested the assumption that wealthier 

families produce more records. The substantial family histories that my methodology 

has produced of the census poor show that individuals do not have to be wealthy and of 

higher social status in order to leave behind valuable evidence of their life experience. 
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Editorial Comment and Conventions 

This thesis is driven to a large extent by its methodology. This is spelt out in 

detail in Chapter One but there are a number of small conventions that need to be 

identified here. 

Firstly, within his thesis three separate databases are referred to throughout. One 

contains the original census individuals; the second contains the original census 

individuals plus the ancestors, descendants and marriage partners relating to them 

between approximately 1540-1640 that I managed to find; the last contains three 

families of men who were Norwich Aldermen at the time of the census, plus their 

ancestors, descendants and marriage partners relating to them between approximately 

1540-1640. 

I have accessed microfilms from both the Norfolk Record Office and the Latter-

day Saint’s library. The Mayor’s court and Quarter Sessions microfilms I accessed at 

the NRO had folio numbers but the films accessed from the LDS library did not 

(possibly due to the copying procedure). Therefore a page number could not always be 

noted in my references but the date is always noted.  

The microfilm copy I have of the Mayor’s Book of the Poore does not show 

page numbers in the early parts of the document, therefore a page number could not 

always be noted in my references but where there is no page number the date is always 

noted. 

 Dating convention 
The sixteenth-century documents I analysed in my research were using 25 

March as the beginning of the new year. I have chosen to use this convention and not to 

standardise the beginning of the year to 1 January throughout the thesis. It was 

important to do this when calculating the demography data for the tables in Chapter 

Three. 

 Naming conventions 
In searching for names, all known variants were checked. Historians are well 

aware of the inconsistency in spelling of names in historical documents. For the purpose 

of this thesis I have chosen to keep the spelling of forenames for the individuals of the 

census as they were spelt in the census. For all other individuals I have standardised to 

the common spelling, ie Agnes, Annes to Anne or Johes, Johannes to John. Often names 
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in the contemporary documents are abbreviated ie Wm. for William or Tho. for 

Thomas. In these instances I have chosen to use the un-abbreviated form of the name. 

Family names have been standardised to one particular spelling in the thesis. In 

the databases I have kept the names as they were spelled in the original documentations, 

in line with standard transcription practice. 

Place names and parish names are often spelled differently in various 

contemporary records. I have standardised these to one spelling for the purpose of this 

thesis. For brevity, all Norwich parishes referred to as for example, St Stephen’s instead 

of St Stephen’s church Norwich. Any parishes outside of Norwich will be referred to in 

full. 

 Accessing the Norwich parish registers 
The majority of my data from the Norwich parish registers was accessed online 

using the website of the Church of Jesus Christ of the Latterday Saints. This is 

explained in Chapter One. However, to assist readers of this thesis, I will explain the 

steps to access the images of original Norwich parish registers here. 

1. The entry to this website is at www.familysearch.org. 

2. Under the “Browse by location” heading, enter the UK and Ireland collection. 

3. This leads to a long list of various British records that can be accessed. 

4. Find the entry “England, Norfolk Parish Registers”. 

5. Click on the link “Browse through 293,422 images”. 

6. This produces a list of a number of Norfolk parish registers that can be accessed 

by original image. 

7. Enter whichever parish is wanted click the link to “Baptisms, Marriages, 

Burials”. 

8. A series of years will then appear; click the appropriate dates wanted and the 

parish register will be there to view online page by page, exactly as if you were 

in the archive, with the added bonus that the image can be enlarged online, or 

downloaded to analyse at your leisure. 

Many of these images are unpaginated so it may take time to find the event 

being sought. 

As well, some registers had separate books for baptisms, marriages and burials, 

whereas others mixed them all under months and/or years. As soon as this collection 

became available in digital format, I downloaded all the images for each Norwich parish 
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from their start date to 1640. I was then able to label the images as baptisms, marriages 

or burials to make it easier for me to access the image I required or to check 

information. As these images are stored in my computer I no longer need to go online to 

access them. 

 Other online resources 
When I commenced this thesis, access to relevant online resources was largely 

restricted to indexes and record transcriptions, such as the International Genealogical 

Index (IGI), described in Chapter One. Over the past few years, however, there has been 

a surge in the availability of digitised images, both unindexed, as in the Norwich parish 

registers, and indexed, as in the London Metropolitan Archives collection of parish 

registers currently accessible at the pay-site, www.ancestry.co.uk. As a result of this 

activity, more information on the Norwich families may become available in the future. 

It is my intention that the Extended families database will be placed on the 

internet to be freely available to other scholars and interested parties. 
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Introduction 

Robert Cotton of 27 yer, tanner in worke, & Agnes, his wyfe, of 31 yer, 
that spyn small stufe; & a child of 2 yere, & have dwelt her ever. [hable] 
No alms. Pore.1 
The short entry that describes this family is typical of the entries found in the 

document that has become known as the 1570 Norwich Census of the Poor (hitherto 

noted as ‘census’ for brevity). The family was not notable in any way, and is a typical 

example of the way in which families were described by the census taker(s). From their 

story being just a few written words in a dry and dusty book, it is possible with 

genealogical research methods to take the family outside the page of the census 

document and turn them into more tangible beings. Robert and Agnes had at least five 

more children after the two year-old mentioned in the census and had a long thirty-year 

marriage until Agnes died in 1598.2 Robert remarried and had three children by his 

second wife Hester and when he died in 1603 had acquired enough goods and chattels 

to be able to leave something to each of his surviving children and the remainder to 

Hester.3 His father William had been a freeman carrier and managed to apprentice two 

sons in Norwich, Robert as a tanner and John as a bookbinder, although neither of the 

brothers became freemen.4 Robert’s descendants do not appear to have been destitute 

and continued to live and work in Norwich for at least two more generations. Why were 

Robert, Agnes and their two-year-old Margaret included in the census? 

The Cotton family members were just three of 2352 individuals recorded in the 

original census. This document sits in the Norfolk Record Office as part of three books, 

which together form an account of the Norwich authorities’ perceptions of the poor 

population of the city and their official response during the decade following the census. 

The first book contains only a partial copy of the census and the third, which has the 

complete census, lay undiscovered by historians until 1960, when it was unearthed by 

John Pound. He subsequently published a transcript and analysis of the census in 1971, 

making it more accessible to historians and other interested individuals.5  

                                                
1 John F. Pound, The Norwich Census of the Poor, Norfolk Record Society, Norwich, 1971, p. 79. 
2 NRO, NPR, PD 185 Burial record 14 May 1598 from St Augustine’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
3 NRO ANW will register, 1602-1603, Wiggott, fo. 226. 
4 John L’Estrange, edited by Walter Rye, Calendar of the Freemen of Norwich from 1317 to 1603, 
London, Elliot Stock, 1888, p. 37; Winifred M. Rising and Percy Millican, eds, An Index of Indentures of 
Norwich Apprentices enrolled with the Norwich Assembly Henry VII-George II, Norwich, Norfolk 
Record Society, Vol. XXIX, 1959, p. 44.  
5 Pound, Census. 
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The census has been studied by a number of historians, most extensively by 

John Pound and Margaret Pelling. Pound has carried out some excellent quantitative 

analyses of the document.6 His studies of the census and tax records produced 

information about the social and trade structure of Norwich during the sixteenth 

century, as well as a detailed summary of the poor relief paid by the parishes of 

Norwich in the decade after the census. Pelling has taken a more qualitative look at the 

various groups within the pages of the census. In particular she has focused on the sick 

and disabled, the women, children and the elderly to reveal valuable insights into social 

attitudes and perceptions of poverty in Norwich at this time.7 Paul Slack has also 

compared the census with other similar population listings taken during the late 

sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries as background to discussing the development 

of social welfare administration in early modern England.8  

As a genealogist and family historian, with personal ancestors in Norwich, I 

found the document fascinating. Each entry contains unique detail about the family or 

individual including names, ages, occupations and origins. As an experienced 

genealogist, I was aware of the recent explosion of easily accessible records in the field 

of family history. I could see the possibility and value of the census document and 

thought the time right to re-examine it in a different way. Could I extend and enhance 

the document by adding information about the individuals to discover a group of 

previously unidentified people who were all connected through poverty? Would finding 

their ancestors, descendants and associated information about them be a useful way to 

examine inter-generational poverty?  Could this shed light on the experiences of the 

poor of early modern Norwich? 

In the past, historians have neglected qualitative study of the urban poor due to 

both real and perceived difficulties in finding source materials. In 1977 Lawrence Stone 

published The Family, Sex and Marriage in England.9 This ‘ostensibly magisterial’ 

study, as described by Patrick Collinson, centred on aristocratic families because Stone 

was of the opinion that evidence for poorer families either did not exist or was too 

difficult to locate.10 Since that time technological changes have created a new era in 

                                                
6 Pound, Census, p. 7. He suggests it was taken as a prelude to a reorganisation of Norwich’s poor laws. 
7 Margaret Pelling, The Common Lot: Sickness, Medical Occupations and the Urban Poor in Early 
Modern England, London and New York, Longman, 1998.  
8 Paul Slack, Poverty and Policy in Tudor and Stuart England, London and New York, Longman, 1988, 
pp.73-80.  
9 Lawrence Stone, The Family, Sex and Marriage in England, London, Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1977. 
10 Patrick Collinson, The Birthpangs of Protestant England: religious and cultural change in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries, Basingstoke, Macmillan, 1988, p. 69. 
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historical research, allowing primary records to be more accessible. Archives are 

cataloguing material into online searchable databases making it easier for historians to 

find sources previously unknown or overlooked. As well, genealogists have embraced 

this growing tide of information and been instrumental in adding to it by indexing and 

cataloguing records in many local record repositories around the world. Many of these 

local sources are not known outside the genealogical community. I have taken 

advantage of this and will show that it is now possible to utilise these resources and 

genealogical methodologies to gain a better understanding of poor urban families in 

early modern England.  

Aims and questions 
Previous work on this census has mainly been limited to and focused on the 

families at the time of the census.11 This study will take a longitudinal approach to 

interpret the social history of the people of the census and their ancestors and 

descendants over time. The key question I will address in this thesis is to investigate the 

experience of the urban poor in sixteenth-century England. I want to investigate why 

they slipped into poverty, beyond the generality of local or countrywide economic 

problems, by focusing on the personal or family experiences that led to their social 

circumstances. I will explore the expedients that were used to survive their poverty and 

to this end another question will centre on the extent to which the experiences of the 

poor were shaped by their relationship with the authorities. Was there a symbiotic 

relationship between the poor and the Norwich authorities?  

The other major objective of this thesis is to consider the value of using aspects 

of genealogical methodology in this process. For instance, did my process collate a 

worthwhile quality of information, or, was the effort too cumbersome to be repeated? In 

particular, how effective was the information collated about their family structures, 

lifecycles and expedients in advancing our knowledge of the poor of the census? 

By its nature, this study will gather and produce data for demographical 

analysis, which created an opportunity to analyse the demographic experiences of the 

census poor. Questions of fertility rates, age at marriage and mortality rates will be 

examined to determine whether there were changes over time. Examining the census 

                                                
11 Pelling, The Common Lot, 1998; Pound, Census, 1971; Paul Griffiths, ‘Masterless Young People in 
Norwich, 1560-1645’, in Paul Griffiths, Adam Fox and Steve Hindle, eds, The Experience of Authority in 
Early Modern England, New York, St Martin’s Press, 1996, pp. 146-186; Slack, Poverty and Policy, 
pp.73-80. 
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has revealed family strategies of remarriage, co-residence and unequal marriage.12 Did 

these practices continue over time or develop differently? What kinds of kinship and 

community relationships can be demonstrated? Were the census families always poor? 

What led to their poverty? Did it pass on to future generations or did they manage to 

rise above it? I will also investigate their origins and the extent of their mobility, both 

from outside of Norwich and within and between parishes in the city.  

Terms, concepts and scope 
The census provides an opportunity to study a collection of urban households 

between c. 1540-1640. This timeframe was chosen because my objective was to look 

for ancestors and descendants of the people of the census, allowing for longitudinal 

analysis of at least three generations within the families. The geographical setting is 

Norwich, a city whose population was second in size to only London in the early-

sixteenth century.13The Norwich authorities use of the term ‘poor’ to describe the 

people in the census tends to suggest they were a homogenous community, but it 

becomes clear very quickly that there is no such entity. When studying any social 

group, there are many variations within the group. This must be taken into account in 

order to conceptualise exactly what characteristics make up the group. The earlier 

studies by Pound and Pelling refer to the poor of the census, and initially highlighted 

variations of age, gender and wealth, but they were analysing the group at a specific 

instant in time. My methodology in creating micro-histories of the families has shown 

very clearly the disparate nature of their social structure, building upon the framework 

of Pound and Pelling. I believe that my examination of a cohort of linked family 

members across generations has enormous value from a social perspective and is a large 

enough sample to be useful for statistical analysis. 

I will not refer to the families and individuals in the census as poor, but as the 

‘people of the census’. They are a group that have been identified as poor by the census 

taker(s), by the authorities, but they have other identities which will be revealed by my 

methodologies and their ancestors and descendants were not always poor. I will extend 

the census group by adding the ancestors and descendants of a significant number of the 

                                                
12 Margaret Pelling, 'Old Age, Poverty, and Disability in Early Modern Norwich', in Margaret Pelling and 
Richard M. Smith (ed.), Life, Death and the Elderly: Historical Perspectives, London and New York, 
Routledge, 1991, pp. 74-101. 
13 W. G. Hoskins, ‘English Provincial Towns in the Early Sixteenth Century’, Transactions of the Royal 
Historical Society, Fifth Series, Vol. 6, 1956, p. 5. 
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families. The expanded number of people created by my methodology will become part 

of a different group who I will refer to as the Extended families. 

Other groups existed within Norwich at this time. The people of the census 

made up nearly a quarter of the city’s population in 1570 which roughly paralleled the 

number of ‘Strangers’ then living in the city.14 These were immigrants fleeing from 

religious persecution in the Low Countries and I will refer to these by their 

contemporary name, Strangers. The mayor and aldermen were responsible for political, 

economic and social control within the city. They were a social elite and although it was 

a social elite that any freeman could aspire to, in reality only those wealthy enough took 

office. Other men assisted to carry out the orders of the aldermanic council. Each ward 

had a number of common councillors elected each year and there were numerous other 

offices such as sheriffs, auditors, constables and clavors.15 All were elected positions 

voted in by the freemen in each ward. The total of all these elected officials from the 

mayor down made up a cohort of authority.  

It is from this group I chose three men who were part of the aldermanic council 

at the time of the census to produce a third database. Previously, some historians have 

considered that only wealthier families produced evidence worth researching.16 My 

objective was to contrast the experience of researching rich and poor cohorts and test 

the assumption that wealthier families produce more records than the poor.17. For this, I 

thought it appropriate to use individuals who were a major part of the Norwich 

governing authorities at the time of the census to keep all families in the same temporal 

context. 

 Studies of the sixteenth-century urban poor 
In contrast to continental Europe, there have been few studies of the experiences 

of the urban poor in sixteenth-century England.18 The studies of Norwich by Pound 

                                                
14 John Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, Sussex, Phillimore and Co. Ltd, 1988, p. 28. 
15 For a full discussion on the variety of elected positions in Norwich, see Timothy Hawes, Index to 
Norwich City Officers 1453-1835, Norwich, Norfolk Record Society, 1989, pp. ix-xvii. 
16 Stone, The Family, Sex and Marriage. 
17 This will also be compared with London aldermen in Silvester, ‘Cheapside by the Dozen’. 
18 There have been several studies for Europe, see Susan Broomhall, ‘Identity and Life Narratives of the 
Poor in Later Sixteenth-Century Tours’, Renaissance Quarterly, 57, 2004, pp. 439-465; Susan 
Broomhall, ‘Understanding Household Limitation Strategies Among the Sixteenth Century Urban Poor in 
France’, French History, 20/2, 2006, pp. 121-137; J. P. Coy, ' "Earn Your Penny Elsewhere": 
Banishment, Migrant Labourers and Socio-spatial Exclusion in Sixteenth-century Ulm', Journal of 
Historical Sociology, 20/3, 2007, pp. 279-303; Elizabeth Tingle, ‘Stability in the Urban Community in a 
Time of War: Police, Protestantism and Poor Relief in Nantes during the French Wars of Religion, 1562-
89’, European History Quarterly 36, 2006, pp 521-547; John Henderson and Richard Wall, eds, Poor 
Women and Children in the European Past, London and New York, Routledge, 1994. 
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were not specifically about the experiences of the poor. Instead he examined the 

principles and actions of the authorities toward the poor, and concluded that “they 

maintained a poor law system which had few rivals elsewhere”.19 By focusing on how 

the poor experienced poor relief, other historians have studied the limits of poor relief, 

attempted to re-evaluate parish relief and looked at the power relations between 

authorities and poor.20 Marco H. D. van Leeuwen has created a model to illustrate how 

poor relief functioned in pre-industrial Europe, stressing the interdependence between 

the poor and the elites, as he terms the authorities.21 He also raises the question of the 

advantages and disadvantages of poor relief to the authorities in comparison to other 

means of social control.22 This is an important aspect of the poor relief system. Official 

poor relief had a number of guises ranging from the simple act of giving money alms or 

bread dole to giving the poor licences or badges to wear in order to formally be allowed 

to beg. Steve Hindle has discussed how the badging of the poor could be seen as a form 

of control, which created a sense of shame and humiliation in exploiting “the reluctance 

of the indigent to be humiliated by the conspicuous receipt of public relief”.23 In his 

recent monograph, On the Parish, Hindle has also produced an account of the way in 

which the poor of rural England experienced poor relief and looked at the micro-politics 

of social relief to determine how this impacted on social relations.24 This thesis 

investigates the social relationship of the Norwich authorities and the poor by exploring 

the strategies of the authorities in their management of the poor.  

Other historians have explored the extent of vagrancy as a social problem.25 A. 

L. Beier used the records from the examination of arrested vagrants in the later 

sixteenth and earlier seventeenth centuries.26 His study produced quantitative and 

                                                
19 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 149. See also, Pound, Census, pp. 5-21; John Pound, ‘An 
Elizabethan Census of the Poor: the treatment of vagrancy in Norwich, 1570-1580’, University of 
Birmingham Historical Journal VII, 1962. pp 135-161. 
20 For a collection of such studies, see Steven King and Alannah Tomkins, The Poor in England 1700-
1850: an economy of makeshifts, Manchester UK and New York, Manchester University Press, 2003, p. 
8-9; Steve Hindle, On the Parish? The Micro-Politics of Poor Relief in Rural England c. 1550-1750, 
Oxford, Clarendon Press, 2004; Marjorie K. McIntosh, ‘Local Change and Community Control in 
England, 1465-1500’, The Huntingdon Library Quarterly, 49/3, Tudor History Issue, 1986, pp. 219-242. 
21 Marco H. D. Van Leeuwen, ‘Logic of Charity: Poor Relief in Pre-Industrial Europe’, Journal of 
Interdisciplinary History, 24/4, 1994, p. 611-2. 
22 Van Leeuwen, ‘Logic of Charity’, 1994, p. 600. 
23 Steve Hindle, ‘Dependency, Shame and Belonging: Badging the Deserving Poor, c. 1550-1750’, 
Cultural and Social History, 1, 2004, p. 8. 
24 Hindle, On the Parish?, 2004, pp. 4-5. 
25 A. L. Beier, Masterless Men: The vagrancy problem in England 1560-1640, London and New York, 
Methuen, 1985 
26 Beier, Masterless Men, p. xxi; Paul Slack, ‘Vagrants and Vagrancy’ pp. 360-379; Paul Slack, ‘Poverty 
and Politics in Salisbury 1597-1666’, in Peter Clark and Paul Slack, eds, Crisis and Order in English 
Towns 1500-1700: essays in urban history, Routledge and K. Paul, London, 1972, pp. 164-203; Griffiths, 
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qualitative evidence with which to compare the reality and numbers of vagrants with the 

contemporary accounts and literature of the time. Beier’s research has been reinforced 

by Paul Slack who showed patterns of vagrant mobility in early seventeenth-century 

Wiltshire by analysing a vagrant passport register from Salisbury.27 Slack was also able 

to demonstrate that there was a difference between the ‘vagabond class’ and subsistence 

migrants, an important distinction when examining the contemporary perceptions of 

poverty.28 Paul Griffiths defined urban vagrants more sharply by identifying not just 

status but age, to examine the experience of poverty on early modern youth.29 In an 

insightful discussion on child migration to the American colonies, Barry M. Coldrey has 

identified the beginning of three and a half centuries of what he terms  “crude social 

engineering which despatched youthful vagrants”.30 Nicholas Brodie has questioned the 

statutory claims that beggars and vagabonds increased during the sixteenth century.31 

Although statutes and contemporary literature suggest there was a real increase in these 

problems Brodie has discussed the difficulty in quantifying the “scale of the phenomena 

which governments and authorities were attempting to regulate”.32 My study will 

endeavour to add to this debate by examining the extent of the vagrancy problem among 

the Norwich poor. 

There have been a number of studies of the experiences of the poor in rural 

areas, and even more are found when the time frame shifts to the seventeenth century 

and later.33 Some of these were not specifically aimed at the poor but their findings can 

be applied to poverty questions. Pamela Sharpe carried out further demographic 

analysis of Colyton, which, although not centred specifically on the poor, opened new 

                                                                                                                                          
‘Masterless Young People; For comparison with Europe, see Jason P. Coy, Strangers and Misfits: 
Banishment, Social Control, and Authority in Early Modern Germany, Leiden, Brill, 2008. 
27 Paul Slack, ‘Vagrants and Vagrancy’, p. 360 and 373. 
28 Slack, ‘Vagrants and Vagrancy’, p. 367. 
29 Griffiths, ‘Masterless Young People, pp. 146-186. 
30 B. M. Coldrey, ''...A Place to Which Idle Vagrants May Be Sent.”: the First Phase of Child Migration 
During the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries', Children and Society, Vol. 13, 1999, pp. 32-47. 
31 Nicholas Dean Brodie, ‘Beggary, vagabondage and poor relief: English statutes in the urban context, 
1495-1572’, PhD Thesis, University of Tasmania, 2010 
32 Brodie, ‘Beggary, vagabondage and poor relief’, p. 64. 
33 David Levine and Keith Wrightson, The making of an Industrial Society: Whickham 1560-1765, 
Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1991; Pamela Sharpe, Population and society in an East Devon parish: 
reproducing Colyton, 1540-1840, Exeter, UK, University of Exeter Press, 2002; Keith Wrightson and 
David Levine, Poverty and piety in an English village: Terling, 1525-1700, New York, Academic Press, 
1979; Tim Wales, ‘Poverty, poor relief and the life cycle: some evidence from seventeenth century 
Norfolk’, in Richard M. Smith, ed., Land, Kinship and Life-cycle, Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 1984, pp 351-404; Mark Williams, ‘ “Our Poore People in Tumults Arose”: Living in Poverty in 
Earls Colne, Essex, 1560-1640’, Rural History, 13/2, 2002, pp. 123-143; Susannah Ottaway and 
Samantha Williams, ‘Reconstructing the Life-Cycle Experience in the Time of the Old Poor Law’, 
Archives, XXIII/98, 1998, pp.19-29. 
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perspectives on gendered work and migration within the population of the parish.34 

Similarly, Keith Wrightson and David Levine studied the village of Terling in Essex. 

This study enabled an understanding of the relations between the different social groups 

in the village but again, was not specifically centred on the poor.35 Other historians have 

carried out more defined and localised studies of poverty directed at not just the 

experience of the poor, but specific cohorts of poor, such as women, children, the 

elderly, widows and widowers and the sick or disabled.36 An early study by Tim Wales 

has identified and described life-cycle poverty using a combination of family 

reconstitution and the parish list of paupers combined with poor law accounts in the 

village of Cawston in Norfolk.37 An outcome of this study was to show the importance 

of and relationship with poor relief and the life cycle of those in need.38 Lynn Botelho 

used a combination of family reconstitution and poor law documents to specifically 

look for the life cycle survival strategies of the elderly in two Suffolk villages. 39 One of 

her findings showed the variation in provision of poor relief between the villages due to 

their economic base. The village based on dairy farming was more affluent compared to 

the other more industrial village, whose economy was based on the cloth trade of the 

Stour Valley. She identified the large cohort of elderly in each village who were not 

poor enough to receive poor relief, but were unable to contribute to the poor rate. She 

documented their strategies to survive, and importantly, showed that those elderly poor 

had a shorter life span than those on pensions.40 The studies mentioned above have 

brought a new look to social history studies but all are in rural areas. So far, few 

historians have used family reconstitution and/or nominal record linkage techniques to 

carry out studies of urban areas.  

                                                
34 Pamela Sharpe, Population and Society, 2002. 
35 Wrightson and Levine, Poverty and Piety. 
36 See, for example; Lynn A. Botelho, Old Age and the English Poor Law 1500-1700, Rochester NY, 
Boydell Press, 2004; Jeremy Boulton, ‘“It is Extreme Necessity That Makes me Do This”: Some 
“Survival Strategies” of Pauper Households in London’s West End During the Early Eighteenth Century’ 
in Fontaine and Schlumbohm, Household Strategies for Survival 1600-2000: Fission Faction and 
Cooperation, 2000, pp. 47-69; Coldrey, ''...A Place to Which Idle Vagrants May Be Sent.”; Martin Dribe, 
Christer Lundh and Paul Nystedt, ‘Widowhood Strategies in Preindustrial Society’, Journal of 
Interdisciplinary History, 38/2, 2007, pp. 207-232; Margaret Pelling, ‘Who most needs to marry? Ageing 
and inequality among women and men in early modern Norwich’, in Lynn Botelho and Pat Thane, eds, 
Women and Ageing in British Society Since 1550, Essex, Pearson Education Limited, 2001, pp. 31-42; 
Slack, ‘Vagrants and Vagrancy’; Diane Willen, ‘Women in the Public Sphere in Early Modern England: 
The Case of the Urban Poor’, Sixteenth Century Journal, 19/4, 1988, pp. 559-575. 
37 Wales, ‘Poverty, poor relief’, pp. 351-404. 
38 Wales, ‘Poverty, poor relief’, p. 388. 
39 Botelho, Old Age, 2004. 
40 Botelho, Old Age, 2004, p. 155. 
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Botelho’s study is typical of a trend toward looking at the context of poverty 

from the perspective of gender and social environment. Feminist approaches have led to 

greater emphasis and different perspectives on the historical study of women and 

children. Diane Willen has shown the way in which urban authorities used poor women 

to assist them to carry out their poor relief strategies and how this blurred the distinction 

of gender roles within the community.41 Jodi Mikalachki has offered a way to read 

contemporary literature to construct the experience of vagrant women in early modern 

England.42 The experiences of poor children are becoming more prominent, usually 

centred on the way in which authorities dealt with children. Alysa Levene has examined 

the experiences of pauper apprentices in late eighteenth to early nineteenth-century 

London and the involvement and motivations of the authorities in the practice of parish 

apprenticeships.43 The census is a broad demographic cross-section of the Norwich 

poor. It included, men, women, children, and adolescents in a variety of circumstances. 

This thesis will pursue the social experience of all these disparate groups.  

One of the few urban studies carried out has been Jeremy Boulton’s substantial 

London study of Southwark, which gave a revealing look at the social life of a London 

suburb in the seventeenth century.44 Its detailed social topography gives a sense of the 

experience and interaction between all social groups in the borough. As well, Ian Archer 

has provided an illustration of how the social, cultural and political background of 

Elizabethan London contributed to the experience of both the poor and elite alike.45 

More recently, the People in Place project has examined families, households and 

housing to compare low and higher status areas of early modern London.46 This has 

shown the tendency of urban populations to form groups with similar social and 

occupational characteristics, and that domestic experience of different wealth and social 

                                                
41 Willen,  ‘Women in the Public Sphere’, 1988, p. 574. 
42 Jodi Mikalachki, ‘Women’s Networks and the Female Vagrant: A Hard Case’, in Susan Frye and 
Karen Robinson, eds, Maids and Mistresses, Cousins and Queens: Women’s Alliances in Early Modern 
England, Oxford and New York, Oxford University Press, 1999, pp. 52-69. 
43 Alyssa Levene,  ‘Parish apprenticeship and the old  poor law in London’. The Economic History 
Review, 63/4, 2010, pp. 915-941. See also, Pamela Sharpe, ‘Poor Children as Apprentices in Colyton 
1598-1830’, Continuity and Change, 6/2, 1991, pp. 253-270; John E. Murray and Ruth Wallis Herndon, 
‘Markets for Children in Early America: A Political Economy of Pauper Apprenticeship’, The Journal of 
Economic History, 62/2, 2002, pp. 356-382; Joan Lane, Apprenticeship in England 1600-1914, Chapter 
Three, ‘Pauper and Charity Apprenticeships’, London, UCL Press, 1996, pp. 71-82. 
44 Jeremy Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society: A London Suburb in the Seventeenth Century, New 
York, Cambridge University Press, 1987. 
45 Ian Archer, The Pursuit of Stability: Social Relations in Elizabethan London, Cambridge and New 
York, Cambridge University Press, 1991. 
46 Regrettably, there are few publications from this study as yet, but the research has been documented 
at< http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/index.html>accessed 11 February 2011. 
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status groups was more “surprisingly alike” than previously thought.47 The provincial 

cities have not been examined to the same extent apart from those by Pound and a series 

of articles by Pelling. She used the census as background evidence showing the 

variation of expedients used by the people of the census to make ends meet and the 

surprising extent of medical aid for the poor that was funded by the authorities.48  

A number of the above studies have used family reconstitution methodology, 

based on the methodology first used in England by the Cambridge Group for the 

History of Population and Social Structure, founded by Tony Wrigley and Peter Laslett 

in 1964. This will be discussed in more detail in Chapter One of this thesis. In essence 

family reconstruction involves building family tree information for families in a single 

parish to provide data for demographic research. More recently, historians have been 

extending family reconstitution methods by combining this approach with nominal 

record linkage. This technique collects items from disparate sources to form what might 

be called micro-biographies of individuals.  It has been used by Mark Williams, in his 

study of Alan Macfarlane’s electronic archive of the rural village of Earls Colne in 

Essex, to construct pauper biographies from a range of records held within the 

archive.49 His study consisted of ninety-two individuals and their immediate families 

over a period from 1560-1640. These were chosen because they were referred to as 

“poor” by the village authorities. Unfortunately, the overseers’ accounts for Earls Colne 

are missing, which meant he was unable to analyse which individuals were obtaining 

poor relief and how much they were receiving. Williams therefore made judicious use 

of other sources. In particular he used information from wills among the individuals in 

the database to examine the type and amount of bequests being left in aid of the poor of 

the parish of Earls Colne. The outcome from his study indicated that poverty in the 

village was life-long and multi-generational.50  

The surviving sources for studying the poor are much richer in the seventeenth 

and eighteenth centuries. Susannah Ottaway and Samantha Williams have compared a 

number of different studies to discuss the value of using nominal record linkage 

                                                
47 Vanessa Harding, ‘Families and Housing in Seventeenth-Century London’, Parergon, 24/2, 2007, p. 
137; Mark Merry and Philip Baker, ‘For the house herself and one servant’: Family and Household in 
Late Seventeenth-century London, The London Journal, 34/3, 2009, p. 227. 
48 Pelling, ‘Old Age’, pp. 74-101; Margaret Pelling, ‘Healing the Sick Poor: Social Policy and Disability 
in Norwich, 1550-1640', in Pelling, The Common Lot, pp. 79-102; Margaret Pelling, ‘Older Women: 
Household, Caring and Other Occupations in the Late Sixteenth-century Town’, in Pelling, The Common 
Lot, pp, 155-175. 
49 Williams, ‘Our Poore People’, pp. 123-143. 
50 Williams, ‘Our Poore People’, 2002, p. 123.  
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methodology. These studies were able to identify not only life-cycle poverty, but also 

gender differentiation in the amount of poor relief received in seventeenth and 

eighteenth century England.51 Jeremy Boulton had earlier proved the value of 

combining records by what was then called nominal linkage, the forerunner of nominal 

record linkage as is practised today. In his study of Southwark, Boulton used other 

records to create biographies of householders, which he studied in depth to form his 

conclusions of the social life of the parish at that time.52 In another study of London, 

Boulton is using parish pension records and settlement examinations in order to create 

what he terms ‘pauper biographies’ for the West End of London in the early eighteenth 

century.53 This has enabled analysis of the “relationship between life cycles, poor relief 

and survival strategies” of the poor in London between 1724-1824.54 This study, which 

is ongoing, is based on a set of parish pension records and settlement examinations and 

is an example of the rich range of sources that are available for the later seventeenth- 

and eighteenth-century studies. This thesis will show that comparable information can 

also be extracted from sixteenth-century sources. I will evaluate these sources in 

Chapter One. 

My methodology  
This thesis is driven by my methodology and offers a new approach. The 

research design will be discussed in detail in Chapter One, as will the accessibility and 

limitations of the sources, but a brief overview is appropriate for this introduction. 

Modern genealogical sources and methodologies will be used to analyse and extend the 

census document by expanding the existing information known about the individuals 

and families noted in the census. Genealogy has been defined as “the study of 

individuals’ descent and relationships.”55 In itself, it documents data, names, dates, and 

relationships within a family. I will determine as far as practicable the ancestors and 

descendants of a significant number of the people of the census. This will create a 

completely new collection of named individuals spanning one hundred years, all with a 

connection to this unique document. The data compiled will then be enhanced with 

other extant records such as court records, tax records, property records, apprenticeship 

                                                
51 Ottaway and Williams, ‘Reconstructing the Life-Cycle Experience’, pp.19-29. 
52 Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society, 1987. For full explanation of records used see p. 7. 
53 Boulton, Jeremy, ‘“It is Extreme Necessity That Makes me Do This”’, p. 68. 
54 See http://research.ncl.ac.uk/pauperlives/ accessed 20 August 2010.  
55 Mark. D. Herber, Ancestral Trails, Stroud, Gloucestershire, Sutton Publishing Limited in association 
with the Society of Genealogists London, 1997, p. xii. 
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and freeman records and wills, by using nominal record analysis. 56 This type of 

analysis is well known to genealogists and family historians although few of them 

would know it as such. It is what they love to do and they are experts in this approach.57 

Nominal record analysis is the heart and soul of genealogical research as they search 

through numerous sources to build up evidence for and about a single individual. In 

effect, the use of the above techniques will produce family histories for a number of 

individuals and families of the census. Family history differs from genealogy and is not 

history of the family. It attempts to investigate numerous documents, illustrations and 

even artefacts, to place flesh onto the bones of the stark genealogical data of the 

individuals. Where did the person live, what did they do, were they affected by political 

and social events? Importantly, this will result in extending the knowledge of this group 

across generations, within a time span from 1540-1640. It will demonstrate the 

possibilities that these methods and sources offer in addressing major historical research 

questions. 

None of the above studies has taken a group of known urban poor and followed 

their families through a detailed longitudinal study. As well, the major sources they 

used relate to seventeenth and eighteenth century documents.  My study will focus on 

sixteenth-century sources. My intention is to take the 2352 people of the census and 

apply a variation of family reconstitution methodology combined with nominal record 

linkage. This will create a family history for as many families as possible and 

biographies for as many individuals as possible, which will provide a new examination 

of a group of known urban poor from 1540-1640. Far from being a snapshot of at a 

point in time, which any census represents, it will be a detailed longitudinal study of 

individuals, their ancestors and descendants. The family histories produced will be 

connected by the fact that the people of the census were judged to be poor at a particular 

moment in time, in 1570.  

Thesis structure 
In order to clarify the key questions of my thesis I have formulated the following 

structure to discuss my findings. In each chapter I will show the extent to which my 

techniques help to capture and shed new light on the experiences of the poor, using data 

                                                
56 The sources used are discussed in full in Chapter Three, Methodology. See bibliography for full 
notation of all sources used. 
57 <http://historyonics.blogspot.com/search?updated-min=2007-01-01T00%3A00%3A00-
08%3A00&updated-max=2008-01-01T00%3A00%3A00-08%3A00&max-results=1>accessed 19 
January 2011, comment from Tim Hitchcock 29 Mar 2007. 
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analyses and case studies to illuminate my findings. In Chapter One I will initially focus 

on how historians have traditionally studied the poor, and I will then discuss their 

methodologies and any difficulties encountered. The nature of the sources used for my 

study and their strengths and weaknesses will be compared. Finally, I will discuss my 

methodology and research design in detail. 

In Chapter Two I will begin with an overview of sixteenth-century Norwich to 

set the people of the census and the city authorities in their historical context and the 

three aldermen in my associated study will then be introduced. I will investigate the 

authorities’ decision making in relation to the background of the economic and religious 

environment of the city. I will then introduce the 1570 Norwich Census of the Poor and 

examine why it was produced and how it was used. The reasons for its implementation 

will be discussed and it will be compared with other similar censuses that were taken in 

England during the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.   

Chapter Three will explore how demographic patterns among the poor of early 

modern Norwich compare with statistical norms identified by other studies.58 My use of 

a cross-parish genealogical approach will supplement previous single parish statistical 

studies. I will make comparisons with other demographic studies of age at marriage, 

fertility and mortality ratios and household patterns, and examine how this is affected 

by social and economic change over time and spatially within a community.59 This will 

enhance the understanding of the demography of the poor over time in early modern 

Norwich.  

In Chapter Four I will analyse some of the families and individuals in detail, 

using case studies to contribute to the understanding of how social and economic 

conditions can affect migration and mobility. My focus will be on the poor who had 

settled in Norwich, and I examine several questions: where poor migrants to Norwich 

came from; whether ties to their places of origin continued; if these migrants became 

part of a particular parish or ward area; how much inter-parish movement there may 

have been. I have placed the families in a wider context than the single parish where 
                                                
58 E. A. Wrigley and R. S. Schofield, The Population History of England 1541-1871: a reconstruction, 
Cambridge Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 1981; Pamela Sharpe, Population and Society, 
2002; Roger Finlay, Population and Metropolis: The Demography of London 1580-1650, Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 1981; Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society, 1987; Levine and Wrightson, 
The Making of an Industrial Society, 1991; The People in Place project of the Institute of Historical 
Research < http://www.history.ac.uk/projects/people-in-place>accessed 11 January 2012. 
59 See Jona Schellekens, ‘Economic Change and Infant Mortality in England, 1580-1837’, Journal of 
Interdisciplinary History, 32/1, 2001, pp. 1-13; Ann Kussmaul, ‘Time and Space, Hoofs and Grain: The 
Seasonality of Marriage in England’, Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 15/4, Population and 
Economy: From the Traditional to the Modern World, 1985, pp. 755-779. 
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they were baptised or married, to test the extent of cross- parish movements shown by 

poor families. This can demonstrate the human geography of neighbourhood areas 

instead of the confining divisions imposed by parish boundaries and thus provide an 

overview of the degree of mobility of the families in the study. 

The census provides a singular opportunity to look for signs of kinship and 

community networks among the urban poor. In Chapter Five I will look for evidence of 

this in my poor cohort in order to analyse the process and context of social change over 

time.60 Most previous studies of kinship and community networks have been carried out 

on middling and wealthy cohorts.61 The group of people that make up the Norwich 

census of the poor are by their nature those who are under-recorded which creates 

problems in finding their presence in the available records.62 I will address the difficulty 

of revealing kinship and community networks among the urban poor by initially looking 

at any kinship links within and across the families in the census, as shown by the census 

itself. Reconstituting the families over time should identify whether continuing links 

can be seen, and show evidence of new links.  

As part of this chapter I will also explore whether the poor were more bound 

with the authorities that were their main source of support, than with each other as 

family, friend or neighbour. The involvement of the city authorities with the poor 

provides an opportunity to explore and identify the symbiotic relationship (i.e. the effect 

of the poor on the authorities as well as the authorities on the poor) of this interaction 

and observe how it develops or unravels from 1540-1640.63 

In Chapter Six I will use a number of case studies to explore the way in which 

the poor of Norwich dealt with and managed their poverty. I will consider how work 

strategies, marriage strategies, begging, assistance from kin, and property ownership are 

employed by the census poor as survival expedients. These expedients will be discussed 

in terms of temporal change, by age and by gender. This chapter will also examine the 

                                                
60 Keith Wrightson, ‘The Politics of the Parish in Early Modern England,’ in Griffiths, Fox and Hindle,  
The Experience of Authority, p. 36. 
61 See for example, David Cressy, ‘Kinship and Kin Interaction in Early Modern England’, Past and 
Present, 113, Nov. 1986, pp. 38-69; H. R. French, ‘The Search for the ‘Middle Sort of People’ in 
England, 1600-1800,’ The Historical Journal, 43/1, 2000, pp. 277-293; Jon Stobart, ‘Personal and 
commercial networks in an English port: Chester in the early eighteenth century,’ Journal of Historical 
Geography, 30/2, 2004, pp. 277-293. 
62 Alan Macfarlane, Reconstructing Historical Communities with a Computer: Final report to the Social 
Science Research Council, 1983, p.18. Now out of print but available on 
<http://www.alanmacfarlane.com/FILES/earlscolne_published.html>accessed 10 December 2008. 
63 J. Pound, Poverty and Vagrancy in Tudor England: Seminar Studies in History London, Longman 
Group Limited, 1971, p. 61. 
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role played by household composition in coping with poverty and the extent to which 

criminal activity contributed to the survival expedients of this cohort. 

This introduction began with a description of the Cotton family. In Chapter Five 

we will engage with another member of this family, Robert Cotton’s brother John, and 

reveal a completely different experience. This thesis has produced a number of other 

family histories from the faded pages of the census document, which between them will 

provide a privileged entry into the social experiences of the poor of sixteenth-century 

Norwich. 
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Chapter 1 - Constructing the life experiences of 
the poor: genealogical approaches to historical 
records 

In this chapter I explain my methodology in detail and will argue for the 

potential that the use of genealogical methods and sources can contribute to historical 

research questions, in this case centred on sixteenth-century urban poor. My 

methodology derives from constructing genealogies from family reconstitution, which 

are combined with nominal record linkages for a group of individuals whose social 

status is known. This has developed into a series of individual family histories, which 

extend over a period of time and across parish boundaries. The complexities of the 

relationships and social interactions that encompass these histories reveal the 

experiences of the urban poor in sixteenth-century Norwich that will then be explored in 

the following chapters of this thesis.  

Historical demographers, biographers and social historians have previously used 

family reconstructions or aspects of nominal record linkage in a variety of studies but 

these have often been found wanting by fellow scholars.1 This was due to perceived 

problems in the compilation and use of the statistical data. My approach will show that 

data on individuals and families can be compiled with less effort than has been the case 

in the past, to produce a rich source of both quantitative and qualitative material. I will 

begin by examining the approaches used previously by historians to study the poor, in 

particular those taken by historians using similar methodologies to my own. I will then 

describe my methodology, sources and research design in detail and compare them with 

previous studies in order to show their suitability for the kinds of questions I ask in this 

thesis. 

In the early part of the twentieth century there was an initial focus by historians 

on the history of poor relief and the provision of poor relief that produced governmental 

and authoritarian-centred studies of poverty.2 They were not centred on the social 

                                                
1 Alice Bee Kasakoff and John W. Adams, ‘The Effect of Migration on Ages at Vital Events: A Critique 
of Family Reconstitution in Historical Demography’, European Journal of Population 11, 1995, pp. 199-
242; David Levine, ‘Sampling History: The English Population’, Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 
28/4, 1998, pp. 605-632; Steven Ruggles, ‘The limitations of English family reconstitution: English 
population history from family reconstitution 1580-1837’, Continuity and Change, 14/1, 1999, pp. 105-
130; John Hatcher, ‘Understanding the Population History of England 1450-1750’, Past and Present 180, 
2003, pp. 83-130; M. A. Jonker and A. W. van der Vaart, ‘Correcting missing-data bias in historical 
demography’, Population Studies, 61/1, 2007, pp. 99-113. 
2 E. M. Leonard, The Early History of English Poor Relief, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 
1900; Sidney and Beatrice Webb, English Local Government Vol 7, English Poor Law History Part One, 
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problems of the poor but on national government responses to the poor, in the form of 

statutes and legislation and documents written about the poor by the authorities. Some 

of these studies were initiated by socialist historians, Sydney and Beatrice Webb and R. 

H. Tawney, who were concerned about the ideology of the practice of poor law, and 

others by those with more moderate views such as E. M. Leonard, who thought the 

administration of the poor law had assisted in keeping England orderly from vagrancy. 

In the main they agreed that the implementation of national statutes to provide for the 

poor was beneficial.3  

Since those initial studies, other historians have attempted to quantify the extent 

and causes of poverty during the century leading up to the introduction of the 

1598/1601 Poor Law statutes. A number of these studies have looked at the role of the 

reformation and the dissolution of the monasteries in influencing the increase in 

poverty.4 The Valor Ecclesiasticus was a national Church tax assessment carried out in 

1535, which detailed monastic income and expenditure.5 The document was analysed in 

the early 1900s by Alexander Savine, who estimated that the amount of poor relief 

provided by the monasteries of England was only 2.5 percent of the monastic gross 

national income.6 More recently, Neil S. Rushton and Wendy Sigle-Rushton have 

carried out a new analysis of the Valor Ecclesiasticus. Their evidence suggests that the 

actual monastic poor relief was considerably greater, and therefore the dissolution 

would have had a significant and detrimental effect on the poor.7 Rushton has also 

produced a considered claim that poverty had already escalated to the extent that the 

monasteries were finding it difficult to administer relief to the poor. He suggests that 

even if the dissolution had not happened, the secular authorities would have had to deal 

with the problem. Paul Slack has also, like Savine, placed the dissolution as a cause of 

increasing poverty, stating that it has been “estimated that monasteries alone provided 

£6500 a year in alms before 1537; and that sum was not made good by private 

                                                                                                                                          
The Old Poor Law, London, Frank Cass and Co Ltd, 1963; R. H. Tawney, The Agrarian Problem in the 
Sixteenth Century, London, Longmans, Green, 1912. 
3 Paul A. Fideler, ‘Introduction: Impressions of a Century of Historiography’, Albion: A Quarterly 
Journal Concerned with British Studies, 32/3, 2000, p. 382. 
4 Peter Solar, ‘Poor Relief and English Economic Development before the Industrial Revolution’, The 
Economic History Review, New Series, 48/1, 1995, pp. 1-22; Marjorie K. McIntosh, ‘Local responses to 
the poor in late medieval and Tudor England’, Continuity and Change, 3/2, 1988, pp. 209-245; Neil S. 
Rushton, ‘Monastic charitable provision in Tudor England: quantifying and qualifying poor relief in the 
early sixteenth-century’, Continuity and Change, 16/1, 2001, pp. 9-44.  
5 Neil S. Rushton and Wendy Sigle-Rushton, ‘Monastic poor relief in Sixteenth-Century England’, The 
Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 32/2, 2001, pp. 193-194. 
6 Neil S. Rushton, ‘Monastic charitable provision in Tudor England’, p. 11.  
7 Rushton and Sigle-Rushton, ‘Monastic poor relief ‘, p. 193. 
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benefactions until after 1580.”8 The loss of monastic alms and poor relief from chantries 

and gilds was disastrous according to Marjorie McIntosh who suggests that this 

influenced new responses to the poor. 9 This disruption of charity provision led to a 

number of strategies, both at the local and country level to deal with the perceived 

problem, which led eventually to the Elizabethan Poor Laws.10 

Since the 1960s, the focus has moved away from the administration of poor 

relief and the field of poverty studies has been influenced by social historians.  Their 

questions have been oriented to understand the experience of the poor from their own 

perspective, and shown the importance of local responses, regardless of national 

government policies. By the 1970s the poor were being placed into the centre of 

scholarship as the social context of poverty was examined.11 Studies of the poor and the 

effect of poverty on the population were becoming more defined and localised as 

historians realised that poverty is relative and can be best understood within a specific 

context.12 By this time, there were also new methodologies emerging and multi-

disciplinary approaches were being applied to poverty studies. Arguably, the most 

significant is one of the major methods used by scholars in historical demographic 

studies, that of family reconstitution. 

In England there have been a number of family reconstitution studies, which 

have made a valuable contribution to demographic studies but they have not specifically 

been used to study the poor. Most of these studies have been carried out in single 

parishes in rural areas, spanning the years between the commencement of parish register 

recording ca. 1538 and the beginning of civil registration in July 1837. Peter Laslett and 

E. A. Wrigley, the founding members of the Cambridge Group for the History of 

Population and Social Structure at Cambridge University, pioneered the technique in 

England. Their efforts produced two landmark publications. The first was The 

Population History of England 1541-1871 in 1981 followed some years later in 1997 by 

English Population History from Family Reconstitution 1580-1837.13 The Cambridge 

                                                
8 Paul Slack, Poverty and Policy in Tudor and Stuart England, London and New York, Longman, 1988, 
p. 13. 
9 McIntosh, ‘Local Responses’, p. 225; Solar, ‘Poor Relief ‘, p.17. 
10 Discussed in John Pound, Poverty and Vagrancy in Tudor England: Seminar Studies in History 
London, Longman Group Limited, 1971, pp. 42-55. 
11 Fideler, ‘Introduction: Impressions of a Century of Historiography’, pp. 386-390. 
12 Fideler, ‘Introduction: Impressions of a Century of Historiography’, p. 387. 
13 E. A. Wrigley and R. S. Schofield, The Population History of England 1541-1871: a reconstruction, 
Cambridge Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 1981; E. A. Wrigley, R. S. Davies, J. E. Oeppen 
and R. S. Schofield, English Population History from Family Reconstitution, 1580-1837, New York, 
Cambridge University Press, 1997. 
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Group was following family reconstitution methods initially formulated by the French 

historical demographer Louis Henry in the 1950s.14 Since that time demographic 

analysis has often been used in partnership with family reconstitution.15 Henry’s method 

of family reconstitution records each baptism, marriage and burial event separately and 

then collates these events into family groupings onto special family reconstitution forms 

(FRF). These family groupings include families where the parents married and 

continued to live in the same parish, and also families that began baptising children in 

the parish but may have married elsewhere. This methodology produced a number of 

valuable findings, for example age at marriage, fertility and mortality studies, which I 

can compare with the demographic analyses in my study.  

Despite the useful demographic findings produced from the family 

reconstitution studies carried out by the Cambridge Group their methodology has 

attracted a number of criticisms. One of these is that of migration censoring, where 

families or individuals who moved from a parish are excluded from the study.16 This 

has resulted in small samples from which to form conclusions about important 

demographic questions such as age at marriage.17 This has important implications when 

studying the poor. They are perceived to have greater mobility and can therefore be 

invisible in the records and more likely to be omitted from reconstitution studies. To 

counter criticism, this has been, and is still being, addressed by various statistical 

techniques.18  

                                                
14 David Levine, ‘The Reliability of Parochial Registration and the Representativeness of Family 
Reconstitution’, Population Studies, 30/1, 1976, p. 107. 
15 Keith Wrightson and David Levine, Poverty and Piety in an English Village: Terling, 1525-1700, New 
York, Academic Press, 1979; Roger A. P. Finlay, Population and Metropolis: The Demography of 
London 1580-1650, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1981; Alan Macfarlane, Reconstructing 
Historical Communities with a Computer: Final report to the Social Science Research Council,1983, 
p.18. Now out of print but available on http://www.alanmacfarlane.com/FILES/earlscolne_published.html 
accessed 17 September 2010; Chris Wilson, ‘Natural Fertility in Pre-Industrial England,’ Population 
Studies, 38/2, 1984, pp. 225-240; David Levine and Keith Wrightson, The Making of an Industrial 
Society: Whickham 1560-1765, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1991; E. Voland, and R. I. M. Dunbar, ‘The 
Impact of Social Status and Migration on Female Age at Marriage in an Historical Population in North-
West Germany’, Journal of Bio-sociological Science, 29, 1997, pp. 355-360; Susannah Ottaway and 
Samantha Williams, ‘Reconstructing the Life cycle Experience in the Time of the Old Poor Law’, 
Archives, XXIII/98, 1998, p. 20; Pat Hudson and Steve King, ‘Two Textile Townships, c. 1660-1820: A 
Comparative Demographic Analysis’, The Economic History Review, New series, 53/4, 2000, pp. 706-
741; Pamela Sharpe, Population and Society in an East Devon parish: reproducing Colyton, 1540-1840, 
Exeter, UK, University of Exeter Press, 2002. 
16 Stephen Ruggles, ‘Migration, Marriage and Mortality: Correcting Sources of Bias in English Family 
Reconstitutions,’ Population Studies, 46/3, 1992, pp. 507-522; Hatcher, ‘Understanding the Population 
History of England’, pp. 83-130; Levine ‘Sampling History’, pp. 605-632. 
17 See discussion below on Finlay, Population and Metropolis. 
18 This will be discussed more fully in Chapter Three, but see E.A. Wrigley, ‘How Reliable is Our 
Knowledge of the Demographic Characteristics of the English Population in the Early Modern Period?’ 
The Historical Journal, 40/3, 1997, pp. 571-595; D. Souden, ' Movers and Stayers in Family 
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Criticism has also been directed at the non-representativeness and perceived 

bias, in both the selection of parishes used in the Cambridge Group reconstitutions, and 

the selected events from the parish, especially the later volume, The Population History 

of England 1541-1871: a reconstruction. 19 For that study, the authors selected twenty-

six mainly rural parishes. Only one of the twenty-six was reconstituted by an author, the 

other twenty-five were the result of work carried out by volunteers who had each 

selected the parishes they wished to work on. As the results of the study claim to be 

representative of England as a whole, this methodology and the interpretation of the 

data have been questioned. As social historian Stephen Ruggles states, these twenty-six 

parishes are “about a quarter of one per cent of the ancient parishes of England,” and his 

major concerns were about the quality of the data used, the size of the parishes used and 

the fact that no London parishes were used.20 David Levine has similar problems with 

not only the absence of London from the data, but also the absence of all major cities 

and little representation from the north and northwest.21 This raises questions regarding 

the differences between urban and rural communities. Economic historian John Hatcher 

shows that the Cambridge Group underestimated the crisis mortality rate of their 

parishes when compared with “a host of parishes not included in the Group’s sample.”22 

None of these criticisms invalidate the merit of the work in these studies but in my 

opinion they should be looked at as local rather than aggregate studies.  

The complexity of dealing with urban population research and differing social 

groups is illustrated by one of the few urban studies that has been carried out using 

family reconstitution methodology. Roger Finlay examined parishes in London within a 

timeframe between 1580 and 1650. 23 His was the first historical demography of the 

capital and produced detailed statistical data on population growth, marriage, fertility 

and mortality rates, as well as a short discussion on London’s social structure in 1638.24 

At the time of his research, some historians and historical demographers considered 

urban studies too difficult for examination due to the mobility of urban populations and 

the unreliability of information from parish registers.25 In order to test the reliability of 

                                                                                                                                          
Reconstitution Populations', Local Population Studies, Vol.33, 1984, pp. 11-28; G. Cohen, 'Missing, 
Biased, and Unrepresentative - the Quantitative Analysis of Multisource Biographical Data', Historical 
Methods, 35/4, 2002, pp. 166-176; Jonker and van der Vaart, ‘Correcting missing-data bias’, pp. 99-113. 
19 Hatcher, ‘Understanding the Population History’, pp. 83-130; Levine ‘Sampling History’, pp. 605-632.  
20 Ruggles, ‘The limitations of English family reconstitution’, p. 106.  
21 Levine, ‘Sampling History’, 1998, p. 609. 
22 Hatcher, ‘Understanding the Population History’, 2003, p. 103. 
23 Finlay,  Population and Metropolis, pp. 20-21. 
24 Finlay, Population and Metropolis, pp. 70-82. 
25 Paul Slack, ‘Review’ in Medical History, 26/3, 1982, pp. 360-361. 
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the London registers, Finlay carried out a survey of eight parishes, four from what he 

has termed the central richer part of the city, one parish of intermediate wealth and three 

parishes from poor parts of the city.26 In his opinion, these registers were reliable 

enough for statistical examination but his main results were based on just four of these 

parishes. In calculating the figures for age at marriage of women, the sample sizes from 

each of the four parishes were very limited and ranged from only 9 in one to 24 in 

another.27 Both the small samples and method used have been questioned by historical 

demographer T. H. Hollingsworth, who has suggested further work on a larger group of 

parish registers could yield better results.28  

Scholars have also remarked on the lack of social and economic context in the 

study and the lack of evidence for Finlay’s short discussion on London’s social 

structure in 1638.29 At the same time, M. J. Power tempered his criticism, by noting the 

difficulty of undertaking such a project in a large city because “London is simply too 

large for any such integrated venture.”30 The parishes chosen by Finlay for this study 

were from both poor and wealthy areas in London that were distinguished as such by 

the values of the property in those parishes.31 Therefore, this represents the social status 

of a parish as a whole so the actual social status of the individuals remains unknown. P. 

J. Corfield has questioned the accuracy of the source Finlay used to distinguish social 

status, which was the 1638 London tithe assessment.32 The unreliability of single 

sources is an ongoing problem for all historians but can be alleviated by judicious use of 

multiple sources. As well, reconstitution cannot be specific about social differences 

within parishes. My analysis has the advantage of using a defined social cohort, which 

combined with today’s technology is a much easier task. 

As an alternative to family reconstitution, demographic and historical 

geographers have adopted a quantitative approach and used statistical analysis 

extensively to interpret their sources. John Patten’s major study of early modern English 

towns used population figures from previous studies combined with subsidy and tax 

records to provide an overview of the cause and effect of migration in the growth of 

                                                
26 Finlay, Population and Metropolis, 1981, p. 21. 
27 Roger A. P. Finlay, ‘Population and Fertility in London, 1580-1650’, Journal of Family History, 4/1, 
1979, p. 32. 
28 T. H. Hollingsworth, ‘Review’, The Economic History Review, New Series, 35/2, 1982, p. 306.  
29 M. J. Power, ‘Review’, Journal of Historical Geography, 8/3, 1982, pp. 301-2. 
30 Power, ‘Review’ p. 302. 
31 Finlay, Population and Metropolis, 1981, p. 16. 
32 P. J. Corfield, ‘Review’, Social History, 8/3, 1983, p. 431. 
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English towns.33  Patten touched on urban poverty, using figures from Pound’s analyses 

of the 1570 census combined with an earlier 1568 list of Strangers in Norwich and a 

later 1589 occupational census to demonstrate the occupational structure of Norwich in 

the late sixteenth century. Patten suggests that the poor were perceived as “a drain on 

the city’s resources, as well as a social nuisance and a prospective civic danger” and 

that “the poor never became free, usually had not served apprenticeships nor left 

wills”.34 This study was a welcome multi-source and multidisciplinary addition to the 

historical studies produced in the 1970s but like other quantitative studies left questions 

about urban poverty and the experience of the poor unanswered. This thesis aims to 

counter these gaps in the scholarship. 

In considering the value of these foregoing studies to historical research, an 

obvious missing focus is that they have not been applied to groups of the poor. 

Demographic analyses tend to be aggregate studies, which means that it is not always 

possible to distinguish the social status of the group under examination. Thus, 

quantitative studies by themselves do not distinguish social status. In practice, this 

means that the poor tend to be under-represented in demographic studies because they 

were often mobile and therefore tended to either appear very briefly in records or to not 

appear at all. This thesis draws on and modifies these methodologies and applies them 

to a known cohort of sixteenth-century individuals who are also known to have been 

classed as poor. These methods usually produce more information for wealthier groups 

and have not often been applied to the poor because of perceived difficulty in collating 

enough data for analyses. I will show that use of my methodology will counter these 

criticisms in particular that of migration bias without using complex statistical formulae.  

 Methodology, Sources and Research Design 
The Norwich census provides a group of people whose social status was defined 

as poor. My approach differs from the studies discussed above, because it combines the 

building of genealogies from family reconstitution with nominal record linkages for a 

group of individuals whose social status is known. I have created family histories that 

extend forward and backward in time from the census and, importantly, across parish 

boundaries. This has not been the usual practice for historical researchers who have 

mainly concentrated on researching a single parish, usually from a rural area. Family 

                                                
33 Patten, John, English Towns 1500-1700, Dawson, Folkestone, England, Hamden USA, Archon Books, 
1978. 
34 Patten, ‘English Towns’, pp. 265 and 260. 
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reconstitution has been difficult and time consuming in the past but my method of 

compiling information into a specialised genealogical database makes reconstitution, 

record linkage and analysis a much easier task, especially for urban parishes.  

In 1973, a seminal article by Wrigley and Schofield discussed the technique of 

nominal record linkage as it was practised at that time.35 In the words of Wrigley, there 

had been “a spate of historical studies involving nominal record linkage on a scale 

which requires the linkage rules to be set out formally and in detail.”36 This was in the 

early days of computer use in quantitative research by historians and the article offered 

a way to standardise the approach and recognise the increasing use of computerised 

analyses and the generation of automated nominal record links. These linkage rules are 

similar to basic genealogical axioms which are well understood by experienced 

genealogical researchers. The rules needed to be set out clearly for automated computer 

analysis and were designed to “prevent the formation of spurious links or to identify 

false links during revision.”37 Some of these included: age at death is never greater than 

100 years; at childbirth the mother must be aged between 15 and 50; all brides and 

grooms are less than 75; remarriage must be within 20 years of the end of the previous 

marriage. The rules had a proviso - “unless age information in the record overrides this 

rule”.    

I recognise the importance of this early work and the linkage rules proposed by 

Wrigley and Schofield are still valid in family reconstitution studies. However, these 

studies have been limited by the presumption that the employment of cross-parish 

studies is too time consuming, and have tended to focus on a single, usually rural 

parishes.38 As we have seen, this has resulted in criticisms of the bias and deficiency of 

the models.39 For instance, those using family reconstitution techniques have not 

included the individuals who migrated in and out of the parish, which means that key 

information on mobility and movement is omitted from the studies. There may be an 

argument to study a single rural parish exclusively, but I argue that urban studies cannot 

be carried out on parishes in isolation from each other.40 By extending my research 

                                                
35 E. A. Wrigley and R. S. Schofield,  ‘Nominal record linkage by computer and the logic of family 
reconstitution’, in E. A. Wrigley, ed., Identifying People in the Past, London, Edward Arnold (Publishers) 
Ltd, 1973, pp. 64-101. 
36 E. A. Wrigley, ‘Introduction’, Wrigley, Identifying People in the Past, p. 1. 
37 Wrigley and Schofield, ‘Nominal record linkage’, p.74. 
38 Levine, ‘Sampling History’ p. 608. 
39 Ruggles, ‘Migration, Marriage and Mortality’; Hatcher, ‘Understanding the Population History of 
England’. 
40 For single parish studies see Keith Wrightson and Levine, Poverty and Piety; Sharpe, Population and 
Society, 2002; Jeremy Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society. A London Suburb in the Seventeenth 



Chapter One 

25 

beyond the parish boundary, my approach will counter some of the criticism and 

demonstrate the usefulness of cross-parish genealogical studies.41 This type of detailed 

research may have been considered too labour intensive in the past, but modern data 

accessibility and analytical tools make this task much more feasible.  

One of the most important features of the database created for this thesis is that 

it enables sorting across parish boundaries to show family and individual movement 

between parishes. As well as the majority of studies being carried out in single parishes, 

the time consuming aspect of family reconstitution studies has meant few have been 

carried out in urban areas. I suggest that precisely because this sort of study has not 

been done previously it is worth pursuing. My methodology will make the process of 

researching the urban poor much easier than it has been in the past. 

Instead of using the census as a snapshot in time, my approach uses a new 

longitudinal perspective to analyse the people of the census. I have used genealogical 

research methods to create a database containing every family in the census. I then 

searched for evidence of these families and their descendants for at least two to three 

generations within the time frame of 1540-1640. This has allowed me to build family 

histories of 80 families over at least three generations, as well as to compile additional 

details about many other individuals in the census.  

My methodology collects and collates genealogical and generational history 

records from a wide range of sources, combining an array of quantitative and qualitative 

evidence. It then analyses them in a genealogical manner to demonstrate the 

possibilities that these sources and methods offer in addressing major historical research 

questions. That is, my approach is to begin with one root person and as much 

information is collated about that person and their family as possible, using a number of 

different records. I have looked for specific information to compile family histories of 

these individuals and their families. Each person studied is an individual and all 

individuals are considered to be of value. They become active parts of a jigsaw that 

piece together a family history and bring to life the world they live in. The sum of all 

these individual histories adds to our understanding of all aspects of the historical 

experience.  

                                                                                                                                          
Century, New York, Cambridge University Press, 1987; For my cross-parish approach see Lesley 
Silvester, ‘Cheapside by the Dozen: A study of twelve Cheapside families from 1550-1670 to 
demonstrate how modern genealogical research can offer insights into historical questions in early 
modern London’, unpublished Master’s dissertation, University of Western Australia, 2007. 
41 This approach is discussed more fully in later chapters. 
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An example of what such an approach can achieve is the following case study of 

William Oldcroste and his family: 

William Oldcroste of 40 yere, cobler, & Wybrow, his wyfe, of 42 yeris, 
that spyn white warpe; & 4 children, the eldest daughter 8 yeris that knytt, 
the rest veri yonge, & hav dwelt here ever. No allms. Veri pore.42 

Examining the Norwich parish registers show that on the 26 September 1557 

William Oldcroste married Withburga Halydaye in St Stephen’s church in Norwich.43 

Further examination of the registers enabled me to put names to five children of 

William and Withburga, one of whom had died in 1560. The baptisms, marriages and 

burials for this family took place in at least four different parishes. This cross-parish 

movement was a common occurrence in the poor families of the census and will be 

discussed further in Chapter Five. Two of the children were baptised in St Margaret’s 

church in Norwich and the others at St Lawrence.44 These two parishes lie adjacent to 

each other in the location of West Wymer ward. It appears that this family later moved 

to St Stephen’s parish, a little less than half a mile from St Lawrence and St Margaret. 

A daughter Agnes was buried in St Stephen’s during the plague epidemic of 1579 but 

she seems to have been the only family member affected.45 Withburga died in 1587 and 

was also buried at St Stephen’s and two months later William remarried to Alys 

Osbourne in St Stephen’s.46 Alys died two years later and was also buried in St 

Stephen’s. Without carrying out a cross-parish investigation none of this information 

would have been forthcoming. 

Apprentice indentures show that in 1542, when he was about fourteen years old, 

William was apprenticed to the cordwainer William Clerk of Norwich, but there is no 

record of him gaining his freedom.47 At completion of their service, apprentices in 

Norwich were expected to take up their freedom but in practice, a large number did not. 

John Pound has established that only 56 percent attained freedom between 1576 and 

                                                
42 John Pound, The Norwich Census of the Poor 1570, Norfolk Record Society, 1971, p. 57. 
43 NRO, NPR, PD 484, Marriage record 26 September 1557 from St Stephen’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012 
44 NRO, NPR, PD 153, Baptism records April 1560 and July 1564 from St Margaret’s church and PD 58, 
Baptism records  June 1562, August 1568 and November 1570 from St Lawrence’s church consulted on 
the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
45 NRO, NPR, PD 484, Burial record 30 March 1579 from St Stephen’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
46 NRO, NPR, PD 484, Burial record 12 June 1587 and Marriage record 7 August 1587 from St Stephen’s 
church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 
2012. 
47 Winifred M. Rising and Percy Millican, eds,  An Index of Indentures of Norwich Apprentices enrolled 
with the Norwich Assembly Henry VII-George II, Norwich, Norfolk Record Society Vol. XXIX, 1959, p. 
123. 
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1600.48 Pound has suggested that this low figure may have been due to the high cost of 

obtaining freedom, which may well have been why William Oldcroste is not found in 

the freemen lists.49 The family was not receiving alms at the time of the census but 

William was noted as receiving alms in 1572/3.50  

In 1589 the Norwich authorities carried out an occupational census of the city 

and William was noted on this as a cobbler, so was still working at this time.51 In 1591 

Amy Oldcroste, the daughter of William and Withburga, married John Chrowcher in St 

John Timberhill in Norwich, a parish adjacent to St Stephen’s.52 This couple stayed in 

St John Timberhill parish where they had at least two children.53 Their daughter Mary 

married in 1621 to Edward Haunch and also had children in the parish.54 I have also 

discovered that it is possible that William and Withburga had connections with Suffolk. 

Their youngest surviving child born in 1570 was named Methusaleh.55A person by the 

name of Methuselah Ouldcraft had five children by two different wives in Lowestoft 

between 1599 and 1610, including two with the names William and Withburga.56 

Whether this was the son of the William and Withburga Oldcroste noted in the census is 

not verified, however it does suggest a familial connection that may be followed at a 

later time.57  

This case study is just one of the families in the census that I was able to follow 

over three or more generations. It begins with the apprenticeship of William Oldcroste 

in 1542 and ends with the birth of his granddaughter Mary’s children in the early 1620s. 

The little I have discovered about their lives removes them from the page of the census 

document and assists in understanding the social context of this family.  

                                                
48 John Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich; Sussex, Phillimore and Co. Ltd, 1988, p. 49. 
49 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 46. 
50 NRO NCR Case 20c The Mayor’s Book of the Poore, unpaginated, 1572-3. 
51 NRO AYL 156, The Aylsham Papers 13th century-20th century, unpaginated. The document notes itself 
as a list of ‘inhabitants’ but has been referred to by historians as an occupational census. See John Pound, 
‘The Validity of the Freemen’s Lists: Some Norwich Evidence’, The Economic History Review New 
Series 34/1, 1981, pp. 48-59. 
52 NRO, NPR, PD 74, Marriage record 6 September 1591 from St John Timberhill church consulted on 
the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
53 NRO, NPR, PD 74, Baptism records 1591 and 1593 from St John Timberhill church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
54 NRO, NPR, PD 74, Marriage record 18 July 1621 from St John Timberhill church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
55 NRO, NPR, PD 153, Baptism record November 1570 from St Lawrence’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
56 Baptism  records 1599-1610 from St Margaret’s church, Lowestoft, Suffolk, consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. FHLC Film No. 
1526138 Items 34-40. 
57 Genealogical research invariably creates new links to be followed. This is the case in several of the 
census families I have researched. 
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The approach to my research consists of seven key steps; firstly, creating a 

starting point by entering the Norwich 1570 census into a database; secondly, 

identifying and linking names; thirdly, finding genealogical baptism and marriage 

information using the International Genealogical Index (IGI); fourthly, expanding the 

genealogies with burial evidence and checking Norwich parishes not transcribed on the 

IGI; fifthly, selecting a number of families to concentrate on; sixthly, exploring other 

extant records for information on these chosen families; finally, analysing the findings. 

58 I will now describe each step of my methodology in more detail. 

(1) Creating a starting point by entering the Norwich 1570 census 
into a database 

A transcribed version of the 1570 Norwich census is available in tabulated form 

on the internet. 59 It was transcribed from Pound’s transcript of the original census by 

Paul Welbank as an exercise to test optical character recognition software in digitising 

text from books to websites.60 He is not as part of a research group but is an interested 

individual family historian. To verify the authenticity of this version, I compared it with 

the transcription by John Pound and found they were consistent.61 A few minor mis-

transcriptions were easily corrected. I also checked the original census with Pound’s 

version for consistency.62 The transcript of the census from the internet was then 

downloaded into a Microsoft Excel 2004 database. To save the time and effort required 

to enter all the information into a genealogical database, this data was transferred into 

Microsoft Word as a table, and then converted from Table to Text. This was converted 

again to a Tab delineated file. These steps were necessary to allow a smooth 

importation into the Reunion for Macintosh genealogy software programme I used for 

the database. Genealogical databases such as Reunion allow storage, recording, linkage 

and displaying of family information, including powerful sorting and categorising. This 

makes the process of collecting and analysing nominal linkage records a much easier 

process than has previously been the case. It is a more accessible and economic option 

for an individual historian to use and capabilities include charting, graphics and 

multimedia facilities. I initially formatted the database using the following fields: 
                                                
58 The International Genealogical Index contains entries of baptisms and marriages transcribed from 
original parish records by the Church of Jesus Christ of the Latter Day Saints. It is available for use on the 
internet at: http://www.familysearch.org/Eng/Search/frameset_search.asp?PAGE=igi/search_IGI.asp 
accessed 20 January 2009. 
59 Paul Welbank, Norwich Census of the Poor 1570, last updated 18 April 
2001<http://www.welbank.net/norwich/1570/> accessed 5 March 2011.  
60 Personal comment by email, Paul Welbank, 14 February 2011. 
61 Pound, Census, 1971. 
62 NRO NCR, Poor Relief Book(with 1570 census of the poor) Case 20c, unpaginated, 1570-1572. 
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• Forename - as listed in the census 

• Surname - as listed in the census 

• Birth year - calculated from the age given in the census 

• Occupation - as given in the census 

• Residence - as given in the census 

• Parish - as given in census 

• Notes - as given in census 

These fields were consistent with the Tab delineations so that after I had 

transferred the information to the database all information from each household was in a 

family record under one surname.  

Once the census had been transferred into the genealogical database, I then 

checked through each of the households. This was one of the more time consuming 

parts of setting up the database and took approximately a week to organise. Where there 

was a family group, I entered the wives and children individually into the database so 

that each individual had their own ‘person card’ but were linked to each other as a 

family group. If there were more than one person in a household but they did not appear 

to be a related family group, each individual was entered separately into the database 

with no link to any other individual or family. For instance, there were ten individuals 

living in Edward Borow’s house in All Saints’ parish.63 William Bennet, his wife and 

child and Mary Fen and her four children made up eight of the ten.64 The other tenants 

were two women who were living together, the widow Elizabeth Hanson and single 

woman Joan Emrye.65 The two women were aged 46 and 40 respectively. Their ages 

meant they could not be mother and daughter, although it is possible they were sisters or 

cousins. No other information was able to prove a relationship between them, so they 

were treated as separate individuals. As noted above, I had formatted a field for 

‘residence’ so that their place of residence was noted for every individual so that co-

residence links could be formatted. This was the starting point for my research.  

(2) Identifying and linking names in nominal record linkage: issues 
and approaches 

There were issues to be dealt with in collating the database. Historians will be 

familiar with the inconsistency of the spelling of names, not only from the sixteenth 

century, but also right up until the present, names can have varied spelling. In my 
                                                
63 Pound, Census, p. 41. 
64 Pound, Census, p. 41. 
65 Pound, Census, p. 41. 



Life experiences of the poor in sixteenth-century Norwich – a longitudinal study 

30 

original database of the census, prior to adding any other information, I have kept the 

spelling of names consistent with that of Pound’s transcription. I continued this practice 

throughout my thesis with the exception of one individual, whose census entry states 

“Rosemond Man of 56 yere, cordwainer, in worke, & Emie, his wyfe”.66 It was not 

implausible that a man should be called Rosemund, but it did seem unusual. In the 

process of researching this family I found that his name was Erasmus. He had married 

Emme Liddyngton in 1564 and had children baptised in St Peter Mancroft church, the 

parish in which they were living at the time of the census and in all of these events he 

had been named as Erasmus. I therefore have referred to him as Erasmus in this thesis. 

Another issue is that of common names; if a name is a common one it can be too 

difficult to distinguish one person/family from another. For that reason I have not spent 

a lot of time in trying to reconcile families and individuals in the census with surnames 

such as Brown, Clark, Johnson, Smyth, Taylor and Watson. An example of this problem 

comes from the parish of St Awdres (Etheldred), St Edmund and St Julian.67 In the 

census there were three different John Browns living in this parish, each in a separate 

house. Any baptisms could not be attributed to any of these families with accuracy so 

they were not followed. 

Although Allen is another common name it was possible to follow a family of 

this name for four generations between 1539 and 1620. The cordwainer Nicholas Aleyn, 

according to the census was living in St Stephen’s parish.68 The International 

Genealogical Index (discussed below) for this parish was checked for baptisms prior to 

1570 and showed nine baptisms under this name between 1539 and 1555.69 These nine 

events had four variants of the name, Aleyn, Alen, Alyn and Aly. All had the father’s 

name given as Nicholas (with variant spelling). Examining the IGI marriages for the 

same parish shows that these baptisms also line up with the fact that Nicholas had three 

wives.70 The burial register of St Stephen’s shows that Nicholas’s first wife had the 

                                                
66 Pound, Census, p. 48. 
67 Francis Blomefield, An Essay Towards a Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, London, 
Vol. 4, 1810, pp. 64-84. The two parishes of St Etheldred and St Edward were two of Norwich’s 
medieval churches. St Edward was a hospital church which after the dissolution was leased to the mayor 
and commonalty of Norwich, St Etheldred the same.  
68 Pound, Census, p. 44. 
69 NRO, NPR, PD 484, Baptism records 1539-1555 from St Stephen’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
70 No marriage was found for Nycholas’s first wife as it probably took place prior to beginning of parish 
registration; NRO, NPR, PD 484, Marriage records 14 June 1545 and 5 March 1564 from St Stephen’s 
church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 
2012. 
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name spelt as Aleyn, the burial of his second wife as Aley.71 Other confirmation that 

this was the same family came from Nicholas’s will, where several of the children and 

his third wife were mentioned.72  

A major part of collating my data was the use of family reconstitution and 

nominal record linkage. Stephen King and Alannah Tomkins have suggested that ‘a 

proliferation of this technique [nominal record linkage] might significantly advance our 

understanding of the economy of makeshifts, especially where projects systematically 

sample communities within and between regions’.73 Nominal record linkage has been 

described as “the technique of determining whether a named individual in one record 

can be identified with a named individual in another record”.74 Reconciliation of names 

that are spelt inconsistently in different sources is a major difficulty in nominal record 

linkage and genealogical research. The example of Erasmus Man above is a simple one 

to rectify. But could the “my mother Parchment” mentioned in Robert Wodestoke’s will 

of 1578 be the same person as the Agnes Percham who was living in the same house as 

Robert in 1570?75 Often in the records elderly women are referred to as ‘mother’ but the 

specific use of the words ‘my mother’ in his will does, I believe, indicate that this 

Agnes and Robert were related, either by blood or marriage. The fact that they were also 

residing in the same house provides another strand of evidence. 

Fortunately I found few such cases as this in compiling the database and most 

were easily assessed and resolved. For instance, the widower Nycholas Crystcrosse was 

living with two young children in the census in St Mary Unburnt’s parish.76 This parish 

church was demolished at the dissolution and the parish became joined with that of St 

Saviour’s parish.77 The parish register of St Saviour’s records the baptism of Edward 

Tristroft son of Nycholas on 27 May 1564. This was the baptism of Nycholas’s six-

year-old child who was noted in the census. 

Although there is a concern among historians regarding the difficulty of 

identifying and linking names and families in nominal record linkages, the rewards of 

this technique should encourage its use. Susannah Ottaway and Samantha Williams 
                                                
71 NRO, NPR, PD 484, Burial records December 1545 and 7 August 1557 from St Stephen’s church 
consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
72 NRO, NCC will register 1571, Brygge 233. 
73 Stephen King and Alannah Tomkins, The Poor in England 1700-1850: an economy of makeshifts, 
Manchester UK and New York, Manchester University Press, 2003, p. 273. 
74 David E. Thornton, ‘Identifying Celts in the Past: A Methodology’, Historical Methods, 35/2, Spring 
2002, p. 85. 
75 NRO, NCC will register 1578, Woodstocke 1; Pound, Census, p. 78. 
76 Pound, Census, p. 81. 
77 A. D. Bayne, A Comprehensive History of Norwich, London and Norwich, Jarrold & Son, 1869, p. 132. 
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mention a number of studies that have used nominal record linkage but contained a lack 

of “explicit and detailed methodological discussion” on this matter.78 They have 

therefore proposed a set of rules for nominal record linkage studies.79 However, they 

make an important point that “The rules and techniques of nominal record linkage will 

and should vary depending on an individual’s specific research interests”.80 In other 

words, every researcher in the field of nominal record linkage will have their own rules. 

In genealogical research this tends to happen by osmosis, every new case differs from 

the previous one, and therefore each may follow a different set of rules. Studies that 

Ottaway and Williams have carried out, as well as the ones they refer to, are all 

concerned with later timeframes than my Norwich research, covering times from 1630 

onwards when there are more documents available pertaining to poor law and treatment 

of the poor than in the sixteenth century. Their criteria are limited to links between 

family reconstitution, parish registers and poor law accounts. They have made the 

proposal, that when collating groups for the purpose of nominal record linkage, it is 

possible to determine a group with definite links and a group with probable links, and 

that both groups can be analysed.81 This is another usual practice in genealogy. 

Another challenge in collating information for the database was in identifying 

the separate households. After examining how John Pound had dealt with this, I agreed 

with his approach. The original census appears to set out a new paragraph for each 

household and the residence of the household is written in the left hand margin. Where 

there is no residence given it is assumed that that household lives in the last mentioned 

one. For instance, in St Gregory’s parish, using that criterion finds a total of 38 

individuals living in three houses owned by John Tomson.82 The 1568-70 Landgable 

Tax Assessment has confirmed this, showing that John Tomson paid the tax on three 

tenements in St Gregory’s parish.83  

For the purpose of my analysis, I have not used Pound’s data on numbers of 

households and individuals in the census as my baseline. I do not wish to replicate the 

good work he has done but I have built on it and this has created small discrepancies 

between his figures and mine. These are small differences that do not affect the 

statistical findings in my study but are due to different criteria being used by Pound and 
                                                
78 Ottaway and Williams, ‘Reconstructing the Life cycle Experience’, p. 20. 
79 Ottaway & Williams, ‘Reconstructing the Life cycle Experience’, pp. 26-27. 
80 Ottaway & Williams, ‘Reconstructing the Life cycle Experience’, p. 26. 
81 Ottaway & Williams, ‘Reconstructing the Life cycle Experience’, p. 27. 
82 Pound, Census, p. 59-60. 
83 Mary Rodgers and May Wallace, Norwich Landgable Assessment 1568-70, Norwich, Norfolk Record 
Society Vol. LXIII, 1999, p. 82. 
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myself to calculate findings. My database has allowed me to examine the census in 

detail and I have discovered some instances of families being entered into the census 

twice. For example, 

John Both of 30 yeris, sherman is in labore, & Elizabeth, his wyf, of 30 
ycris, that spyn white warpe, is with childe, & hathe a yonge son, & hav 
dwelt here ever. [gon to Fydelles house]. No alms. Veri Pore.84 
This entry places John and his family in the parish of St Martin at Bale in a 

house owned by Thomas Tesmond, a councillor of Conesford Ward.85 However, taking 

note of the phrase “gon to Fydelles house” I found that the family was listed in St Peter 

Permountergate parish, living in a house owned by Mr Gouche, not Fydelle.86 By the 

time the census taker had got to the latter address, Elizabeth Both had delivered her 

second child.87 

I have also, where known, added the names of all men who had deserted their 

wives or were away at the time of the census, either working or sick in hospital where 

noted, and added any other information about them that I have discovered in other 

records. This was important to keep the genealogy and nominal record linkage as 

accurate as possible.   

(3) Finding initial genealogical baptism and marriage information 
using the International Genealogical Index 

My intent was to then find evidence of the generational history of these families, 

beginning with baptism, marriage and burial records. My first step was to consult the 

International Genealogical Index (IGI). The IGI is a database of baptisms and marriages 

transcribed from original parish registers by the Church of Jesus Christ of the Latter 

Day Saints (LDS Church) and is an important genealogical research tool.88 It contains 

information from countries around the world from about 1500-1875 and has been 

collated by the LDS Church (also known as the Mormon Church), for religious reasons. 

The church has an extensive library of filmed primary records of all categories, from 

countries around the world. Membership of the church is not necessary to access these 

records: they are available to anyone. The records may be accessed in many countries 

                                                
84 Pound, Census, p. 35. 
85 Pound, Census, p. 35. 
86 Pound, Census, p. 31. 
87 Pound, Census, p. 31. 
88 The LDS Church is currently (August 2011) replacing the IGI with an equally useful database at 
www.familysearch.org. This will make records even easier to access. The church has an ongoing 
programme to digitise their primary source material and the digitised images will be available through 
this database. 
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through the LDS Church Family History Libraries for a small fee. The main repository 

for the records is the LDS Church Salt Lake City library in Utah and copies are also 

stored in Utah under a mountain in a nuclear proof bunker. 

The IGI does have some limitations, none of which affected my study. One of 

these limitations is that the IGI contains few burials. This means that the original parish 

register must be consulted to ascertain that individuals baptised in the register did not 

die prior to their marriage, an important part of verification in genealogical research. 

The other limitation is that the IGI is not a complete record of all the registered 

baptisms, marriages and deaths in the world. This meant that some of the Norwich 

parishes were not recorded on the IGI and I had to use the LDS church’s local family 

history library to order the microfilms of these registers from Salt Lake City. This 

process took several months at the time, but there has recently been a significant change 

in the operation and content of the LDS church family history website. All microfilms 

of the Norwich churches that the church holds in its library are now digitised, have been 

placed online and may be downloaded. This was a great boon to my research, and I was 

fortunate that the LDS chose to put Norfolk records online in this way at this time. The 

intention is that all the records in their vast library catalogue will be available online in 

this way and almost every month there are more changes and valuable records added.  

The IGI has a third limitation: as with all such transcribed sources it contains 

transcription errors but an excellent soundex feature largely offsets these. Soundex 

indexes names by how they sound as well as the more usual spelling, which will allow a 

search engine to find many different variants of the same name, either surname or given 

name. For instance, a search for baptisms containing the given name John in St 

Stephen’s church in Norwich between the years 1560 and 1580 results in 39 entries, 

with six variations of the spelling; John, Johannes, Johes, Ioannes, Johis and Joannes 

(there were two male baptisms spelt this way).  

A final limitation needing explanation is the reliability of the content of the IGI. 

The database of the IGI consists of two groups of records; those identified as ‘extracts’ 

from parish registers, which have a high degree of reliability, and those submitted from 

church members that often have errors. To ensure data reliability I have only used 

information from the extracted parish registers in the IGI or original registers read from 

microfilm. A lesser-known attribute of the IGI is that searches can be carried out by 

using batch numbers. Each batch of either baptisms or marriages uploaded into the IGI 

has a unique batch number. Smaller parishes will have only one batch number but larger 
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parishes may have several batch numbers each covering a specific timeframe. Entering 

a batch number for a particular parish will result in obtaining all the baptisms or 

marriages in that batch, for that parish, in alphabetical order. Due to the size of some 

parishes this may be an unwieldy number to analyse particularly as they are not in 

chronological order. However, the search can be limited to forty year (or less) 

timeframes which are much more manageable.  The LDS Church website has a number 

of links to assist in family history research including how to use the IGI. 

The parish registers of Norwich are a canvas on which the life cycles of families 

are sketched out, showing the patterns of birth, death and marriages over hundreds of 

years. These are the basic research sources for genealogy and generational history and 

have also been used by historians and historical demographers for many years. 

Although not all registers survive or are complete, most can be used to collate 

quantitative data for demographic purposes. On the whole, the quality of the surviving 

Norwich parish registers may be classified as good. Twenty-three of the thirty-three 

parishes (69 percent) extant at the time of the census have records surviving from either 

1538 or 1550-65. Four do not begin until 1600 and all but two of the thirty-three 

parishes have their original records digitised and accessible online. This compares with, 

and is slightly higher than the London records, whose surviving parish registers from 

1538-1565 I have calculated as 63 percent. The Norwich figures are significantly higher 

than other provincial towns such as Exeter at 28 percent, York at 41 percent and Bristol 

at 42 percent.89 Appendix One details the parishes of Norwich and the years covered. 

Using the registers combined with information from the census, it has been possible to 

gain information about the frequency of events such as remarriage in the census 

population both before and after the census.  

Regardless of the survival rate of the Norwich parish registers, there is a 

question of how representative they were. Thomas Cromwell’s orders of 1538 required 

“every parson, vicar or curate to enter into a book every wedding, christening and burial 

in his parish, with the names of the parties.”90 How well these orders were adhered to is 

unknown especially for the period between 1538 and 1559 as many registers have been 

lost or destroyed.91 It is also unknown whether all events in a parish were recorded. For 

example, did the poor and transients in the population baptise their children in the 

                                                
89 These figures calculated from Cecil R. Humphrey-Smith, (ed.), The Phillimore Atlas and Index of 
Parish Registers, West Sussex, Phillimore and Co. Ltd, 1995, pp. 136-7, 153, 195-6, 273. 
90 W. E. Tate, The Parish Chest, London, Cambridge University Press, 1969, p. 44. 
91 Herber, Ancestral Trails, p. 92. 
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church? Were these baptisms recorded in the register? We have no way of knowing this; 

in fact, the extent of coverage of the parish population as a whole is unknown. Other 

studies using parish registers as a source for population research have acknowledged 

this but not considered it a problem. Wrigley states that “if care is taken to exclude 

defective source material and to choose appropriate techniques, the results can survive 

the acid test and provide a valuable addition to the treasure chest of historical 

knowledge”92 My research would have been aided if all the Norwich parishes had 

equally surviving records and if it was known that these records reliably covered the 

whole population. However, I believe there was sufficient data to have provided a rich 

source of information for my purpose. 

The registers can be used for more qualitative purposes at times. The parish 

clerk or incumbent occasionally has added to the bare detail when keeping the register. 

They may state whether a person is from another parish, or if the marriage participants 

were single or widowed and at times occupations may be given. Some clerks seem to 

take great delight in writing more expansive entries for the more affluent members of 

the parish. In the parish of St Clement’s the clerk has written the names of anyone of 

higher status much larger than other entries. 

 
Figure 1-1 Extract from St Clement's Parish Register, showing the baptism of 
Anne Aldrich, daughter of alderman John Aldrich 

In total I was able to access the IGI for 28 of the 33 Norwich parishes. I initially 

sorted the surnames in my genealogical database by parish, that is, the parish where the 
                                                
92 E. A. Wrigley, ‘How Reliable is Our Knowledge of the Demographic Characteristics of the English 
Population in the Early Modern Period’, The Historical Journal, 40/3, 1997, p. 595. See also David 
Levine, ‘The Reliability of Parochial Registration and the Representativeness of Family Reconstitution’, 
Population Studies, 30/1, 1976, pp. 107-122;W. J. Edwards, ‘National parish register data: an evaluation 
of the comprehensiveness of the areal cover’, Local Population Studies 17, 1976, pp. 16-24. 
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individuals were living at the time of the census. Then, I was able to carry out a search 

in the IGI for each separate parish of the names of the baptisms and marriages within 

that parish which corresponded with the names in the census from that parish. These 

were selected and downloaded as Gedcom (GEnealogical Data COMmunication) files. 

This file protocol was developed by the LDS church to enable records to be imported 

directly into family history databases. This Gedcom data for each parish was then 

downloaded into separate databases for each parish. I then compared each of these with 

my main database. By careful analysis I was able to match and identify some of the 

downloaded individuals to families in my database and import their details. This 

enabled me to enrich the database enormously. For instance, although like Nycholas 

Crystcrosse above, a number of families in the census did not have their children named 

by the census taker, I was able to deduce who were their children. For instance the 

family of John Brother were described as: 

John Brother, knaker, of 40 ycre, that worketh nott, & Elizabeth, his wyf, 
of that age, that spyn white warpe; and hath 2 sons & 2 daughters, the 
eldest 15 yere & doth nothinge, the other a yong on, & the eldest daughter 
is in cervis & the yonger knytt, & hath dwelt here 27 yeres.93 

John and his family were living in the parish of St Peter Parmentergate and five 

of the children were baptised in the parish and were recorded in the IGI, therefore I 

could identify names and dates of baptism for them. The first child was Margaret on 3 

July 1550, born to John’s first wife who was buried the same day. John remarried to 

Elizabeth in 1551 and the next three children were Elizabeth in 1553, Thomas in 1555, 

Robert in 1558 and James in 1564.94 It is genealogical practice to not assume that year 

of baptism is year of birth as there are many instances of baptisms taking place some 

time, even years later. Although late baptism does not seem to have been common 

practice in the sixteenth century, for the purpose of my research, I am using the year of 

baptism as an approximate year of birth. 

For 37 percent of the families I was able to find a marriage date for the parents, 

for instance, in St Peter Mancroft parish, the census details “Bartholomew Bell of 44 

                                                
93 Pound, Census, p. 31. 
94 NRO, NPR, PD 162, Marriage record 1551 and baptism records 1550-1564 records from St Peter per 
Mountergate church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org 
accessed 16 February 2012. 
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yeres, mason not in worke, & Margaret, his wyfe, of 36 yer.”95 The IGI of that parish 

reveals that Bartholomew Bell married Margaret Fytton on 1 October 1559.96  

(4) Expanding the genealogies with burial evidence and checking 
Norwich parishes not transcribed on the IGI 

There were three other steps involved in expanding the basic genealogical 

information. Firstly I used the IGI to perform some blanket searches across parishes for 

each name to find cross-parish evidence of the families. This is an important feature of 

the IGI because it enables searching across parish boundaries and is therefore able to 

show family movement between parishes. As stated earlier, this has not always been the 

usual practice for historical researchers when carrying out family reconstitution studies. 

The time consuming aspect of family reconstitution research has meant few have been 

carried out in urban areas but I hope that using this methodology will encourage more 

urban studies in the future.  

By using this cross-parish check, I came across a number of examples where 

parents had baptised children in different parishes. For instance, at the time of the 

census, Lancelot Amis was living in the parish of St Clement as follows:  

Lancelot Amis of 32 yeris, taylor in work, & Agnes, his wyfe, of that age; 
& 4 children of 8, 6, 4, 7 yer, & byg with another; & a prentis97  

I discovered that Lancelot had subsequently fathered at least four more children 

with his wife Agnes, and their nine known children were baptised in three different 

parishes. If I had used regular family reconstitution practice, information on this 

family’s mortality and fertility rates would have been calculated incorrectly. 

The second step in expanding the genealogical information was to examine 

microfilm of the Norwich parishes that were on the IGI to find evidence of burials 

within the census families. This enabled me to form a more complete generational 

history of the families. Burials must be checked to prevent wasted effort; obviously if a 

person has died there will be no further genealogical information about them. It also 

assists in producing a more complete analysis of mortality rates within a family. For 

instance, the census states:   

                                                
95 Pound, Census, p. 48.  
96 NRO, NPR, PD 26, Marriage record 1 October 1559 from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
97 Pound, Census, p. 71. 
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William Hemlynge of 56 yeris, cobler in gret myseri & lamc & dombe & 
Barbara, his wyfe, of 46 yer, yt spyn white warpe, & hath 2 children, 
theldest 10 yere that weve lase, & hav dwelt here ever.98  
William and Barbara have only two children according to the census, but the 

register of St Peter Mancroft shows that they had at least six children of whom four died 

young.99 

Checking the burials was a more time consuming step as it had to be carried out 

by reading each register but in the time since I began this thesis there have been other 

major developments that can make this task easier. The popularity of genealogy today 

means that researchers want to exchange their family knowledge with others and are 

learning to provenance their information. Because they want easier access to 

information many genealogical researchers have been instrumental in transcribing and 

publishing data that could be of great benefit to scholarly research. As well as the 

digitised Norwich parish registers mentioned earlier, the Norfolk Family History 

Society has transcribed hundreds of Norfolk parishes and they are available to search by 

members on their website. Another group of family historians run by the Trustees of 

FreeBMD is transcribing parish registers from all over England and can be useful to 

check when carrying out parish register studies.100 The transcribers for these 

organisations, both of which are not for profit, are volunteers and all transcriptions are 

double checked for accuracy. All these sources are of particular value to researchers 

who are unable to access original registers.  

A third step to expand the genealogies was to examine five Norwich parishes 

whose records have not been transcribed onto the IGI but were available on microfilm 

from the LDS church family history centres, as mentioned previously. On a research 

trip to Norwich in late 2009 I was also able to check another parish that was not 

available on the IGI and had not been microfilmed by the LDS church. All the 

microfilms were checked for any events (that is, baptism, marriage, burial), related to 

the families on the census and any new information found was added to the database.  

(5) Selecting a number of families to study 
Genealogical methodology relies heavily on evaluation and I now propose 

another avenue to produce quality evidence by using these techniques that will be useful 
                                                
98 Pound, Census, p. 48. 
99 NRO, NPR, PD 26, Baptism records 1555-1567 from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
100 The Norfolk Family History Society is at< http://www.norfolkfhs.org.uk>accessed 29 January 2011 
and Trustees of FreeBMD oversee< http://www.freereg.org.uk>accessed 29 January 2011.  



Life experiences of the poor in sixteenth-century Norwich – a longitudinal study 

40 

to researchers of the sixteenth century. As a professional genealogist for many years, I 

teach students the necessity of accumulating evidence to prove family linkages. 

Genealogy is sometimes uncertain, but by carefully sourcing and building up quality 

evidence it is possible to create plausible genealogies.  I adhere to the ‘Genealogical 

Proof Standard’ (established by the US Board of Certification of Genealogists), to 

minimise the degree of uncertainty. The Genealogical Proof Standard consists of five 

elements: a reasonably exhaustive search for all pertinent information; a complete and 

accurate citation to the source of each item used; analysis of the collected information's 

quality as evidence; resolution of any conflicting or contradictory evidence and arrival 

at a soundly reasoned, coherently written conclusion.  

By using this standard I found in total 80 families where there were 3 or more 

generations clearly identified. I have used the information from these families to carry 

out the demographic studies in Chapter Three and for longitudinal study. As an example 

of a family whose genealogy I consider sound, we will take a more detailed look at 

Nicholas Aleyn, whom we briefly met above. The census document reads:  

Nicholas Aleyn of [?] yers [dead] cordwainer, out of occupi, & Agnes, his 
wyfe. of 50 yeris that spyn white warpe: & Elizabeth Colyns, a mayd of 28 
yeris, that spyn white warp. Hable No alms. Indeferent.101 

Nicholas Aleyn and his wife were living in St Stephen’s parish. The census 

entry does not mention any children, and there is an added note to say that Nicholas was 

dead. Nicholas’s occupation was that of cordwainer and exploring the freemen’s 

register shows he was admitted to freedom as a cordwainer in 1542, but he was 

unemployed at the time of the census.102  The apprentice indentures show that between 

1542 and 1570 he had employed at least three apprentice cordwainers.103 The parish 

registers of Norwich reveal that Nicholas was married three times. It is not known when 

he first married, because it was prior to 1538 when registers were first recorded but the 

registers of St Stephen’s in Norwich show that his first wife Allias was buried in 1545 

after having two children. He remarried twice and had at least six other children 

baptised at St Stephen’s. These children were all born to Elisabeth Englyshe his second 

wife. After her death he remarried in 1564 to Agnes Nicol. All the children are 

mentioned in his will and by 1570 they would have ranged in age from 23 to 15 but 

none are living with him and none appear to be in any other census household.  

                                                
101 Pound, Census, p. 44. 
102 John L’Estrange, edited by Walter Rye, Calendar of the Freemen of Norwich from 1317 to 1603, 
London, Elliot Stock, 1888, p.  and Pound, Census, p. 44. 
103 Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich Apprentices, pp. 60, 68, 183. 
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Further investigation shows his son James was baptised in St Stephen’s in 1551 

which means that at the time of the census he would have been 19.104 There does not 

appear to be an apprenticeship indenture for James but the freemens’ lists show that he 

gained his freedom as a tailor by patrimony in 1577, the entry states “Jacobus Allen 

filius Nichi. Allen nuper civis Norw., cordyner.”105 Soon after he gained his freedom 

James married Martha Hardy on 4 January 1579 in St Michael at Plea parish church in 

Norwich. This couple had at least seven children baptised in the same church. His 

daughter Sebell married Henry Goodman in St George Tombland parish in Norwich in 

1608. This couple had nine children, some baptised in St Michael at Plea and some in 

the adjacent parish of St George Tombland. The patriarch of this family, Nicholas, did 

indeed die as stated in the census and he left a will which confirmed the genealogical 

research of this family.  

Other families have been discarded from the longitudinal study because of 

insufficient evidence. As an example, in Colgate Ward: 

Hery Osborne of 34 yers, carpenter in work, & Elyzabeth, his wyfe, of 44 
yer, that spin white warpe; & 3 children of 12, 8, 4, the eldest spyn & go to 
skole, & was prentyce her. (hable)106 
Using cross-parish searching and blanket searching of the IGI produced no 

marriage for Hery and Elyzabeth or baptisms for their children. Hery’s age meant he 

was born prior to parish registration of baptisms and therefore I would be unlikely to 

find one for him. As Elyzabeth’s maiden name is unknown, searching for any more 

information about her would be too difficult. The difference in age of Hery and 

Elyzabeth suggests that the children may be either all his or all hers, or possibly both, 

even one or two of his or hers. The census suggests he was an apprentice in Norwich 

but I have been unable to find an indenture relating to him. Thus this family is discarded 

from my generational analysis. However, the ten-year difference in age between Hery 

and Elyzabeth has placed them within the criteria to be part of my analysis of unequal 

marriage in Chapter Four. 

I was able to source good contemporary information on a number of other 

families in the census, but these families were set aside if I was unable to convincingly 

                                                
104 NRO, NPR, PD 26, Marriage record 1 October 1559 from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
105 Millican, Percy, ed, The Register of the Freemen of Norwich 1548-1713: a transcript, with an 
introduction, an appendix to those freemen whose apprenticeship indentures are enrolled in the city 
records, and indexes of names and places, Norwich, Jarrold and Sons Ltd, 1934, p. 127. 
106 Pound, Census, p. 78. 
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identify either their descendants or ancestors. Likewise, I could not use any of the single 

males or females enumerated in the census who were living alone, unless I found that 

they subsequently married and had children or they had children living with them in the 

census. All elderly couples that could not be linked to any other families were also set 

aside.107 However information pertaining to many of the individuals not included in the 

80 three-generation families has been used in my analyses for other questions such as 

remarriage, survival strategies and mobility and kinship studies.  

(6) Exploring other extant records for information on the chosen 
families 

I used nominal record linkage to examine a number of other records in order to 

extend the biographical information of the individuals and families of the census. These 

were tax records, poor relief records, biographical sources, and probate and court 

records. I initially focused on the names of the chosen families, to examine a number of 

other record sources in order to expand the information from the parish registers and 

census itself. I then applied the genealogical proof standard to test the legitimacy of 

each source and to justify my decisions to use information found from that source.  

The 1576 subsidy tax has previously been used by Pound as a guide to the social 

structure of Norwich at that time.108 It has also been shown to contain important 

information about the increasing numbers of Strangers to Norwich during the few years 

after the census as it can be compared with a census of Strangers taken in 1568. I 

checked this subsidy to find any of those named in the census that had managed to 

progress in status between 1570 and 1576. 

I have also utilised other tax assessments such as the Norwich Rate Book of 

1633-1634 and the Norwich Hearth Tax and Hearth Tax Exemption listings of the 

1660s to reveal whether any family had moved up or down in status since the census. 

The Norwich Rate Book of 1633-34 is a listing of who was paying the poor rate to the 

parish and how much they were paying, alongside a list of those receiving poor relief 

and how much they were receiving.109 I was able to check whether any of the families I 

had tracked over a few generations were to be found in this listing, to ascertain whether 

they had remained poor, or whether they were then able to pay poor rates themselves.  

                                                
107 I have used the same criteria as L. A. Botelho in Old Age and the English Poor Law 1500-1700, 
Rochester NY, Boydell Press, 2004, p. 12, where she has used the age of 50 as the beginning of old age. 
108 John Pound, ‘The Social and Trade Structure of Norwich 1525-1575’, Past and Present, 34, (Jul. 
1966), p. 52.  
109 Walter Rye, The Norwich Rate Book from Easter 1633 to Easter 1634, London, Jarrold & Sons, 1933. 
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Another tax source was the Norwich Landgable Assessment of 1568-70. 110 This 

was a property tax paid by owners of property in Norwich and lists 1500 properties, 

some of which were owned by persons listed as poor in the census. Nominally paid for 

each year, it appears to have been administered erratically. The 1568-70 tax was set up 

to collect rent from the previous ten years, which was then extended to twelve years.111 

This was a valuable source of qualitative information for my research. The way in 

which the tax was set up meant that owners were liable for ten years payment, but they 

may not have owned the property for all those years.112 The document lists the names of 

the current property owners at the time the tax was assessed and the previous owners if 

the property had changed hands. 

Poor relief records begin with the records for maintenance of the poor, which 

include the Mayor’s Book of the Poore 1571-1579 and Mayor’s Book of the Poore for 

the Poor 1571-1580, both of which include the Bridewell accounts for 1570, and the 

Poor Relief Book 1570-1572 which contains the 1570 census.113 These books give 

detailed accounts of named people receiving poor relief payments in the various 

parishes of Norwich up to 1580 when the records cease. It is therefore possible to trace 

when any families or individuals in the census began receiving poor relief payments and 

how long these payments continued, although only over a 10-year period. John Pound 

has provided a detailed statistical examination of these and has suggested that these 

records ceased due to the severe outbreak of plague in Norwich in 1579.114 I found these 

records a valuable source of qualitative information for the families and individuals in 

the census. 

The churchwardens’ accounts were looked at where available but many do not 

survive for Norwich parishes. I was able to obtain useful but very limited information 

from only two parishes, St Stephen’s 1567-87 and St Peter Mancroft 1580-1600. 

Apprenticeship indentures were also checked to identify those men in the census 

who had been an apprentice in Norwich. Although this was often stated in the census, I 

was able to find others who were not known to be apprentices from the census entry 

alone. These indentures often gave the name of the apprentice’s father and/or his place 

of origin, information that was useful in terms of both family history and mobility 

                                                
110 Rodgers and Wallace, Norwich Landgable Assessment. 
111 Rodgers and Wallace, Norwich Landgable Assessment, p. 5. 
112 Rodgers and Wallace, Norwich Landgable Assessment, p. 5. 
113 All these records in NRO, NCR Case 20c. 
114 John Pound, ‘An Elizabethan Census of the Poor: the treatment of vagrancy in Norwich, 1570-1580’, 
University of Birmingham Historical Journal VII, 1962, p. 150. 
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studies. At times, pauper children were apprenticed by the parish authorities, so 

apprenticeship indentures were checked to find any relating to pauper children in the 

census.115 Aligned with the apprenticeship indentures, the Freemen’s Register provided 

further biographical information on 48 of the men of the census, and subsequently a 

number of their descendants.116  

An occupational census was taken in Norwich in 1589 and listed approximately 

1370 men of Norwich and their occupation.117 Addresses were not given and the names 

do not appear to be in any particular occupational groupings or social status grouping as 

is seen in many tax records. Although this was only a listing of men it was a useful 

source to determine the continuity of families some twenty years after the census.  

A source that produced information indicating status changes over time was An 

Index to Norwich City Officers 1453-1835.118 Each year, the freemen of each ward in 

Norwich elected common councillors for their ward. At the same time, the freemen 

elected the 24 aldermen of the city but unlike the common councillors, the aldermen did 

not have to be resident of a ward to be elected in that ward.119 There were numerous 

other offices to which men were elected each year to keep local government functioning 

which included men from the census. This was valuable information to determine long-

term commitment to particular areas and parishes within the city. 

The various transcribed sources compiled from the Heralds’ Visitations 

provided added genealogical information for the aldermen’s database. These visitations 

were carried out throughout England between 1530 and 1686 at intervals of twenty to 

thirty years to verify and prove a family entitlement to their use of coats of arms.120 The 

information collated by the Heralds on each family was from family documents and 

church monuments but often from family oral tradition.121 Although the latter can be 

unreliable, when used in conjunction with other records such as wills and parish 

registers, the Visitation record can be either substantiated or discarded. 

Probate and inventory records were examined, as these sources should not be 

dismissed because poor people were unlikely to make wills. If the social status of a 

                                                
115 Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich Apprentices. 
116 Millican, Register of the Freemen; John L’Estrange, edited by Walter Rye, Calendar of the Freemen 
of Norwich from 1317 to 1603, London, Elliot Stock, 1888. 
117 NRO, NCR AYL 156, The Aylsham Papers, unpaginated. 
118 Timothy Hawes, Index to Norwich City Officers 1453-1835, Norwich, Norfolk Record Society, 1989. 
119 Hawes, Norwich City Officers, p. xiv. 
120 Mark Herber, Ancestral Trails, Stroud, Gloucestershire, Sutton Publishing Limited in association with 
the Society of Genealogists London, 1997, p. 494. 
121 Herber, Ancestral Trails, p. 494. 
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family has fluctuated over time wills and inventories are useful and often fruitful 

evidence for not only status, but to identify kinship and friendship networks, often 

through the occupational links between unrelated families. Wills from the early to mid-

sixteenth century can be very useful as they may mention children born in the years 

before the advent of parish registration procedures. I examined 20 wills and/or probate 

inventories from individuals in the census, 45 from individuals in the Extended families 

database and 58 from the aldermen’s database. 

I explored the records from the Mayor’s court and the Quarter sessions to find 

evidence of individuals in the census who were mentioned in depositions or 

recognizances in the ten years prior to and after the census.122  The information found 

was used to look at the role played by crime in strategies used by the poor of the census 

to make shift and whether these records were able to present an insight into the 

character of some of the census individuals. 

(7) Analysis of findings 
The family histories created from my methodology have generated a wealth of 

information and will allow a range of analyses to be carried out, specifically within an 

urban group of poor families and over a three-generation time period. The demographic 

information accumulated will produce analysis of fertility rates, age at marriage and 

mortality rates in Chapter Three. The migration, mobility and kinship strategies of the 

census poor and their extended families will be explored. As well, the ways in which 

the census poor made ends meet and the actions and assistance of the authorities toward 

the poor will be examined. As mentioned in the introduction, as a comparison to test the 

value of this methodology for studying the poor, I will use the same methodology to 

investigate three wealthy, contemporary Norwich families.  

The study has resulted in the creation of not one but three databases. The initial 

database contains the complete census as in 1570 enhanced with the information I have 

found about those individuals. A second database contains the additional persons found, 

both ancestors and descendants of at least eighty of the census families. The third 

database is that of the three Norwich men of authority. I intend that these databases will 

be made available as a valuable resource for early modern historians and that I will 

continue to add more information to them in the future. 

                                                
122 NRO, NCR Mayor’s court Books 1559-1583 Case 16a; Quarter Sessions minute books, 1560-1580, 
Case 20a. 
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 Conclusion 
This chapter has discussed the way in which my study will advance and expand 

the technique of family reconstitution and nominal record linkage used in recent studies. 

The information I have collected will then be analysed in a variety of ways; for 

demographic studies; to investigate kinship and network support; to examine migration 

and mobility (including social mobility) patterns within the people of the census. I will 

demonstrate that my methodology can address the concerns regarding bias and non-

representation and produce meaningful demographical analyses. Historians have tended 

to paint with a broad brush when looking at people in the past unless writing a 

biography, usually of a well-known person or family of high social status.123 By 

focusing on a group of defined social status, my genealogical methodology will allow 

individuals who were less documented to be given their place in the historical record. 

The following chapters will show that the comprehensive and detailed narratives that 

form a genealogical study can be of great assistance to historians.  

 

 

                                                
123 Elizabeth Shown Mills, ‘Genealogy in the “Information Age”: History’s New Frontier?’ National 
Genealogical Society Quarterly: Centennial Issue 91, 2003, p. 260.  
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Chapter 2 - Confronting the “Problem of the 
Poor”: the poor relief agenda of the Norwich 
authorities 

In this chapter, I will first explore the background of sixteenth-century Norwich 

to gain an understanding of the reasoning behind the census document and the 

circumstances in which it was produced. Did the Protestant reformers among the 

Norwich civic hierarchy influence the decision to carry out the census? The chapter will 

include an introduction to the three aldermen who form the comparative study I have 

carried out in order to contrast researching a wealthier cohort with the people of the 

census. The second part of the chapter introduces the census document itself, and 

examines how the census and the individuals documented on its pages were, and are, 

defined. The ways in which it has been analysed by current historians are discussed and 

I assess the nature of the census as evidence. As a document produced by the authorities 

how reliable is it for the purpose of this study? Finally, this chapter investigates the 

strategies taken by the Norwich authorities after the census to administer and control the 

city’s poor. 

 Norwich in the sixteenth century  
The administrative environment of Norwich was significantly influenced by the 

religious reforms of the sixteenth century. Much of the scholarship concerning this time 

has debated the impact of the Reformation and related the religious doctrine of the 

Reformation to political concerns: the idea of ‘godly rule’.1 Patrick Collinson has 

discussed the way in which Protestant factions infiltrated towns creating a “new order 

...of ministry and magistracy”.2 This opinion has been upheld by Muriel McClendon, in 

an essay that analysed the influences of government, religion and authority in early 

modern Norwich. She showed that as early as 1539, religious reform was causing 

disruption of traditional authority, both secular and religious, and concluded, “religion 

permeated virtually all aspects of early modern society”.3 The Norwich authorities had 

become dominated by Protestant-leaning aldermen during the decade prior to the 

census, which also coincides with the first decade of the reign of Elizabeth I. 
                                                
1 Robert Tittler, ‘Reformation, Resources and Authority in English Towns: an Overview’, in Patrick 
Collinson and John Craig, eds, The Reformation in English Towns 1500-1640, New York, St Martin’s 
Press, 1998, p. 190. 
2 Patrick Collinson The Birthpangs of Protestant England: religious and cultural change in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries, Basingstoke, Macmillan, 1988, Chap. 2 and p. 55. 
3 Muriel C. McClendon, ‘“Against God’s Word”: Government, Religion and the Crisis of Authority in 
Early Reformation Norwich’, The Sixteenth-century Journal, 25/2, 1994, p. 369. 
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McClendon has attributed this to the loss of life during a severe epidemic, probably 

caused by influenza in 1558-9, when seven of the ten aldermen she has identified as 

Catholic died.4 This is the crux of her argument that Norwich achieved a ‘quiet 

reformation’ due to the influence of a Protestant-dominated aldermanry.5 Her argument 

is based in part on a number of instances related in the Norwich Mayor’s court books 

where cases of religious conflict, mostly verbal attacks against clergy, were brought to 

the court but no action was taken against the defendants.6  

However, Matthew Reynolds disagrees strongly with the notion of a ‘quiet 

reformation’, arguing that the changeover to Protestantism was not without religious 

conflict, particularly conflict between the city clergy.7 Reynolds argues that the 

Norwich authorities, with the support of reforming clergy, created a religious contest 

that began in the early years of the reign of Elizabeth I.8 He described the 1570s as “a 

watershed in Norwich corporation’s transformation into a godly magistracy”.9 

Reynolds’ thesis was radically opposed to earlier studies of Norwich’s journey through 

the Reformation. Whether the reformation in Norwich was quiet or noisy, the evidence 

suggests that the authorities did have a strong early Protestant persuasion, which 

articulated the direction of their treatment of the poor in sixteenth-century Norwich.  

Efforts to improve poor relief were present prior to Protestant reforms. From the 

early sixteenth century, the authorities in the city frequently took measures to deal with 

the poor.10 The town employed a Master Beggar and began granting licences to beggars 

in 1531 and in 1536 after the statute of 27 Henry VIII c.25, the poor were to be given 

relief by municipal authority.11 Then, during the 1550s, there had been several famine 

years that increased the numbers of poor needing assistance. The Norwich authorities 

did attempt to allay and prepare for this by the establishment of a corn stock.12 At the 

same time they tried to lessen the numbers of poor who were coming to Norwich to live 

                                                
4 Muriel McClendon, The Quiet Reformation: Magistrates and the Emergence of Protestantism in Tudor 
Norwich, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 1999, p. 196. 
5 McLendon, The Quiet Reformation, p. 197-199. 
6 McClendon, The Quiet Reformation, p. 132-3. 
7 Matthew Reynolds, Godly Reformers and their Opponents in Early Modern England: Religion in 
Norwich c. 1560-1643, Woodbridge, Boydell Press, 2005, p. 42. 
8 See review by Martha C. Skeeters, Anglican and Episcopal History, 76/2, 2007, pp. 249-251. 
9 Reynolds, Godly Reformers, p. 40. 
10 The ways in which the corporate authorities of Norwich carried out measures of poor relief is discussed 
in detail and compared with York, Bristol and Exeter in Nicholas Dean Brodie, ‘Beggary, vagabondage 
and poor relief: English statutes in the urban context, 1495-1572’, PhD Thesis, University of Tasmania, 
2010. 
11 William Hudson and John Tingey, eds, The Records of the City of Norwich, Vol 2, Norwich, Jarrold & 
Son, 1906, p. xcviii. 
12 Hudson and Tingey, Records of Norwich, Vol. 2, p. xci. 
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by turning them out of their rented houses if they had lived in Norwich for less than ten 

years.13  

 The influx of the Strangers  
Norwich’s textile industry was suffering in the mid-sixteenth century, which 

contributed to the extent of poverty in the city at that time. This industry had been 

flourishing in Norwich from the fourteenth century but had suffered a severe downturn 

by the 1550s due to competition from the Continent. By 1565, Thomas Sotherton the 

mayor of Norwich, along with the Duke of Norfolk, sought to remedy this downturn. 

Both these men were members of the Merchant Adventurers’ Company and their import 

and export exchange trade had been adversely affected by political problems between 

England and the Low Countries.14 Sotherton and the Duke had applied to the Privy 

Council of Elizabeth I to allow some Dutch and Walloon families to remove to Norwich 

in order to stimulate the textile economy and to provide them with the textiles they had 

previously imported.15 The number of immigrants was meant to be limited to 300, but 

increased markedly in a very short time due to an increase of Protestant refugees 

arriving in England from the Low Countries fleeing from persecution. There appears to 

have been some concern during the 1560s at the numbers of immigrants arriving, not 

only in Norwich, but also elsewhere in the country. The Privy Council wrote to the 

mayor conveying the information that: “besyde a great multitude of good, honeste, and 

devoute, poore and afflicted people ther ar also another nombre of evil disposed people 

(under coullor of religion and pietye) lately entered at sondry ports and cryckes into the 

realm”.16 To determine the extent of the problem, in 1568 the Queen ordered a count to 

be taken of the number of Strangers in the country.  The figures that were sent in from 

the Bishop of Norwich showed there were 1471 of these immigrants recorded in the 

city.17 The Bishop made a special plea at this time on behalf of the migrant 

communities, that they be given clemency for exceeding the numbers of immigrants 

allowed, due to “the troubles of the times and the affliction etc., their country was 

                                                
13 Hudson and Tingey, Records of Norwich, Vol. 2, p. xcii-ciii. 
14 Reynolds, Godly Reformers, p. 48. 
15 John Pound, ‘Government to 1660’, in Carole Rawcliffe and Richard Wilson, with Christine Clark, eds, 
Norwich Since 1550, London and New York, Hambledon and London, 2004, p. 40. 
16 W. J. C. Moens, The Walloons and Their Church at Norwich 1565-1832, Lymington, R. E. & C. T. 
King for the Huguenot Society of London, 1888, p. 33 
17 Moens, Walloons, p. 27. 
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suffering’.18 It was decided that he Strangers that were already in Norwich could stay 

but no more were allowed to come.  

Although Thomas Sotherton, and his fellow Merchant Adventurers and 

aldermen had been instrumental in bringing the first large influx of Strangers into 

Norwich, there is evidence that not all the Norwich authorities welcomed the 

newcomers. During the decade preceding the census, authorities in Norwich took 

measures to control both the behaviour of the Strangers and the numbers entering the 

city. Thomas Whalle had previously been mayor of Norwich in 1567 and according to 

Blomfield had “never liked” the Strangers, having tried to remove them during his 

mayoralty.19 The other aldermen prevented this, but he was able to achieve certain 

orders against the Stranger population. It was said that “the most dysordered persons 

walked late in the streets of the citye dronken and of greate dysorder” so the Strangers 

were not to lodge any newcomers for more than one night without informing the mayor 

as well as being placed under a curfew.20 The Corporation of Norwich also levied a 

number of taxes on the Strangers and set conditions for them to abide by in order to 

practise their trades and crafts. These conditions affected the Strangers economically as 

they were required to pay extra rates, taxes and custom duties not applicable to the 

English residents of Norwich, which meant that it usually took a generation or two for 

the incomers to prosper and assimilate.21 There was no decrease in numbers of 

immigrants arriving and just a year after the 1568 count of immigrants ordered by the 

Queen, Thomas Whalle, who was then Justice of Norwich wrote to the Privy Council to 

say there were now 2866 Strangers in Norwich, “being 792 men of all sorts, 681 

women, 261 servants and 1132 children.”22 He was concerned that the number of 

immigrants had exceeded the quota and enquired whether any more “were to be 

received and allowed to remain.” 23  

The immigrants were referred to as “Strangers” or “Aliens.” Although these 

terms define their legal status in differentiating them from the English-born population, 

they also illustrate their segregation from the indigenous population. There is no doubt 

that there were tensions between the immigrants and the native-born population but the 

                                                
18 Moens, Walloons, p. 26. 
19 Francis Blomefield, An Essay Towards a Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, Vol. 3, 
London, 1810. p. 284. 
20 Moens, Walloons, p. 20. 
21 Moens, Walloons, p. ii 
22 Moens, Walloons, p. 24. 
23 Moens, Walloons, p. 27. See also D. L. Rickwood, ‘The Norwich Strangers 1563-1643’, Proceedings 
of the Huguenot Society of London, Vol 24, 1984, pp. 117-128. 
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Norwich authorities had taken steps to create a peaceful coalition of the Stranger 

communities and the English population of Norwich.24 The Dutch and Walloon 

Strangers Book was introduced in 1564, and contained detailed orders that the 

immigrant community were expected to obey. By 1567 the Dutch and Walloons were to 

provide twelve ‘Politic Men’ to be responsible for control of crime and to be guardians 

of both business disputes and moral conduct within their communities.25 Raingard Esser 

has suggested that this practice of  “strictly supervised immigrant communities and their 

own systems of control” contributed to urban stability in towns such as Norwich.26  

The substantial population increases of the immigrant communities were not 

confined to Norwich alone. They were beginning to cause a degree of unease that not all 

the immigrants were “good, honest, and devoute” and so the Privy Council ordered 

another count in 1571.27 This was to send any “unprofitable persons away” and to also 

search the Strangers’ houses for arms. The count found that in Norwich there were 3925 

immigrants of which 48 were to be sent away.28 That so few were deemed undesirable 

suggests that the majority of the Strangers were settling into Norwich without too much 

dissent and the return of this census was accompanied with favourable comments about 

the Strangers from the then mayor, Thomas Greene, and his sheriffs and aldermen.  

Using the figures from a 1569 Muster in Norwich, and numbers from the census, 

John Pound has estimated that the English population of Norwich in 1570 was about 

8000 people.29 Taking his figures for the numbers of people in the census as 2342, then 

poor people made up 29.2 percent of the English population of the city at that time.30 

However this does not take into account the numbers of poor among the Strangers in the 

city at that time, which has been calculated by Pound as approximately 3000.31 These 

were not counted in the census of the poor so it is likely that the actual percentage of 

poor in Norwich in 1570 may have been greater than shown in the census. Looking at 

those estimates of population figures for both English and immigrant in Norwich around 

                                                
24 Raingard Esser, ‘’They obey all magistrates and good lawes...and we thinke our cittie happie to enjoye 
them’: migrants and urban stability in early modern English towns’, Urban History, 34/1, 2007, pp. 69-
71. 
25 Esser, ‘migrants and urban stability’, p. 69; Moens, Walloons, p. 29. 
26 Esser, ‘migrants and urban stability’, p. 75. 
27 Moens, Walloons, p. 33-34. 
28 Moens, Walloons, p. 34. Moens specifically states in a footnote that the numbers he has transcribed do 
not tally, but are taken straight from the Dutch and Walloon Book and Blomefield, Topographical 
History of the County of Norfolk, Vol. 3. I have therefore used the same figures.  
29 John Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich; Sussex, Phillimore and Co. Ltd, 1988, p. 28. 
30 John Pound, ‘An Elizabethan Census of the Poor: the treatment of vagrancy in Norwich, 1570-1580’, 
University of Birmingham Historical Journal VII, 1962, p. 138. 
31 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 28. 
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1570, we have a total of approximately 11000. This would make the Stranger 

population of that time 26.3 percent, a significant proportion of the population of the 

city. Large numbers of the Strangers were living in the wards in which the highest 

percentage of poor were housed, with 77 percent living in the wards of Wymer and 

Ultra Aquam. Even though they were expected to raise their own poor rates and to look 

after their own poor they must have been a highly visible part of the community and 

probably contributed to the perceptions of the poor by the Norwich authorities.32 

 The authorities and the lead-up to the census 
Who were the Norwich authorities? Each year all the freemen of Norwich 

elected sixty men from among themselves to serve on the Common Council. This 

council was required to meet four times a year but usually was convened more often “to 

deliberate on municipal affairs.”33 The actual magistracy of Norwich consisted of the 

sheriffs, aldermen and mayor, twenty-six men who were the governing body of the 

city.34 The two sheriffs were elected annually but the twenty-four aldermen were elected 

for life and each year the mayor was chosen by and from these twenty-four men.35 In 

order to gain an insight into their motives I have used my methodology to research three 

of the families of men who were aldermen in Norwich at the time of the census. My 

other intention is to use the families of these men as an instrument of comparison to 

contrast the experience of researching the poor with that of researching similar 

information about a wealthier cohort. The aldermen chosen for this study are John 

Aldrich, Robert Suckling and Thomas Gleane. 

Each of the three aldermen’s families can be seen to have had common features. 

All had migrated to Norwich or had recent ancestors who had travelled to Norwich and 

become wealthy citizens. The Gleane and Aldrich families both came from other parts 

of Norfolk, the Gleanes from Diss which is approximately 15 miles SSW of Norwich 

and the Aldrich family from (Great) Yarmouth which is about 20 miles to the east of 

Norwich.36 The Suckling family had estates in Woodton, about 10 miles south of 

Norwich. The patriarchs of each family, that is, the first family member to arrive and 

                                                
32 Pound, ‘Government’, p. 42. 
33 For a detailed explanation of the Norwich electoral system, see John Thadewald Evans, The Political 
Elite of Norwich, 1620-1690: Patterns of Recruitment and the Impact of National Affairs , PhD Thesis 
Stanford University, 1971, pp. 9-46. 
34 Evans, The Political Elite of Norwich, p. 23. 
35 Evans, The Political Elite of Norwich, pp. 26-32. 
36 Walter Rye has suggested that the Gleanes may have originated in Norwich, based on entries in the 
Freemen’s lists, including one in 1405 and another in 1559. My research suggests that Thomas is related 
to the Gleanes of Diss based on evidence from wills. 
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make something of himself in Norwich, all had similar success pathways. They were 

Richard Suckling (see Appendix 2.21), Thomas Gleane (Appendix 2.20) and Thomas 

Aldrich (Appendix 2.19). 

Robert Suckling was, by patrimony, admitted to freedom as a mercer in Norwich 

in 1548.37 Robert’s father Richard Suckling may have initially given the family an 

important entry into the networks of trade and politics that controlled sixteenth-century 

Norwich. After his admission as a freeman baker in Norwich in 1521, possibly by 

purchase, Richard himself served as constable, councillor and sheriff from 1528, finally 

becoming an alderman in 1548.38 He established a family network that easily expanded 

as family members served further terms in various civic offices augmented by judicious 

marriages. Richard Suckling’s will of 1551 contains references to a large number of kin, 

friends and also Norwich city itself. There was money to repair the city walls and the 

river and he specifically left a large amount of money to the poor. He bequeathed to ‘the 

hospital called God’s house’, twenty pounds, and then later in the will another twenty 

pounds ‘to buie some free thing within the city to remayne to the maintenance of the 

poore folk and the school for a perpetuity’.39 Richard’s will demonstrates the beginning 

of familial, occupational, and social links between the Suckling family and others of 

similar status in sixteenth-century Norwich. Wills, parish registers and freemen and 

apprentice lists show the Suckling family well intertwined with merchants and 

landowners, in Suffolk, Norfolk and some other counties including London.  

Richard Suckling was admitted as a freeman baker in Norwich in 1521, possibly 

by purchase, and served in various city offices, finally becoming an alderman in 1548.40 

His son Robert, who is the first of the aldermen in this study, was admitted by 

patrimony to freedom as a mercer in Norwich in 1548, rising in the city hierarchy to 

become mayor in 1572 and again in 1582.41 Robert married Elizabeth Barwick, the 

                                                
37 Percy Millican, ed, The Register of the Freemen of Norwich 1548-1713: a transcript, with an 
introduction, an appendix to those freemen whose apprenticeship indentures are enrolled in the city 
records, and indexes of names and places, Norwich, Jarrold and Sons Ltd, 1934, p. 100. 
38 John L’Estrange, edited by Walter Rye, Calendar of the Freemen of Norwich from 1317 to 1603, 
London, Elliot Stock, 1888, p. 133. The entry gives his admission record but does not state whether 
apprenticed and there is no mention of his father. Timothy Hawes, Index to Norwich City Officers 1453-
1835, Norwich, Norfolk Record Society, 1989, p. 147. 
39 Joseph James Muskett, ed, Suffolk Manorial Families: being the county visitations and other pedigrees, 
W. Pollard & Co., 1900, p. 185. 
40 John L’Strange, edited by Walter Rye, Calendar of the Freemen of Norwich from 1317 to 1603, 
London, Elliot Stock, 1888, p. 133. The entry gives his admission record but does not state whether 
apprenticed and there is no mention of his father;  Hawes, Norwich City Officers, p. 147. 
41 Percy Millican, ed, The Register of the Freemen of Norwich 1548-1713: a transcript, with an 
introduction, an appendix to those freemen whose apprenticeship indentures are enrolled in the city 
records, and indexes of names and places, Norwich, Jarrold and Sons Ltd, 1934, p. 100. 
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daughter of Adam Barwick, a clothworker of East Bergholt in Suffolk.42 Robert was a 

staunch protestant as is demonstrated by the books listed in his inventory of 1589 and it 

seems that his son Robert ‘became a Romanist and evidently lost his father’s favour.’43  

Robert and Elizabeth’s daughter Matilda married Peter Glean in St Andrew’s in 

1584.44 Peter was the son of the second alderman in this study, Thomas Gleane, another 

freeman mercer who entered civic life at the same time as the younger Robert Suckling. 

Thomas Gleane did not serve an apprenticeship but was able to purchase his freedom as 

a mercer in 1556.45 He followed the usual steps taken by the civic hierarchy and became 

an alderman in 1571, and finally mayor in 1583 after four attempts at that office. In 

1558 Thomas married Alice Wolmer, the daughter of Robert Wolmer, in the church of 

St Peter Mancroft, Norwich. He was to become mayor twice more, in 1592 and 1602 

and in that last year he died in office.46  

Our other alderman, John Aldrich, merits a slightly more detailed biography. 

The Aldrich family played a prominent part in the politics of Norwich throughout the 

sixteenth century. John’s father was Thomas Aldrich, a draper, who had gained his 

freedom 1487/88.47 Thomas was active in the corporate life of Norwich and served the 

city twice as mayor.48 Thomas’s father and grandfather had been bailiffs in Yarmouth. 

This town is situated about 20 miles east of Norwich, and was the port from which 

Norwich merchants traded their textile wares. Thomas died in 1529 and his son John 

followed in the footsteps of his father to be part of the merchant elite of Norwich.49 

John was probably born around 1500-1510, and according to Walter Rye’s Visitation of 

Norfolk was one of sixteen children of whom twelve died young, a number that cannot 

be verified due to lack of parish registration at the time.50 John had been an apprentice 

to his father and became a freeman grocer in 1541/42.51 By 1551 he became a sheriff of 

Norwich and was later burgess in Parliament for Norwich in 1555, 1558 and 1572. 52 He 

                                                
42 Robert and Elizabeth’s marriage has not been found but has been verified by the will of Adam 
Barwick, in Muskett, ed, Suffolk Manorial Families, p. 186. 
43 F. R. Beecheno, ‘The Suckling’s House at Norwich’, Norfolk Archaeology XX 1921, p. 163. 
44 NRO, NPR, PD 165 Marriage record 14 September 1584 from St Andrew’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
45 Millican, The Register of the Freemen, p. 100. 
46 Hawes, Norwich City Officers, p. 68. 
47 L’Estrange, Calendar of the Freemen, p. 2. 
48 Blomefield, Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, Vol. 3, p. 218. 
49 PRO PROB 11/23, 1529. 
50 Walter Rye, The Visitation of Norfolk 1563, 1589 and 1613, London, Harleian Society Publication 
XXXII,1891, p. 4. The Herald’s Visitations took place intermittently between about 1530 and 1686 to 
record the genealogical pedigrees of families to prove their entitlement to wear a coat of arms. 
51 LeStrange, Calendar of the Freemen, p. 2. 
52 Blomefield, Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, Vol. 3, pp. 277 and 359. 
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achieved his first mayoralty in 1558 and was again mayor in 1570, the year of the 

census.53  

The Aldrich family was among a number of wealthy Norwich families who had 

benefited by having the means by which to acquire the religious buildings and lands that 

came available after the dissolution of the monasteries. A number of Norwich churches 

and friaries were torn down which resulted in many changes of ownership, to the 

benefit of both the large landholders of Norfolk and the Norwich civic authorities.54 

During the sixteenth century the family had also augmented and strengthened their 

wealth by making judicious marriages and business ventures. The use of genealogical 

and nominal record linkage demonstrates the intricacies of kinship and network links in 

the Norwich business world of the sixteenth century. This can be seen clearly within the 

Aldrich, Gleane and Suckling families and will be explored further in Chapter Five of 

this thesis.  

John Aldrich had married into another Norwich dynasty, the Sothertons. This 

family, similar to that of Aldrich, had been active in the politics of Norwich since the 

early sixteenth century, and had provided the city with a number of aldermen, 

officeholders and two mayors.55 The register of the church of St Clement’s in Norwich 

shows a number of these families tied strongly to this parish, with the entries of any 

event connected to the city elite written much larger than others on the same page. The 

names of Aldrich, Sotherton, Wood and Thurston are often seen in the register between 

1540 and 1570 and all are entwined in the Aldrich family tree. John Aldrich died in 

1582 and in his will was the request to:  

be buried in the Churche or Channsell of St Clement of FfyeBriggate 
within the Cittye of Norwiche in suche comely and Christian manner 
withowte vaine pompe of this worlde and vaine Janglyn of Bells other 
than to a sermon and to the service.56  
This was in contrast to his father’s will of 1529. In this, Thomas the elder had 

requested a large number of dirges, masses and requiems to be sung by every friar of all 

four orders in Norwich. In the church in which he was to be buried, he requested songs 

and prayers be said for twenty years, not only for himself, but his wife and parents. 57 

John left a list of bequests to the poor; the prisoners and lazars of Norwich; twelve poor 

                                                
53 Hawes, Norwich City Officers, p. 2. 
54 Christopher Barringer, ‘The Changing Face of Norwich’ in Carole Rawcliffe and Richard Wilson, eds, 
Norwich Since 1550, London and New York, Hambledon and London, 2004, p. 2. 
55 Hawes, Norwich City Officers, p. 142. 
56 TNA, PROB 11/64, fo. 207v, will of John Aldrich,1582. 
57 TNA,  PROB 11/23, fo. 70, will of John Aldrich, 1529. 
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men were to have new gowns; the four poor men who were to carry him to be buried 

were to have special black gowns and black gowns were ordered for a large number of 

relatives and servants.58 It seems his funeral would not then be entirely free of pomp 

and ceremony and is an example of Ian Archer’s suggestion that “there were rather 

more continuities with the Catholic past than the polemics of the early reformers would 

leave one to believe.”59 However John’s requests were focused more on the poor in his 

parish and city than on requirements for the benefit of his soul, as were his father’s. 

Although certain funerary rites were rejected, the rites that displayed wealth and power 

were adhered to. Presumably the relatives would all have to turn up to the funeral in 

their new black gowns, along with the poor and the servants to advertise the status of 

the deceased.  

There were two influences on John Aldrich which contributed both to his 

decision-making at the time of the census and his attitudes to the poor. His brother 

Thomas, a substantial landowner, had been a bit player in the Kett uprising of 1549, 

being forced by Kett to be present at negotiations with the rebels, along with the then 

mayor Thomas Codde.60 This rebellion was followed a few years later in 1553 by a 

petition sent to the Queen that has been described by R. W. Hoyle as an example of “a 

continuing tradition of agrarian agitation after the failure of Kett’s revolt.”61 The role of 

the poor in the Kett uprising had caused Norwich authorities since then to be aware of 

managing the needs of the poor to prevent dissatisfaction and recurrent agitation such as 

the petition of 1553.62 A second influence on Aldrich at this time was his alignment 

with other members of the Norwich elite who were strong Protestant reformers in the 

mid-sixteenth century. Reynolds has discussed this in detail, showing the domination of 

this elite not just within the business and political structure of Norwich but in the offices 

of the church as well.63 Reynolds argues convincingly that Aldrich was  “inspired in 

part by religious zeal” when implementing his new system for poor relief following the 

census.64 This resulted in change in the practice of charity provision, from 

indiscriminate voluntary giving to the public parish-based collection and dispersal of 
                                                
58 TNA, PROB 11/64, fo. 207v, will of John Aldrich, 1582. 
59 Ian W. Archer, ‘The Charity of Early Modern Londoners’, Transactions of the Royal Historical 
Society, Sixth Series, Vol 12, 2002, p. 1. 
60 Blomefield, Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, Vol. 3, p. 227. 
61 R. W. Hoyle, ‘Agrarian Agitation in Mid-Sixteenth-Century Norfolk: A Petition of 1553’, The 
Historical Journal, 44/1, 2001, p. 223. 
62 See Hoyle, ‘Agrarian Agitation’. He suggests this petition was a later attempt to quantify the grievances 
that led to Kett’s rebellion. He suggests the “hatred of landlords which the commons exhibited makes 
Norfolk a place apart” see p. 233.  
63 Reynolds, Godly Reformers, see in particular for Aldrich pp. 44-50. 
64 Reynolds, Godly Reformers, p. 59. 
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alms.65 John Aldrich was so committed to his idea of poor relief that as a member of 

Parliament he sat on a committee that favoured his recommendations and influenced the 

Poor Laws of the late-sixteenth century.  

Aldrich was elected as mayor of Norwich at a time of shifting social and 

economic change. His mayoralty actually began just a few weeks prior to a 1570 

uprising in Norwich. The uprising had been led by local gentry and was nominally 

aimed at encouraging the citizens of Norwich to “expulse the Strangers from the city 

and realm.”66 However, Reynolds has produced a convincing argument that it was led 

by Catholic sympathisers aligned with the 1569 Northern rebellion that was aimed at 

replacing the Queen with the Duke of Norfolk.67 The rebels were encouraged to incite 

the city’s people to remove the Protestant Strangers by the unease that had sprung up 

around the country against the immigrants. However, they may have been unaware that 

the unease was less apparent in Norwich and that the aldermanic council was less 

sympathetic to the Catholic cause. Aldrich and his fellow aldermen passed a number of 

acts to prevent trouble during the time of the uprising. One of these prohibited trading 

on the Sabbath day and also prevented congregation of the “mean and base sorts” on 

Sundays, which, as Reynolds aptly points out, was “the one day of the week when they 

would have had time on their hands to make trouble”.68 Aldrich was subsequently 

appointed to try the rebels in July.69 Pound believes that this rebellion was the main 

catalyst that contributed to the setting up of the 1570 Norwich census of the poor.70 

Or, did the Protestant values of Aldrich have a direct bearing on the 

implementation of the census? He initially appointed three commissioners to oversee 

the census, his brother-in-law John Sotherton, his business partner Simon Bowde and 

Thomas Beamond, a close friend of Protestant reformer Robert Watson.71 Reynolds 

convincingly argues that Aldrich was a Protestant reformer and his commission was 

stacked with like-minded relatives and business colleagues. He states, “the mayor began 

a programme to quell the menace from the ‘great multitude of mean and base sort’ who 

had been deemed susceptible to the wiles of Catholic plotters.”72 The census was a 

                                                
65 Reynolds, Godly Reformers, p. 62, but for further discussion see Archer, ‘The Charity of Early Modern 
Londoners’, pp. 223-244.  
66 Blomefield, Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, Vol. 4, p. 284. 
67 Reynolds, Godly Reformers, p. 54-57; McClendon, The Quiet Reformation, p. 224-5. 
68 Reynolds, Godly Reformers, p. 56. 
69 See Reynolds, Godly Reformers, p. 57 and Pound, ‘An Elizabethan census’, pp. 144-45. 
70 Pound, Census, pp. 8-9. 
71 Reynolds, Godly Reformers, p. 57. 
72 Reynolds, Godly Reformers, p. 57. 
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major attempt to find the scope of the problem and remedy the situation to prevent 

further unrest from occurring. The remedies and proceedings resulting from the census 

were tabled in “a booke for reformacion preferred unto the Maior to declare to the 

whole asembly, who presented the same and uppon the verie nedefull and urgent 

reformacion the same booke was granted, retified, and confirmed.”73 The evidence 

certainly points to the reformist leanings of the mayor and aldermen having influenced 

the reasoning and decision to carry out the 1570 Norwich census of the poor. 

Historians have debated the extent to which Protestant leanings contributed to 

tighter social control. Margaret Spufford has argued that social control and a “stricter 

moral code of behaviour” was not related to Protestantism and not new to the late 

sixteenth century.74 She suggests that reforming elements can be seen in the thirteenth 

century, a time of similar population pressure and inflation to the sixteenth century.75 

Keith Wrightson on the other hand, shows that a slow but fundamental process of social 

change occurred in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, which owed much 

to religious reform.76 A number of the aldermanic families in Norwich were also linked 

with some emerging radical clergy.77 That Aldrich and his fellow aldermen were 

Protestant reformers whose governance resulted in social control of the city is evident.   

 The Census of the Poor 
Few theories have been advanced to explain the implementation of the census. 

Was the rebellion of 1570 really the catalyst, as Pound has suggested? Did the 

authorities fear it would become another such uprising as that of the Kett rebellion in 

1549? This earlier revolt had caused Norwich to be the first provincial city to legislate 

for compulsory contributions to be exacted from citizens to be used for poor relief, as 

many of the poor had been eager to participate in the unrest.78 The mid-sixteenth 

century saw similar uprisings, including the 1549 Prayer Book rebellion in Cornwall 

and the Wyatt rebellion of 1553, which caused authorities around the country to be 

concerned at the level of unrest.79 Therefore poor relief was a way of looking after the 

                                                
73 Hudson and Tingey, Records of Norwich, Vol. 2, p. 344.. 
74 Margaret Spufford, ‘Puritanism and Social Control?’ in A. Fletcher and J. Stevenson, eds, Order and 
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75 Spufford, ‘Puritanism and Social Control?’, p. 48. 
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77 Reynolds Godly Reformers, p. 45-6. 
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poor in times of hardship to prevent them from becoming rebellious. Whether the 

perception that the poor were easily pushed to rise against authority was a valid 

perception is not clear. The city’s concerns about the poor continued from that time 

especially during the famine years of the 1550s when the aldermen and Commons 

raised funds to ensure a permanent grain stock to be established for times of scarcity.80 

There was even an attempt to license beggars when it was realised that the unemployed 

poor could not be compelled to work unless there was work to be found for them.81 This 

was not confined to Norwich; the whole of England had experienced increasing levels 

of poverty from the early-sixteenth century, and by mid-century, central government 

had responded by enacting a number of poor relief statutes.82 Some of these measures 

taken by the city authorities at this time appear to be altruistic, yet the overall 

impression gained in the two decades leading up to the census is one of a city oligarchy 

eager to do what was necessary to rid their city of an annoying problem. In January of 

1557 the Norwich assembly agreed to “see suche poore folkes as be able to work...shall 

be sett a worke frome hensforthe from tyme to tyme” which could be construed as a 

good thing to be able to provide work for those that needed it.83 However, just a few 

months later in April of the same year, the same Assembly was enacting that no 

tenements were to be let to poor persons not earning a living or those persons who had 

not lived in the city for three years, legislation that must have increased the number of 

vagrant poor.84 That the Norwich authorities considered the poor to be a serious 

problem can be seen in the way in which Norwich managed to administer and to 

continue to implement compulsory taxation to be used for poor relief. Although by 1547 

Acts of Parliament had legislated for compulsory taxation, Norwich was the first 

provincial town to enforce this regulation in 1549.85  

McClendon has discussed the concern of the authorities in Norwich regarding 

increasing social disorder during the decades between the Reformation and the census. 

We have seen that her argument suggests that there was a changing of the guard, 

whereby the city officials became predominantly Protestant, which influenced an 
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increasing force for moral discipline in the city. 86 The figures produced by McClendon 

for the offences punished by the Mayor’s court support this theory. Prosecutions for two 

of the ‘moral’ offences, those of evil rule and sexual misconduct, show that evil rule 

increased by tenfold over a thirty-year period from 1540 to 1570 and the frequency of 

sexual misconduct prosecutions doubled.87  

The incidence of other offences also increased during this time, and the 

punishment for offences become more severe. Instances of vagrancy punished in the 

Mayor’s court between 1550-51 and 1559-60 totalled just five cases.88 In the following 

ten years from 1560-61 to 1569-70, which led up to the census, these numbers increased 

to 114 cases. 89 Was this because the general incidence of crime and disorder was 

increasing or was it due to the increased diligence of the authorities in prosecution of 

misdemeanours? McClendon has pointed out that categories of offences were “inexact 

and overlapping”.90 For instance, ‘evil rule’ could mean crime of a sexual nature, but 

could also refer to other misbehaviour. The increase in this category of crime could be 

simply a change in definition. 

As in Norwich, authorities in all parts of England were becoming concerned at 

increase in the numbers of poor and created various laws and statutes to combat the 

problem. It is not entirely clear why Norwich chose to use the instrument of the census 

to quantify the problem of the poor and the census was unique in its scope and detail 

compared to other similar censuses at the time. There are surviving documents for some 

other towns that used similar methods to classify their poor but not on the same scale as 

the Norwich census.91 A census of the poor in Worcester in 1557 was a sample of 18 

percent of the population but did not contain the same detail as Norwich; Warwick in 

1587 counted the poor in just one parish; Ipswich in 1597 included only nine of twelve 

extant parishes.92 These have been discussed and compared by Paul Slack in his seminal 

                                                
86 McClendon, The Quiet Reformation, p. 209. 
87 McClendon, The Quiet Reformation, Appendix 6. 
88 McClendon, The Quiet Reformation, Appendix 6. 
89 McClendon, The Quiet Reformation. Appendix 6. 
90 McClendon, The Quiet Reformation, p. 216. 
91 McClendon, The Quiet Reformation, p. 230. 
92 See discussion and comparison of these in Slack, Poverty and Policy, p. 73-80; also for Ipswich, John 
Webb, ed, Poor Relief in Elizabethan Ipswich, Ipswich, Suffolk Records Society Vol. IX, 1966, pp. 119-
120. Two other similar surveys in Canterbury 1563 and Cambridge ca. 1619-1632 have been analysed, 
however they were not specifically carried out on the poor. For Canterbury see Peter Clark and Jennifer, 
‘The Social Economy of the Canterbury Suburbs: The Evidence of the Census of 1563’, in Alec Detsicas 
and Nigel Yates, (eds.), Studies in Modern Kentish History: presented to Felix Hull and Elizabeth 
Melling on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of the Kent Archives Office, Maidstone, Kent 
Archaeological Society, 1983, pp. 665-86; for Cambridge see Nigel Goose, ‘Household Size and 
Structure in Early-Stuart Cambridge’, Social History, 5/3, 1980, pp. 347-385. 



Chapter Two 

61 

work Poverty and Policy in Tudor England, as well as two later censuses in 

Huddersfield in 1622 and Salisbury in 1635.93  He has pointed out “that there can be no 

simple or generally valid summary of the main causes of poverty...even the censuses 

provide insufficient information, since they describe a state rather than a process.”94 

However, what these censuses have been able to quantify is the proportion of poor 

within the census populations. This has, importantly, shown not only the inevitable 

urban poor of elderly, sick and disabled, but the labouring poor, those who were in work 

but unable to make ends meet due to external factors such as inflation or dearth. By 

counting the poor, town officials were able to quantify the extent of what was seen as an 

‘intolerable problem’.95  

When examining the process of how and why the census came to be, some 

anomalies become apparent. Most of the discourse in what is known as the Mayor’s 

Book of the Poore appears to be written soon after the census yet the characterisation of 

the behaviour and habits of the poor seem to be at odds with the people described in the 

census. This exemplifies the way in which sixteenth-century society “confused moral 

status with economic status” which resulted in prejudicial judgments.96 The book, 

which is dated in 1571, contained not only scathing indictments of the behaviour of the 

poor, but sharp criticism of those who gave charity to the poor, stating that they were 

giving so much that it was more profitable for people to beg than work. This latter 

criticism reflects the Protestant ideal that charity should not be indiscriminate but 

targeted toward those who were deserving of assistance. The book listed a number of 

orders and reforms in great detail, for example, no one was to beg in pain of six stripes 

with a whip; no one was to feed beggars at their doors or they would be fined; various 

work places were to be set up and persons compelled to work there. This included 

setting out work hours and conditions such as “...they shall not eate but as they can 

earne”; select women were to be appointed to look after and teach groups of children. 97 

There is nothing specifically Protestant in these reforms but there is evidence of 

reforming influence. The Catholic and, as discussed by Philippa Maddern, particularly 

the Augustinian notions of bodily health displaying moral values, appear to have 
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become Protestant values by 1570 when the mayor called for the census.98 In the 

preamble to the orders for the poor the mayor notes that the poor “so corrupteth one 

another that the charge to heale them is verie greate” and “defiled ther bodies with 

filthiness” and “their ffleshe was eaton wt vermyne”.99  

What is not clear is whether the commissioners named in the Mayor’s Book of 

the Poore personally collected the information for the census or exactly in what period 

of time it was carried out. There is no doubt that it was carried out as a house-to-house 

survey and the information collected from each household was largely uniform in 

nature.100 Of the 2352 individuals, 29.5 percent did not have their first name given. The 

majority of these were children under the age of sixteen, most of whose entries did not 

state whether they were male or female. Only 10.9 percent of all persons in the census 

did not have their age given. Occupations were given for most individuals including 

children of all ages and a subjective assessment of a person’s capacity to work and the 

state of their health was noted. Distinction between various perceived degrees of 

poverty was indicated, along with the amount of alms being received. As well, the 

parish and ward in which they lived was noted, along with the owner of the property. 

This detailed content of the document indicates that the authorities had a pressing need 

to establish concrete information on not just the extent of poverty within the town, but 

also the level of poverty within this census cohort. This allowed them to then direct 

charity to the needy in an orderly fashion, and to keep control over the numbers of poor. 

This was done in a comprehensive manner, as described earlier, by turning the 

Normans’ poor house into a Bridewell, and part of St Giles hospital was to be used for 

bringing up children. Children and young women in each ward were also to be put to 

work with select women from their ward. Each year, two deacons were to be appointed 

to each ward to have responsibility for sending away poor who had lived in Norwich for 

less than three years, and distributing alms to the needy.101 These men were also bound 

to continually take note of the numbers and ages of the poor in their wards. There is no 

doubt that the authorities wanted to seriously keep check on the city poor. One of the 

two deacons was to keep his office for two years, in order to instruct the newer deacon, 
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presumably because the longer serving one would know the inhabitants of his ward, and 

therefore know if there were any vagrant newcomers.102 

The actual number of individuals in the census has varied between the authors 

who have analysed it to date. Numbers have been given as 2359 by Margaret Pelling, 

and 2359 and 2342 by John Pound in two separate publications; William Hudson and 

John Tingey noted 2273 individuals but they were working from the incomplete copy of 

the census in the Mayor’s Book of the Poore of 1570.103 The Mayor’s Book of the Poore 

actually notes that there were “ijM. and ccc parsons” and this is discussed below.104 I 

have myself calculated 2352 individuals, as detailed in Chapter One, and summarised 

below in Table 2-1 below. These discrepancies are probably due to the criteria used by 

researchers and the variations are not large enough to cause problems with quantitative 

studies.  

Age Men Women Unknown gender Total 

16 and over 509 827 30 1366 

Under 16 195 200 365 760 

Age unknown 42 66 118 226 

Total 746 1093 513 2352 

Table 2-1 Census population summary (n=2352) 

John Pound has pointed out that the evidence in the census does not tally with 

the disapproving criticisms aimed at the city’s poor by the authorities of the time.105 For 

instance, after the census, the Orders for the Poor listed numerous regulations and 

instructions to be brought into effect and spelt out in detail why they were necessary:  

Fyrste, for that dyverse of the cittizens felte themselves agreeved that the 
cittie was so replenysshed wt great nombres. poore people bothe men, 
women and chyldren, to the nombre of ijM and ccc parsons whoe for the 
most parte wente dayely abroade from dore to dore counterfeattinge a 
kinde of worke but indeede dyd verie lyttle or none at all.106 

These comments do not seem to have any relevance to the people of the census. 

The census enumerated almost a quarter of the population of Norwich at that time but 

very few of them fitted the descriptions in the Orders.107 They were the settled poor; all 
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were living in houses or tenements, apart from a few families and individuals that were 

living in the towers and gatehouses of the city.108 Very few were expelled from the city 

after the census, and the majority had lived in Norwich for at least ten years.109  

The fact that the people of the census are a settled population is an important 

consideration when examining the reason behind the orders for the census. The actual 

numbers perceived to be poor are spelt out in the above quote and suggest that it is the 

people of the census who the authorities are describing, as it is approximately 2300 

people whom the census enumerated. What could be the reason why the authorities 

produced such pejorative statements about these people? Did the authorities realise and 

recognise that there were different categories of poor and was the census a way of 

distinguishing the deserving from the undeserving? Is it possible that there was another 

population of undeserving poor (coincidentally 2300 of them) who were acting in the 

manner described by the authorities that prompted the taking of the census? Were the 

authorities exaggerating the offensive behaviour or overreacting to complaints by 

citizens about a small number of culprits? There does appear to be more vagrant poor in 

Norwich other than those in the census but they do not seem to have been a large 

enough group to cause such evident concern. The Mayor’s Court shows 28 cases of 

vagrancy during the year 1569-1570 and 22 cases during the year 1570-1571.110 This is 

only two cases per month and of those named, none are listed in the census. As 

discussed above, there was a general increase in crimes punished in the Mayor’s Court 

during the decade prior to the census, but this may have been due to increased diligence 

by the strongly Protestant officials111. 

Certainly Paul Griffiths has attempted to support the rhetoric of the authorities. 

He builds a very negative description of the poor of Norwich in 1570-71, listing a 

number of complaints from the Mayor’s Book of the Poore, “begging ‘crewes’, jobless 

drones, ‘brute’ nomads” and suggests Norwich on the eve of the census was “a city in 

distress.”112 Griffiths appears to have been selective in his choice of words as these 

terms are not representative of those used in the census document. In fact, none of these 

terms are used in the census document itself and remarkably few individuals are 

described in such derogatory words. James Yxforth and John Fyn are said to be ‘evil 
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husbands’; John Tomson is ‘a roge of no occupacion’; Agnes Gose and Elizabeth Bundi 

are ‘skolds’ and Jone Hawne a ‘rank begar; Jone Abell, Alyce Hadam and Jone (no 

surname given) are ‘gresse maydes’ and one un-named woman is described as a 

‘harlot’.113 Altogether only 13 of the 1336 men and women over the age of sixteen were 

described by negative comments of that kind. I believe the people enumerated in the 

census document bear no relationship to the idle, diseased and immoral characters 

referred to by the authorities.. In the rhetoric of the Mayor’s Book and its accompanying 

letter to the Archbishop of Canterbury, the authorities seem to be creating their own 

perception that there is a very large group of undeserving poor in order to justify taking 

strong measures to rectify the problem. 

It is worth noting that this was not the first time that the poor in Norwich had 

been counted. As early as 1545 there appears to have been an earlier census taken 

although there is no trace of it in the Norwich records.115 According to Hudson and 

Tingey this census was undertaken for a slightly different purpose. There were many 

empty houses in the city at this time, rents were low, and city authorities were 

concerned that in order to obtain rents, house owners were letting houses and rooms to 

anyone.116 This document was ordered specifically to count the numbers of itinerants, 

where they were living and for how long they had been in the city.117 It appears to have 

been used “to draw up some regulations for the landlords of the beggars” but there is no 

evidence that this was carried out.118 If the authorities were serious about penalising 

landlords who were flouting these rules, many aldermen would have been punished, as 

several were renting houses and tenements to the people of the census. In some cases 

the number of persons in the house suggests that there was a certain amount of 

overcrowding.119 

The estimated population totals discussed previously in this chapter showed that 

the people of the census made up 29.2 per cent of the city (not including the Stranger 

population), which suggests that they were a large enough group to be noticed by the 

inhabitants of the city.120 However, there are few people in the census who could be 

described as ‘counterfeatting a kind of work’. Most of them, no matter how old or 
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young, appeared to be striving hard to make ends meet. The majority of individuals over 

the age of sixteen were employed although there was a big disparity between men and 

women. Approximately 25 percent of men over the age of sixteen were either unable to 

work because of age or ill health, or were unemployed. For women over the age of 

sixteen, the figure was five percent either unable or unemployed. Those classed as 

unable to work were mainly old and frail such as “Jane Garrod who was 92 years old 

and “lyeth bethred” or were disabled or sick like “William Barbor of 27 yere, laborer, a 

lame man oute of work”.121 Many of the working women were either widowed or 

deserted. Agnes Daniell was the wife of Nicholas, a servingman, who ”hath bene from 

hyr 1 quarter and comfort her with nothinge.” Agnes was then aged 50 and working at 

washing and weaving lace and had two children, the elder of whom also wove lace.122  

The language of the census takers is such that almost every individual is 

described in a way that both catalogues yet humanises them. For instance, living in All 

Saints’ parish in John Lowe’s house was: 

Marrion, the wyfe of John Hopton that is from hyr, of whom she hath 
lyttle help, & is of 46 yeris, & skore & wash abrode, & i chyld of 6 yeris 
that go to skole, & hav dwelt here 22 yere. [hable]No allms. Veri pore.123 
In catalogue terms Marrion was a 46-year-old deserted wife with a six-year-old 

child who was going to school. She worked at cleaning and washing and therefore was 

able to work, although she is classed as very poor and was not receiving alms. The 

census taker noted that Marrion was trying hard to make ends meet to provide for her 

child, but had received little help from her husband and was “veri pore”. The statement 

is a catalogue of characteristics, which exhibit her eligibility for relief but they also 

allow me, the reader, to humanise Marrion. As she had lived in Norwich for 22 years, 

this suggests, taking her age into account, that she may have had other children who 

may have died, or moved away from home. There does not appear to be any family 

assistance whatsoever. The house she was living in was situated in Ber Street Ward and 

owned by John Lowe, who was a Common Councillor in Conesford Ward from 1545-

1567.124 Marrion shared the house with four other women, two were widows and two 

were single women. All these women were working, either carding, spinning or knitting 

and are an example of ‘spinster clustering’ which will be discussed further in Chapter 
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Four.125 The way in which the census taker(s) were able to characterise the individuals 

of the census does suggest that they were familiar with the inhabitants of each parish. At 

the very least, they must have spent some time questioning the inhabitants of each 

dwelling, to produce such entries as “Anne Caly, that whistle” and “Edward 

Hunt...besyd hymselfe a lyttle” and “Jamys Yxforth, an evell husband”.126 The wording 

of these and other similar entries implies the census taker(s) either had a familiarity with 

the inhabitants of the parish or perhaps were enlightened by gossip from the neighbours.  

The detailed information in the census entries suggests that the enumerators 

were charged with finding specific information. Almost every entry describes the 

names, ages, sex, family size, occupation and the origins of and length of time a family 

had been living in Norwich. As well, a subjective assessment of a person’s capacity to 

work and their state of health was noted. The census document was a template, situated 

within the same book as the Orders for the Poor, which the Norwich authorities then 

used to fashion their poor relief scheme. The census is the third of three books, which 

relate to the Norwich authorities’ management of poor relief during the decade 

following the census. The first book is an account of the reasoning behind the census 

and also contains a copy of a small part of the census. Until John Pound discovered the 

third book in 1961 it was thought that this was all that remained of the document.127 The 

second book details the Mayor’s Orders for the Poore as well as the poor relief accounts 

from 1571 to 1579. The third book contains the census in full. John Pound has 

described the text of the census as having been written “in an extremely crabbed hand”, 

however, it is reasonably easy to read. 128 There are some crossed out words and a few 

additions, some of which are in a different hand. This indicates the writer/s were aware 

of any changes that had occurred in between the time the census was taken and the time 

it was transcribed into the Mayor’s book. There were a handful of such changes, for 

example, Nicholas Aleyn died soon after his household was entered into the census and 

his name was crossed out and the word ‘dead’ inserted.129Other additions refer to 

whether the individuals were ‘hable’ to work and degrees of poverty were noted, 

indicating that the document was analysed for that purpose. The poor relief accounts 

reveal that the census enabled the authorities to determine, quantify and administer 
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assistance, not just in monetary terms, but also by providing medical aid, clothing and 

items such as firewood in winter. The three documents relating to the census were 

working documents, used and referred to by the authorities to justify their poor relief 

agenda. A copy of the orders along with a report showing their success in Norwich was 

requested by and sent to the Archbishop of Canterbury, Mathew Parker.130    

It becomes very clear when examining information found relating to dates after 

the census and comparing them with the document that the actual date of the census is 

not known. The official description of the book containing the census in the Norfolk 

Record Office is “Poor Relief Book for 1571 & 72,” but 1570 seems to be the accepted 

date on which the census was carried out.131 In the Introduction to an edited 

transcription of the Norwich Landgable Assessment of 1568-70, Elizabeth Rutledge has 

shown that the dating of that document is not absolute and the collection of this tax was 

carried out over several years.132 I have attempted to identify the timing of the census 

more precisely by examining the marriage dates for couples in the census that took 

place in 1570 and 1571, a total of 24 marriages. Nineteen of these marriages dated 

between 14 January 1570 and 31 May 1571 were for couples who stated they were 

married in the census. Marriages of the other five who were not stated as married in the 

census took place between 25 June and 30 December 1571.This suggests that the timing 

of the census was likely to have been in the first few weeks of June 1571.  

The unique information about each family in the census often records reasons 

for their poverty and at times tantalisingly raises questions about why they were 

categorised as poor. Paul Slack has comprehensively shown that it is “impossible to 

define a poverty line which has universal validity” because it is a relative concept.133 I 

also see poverty as a relative concept, and one that needs to be defined within its 

contemporary parameters and context. Tax assessments of the sixteenth and seventeenth 

centuries have been valuable documents to reveal the extent of poverty at a particular 

time because they have allowed researchers to measure the proportion of those exempt 

from the taxes. However Paul Slack has shown that exemption did not necessarily 

reveal the measure of poverty amongst those exempt as in some places householders 

with servants were not taxed.134 He suggested “the level of exemption is therefore not 
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an objective test of economic status but a record of contemporary perceptions”.135 The 

authorities of sixteenth-century Norwich appear to have had a very inclusive definition 

of what constituted poverty. Few people in the census fit the pejorative rhetoric of the 

preamble to the Orders for the Poor. The census taker(s) themselves described different 

categories and levels of poverty throughout the document, such as “pore”, “veri pore”, 

“miserable pore” and “indeferent.” The census authorities were themselves building a 

database of social information about a lower status group of people to formulate a more 

ordered structure of poor relief than existed in Norwich prior to the census.  

Another intriguing fact, which is relevant to the definition of the level of poverty 

in the census, is that 61 houses were either owned or were in mortgage by census 

individuals. 136 This calls into question how poverty was defined by the census takers. 

John Heth and his wife Elizabeth, whom we met above, were living in their own house 

in St John of Maddermarket parish.137 They are both working, John as a “haremaker” 

and Katherin at spinning hair.138 As they were both young adults, in work and with their 

own house, why would they be noted by the census taker(s)? John’s occupation of 

hairmaking refers to the weaving of cloth made with horsehair and only three men are 

noted as freemen of this occupation in Millican.139 Two are prior to the census then 

there is not another until 1668. John L’Estrange also notes a John Hothe gaining 

freedom as a “hayerman” in 1542.140 It is highly probable that this may be related to the 

John Heth in the census, possibly his father. If the type of weaving that John and 

Katherin were engaged in was specialised, or becoming unfashionable, perhaps the 

census taker was noting households that may be liable to become unemployed. This 

couple did not appear in the poor relief book after the census but they did have five 

children between 1570 and 1578.141 In 1573 the family were assigned the young son of 

Widow Stori as a servant which suggests they were thought responsible and earning 

enough to take on the care of another child. 

I have investigated the background to these families to establish exactly how 

poor they were. Indeed, as Pound has also noted, some of these house owners were 
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subletting their houses to other families.142 Two of the house owners owned more than 

one property and rented rooms to others in the census.143 Robert Wodestok, a haymaker 

aged 60, lived in his own house in St Augustine’s parish with his wife and daughter. He 

rented his other house to two elderly women, whom I have discovered to be his own 

mother and sister, and the other elderly woman had a young granddaughter living with 

her.144 Robert’s will of 1578 shows that he still had two properties then and his mother 

was still living in one of them. Like John Heth above, it is a mystery why he was 

included in the census unless the census taker(s) were checking on the poor living in his 

property and he was included by default. This may be why 35 of the households owned 

by people in the census were classified as “indeferent” by the census taker(s). A number 

of families and individuals in the census are referred to as ‘indeferent’. I have construed 

this as meaning they were not in dire need of assistance at that time. This term appears 

to relate to individuals who were poor but managing, that is, the authorities’ perception 

was that they were managing. I suggest it is used to note those thought likely to become 

a charge on the parish sooner rather than later, so they were listed so that the authorities 

could keep watch on them. This was a pre-emptive attitude from the authorities that 

could also be construed as a way of being able to prepare for future poor relief 

problems, in effect what might be termed a sensible planning measure. 

The Norwich Landgable Tax Assessment of 1568-70 is a contemporary 

document that was useful to examine alongside the census.145 It reveals that others in 

the census had also owned property at some time during the decade prior to the census. 

Notable is Cycely Amis, said to be of the great age of 100 and living in a tenement 

owned by one Axon in St Mary’s parish.146 Her son John left his tenement to his mother 

in his will of 1555.147 Almost ten years later in December of 1564, the Mayor’s court in 

Norwich noted what appears a quite lucrative deal for Cycely. The house was to be sold 

to Wylliam Bustyan, and he was to allow her to live there for the rest of her life, and 

pay 13s and 4d a year to her, plus 20s a year for reparation of the property.148 Due to her 

great age, it must have been thought she would not live long. By the time of the census, 

it had been sold again to Gregory Axon, but whether the same conditions remained is 
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unknown.149 It could also be why she was not receiving poor relief, the authorities 

considering that she did not need extra. Just owning a house would have been an 

imposition on Cycely if she had no income to live on so her deal with Bustyan may 

have been a beneficial survival expedient. 

John Pound and Margaret Pelling have examined the census extensively. Pound 

transcribed the census and due to his diligence we know a great deal about the people in 

the census. We know their places of origin; the number of people who were married or 

single; their occupations; their family and household size; their ages; who owned the 

properties they were living in. From this he has published a very useful, although 

mostly quantitative and statistical, summary of the census information and analysed the 

poor relief accounts and the trade structure of the town.150 Pelling has taken a more 

qualitative look at the various groups within its pages. In particular she has focused on 

the sick and disabled, the children and the elderly to reveal valuable insights into social 

attitudes and perceptions at this time. 151 She has been able to show that in early modern 

Norwich, authorities were enacting initiatives in regard to the health welfare of its 

citizens and in a number of cases paid physicians for healing the sick poor.152 She has 

also used data from the census to discuss child health as a social value, to demonstrate 

how children were assisting in various households, either by working or helping in other 

ways.153 These valuable studies by Pound and Pelling have produced a remarkable 

snapshot of a particular cohort of people in Norwich in 1570. However, neither have 

taken a group of these people and followed the families in a longitudinal study. By 

building a family history of the families over time, my study has amplified their 

findings to help capture the experiences of the poor in sixteenth and early seventeenth-

century Norwich.  

Strategy and Control 
Norwich had been one of the first provincial towns to enact compulsory 

contributions for poor relief in 1549 and, along with the rest of the country at that time, 

dealt with its poor by aiding those deemed deserving and punishing the undeserving. 

After the census, it continued this way but introduced measures to facilitate its control 
                                                
149 Rodgers and Wallace, Norwich Landgable Assessment, p. 130. 
150 Pound, Census, p. 7. He suggests it was taken as a prelude to a reorganisation of Norwich’s poor 
laws. See also, Pound, ‘An Elizabethan Census,’ pp. 135-161; Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich,1988. 
151 Pelling, The Common Lot, 1998. Contains a selection of articles concerning the poor enumerated in the 
1570 Census of Norwich. 
152 Pelling, 'Old Age’, p. 87-89. 
153 Margaret Pelling, ‘Child Health as a Social Value in Early Modern England’, in Pelling, ‘The 
Common Lot’, 1998, pp. 105-133. 
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over the poor population of the city. The first undertaking was to remove any obvious 

beggars and families or individuals who had been in Norwich for less than three years. 

Another measure was to ban indiscriminate almsgiving as it was thought that 

overgenerous almsgivers contributed to an increased number of beggars. Schemes were 

established for the provision of work, training and learning “so as no parson shoulde 

have neede to goe abegginge”.154 To this effect, the city authorities set up the Select 

Women scheme, a Bridewell, and made special arrangements for twelve children to be 

brought up in St Giles’ Hospital. In particular, the poor relief book reveals that the 

authorities considered the single young women of the census as problematical. The 

early entries for 1570-71 show that 24 were sent to the select women and 48 others were 

ordered into service.  

Singlewomen and select women 
In early modern England, women who were not married were treated in different 

ways, dependent on whether they were unmarried and single, or widows.155 Previous 

studies of singlewomen in early modern England have noted that authorities did not 

approve of singlewomen living on their own.156 Never-married singlewomen accounted 

for up to twenty percent of women in early modern England yet only a small number of 

these headed their own household. For instance, Amy Froide has found that only 8 

percent of never-married women were heading their own households in Southampton 

by the end of the seventeenth century.157 In many urban centres, the authorities were so 

concerned that they brought in orders to prevent singlewomen living alone.158 In the 

Mayor’s court of Norwich in May 1577 two women were ordered to leave the city for 

“going abroad without husbands”, even though they had been staying with another 

woman who was resident in the city.159 Singlewomen were considered to threaten 

morals and importantly, male authority, with little distinction granted between 

prostitution and noncommercial sexual activity.160 Yet in the census there are a large 

number either living alone, or living with parents, children or other women. That is, a 

                                                
154 Hudson and Tingey, Records of Norwich Vol. 2, p. 344. 
155 Amy M. Froide, ‘Marital Status as a Category of Difference: Singlewomen and Widows in Early 
Modern England’, in Judith M. Bennett and Amy M. Froide, eds., Singlewomen in the European Past 
1250-1800, Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999, p. 236 
156 Diane Willen, ‘Women in the Public Sphere in Early Modern England: The Case of the Urban 
Working Poor’ Sixteenth-Century Journal, XIX, No. 4, 1988, p. 561. 
157 Froide ‘Marital Status’, p. 241. 
158 Bennett and Froide, Singlewomen, p. 240-42; Amy M. Froide, Never Married: Singlewomen in Early 
Modern England, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 24. 
159 NRO NCR Case 16a, unpaginated, FHLC film 1911900, 14 May 1577. 
160 Ruth Mazo Karras, ‘Sex and the Singlewoman’ in Bennett and Froide, Singlewomen, p. 128. 
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number of women in the census were living without men and therefore to all intents and 

purpose were heads of households.  

To determine the number of singlewomen in the census, I included all those 

women who were aged between 15 and 50 and known to be unmarried. There were 147 

women in the census that can be classified as never-married using this criterion. These 

147 women comprise 16.5 percent of the total number of women of that age criteria in 

the census. Of this number, 11.6 percent of women can be identified as heads of 

household. If we include houses containing multiple households that consisted solely of 

women, this figure rises to 32.9 percent. These figures are quite different to the Froide 

and Bennett study, which found singlewomen headed only 1.1 percent of households.161 

That low figure indicates that singlewomen as heads of household were not common, 

whether by design or practice, but my figures suggest there was a difference if families 

were poor. There were 17 singlewomen in the census living entirely alone and almost 

all were aged 50 years and over. The two youngest were aged 36 and 40. The census 

takers did not specifically remark on the fact that women were living by themselves so 

this seems to have been an acceptable practice in 1570 Norwich, depending upon a 

woman’s age and marital status as is shown by the action taken by the authorities 

against some of these women which will be discussed further below.  

The age of 50 seems to be the one deemed by early modern standards as the age 

at which women are no longer considered as being troublesome for the authorities. This 

is evidenced not only in Norwich, but both Southampton and Coventry show urban 

authorities issuing orders to prevent singlewomen under the age of 50 from living on 

their own.162 Of the 147 singlewomen in the census, 49 were aged fifty and over and 32 

of these were receiving alms. The seventeen women in this age group who were not 

receiving alms were all living with their families, or other people in the same house, 

apart from two who were living alone. Those women receiving alms were also mostly 

living with family or others except for eight who were living alone, one of whom owned 

her house. In general most of the women without a male occupant to act as head of 

household are elderly or widowed and do not seem to have attracted the opprobrium of 

the authorities for living alone. 

                                                
161 Froide ‘Marital Status’, p. 239. Figures taken from Peter Laslett, ‘Mean Household Size in England 
since the sixteenth century’ in Peter and Richard Wall, Household and family in past time : comparative 
studies in the size and structure of the domestic group over the last three centuries in England, France, 
Serbia, Japan and colonial North America, with further materials from Western Europe, Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 1972, p. 147. 
162 Froide and Bennett, Singlewomen, p. 240-42; Froide, Never Married, p. 24. 
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The younger singlewomen in the census seem to have caused the most concern 

to the authorities in Norwich. The poor relief books in the years after the census show 

that many of them were commanded to go to service or else be appointed. Presumably 

this gave them a choice between finding a position they could choose themselves or 

having a master or mistress chosen for them by the deacons of the ward. Elizabeth 

Brother, an unmarried woman aged 40, was living by herself in St Stephen’s parish.163 

She was noted as “hable” and ordered to go for service or be appointed. Another never 

married woman in the same parish, 48-year-old Helen Hanworth was appointed to work 

with the hatmaker Robert Condly.164 Not just the singlewomen living alone, but also 

those young women living at home came under the distrust of the authorities. The 

widow Johane Wells had three daughters of 18, 19 and 22. Johane was chosen to be one 

of the select women of Mancroft ward so presumably was considered able and 

trustworthy. This did not preclude three of her daughters being appointed to service. 

Only three of the singlewomen aged less than 50 years were receiving alms at the time 

of the census. This small number corresponds with other studies indicating that 

authorities in early modern England expected young able women to be able to provide 

for themselves, and places them firmly in the category of undeserving poor.165  

The poor singlewomen of sixteenth-century Norwich did not have much choice 

about how they lived and whether they would marry or remain single. Firstly few were 

independent enough to have a reasonable quality of life and secondly, and importantly, 

they were morally suspect if not married. This meant they had the authorities to contend 

with, and indeed, were subject to being ordered into what the authorities thought they 

should be doing, not necessarily what they would choose. The Norwich authorities 

seemed to be concerned about these younger singlewomen, and they created a 

corrective measure specifically aimed at the “women and maydes that lyve ydelye or be 

disorderid.”166 This measure was one of the strategies put in place by the authorities to 

organise what were to be known as ‘select women’ for each ward of the city.  

Committees from each ward were to appoint “so manye selecte women as shal 

suffyse to receyve of persons within that warde’167 These women were to take in each 

day up to twelve children, women and maids as ordered by the deacons of the ward. The 

children were to taught ‘letters’ and should be from the poorest families that were 
                                                
163 Pound, Census, p. 44. 
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unable to pay for their learning. This order implies that the women chosen as select 

women were required to be literate in order to teach children. As some select women 

were chosen from the census poor, it is an indication that they once had the resources to 

become literate which suggests they had not always been among the very poor.  

The women and maids sent to the select women were to be made to work “tyll 

their handes be browght into such use and their bodies to such paynes as labore and 

learninge shall be easier to them than idleness.”168 They were expected to “fynde the 

stuffes and the woorking tooles” and if they did so would receive the profits of their 

work. If they could not provide their own tools then the select women could provide 

them but would only pay them for work done and keep profits themselves. The select 

women were to receive twenty shillings a year in payment. This may seem a goodly 

sum of money for the time but the women had to work long hours in supervising the 

women sent to them by the deacons. They were expected to ensure work was carried out 

by threat of punishment and were given leave to “give punnishment, six stripes with a 

rodde” if necessary. The hours they had to supervise were from before eight in the 

morning until eleven, then a break for dinner and to work again from one until past four 

in the afternoon. In the summer months it was from six in the morning until seven in the 

evening with a similar dinner break. Penalties for disobedience to the select women 

were harsh. The parents of disobedient children could be punished by losing their 

weekly relief. Recalcitrant youths were to be sent to Bridewell to receive punishment 

and a collar of iron. Those women appointed to be select women had little say in the 

matter. If they refused, they should “suffer inprisonemente by the space of twentie 

dayes at the leaste.”169 In effect, this meant that the select women were as much 

shackled to the power of the authorities as their charges. 

Notes within the census document suggest that 42 women from the census were 

considered for the select women appointments. Of these, the majority were married 

women, ten were widows and interestingly three singlewomen were also selected. Two 

of the latter may have been widows or possibly deserted wives but their marital status 

was not given in the census. The third was Jone Abell, a surprising choice as the census 

describes her as ‘a gresse mayde that kepe wyves & do business’.170 Margaret Pelling 

has discussed the terminology used by the census taker(s) in 1570 Norwich, suggesting 
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that such terms as ‘kepe wyves’ relates to nursing employment.171 The poor relief 

listings set out in the Mayor’s Book of the Poore after the census tell a different story. 

The names of the deacons and select women for each ward in Norwich were noted. 

There were 31 altogether of whom 18 were from the census and the name of Jone Abell 

does not appear. There is no documentation listing the criteria used to choose the select 

women but as they were expected to teach children letters, it seems they were expected 

to be literate themselves. It may be the reason why a number of those initially chosen 

from the census appear to be rejected later. 

It is not stated whether any of the women refused the offer to be a ‘select 

woman’ but I have found no evidence that any were imprisoned for refusing. Two of the 

chosen women were living in the same house. Lettis Dam, aged 50, and her husband 

Thomas, a 60-year-old labourer, were living in Thomas’s house in St Mary’s parish. 

They were sharing their house with two other families. One was an older couple, Robert 

Canold and his wife Margaret, who were both aged 68. The second family was a 

younger couple, Richard and Jone Gold and their four children, the eldest of whom was 

eight years old. The two older women were chosen as the select women of Coslany 

ward along with a younger woman, Margaret Cocke who was aged 37. Margaret was 

the wife of William Cocke, a worstead weaver. This family had four children aged nine 

and under and were also living in St Mary’s parish. Unlike the majority of the census 

households they were in the process of purchasing their own house, as was Thomas 

Dam. The three households living in the Dam house consisted of six adults and four 

children altogether, so it must have been crowded when their quota of women and 

children arrived for work. Coslany ward appears to have been a busy place for its select 

women. The poor relief book has four young women to be appointed to service, three to 

be sent to the select women and three others to be “looked into” or “considered”.172 

Both the houses in Coslany with chosen select women were owned by poor from the 

census. Perhaps they were respected citizens who had fallen on hard times. The 

authorities may have considered property owners to be good candidates to take on the 

select women charter. 

Who were the women who were ordered to work with the select women? Alice 

Hadam deserves a special mention. She was aged 40 and, unusually for someone of her 
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age with no children, she was receiving 3d per week in alms at the time of the census.173 

She was living in St George Tombland parish where she was sharing a house with an 

older widow and a married couple with two young children. She was noted as a 

“gresswoman”, which seems to have been a general term used in Norwich at that time, 

sometimes but not always distinct from the terms harlot or prostitute. Alyce was also 

the only woman so noted who was receiving alms. After the census, the poor relief book 

for St George Tombland parish shows that Alyce was appointed to go to work with the 

select women of the ward “for having a child in base with Archer”.174 There is no child 

in the census with Alyce but the parish register of St George Tombland shows the 

baptism of Galfridus, illegitimate son of Alicie Adams, on the 18 April 1567.175 There 

is no recorded burial for this child in that parish. Although appointed to the select 

women, Alyce continued to be entered as receiving alms in the poor relief book until 

1579.176 She was quite young, at 40, to be on the poor books and then to remain there 

for so long which suggests the parish was looking out for her, and that possibly she may 

have had some physical or mental disability. 

The Bridewell 
In 1553 Edward VI gave one of his houses, Bridewell, to the City of London to 

be used as a workhouse for the poor.177 It began the establishment of houses of 

correction for the poor in other parts of the country and was a move that implied that the 

poor needed correction as opposed to charity. In 1571 the Norwich Bridewell was set up 

at what was known as the Norman Spital.178 This hospital in the parish of St Paul had 

been used for the relief and lodging of the poor since the twelfth century. It had 

survived the dissolution by covenant and was to be used for the “relief of poor 

Strangers, vagrants, sick and impotent persons”.179 After the census, those occupying 

rooms and houses there were turned out, and the Mayor’s Book of the Poore states “all 
                                                
173 Pound, Census, p. 65. 
174 NRO, NCR Case 20c, The Mayor’s Book of the Poore, 1571, unpaginated. 
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such as have lying at Normans above two nights commanded to go away.”180 There 

appears to be no concern about where these folk were to go. Gregory Acres, who was 

noted as lying sick in the Normans in the census, was “commanded to look him another 

house.”181 The Bridewell was to become a prison for both men and women who were 

able to work but not willing, where those committed would be made to serve “twentie 

and one dayes at the leaste, and longer yf cawse serve, and they shall not eate but as 

they can earne (excepte som frende wyll be bownde for them)”.182 It was thought 

important enough that the mayor was to be the governor although the daily charge was 

under a bailiff with his wife and family. 

St Giles Hospital 
The criteria used to judge which twelve children were to be brought up at the 

hospital are not spelled out. However, the ward deacons were charged to note children 

that were too young to work and that their parents were unable to sustain, so it is 

probable that these children became inmates of St Giles.183 The children were to be 

under the charge of a bailiff and his wife to be taught “in letters and other excersises (as 

their capacities shall be hable to attayne)” and brought to sermons on Holy Days “as 

they maye learne to encrease in vertwe”.184  

Although treatment of the poor using these measures is harsh by today’s 

standards, throughout the records are cases that show the authorities were attempting to 

alleviate the circumstances of the deserving poor. Those receiving relief included older 

women who did not appear to have any extended family support, the sick and disabled, 

the elderly unable to work, and those families with a large number of dependent 

children. Extra payments were given in times of sickness or special needs. All of this 

created a whole new level of administration to carry out the orders for the poor. The 

Norwich authorities’ provision for the poor after the census, extended beyond the 

payment of alms.  Special payments for medical treatment, for firewood in winter and 

shoes, clothes and burials are noted in the poor relief accounts.185 John Bell the mason 

was given a special payment when his house was burnt down and after the 1579 plague 

outbreak, others were paid to keep orphaned children.186 These measures were one part 
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of a strategy taken by the authorities to discourage and eliminate itinerant begging and 

vagrancy within the city, which was in turn to influence the national treatment of the 

poor in England.187 

The above schemes were among a number of social welfare implementations 

made by the Norwich authorities that were centred on Protestant reformism. The 

Calvinist Martin Bucer published a pamphlet in 1551 that stated ways “that this godlie 

provision for the Poore and needie be restored.”188 Paul Fideler has suggested that 

Bucer’s pamphlet had “compelling justification” with its directions such as 

“congregation centred poor relief; giving the deacons in each parish responsibility to 

distinguish needy from undeserving; deacons to supervise, distribute and account for 

poor relief funds; to bring up youth virtuously trained in good arts.”189 All of these 

measures were carried out by the Norwich authorities. 

From the mid-sixteenth century, the Norwich hierarchy seem to have moulded 

the city in a way that conforms to many of the characteristics described by Robert 

Tittler as paving “the way for the onset of ’godly rule‘in post-reformation towns.”190 

They were able to benefit economically by the dissolution of the monasteries, both by 

acquiring resources for the town and for themselves. As Norwich was a county itself, 

the authorities were able to hold legal authority over their resources and this authority 

“accelerated the tendency to urban oligarchy.”191 However, in the words of Paul Slack, 

much of the social reform “depended on individual personalities.”192 In Norwich that 

personality was John Aldrich and the civic reforms he and his fellow aldermen oversaw 

allowed Norwich to be held up as an example of good governance and order for many 

years.193 

Conclusion 
The evidence strongly points to the Norwich mayors and aldermen of the last 

half of the sixteenth century as having been influenced by a reforming Protestantism. 

Although Reynold’s argued that religious dispute was a hallmark of reforming Norwich, 

and McClendon claims that it was marked by tolerance, both have shown that 

                                                
187 Pound, ‘An Elizabethan Census’, p. 149. 
188 Martin Bucer, A Treatise, how by the Worde of God, Christian mens almose ought to be distributed, 
1551, Early English Books Online,< www.eebo.chadwyck.com >accessed 5 November 2012. 
189 Paul Fideler, Social Welfare in Pre-Industrial England, Basingstoke and New York, 2006, p. 79. 
190 Tittler, ‘Reformation, Resources and Authority’, p. 192. 
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Protestantism was the agency behind the Norwich authorities. Society had been 

changing since the reformation, and with different regents came different religion. 

There was pressure on civic authorities to look after the poor as they could no longer 

could be left to the church. However civic authority was administering relief through 

the church system and it was the attitudes of the civic authorities that were shaping the 

way in which charity was administered in Norwich. The way in which authorities 

attempted to regulate the behaviour of the poor displayed a sixteenth-century form of 

social engineering and reinforced their view that poverty resulted from moral 

corruption, as was prevalent in the contemporary literature of the time.194 

At first glance, the increase in crimes punished in the Mayor’s court between 

1540 and 1570 does suggest that the authorities were justified in taking steps to solve 

social problems. However, the census shows that they were not just concerned with 

removing those poor seen as being a problem, the vagrants and beggars, but were intent 

on finding the settled labouring poor and providing them with relief. At the same time, 

the perception of the poor as a problem generally resulted in the authorities taking a 

hard line in court. Aldrich and his fellow aldermen made Norwich a veritable blue-print 

of Calvinist philosophy, as followed by Martin Bucer, which was further cemented by 

the appointment of ministers such as John More and Thomas Robartes.195 

The Norwich authorities were then, it seems, foremost in using the census 

findings to enact wide reaching changes in poor relief administration. The census 

document is a snapshot in time of a defined group of individuals in an early modern 

town. It has provided a unique opportunity for this thesis to examine a large group of 

poor men, women and children in terms of their life courses, the family unit and their 

place in the complex world of early modern England. The sixteenth century was a time 

of political, economic and social change and the people in the census experienced these 

changes. They were a mixture of ages and occupations. They were single, married, 

widowed and deserted. Some had spent all their lives in Norwich; others had migrated 

to the town, from as far away as London, Wales, Scotland and Ireland. The culmination 

of the authorities concern at the growing number of poor people in the town was the 

Norwich census. 
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As for the census, its sheer scope of detail and the fact that it contains such a 

large sample makes it a highly significant dataset for historical analysis. Although the 

document was produced by the authorities for the authorities and therefore may have 

produced what it was looking for, this does not detract from its value. Precisely because 

of its detailed content, it has been possible to uncover further rich material that has 

revealed much about the people of sixteenth-century Norwich. The following chapter 

will show how their life events can be analysed to identify the demographic experience 

of the Norwich poor. 
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Chapter 3 - Identifying the poor: life events and 
the demographics of the poor 

The parish registers of Norwich, and indeed, any other city, town or village are 

the records of the major life events of the individuals who grace their pages. The people 

of the census, their ancestors and their descendants are scattered throughout these 

documents, which make little distinction between people of different social status. This 

has made it difficult to examine the demographic characteristics of particular social 

groups such as the poor. The census, however, has produced a group of known social 

status, albeit subjectively identified by the authorities of sixteenth-century Norwich. By 

combining the census and the parish register information I have produced statistics on 

this specific group, the people of the census, as well as the people related to them in the 

Extended families database. In this chapter, I will use these statistics to analyse the life 

events of the people in the databases in order to shed light on a number of questions 

central to historical demography. How does their age at marriage compare with that 

suggested in previous studies of similar social status groups? Do the birth intervals of 

the women in the study differ from those found in other studies? Were there any trends, 

which indicate family limitation? Was there a higher mortality rate among the poorer 

cohort than in wealthier Norwich families and can this be compared with similar studies 

in other early modern urban areas? The prevalence of other family and household 

characteristics such as remarriage, unequal marriage and co-habitation will also be 

considered. Can this form of demographical analysis shed light upon the experience of 

the poor of sixteenth-century Norwich?  

I have modified traditional demographic methodology to analyse some key 

demographic questions and compared my findings with similar studies. The quantitative 

results of my analyses enabled me to map the life events of the people of the census and 

their extended families, to examine whether social status influences different 

demographic experiences, and if so, how this is demonstrated. In this chapter I will also 

evaluate the reliability and validity of my data to show how my methodology can 

complement existing demographic research. There are three essential differences 

between my research and others; firstly, I do not use data from a single parish; 

secondly, I examine a group of people living in Norwich between 1540 and 1640, all of 

whom are related to the defined poor of 1570 Norwich; thirdly, this study is set in an 
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urban area whereas the majority of similar research has been carried out in single rural 

parishes.1   

 “Quantitative and qualitative”: defining the state of historical 
demographic studies 

The first reference to “demographic history” emerged from an article in 

Population Studies in 1951 by E. J. Buckatzsch.2 Since then, it has become a thriving 

field, which is kept flourishing by an interest in the subject from a variety of research 

disciplines.3 Yet, despite the early development of historical demographical research 

methodologies in France, research in Great Britain did not focus on historical 

demography as a history discipline. This changed in the 1960s, with the formation by 

Tony Wrigley and Peter Laslett of the Cambridge Group for the History of Population 

and Social Structure.4 Since then, advances in methodologies, especially the technique 

of family reconstitution, and importantly, collaboration between researchers, has 

produced an invaluable body of research, especially in terms of the history of the 

family.5 Demographic studies have concentrated on topics such as age at marriage and 

marriage patterns, fertility, illegitimacy and mortality and expanded to encompass 

household composition and migration. However, few of these studies have looked at 

urban early modern England or focused on the poor. In this chapter I will provide data 

that can be used as a comparison with existing studies and a benchmark for future 

studies into urban poverty and the poor. 
                                                
1 See for instance, for rural studies: Keith Wrightson and David Levine, Poverty and Piety in an English 
Village: Terling, 1525-1700, New York, Academic Press, 1979; Pamela Sharpe, Population and Society 
in an East Devon parish: reproducing Colyton, 1540-1840, Exeter, UK, University of Exeter Press, 2002; 
David Levine and Keith Wrightson, The Making of an Industrial Society: Whickham 1560-1765, Oxford, 
Clarendon Press, 1991; David Levine, ‘The Demographic Implications of Rural Industrialisation: A 
Family Reconstitution Study of Shepshed, Leicestershire, 1600-1851, Social History, 1/2, 1976, pp. 177-
196; Pat Hudson and Steve King, ‘Two Textile Townships, c. 1660-1820: A Comparative demographic 
Analysis’, The Economic History Review, New Series, 53/4, 2000, pp. 706-741. For urban studies see: 
Jeremy Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society. A London Suburb in the Seventeenth Century, New York, 
Cambridge University Press, 1987; Roger Finlay, Population and Metropolis: The Demography of 
London 1580-1650, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1981; V. Brodsky Elliott, ‘Single Women 
in the London Marriage Market: Age Status and Mobility, 1598-1619', in R. B. Outhwaite (ed.), Marriage 
and Society: Studies in the Social History of Marriage, London, Europa Publications, 1981, pp. 81-100; 
People in Place see <http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/index.html> last accessed 11 January 2012. There 
are also ongoing studies being carried out by the Cambridge Group for the History of Population and 
Social Structure, see<http://www-hpss.geog.cam.ac.uk >last accessed 11 January 2012. 
2 E. J. Buckatzsch, ‘The Constancy of Local Populations and Migration in England before 1800, in 
Population Studies 7, 1951, pp. 62-68; see also discussion by Robert Lee, ‘The Development of 
Population History (“Historical Demography”) in Great Britain from the Late Nineteenth Century to the 
Early 1960s’, Historical Social Research, 31/4, 2006, pp. 34-63. 
3 Tommy Bengtsson, Patrice Bourdelais and James Lee, c. 2002, Report from the Exploratory Mission on 
Historical Demography, International Union for the Scientific Study of Population, Paris, 
<http://www.iussp.org/Activities/scc-his2/his2-emreport.php,>accessed 4 June 2009. 
4 Lee, ‘Development of Population History’, p. 43-6. 
5 Lee, ‘Development of Population History’, p. 63. 
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As discussed in Chapter One, the advances gained by early family reconstitution 

studies have not been without argument. For instance, the twenty-six parishes used by 

the Cambridge Group for their 1997 analysis were mostly rural. There were few from 

the industrial north of England and none from the major cities, although most were 

larger in population density than average pre-industrial parishes.6 This has created a 

certain amount of controversy, mainly from other demographic historians, because the 

findings were extrapolated to refer to England as a whole. In particular, both Steven 

Ruggles and John Hatcher have criticised the quality of the data from Cambridge Group 

studies. Ruggles was concerned about the size and number of parishes used in the 

research and the selection bias of the reconstitution methodology used.7 Hatcher 

questioned the Cambridge Group’s interpretation of the data in a detailed article in 

2003.8 He was particularly troubled about “the excessive prominence which has 

persistently been bestowed on fertility” without attention to the relative importance of 

mortality.9 Michael Anderson has commented on the “problem of meaning”, where 

historians make presumptive deductions about behaviour inferred from quantifiable 

evidence.10 Regardless of these criticisms, Wrigley and Laslett’s Cambridge Group and 

their family reconstitution technique dominates the field of early historical demographic 

studies in Great Britain. They have set the framework upon which demographic studies 

can be built and compared.  

As will be demonstrated in this chapter, I have specifically set out to address the 

problems in family reconstitution studies by using genealogical methodology, which 

takes advantage of cross-parish analysis to better locate migrating individuals. The 

greater mobility of the poor means they are less likely to be captured in family 

reconstitution studies, as discussed in Chapter One. The density of parishes in urban 

areas means that cross-parish analysis is essential to study population movement and 

behaviour.  

One of the larger and more recent demographic studies in an urban context is the 

major study of London carried out between 2003-2006 called People in Place: families, 

                                                
6 Steven Ruggles, ‘The limitations of English family reconstitution: English population history from 
family reconstitution 1580-1837’, Continuity and Change, 14/1, 1999, p. 107; E. A. Wrigley, R. S. 
Davies, J. E. Oeppen and R. S. Schofield, English Population History from Family Reconstitution, 1580-
1837, New York, Cambridge University Press, 1997, p. 20. 
7 Ruggles, ‘The limitations of English family reconstitution’, p.106 and 127. 
8 John Hatcher, ‘Understanding the Population History of England 1450-1750’, Past and Present 180, 
2003, p.100.  
9 Hatcher, ‘Understanding the Population History’, p. 115. 
10 Michael Anderson, Approaches to the History of the Western Family 1500-1914, Studies in Economic 
and Social History, Hampshire, Macmillan Education Ltd, 1980, p. 33-34. 
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households and housing in early modern London, 1550-1720.11 This was a collaborative 

project between Birkbeck, University of London; the Centre for Metropolitan History, 

Institute of Historical Research, University of London; and the Cambridge Group for 

the History of Population and Social Structure, University of Cambridge. The aim of 

the project was “to develop ways of identifying and tracking over time the changing 

characteristics of London families and households between c. 1540 and 1710, with the 

object of using this data as the basis for more qualitative enquiries.”12 The study used 

traditional family reconstitution methodology as practised by the Cambridge Group, 

refined by modern computer techniques and combined with property history 

reconstruction. This was integrated with information from other sources including 

parish registers, tax, rent and property listings and wills and probate inventories. The 

focus of this research was on place, using the London areas of Cheapside, Aldgate and 

Clerkenwell to look at the population in a succession of studies over time. This project 

has produced a large amount of valuable data on families and households in early 

modern London and has resulted in two other major studies.13 In carrying out this 

research, a choice was made not to pursue individuals or families over time and place 

due to the problems inherent in family reconstitution in urban areas, such as mobility 

and high incidence of mortality in urban populations.14 This thesis uses a similar 

strategy to the People in Place study but differs in three ways. Firstly it uses a modified 

family reconstitution methodology; secondly, it reconstructs families and individuals 

over time; finally, because the individuals in the study have an identified social status 

they are not an aggregate group. 

In the conclusion to English Population History from Family Reconstitution, 

Wrigley and his colleagues have noted the need for further work to explore, in 

particular, “the ways in which the economic and social status of families influenced 

                                                
11 Dr Vanessa Harding (Birkbeck), Dr Matthew Davies (Centre for Metropolitan History), and Professor 
Richard Smith (Cambridge Group for the History of Population and Social Structure) People in Place: 
families, households and housing in early modern London, 1550-1720 at 
<http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/index.html >last accessed 11 January 2012. 
12 People in Place see <http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/index.html> last accessed 11 January 2012. 
13 Richard Smith, Gill Newton, Vanessa Harding, Matthew Davies, Mark Merry and Phil Baker, Housing 
environments and health in London, 1550-1750 at 
<http://www.geog.cam.ac.uk/research/projects/heahlondon/> and Richard Smith and Gill Newton, Life in 
the suburbs: health, domesticity and status in early modern London at 
<http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/LITS/index.html> last accessed 11 January 2012. 
14 People in Place at<http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/index.html> last accessed 11 January 2012. 
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their demographic behaviour, and vice versa”.15 This chapter takes one step forward in 

this direction.  

 “I plight my troth”: the experience of marriage as a life event 
for the poor 

Lancelot Amis and his wife Agnes are a useful example for introducing 

questions about the experience of marriage as a life event. Lancelot was born in the 

village of Neatishead in about 1538 and his father Richard sent him to Norwich in 1552 

to commence an apprenticeship as a tailor.16 Almost immediately after finishing his 

apprenticeship he became a freeman and within a year married his wife Agnes in St 

Clement’s church in Norwich, on the 4 February 1559.17 The census notes that Lancelot 

was a tailor, in work but “veri pore”.18 Along with the other families in the census, this 

couple’s circumstances are spelled out in the census document. By using other data 

from parish registers, occupational and court records I have produced information with 

which to explore a number of demographic questions. How old were this couple when 

they were married? Had Lancelot managed to gain his freedom as a tailor before they 

married, giving them a better economic start to their life together? How many children 

did they have and how often was Agnes pregnant? Could this affect their economic 

status? 

Analysis of age at first marriage is useful to examine social and economic 

change both over time and spatially.19 The younger a woman is at marriage then the 

younger she will be when first producing children and she is therefore likely to have a 

larger number of them. Generally, demographic studies of age at first marriage have 

shown late marriage, that is marriage in the late twenties, to be common practice in 

early modern English society. Previous family reconstitution studies have been carried 

out on aggregate groups where the status of individuals is not known. Using parish 

registers alone, the social status of individuals usually cannot be ascertained, as the 
                                                
15 Wrigley et al, English Population History, p. 550. 
16 Percy Millican, ed, The Register of the Freemen of Norwich 1548-1713: a transcript, with an 
introduction, an appendix to those freemen whose apprenticeship indentures are enrolled in the city 
records, and indexes of names and places, Norwich, Jarrold and Sons Ltd, 1934, p. 212. Lancelot’s 
apprenticeship indenture states that he was from Neatishead and his father was Richard Amis. His birth 
date is calculated from the age given in the census. 
17 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 208; NRO, NPR, PD 6 Marriage record 4 February 1559, St 
Clement’s church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 
17 May 2012. 
18 John F. Pound, The Norwich Census of the Poor 1570, Norfolk Record Society, 1971, p. 71. 
19 Jona Schellekens, ‘Nuptiality during the First Industrial Revolution in England: Explanations, The 
Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 27/4, 1997. pp. 637-654; Ann Kussmaul, ‘Time and Space, Hoofs 
and Grain: The Seasonality of Marriage in England,’ Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 15/4, 
Population and Economy: From the Traditional to the Modern World, 1985, pp. 755-779. 
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registers do not provide that information. In a small number of cases, and for men only, 

an individual’s occupation is shown in the register, which allows the possibility of 

determining their status.20 The evidence of this Norwich study will allow analysis of age 

at marriage by analysing a defined social group and will add to evidence from existing 

studies that show a relationship between poverty and later marriage.21 

I have carried out three analyses of age at first marriage in early modern 

Norwich. The first examines the group of designated poor, the people of the census, and 

the second focuses on the men and women in the Extended families database who 

married after the census. This has allowed me to look for comparison over time. The 

third analysis of age at first marriage looked at the group of aldermen in the contrast 

study. This provided an opportunity to examine whether there was any distinction 

between the social groups.  

For my first analysis, I have taken the ages of the men and women, from either 

the census data or their baptism dates, to calculate the age at which they first married. 

Age at first marriage has a particular limitation due to the difficulties in identifying 

whether a marriage was indeed the first marriage for an individual. The parish registers 

of England rarely give the age of the couples marrying so this has to be inferred from 

other sources, as in the case of my Norwich data. In fact, this is generally the case in 

age at first marriage studies. Wrigley et al state: “If a link can be made between a 

female baptism and a marriage entry it is almost always safe to assume that the 

marriage is a first marriage since a woman on marriage assumed the surname of her 

husband” and “In the case of men, in contrast, it is less easy to be sure of marriage 

rank”.22  Because of the difficulties in establishing that a marriage is the first marriage 

for an individual, researchers have tended to use only data where the marriage is a 

known first marriage. Using family reconstitution methodology has meant that as few as 

3 percent of the parish population is finally analysed due to significant selection bias, 

which excludes those people who migrate from the parish.23  

Conventional methods for calculating age at first marriage centre on linking 

baptismal data and marriage data within a particular parish.24 Initially, when analysing 

the original census data, it was clear that not all of these marriages were the first 

                                                
20 R. B. Outhwaite ‘Age at Marriage in England from the Late Seventeenth to the Nineteenth Century, 
Transactions of the Royal Historical Society, Fifth series, Vol. 23, 1973, pp. 69-70. 
21 People in Place see <http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/index.html> last accessed 11 January 2012. 
22 Wrigley et al, English Population History, p. 128. 
23 Ruggles, ‘The limitations of English family reconstitution’, p. 116. 
24 This is discussed fully in Wrigley et al, English Population History, pp. 128-139.  
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marriage for one or both of the couples. For instance, in at least twenty cases, there 

were children in the household whose ages predate the couple’s marriage date, 

suggesting that they were born to a previous relationship of one of the marriage 

partners, or were perhaps illegitimate. Therefore, identifying whether a marriage was 

the first marriage or a later one is not always easy. We could infer that most of the 

marriages occurring when one or both parties were in their twenties were most likely to 

be the first for both of them. We could also infer that many of the marriages that 

occurred when the parties were over 40 may well be a second (or later) marriage. I have 

chosen to remove the data where it is clearly evident that a marriage was not the first for 

an individual, which left 93 men and 101 women to use for this analysis.25 Some 

individual’s marriages took place when they were well over 50 years old, the oldest 

man at 84, the oldest woman at 66. Therefore to avoid skewing the data I have followed 

Wrigley and Schofield’s convention which states “First marriages (for both sexes) occur 

only when the bride or groom is above 15 years of age and less than 50, unless age 

information in the marriage record overrides the rule’.26 The data from the original 

census is broken down as shown in the charts and tables below. 

 
Figure 3-1 Census population – age at first marriage – men (n=93) 

                                                
25 This still left a few which may be construed as doubtful. However, this is a common problem in age at 
first marriage studies from sixteenth- and seventeenth-century data and a better description for this 
analysis may be ‘probable age at first marriage’. 
26 E. A. Wrigley and R. S. Schofield,  ‘Nominal record linkage by computer and the logic of family 
reconstitution’, in E. A. Wrigley, ed., Identifying People in the Past, London, Edward Arnold (Publishers) 
Ltd, 1973, p. 74. 
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Figure 3-2 Census population – age at first marriage – women (n=101) 

Figure 3.1 depicts the age of marriage of 93 men in the census and Fig 3.2 

depicts the same information for the 101 women. The graphs show the percentage of the 

total number who were married in that age range, as well as the cumulative percentage 

of the total that had been married by the end of that age period. Firstly, in looking at the 

men (Figure 3.1), some factors emerge. Very few men married before the age of 21; the 

largest peak was between the ages of 25 and 28; two thirds were married by about the 

age of 30; and almost all were married by the age of 40. Results show an average age at 

first marriage for the men of 28.5. This places my figures very close to those of Brodsky 

Elliott who found it to be 28.2 and slightly higher than the People in Place figures of 

27.9. 

Similarly to the men, the graph for the women (Figure 3.2) suggests that very 

few women married before the age of 21; about 65 percent had married by the age of 

28; and almost all were married by the age of 40. Results for the women show an 

average age at first marriage of 27.8. These findings show little differences between 

genders, which is quite a contrast to previous studies. As well, the age at first marriage 

for the women is notably higher than comparable studies. Finlay found age at first 
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marriage for women in a poor parish to be 24; Brodsky Elliott’s figure was 20.5 and 

People in Place 22.3 in a poor parish.27  

I repeated the age at first marriage analysis using the post-census marriages from 

the Extended families database, which cover the time period 1571-1640. This latter 

database is made up of the initial census families and individuals plus all additional 

people found who were related to or married with those in the census. This was an 

opportunity to examine whether there was any change over time in the demographic 

behaviour of the extended families of the census and whether their poverty was 

intergenerational. It was not quite so easy to calculate age at marriage for the people 

related to those in the census but not themselves appearing in the census. Their date of 

baptism would have been the best source but this was hampered by some 

inconsistencies in the parish register data. Although some parish registers in Norwich 

began on or about 1538, most started at about 1551. Consequently, in some cases it has 

not been possible to find a date of birth or baptism for individuals who were included in 

the Extended families database but were not listed in the original census. There are three 

reasons for this, firstly, some of these individuals were born prior to the beginning of 

registration, secondly, others had been married to people who were in the census but 

had died prior to the census and finally, some married people from the census but after 

the census had taken place. I have therefore only used data where there was a defined 

date of birth and date of marriage in this analysis. The results are seen in full in Figures 

3.3 and 3.4 below. 

                                                
27 These figures come close to those of Pamela Sharpe where mean age at first marriage for poor men 
between 1550-99 was 26 and for poor women, a surprising 29.5. However, defining her group of poor 
“embraced a welter of methodological problems.” Because of this factor, combined with her study being 
of a rural Devon parish, I have not used her figures to compare with this study. See Sharpe, Population 
and Society, pp. 174-178 and p. 319 
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Figure 3-3  Extended families database post-census – age at first marriage – men 
(n=62) 

 
Figure 3-4  Extended families database post-census – age at first marriage – 
women (n=74) 
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The data for men in this dataset at 28.3 shows little change in the average of age 

at first marriage in the first dataset of 28.5. The cumulative percentages of men married 

by age 30 rises to 80 percent. However there is a drop in the average age of the women 

to 24.9 and the cumulative percentage of those married by age 30 approaches 90 

percent. I have compared these findings with other urban age at marriage studies that 

have been carried out in London as seen in Table 3.1 below.  

Age at First Marriage 
Study (Time period covered)  

When 
study 

conducted Men Women 

Finlay (1580-1650)  1979 NA 22.3 (24 in 
poor parish) 

Brodsky Elliott (1580-1619) 1981 28.2 20.5 

People in Place (1580-1649) 2006 27.9 20.7 (22.3 in 
poor parish) 

Silvester Cheapside (1581-1610) 2008 28.8 19.5 

Silvester Norwich Census (1538-1570) 2012 28.5 27.8 

Silvester Norwich post-census (1571-1640) 2012 28.3 24.9 

Silvester Norwich Aldermen families (1538-1640) 2012 30.1 21 

Figures taken from: Elliott, ‘Single Women in the London Marriage Market’, pp. 82-86; Finlay, 
‘Population and Fertility’, p. 31-32; People in Place <http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/index.html> 
accessed 12 April 2011; Silvester, ‘Cheapside by the Dozen’, p. 24. 

Table 3-1 Comparison of relevant age at first marriage studies 

 

The figures from all the studies can be seen in Table 3.1 and indicate that the 

poor, and in particular poor women, marry at a later age than those of higher social 

status. Roger Finlay’s 1979 research used Cambridge Group family reconstitution 

methodology and found that the average age at first marriage for women in London 

between 1580-1650 was 22.3 years in wealthier parishes compared with 24 years in 

poorer parishes.28 Finlay’s use of family reconstitution meant that his study sample was 

extremely small. His study covered four London parishes but he was only able to use 

small numbers for each parish, ranging from nine in one to 24 in another.29 My analysis 

used 101 women in the original census dataset and 74 women in the Extended family 

dataset. As well, he nominated the parishes as wealthy or poor solely on the basis of the 

                                                
28 Roger A. P. Finlay, ‘Population and Fertility in London, 1580-1650’, Journal of Family History 4/1, 
1979, p. 31-32. 
29 Finlay, Population and Metropolis. p. 137. 
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1638 Tithe Settlement.30 This was useful to show the aggregate distribution of wealth 

among the London parishes in 1638, but is not useful to evaluate the questions pursued 

in this Norwich study as the status and identity of individuals in the samples is 

unknown.31 The more comprehensive study, People in Place, showed an average age at 

marriage for men was 27.9, and for women 20.7.32 The age for women rose to 22.3 in 

the poorer parish in this study. My 1998 study of early modern Cheapside, a wealthy 

area, shows similar figures as the People in Place study for the same area.33 My 

comparative study of three Norwich aldermen was, like Finlay’s study, a small sample 

of 26 women and 19 men. The ages at first marriage reflect the social status of this 

group, the average age for men being 30.1 and for women 21. My figures for marriages 

after the census within the Extended family dataset show a drop from 27.8 in the 

average age at marriage for the women in the census to 24.9, which may reflect that this 

group may not necessarily all be poor. This reduction in average age in the later period 

may indicate that the daughters of the census poor may have improved their status to the 

extent that they were able to marry at an earlier age than their parents. 

Vivien Brodsky Elliott has also identified this influence of social status on age at 

marriage. A different methodology was chosen for her 1981 study. She considered that 

the family reconstitution methodology was not suitable for London parishes as the 

results would not be representative because only those born and residing in their parish 

of birth at the time of their marriage would be counted.34 Instead, she used as her source 

the London Diocese Marriage Licences from 1598-1619, which provide the age at 

marriage for both partners. These documents also tend to note whether the parties to the 

marriage were widows or widowers, so the age at first marriage could be more easily 

identified. Her findings have shown that the age at first marriage was lower for women 

than men in London.35 She found the average age at first marriage for men to 

correspond with previous studies, that is, late age at first marriage, between 26 and 30 

                                                
30 See review by M. J. Power, Journal of Historical Geography, 8/3, 1982, p. 301. Finlay was criticised 
by M. J. Power at the time for the lack of economic and social context in the study; Finlay, Population 
and Metropolis. p. 71. 
31 Finlay, Population and Metropolis, Table 4.3 and p. 81.  
32  People in Place <http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/index.html> accessed 11 January 2012. 
33 Lesley Silvester, ‘Cheapside by the Dozen: A study of twelve Cheapside families from 1550-1670 to 
demonstrate how modern genealogical research can offer insights into historical questions in early 
modern London’, unpublished Master of Medieval and Early Modern Studies dissertation, University of 
Western Australia, 2007, p. 24.  
34 Brodsky Elliott, ‘Single Women in the London Marriage Market’, p. 81. 
35 Brodsky Elliott, ‘Single Women in the London Marriage Market’, p. 92-3.  This premise is supported 
by Finlay, Population and Metropolis, 1981, p. 137. 
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years.36 The figures of age at first marriage for women in Elliott’s study show a distinct 

difference between women born in London and those born outside the capital 

(migrants). The average for London-born women was 20.5 years, which corresponds 

with my 2007 London study and for migrant women 24.2 years.37 Elliott also found that 

when the social origins of the migrant women were taken into account, those women 

who came to London to stay with kin and those who came specifically to work had a 

significant difference in their age at marriage. By taking into account the socio-

economic status of the women in her study, Elliott has produced a qualitative look at the 

social practice of marriage in early modern London with which to compare the Norwich 

data. Her figures for kin-resident mean age at marriage was 23.7 and for the lower 

socio-economic status servant women it was 26.5.38 This latter figure almost parallels 

the results from my Extended families dataset above. Implications from all the studies 

reinforce the notion that women had to work to accumulate resources to bring to a 

marriage and that poor women married later because it took longer for them to do so. 

My findings are also consistent with studies that have shown the importance of 

placing age at marriage statistics into a social and economic context. A study carried out 

on some German parishes by E. Voland and R. I. M. Dunbar in 1997. They concluded 

that the variability of the age at marriage of women in historical demography studies 

needed to be explained by the examination of social status as well as migration.39 The 

social status of the individuals in their study was determined by the use of tax records 

and the occupational status and landholding status of the woman’s family. This study, 

the previous one by Elliott and my Norwich research, are evidence that looking beyond 

the numbers reveals a more meaningful and qualitative analysis of age at first marriage 

statistics. Bridget Hill has also argued that there are other more qualitative 

considerations to take into account. She states, “how little meaning any figures of the 

mean age of women at first marriage in a community have, if divorced from an 

understanding of its economic priorities, a knowledge of local custom and marriage 

                                                
36 Brodsky Elliott, ‘Single Women in the London Marriage Market’, p. 82. 
37 Brodsky Elliott, ‘Single Women in the London Marriage Market’, p. 86. 
38 Brodsky Elliott, ‘Single Women in the London Marriage Market’, p. 94. See also discussion on the 
social, economic and migration as effects on age at marriage in Katherine A. Lynch, ‘The European 
Marriage Pattern in the Cities: Variations on a theme by Hajnal’, Journal of Family History, 16/1, 1991, 
pp. 79-96. 
39 E. Voland and R. I. M. Dunbar, ‘The Impact of Social Status and Migration on Female Age at Marriage 
in an Historical Population in North-West Germany’, Journal of Bio-sociological Science, 29, 1997, p. 
359. 
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practice”.40 The importance of taking these parameters into account when carrying out 

any historical demographic studies was emphasised as long ago as 1969 in a publication 

by T. Hollingsworth. He warned against demographers having “any tendency to study 

past populations in isolation from economic, social and cultural aspects”.41 By knowing 

the social status of the individuals in these analyses, these boundaries are extended. In 

the case of my Norwich study, I know of no marriage customs or cultural practice that 

may have influenced age at marriage statistics, which leaves economic factors as 

attributing to age at marriage differences between social status groups.  

Generally, demographic studies of age at marriage have shown that late 

marriage, meaning usually marriage in the mid-twenties for women and late twenties 

for men, was standard practice in early modern society albeit with variations between 

the cohorts under investigation. My figures for age at marriage of men generally 

correspond with these earlier studies but my figures for the women are quite different, 

apart from the women in the contrasting study of Norwich aldermen and their families. 

The women of the census cohort married at an average age of 27.8 years, and those in 

the Extended families database married at an average of 24.9 years. The studies by 

Elliott and Finlay both showed that age at marriage was affected by social status, with 

women of lower social status marrying at a later age. My findings correspond with this 

and clearly show that poor women married much later than those of higher social status. 

The main reason for this is likely to have been economic. There were few young women 

of marriageable age listed in the census and this has been attributed to their being in 

service away from their parental home. One of the “critical prerequisites” for marriage 

was the economic independence to maintain a household.42 For the poor, it took time to 

accumulate resources and was a factor in the late marriage ages of poor cohorts.43 The 

women in the Extended family dataset who married after the census showed a lower age 

at first marriage, which may reflect the changing social circumstance of this group as 

some families began to move out of poverty. 

                                                
40 Bridget Hill, ' The Marriage Age of Women and the Demographers', History Workshop, Vol. 28, 
Autumn 1989, p. 143. 
41 Osamu Saito, ‘Historical Demography: Achievements and Prospects, Population Studies, 50/3, 1996, p. 
552; T. H. Hollingsworth, Historical Demography, Ithaca New York, Cornell University Press, 1969, p. 
11, although on the same page Hollingsworth qualifies this by saying that “the ideal demographer, of 
course, does not exist” 
42 Diana O’ Hara, Courtship and Constraint: Rethinking the making of marriage in Tudor England, 
Manchester and New York, Manchester University Press, 2000, p. 158. 
43  Richard Adair, Courtship Illegitimacy and Marriage in Early Modern England, Manchester ; New 
York : Manchester University Press, 1996, p. 134. 
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 “Companionship, love or convenience”: patterns of marriage 
I am inclined to agree with the statement by Hill that “Indeed, the present 

obsession with the mean age at marriage of women or men reduces a central human 

experience of rich cultural and subjective diversity to an abstract statistic.”44 This is a 

good reason to begin looking outside the statistics and using different methodologies to 

analyse social behaviours such as marriage patterns. The census has provided an 

opportunity to examine the marriage patterns of a large group of poor individuals in an 

early modern English urban area. There were three types of marriage pattern found 

among the census individuals: conventional church marriage, remarriage and unequal 

marriage. However, there were no marriage records found for 35.2 percent of the 

couples listed as married in the census, which raises the possibility of co-habitation 

rather than formal marriage. How widespread was non-marriage? How prevalent was 

remarriage and unequal marriage? My methodology assists in answering these questions 

by going outside the boundaries of parish and county to collect data more effectively 

than usual reconstitution practice.  

Remarriage 
The parish registers of Norwich, prior to and after the census, indicate that 

remarriage was a common practice for both men and women. In early modern England, 

mortality was high and epidemics commonly robbed families of one or both parents and 

it was common for families to lose more than one parent or step-parent. Surviving 

spouses were then vulnerable to financial burdens, which could make remarriages an 

economic necessity. Surviving wives were better off with a male breadwinner, and 

surviving husbands needed to have a house and children keeper. The high incidence of 

women employed at spinning and knitting in the census shows that the wives also 

contributed income to the family budget as well. 

Although Janet Griffith has stated that “in pre-industrial England there were few 

or no legal restrictions on remarriage”, it was proscribed in the contemporary 

literature.45 Charles Carlton quotes the poet Sir John Suckling who wrote “To make 

love the second time in the same place is neither better nor worse than to fall into a 

                                                
44 Bridget Hill,  ' The Marriage Age of Women’ p. 145. 
45 Janet D. Griffith, ‘Economy, Family and Remarriage: Theory of Remarriage and Application to 
PreIndustrial England’, Journal of Family Issues, 1/4, 1980, p. 483; Jessie Bernard, ‘Afterword’, Journal 
of Family Issues 1/4, 1980, p. 562. 
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quagmire by chance and ride into it afterwards on purpose”. 46 Alain Bideaux raised the 

question of remarriage being “subject to certain obstacles” citing the custom of the 

charivari.47 A particular edict in France in 1560 actually restricted the remarriage of 

widows.48 The English Parliament attempted to introduce a similar bill in 1530 aimed at 

preventing young men marrying widows, but the bill did not proceed to a second 

reading.49 Did this create a public perception of widowhood at this time that affected the 

chances of women remarrying? I think not, as the evidence from sixteenth-century 

Norwich shows that remarriage was an acceptable and common practice for both high 

and low status cohorts.  

For the people of the census the percentage of remarriage was 20.5 percent and 

the Extended families database produced a lower figure of 17.2 percent. A number of 

couples have not been included in the figures because no documented marriage was 

found for them, although their circumstance suggests remarriage. The incidence of 

remarriage resulted in family groups where some of the children were likely to belong 

to one or other of the partners and some may belong to both. I suspect there is a higher 

rate of remarriage than the data shows, or that customary marriages were frequent and 

this will be discussed below. It is likely that many people still thought themselves 

married even if a church ceremony had not been carried out. If so, then surely this must 

have been acceptable, as 80 percent of the individuals in the census had lived in 

Norwich for more than five years, therefore their marital status was likely to be known 

by the residents of their parish. This argument could be countered if the extent of 

movement between parishes was considered and this will be considered in Chapter 

Four.  

To test the extent of remarriage generally, I carried out a small survey of St 

Giles Norwich parish register between 1538 and 1570, which showed 69 marriages in 

total. Of these, 12 men and 14 women were widows or widowers, which is 37.6 percent 

of all marriages in the sample. Just three of the twelve men were noted in the census. St 

Giles appears to have been neither a particularly wealthy or poor parish, although 43 

                                                
46 Charles Carlton, ‘The Widow’s tale: Male Myths and Female Reality in 16th and 17th Century 
England’, Albion, 10/2, 1978, p. 120. 
47 Alain Bideaux ‘A Demographic and Social Analysis of Widowhood and Remarriage: The Example of 
the Castellany of Thoissey-en-Dombes, 1670-1840’, Journal of Family History, 5/1, 1980, p. 41; 
Elizabeth Foyster, ‘Marrying the Experienced Widow in Early Modern England’, in Sandra Cavallo and 
Lyndan Warner, eds, Widowhood in Medieval and Early Modern Europe, New York, Pearson Education 
Limited, 1999, p.109. 
48 Lyndan Warner, ‘Widows, Widowers and the Problem of ‘Second Marriages’ in Sixteenth-century 
France’, in Cavallo and Warner, Widowhood in Medieval and Early Modern Europe, p. 84. 
49 Cavallo and Warner, Widowhood in Medieval and Early Modern Europe, p. 11. 



Chapter Three 

99 

percent of the population of the parish was listed in the census.50 The register does not 

state the social status of any individuals, so these figures suggest that remarriage was 

frequent and not driven by status. However, the 37.6 percent rate of remarriage in St 

Giles is much higher than both the census group and the Extended families group, 

which could also suggest that the poor did not remarry as frequently as other social 

cohorts.  

My analysis of the 58 recorded remarriage data from the census database reveals 

that men were more likely to remarry than women with 70.7 percent of men remarrying 

compared to 29.3 percent women. From her examination of the census evidence, Pelling 

concluded that remarriage was more common for widowers than widows and she 

contends that, on the whole, men turned away from the state of widowerhood.51  This 

view is well supported by S. J. Wright’s study of remarriage in early eighteenth-century 

Ludlow in Shropshire.52 If the prevalence of remarriage was much higher for widowers 

than widows then the demographics of the census correspond with this. Pound 

identified only two widowers in the census although I believe there are at least two 

others, a very small number compared with 196 widows. As well, those men who 

remarried did so within a much shorter time period. To test this, I carried out a survey 

of the Extended families data using those remarriages where a definite date was known 

for the death of the partners. This was a small sample of 17 of the 111 remarriages and 

showed that 76.4 percent of the men remarried within 12 months of the death of a 

spouse. My data for the same analysis on the women was an even smaller sample of 

only 11 of the 111 remarriages. This showed 63.6 percent of the women remarried in 

less than twelve months. This is quite different to other studies, probably due to scarcity 

of data. In her study of the parish of Aldenham in Hertfordshire, Griffith examined the 

interval between widow/widowerhood and remarriage as well as the frequency. Her 

findings showed that in a sample of 117 remarriages of men between 1560 and 1699, 

53.8 percent remarried in less than twelve months after losing their partner. For women, 

she used a sample of 42 remarriages between the same dates and the figure was only 

19.2 percent.53  Another study by Bideaux shows a larger difference in later 

                                                
50 John Pound, ‘An Elizabethan Census of the Poor: the treatment of vagrancy in Norwich, 1570-1580’, 
University of Birmingham Historical Journal VII, 1962, p. 161. 
51 Margaret Pelling, ‘Finding widowers: men without women in English towns before 1700’, Cavallo and 
Warner, Widowhood in Medieval and Early Modern Europe, p. 48. 
52 S. J. Wright, ‘The Elderly and the Bereaved in Eighteenth Century Ludlow’, in Margaret Pelling and 
Richard M. Smith, eds, Life, Death, and the Elderly; Historical perspectives, London and New York, 
Routledge, 1991, p. 126. 
53 Griffith, ‘Economy, Family and Remarriage, p. 487. 
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seventeenth- and eighteenth-century France of 68.4 men remarrying within 12 months 

compared to 19.7 percent of women.54 Wrigley and Schofield have shown figures of 33 

percent men and 15 percent women between 1580 and 1649 remarrying within one 

year.55  These comparative studies did not specifically use a poor cohort and the study 

by Bideaux is considerably later, however, despite the variation of findings in these 

studies, they correspond with my results and show that men tended to remarry faster 

than women.  

My study of Norwich aldermen’s families showed that 18.1 percent of widowed 

women remarried. The remarriage rate of the aldermen is much lower at 12.9 percent. 

This is a reversal of the proportions of men and women in the poorer cohorts, which 

may be attributed to the small sample from the aldermen’s families. Further research on 

a larger sample could shed light on whether these higher status women had greater 

choice in their decision to remarry or who to remarry than poor women. The poor 

women had economic constraints to contend with but may still have had a choice to 

remarry.56 The widows among the aldermen’s cohort were more likely to be used as an 

economic currency and aid to social mobility by their male relatives.57 The aldermen’s 

lower rate may be due to not having an economic necessity to remarry as they could 

afford to pay servants and housekeepers to look after their children and household 

affairs. As well, the men would be able to take the time to choose a second wife suitable 

to their status and advantage. 

The fact that only two men in the census were widowers compared with 196 

women who were widows could suggest that the poor men of early modern Norwich 

had an aversion to widowerhood and were more successful at changing their 

circumstance and remarrying than were the poor women.58 Or perhaps for the men 

marriage was a more essential requirement, especially if there were young children to 

look after. Jessie Bernard has discussed this in terms of the “principle of less interest”, 

looking at remarriage as a competitive model where one or other of the parties needs the 

marriage more than the other and is therefore at a disadvantage.59 Studies have shown 

that remarriage is more rapid for men who have young children (less than 15 years-old) 

                                                
54 Bideaux, ‘A Demographic and Social Analysis of Widowhood and Remarriage’, p. 39-40. The Bideaux 
study used four parishes and was likely a larger sample but the figures are not given. 
55 Wrigley et al, English Population History, 1997, p. 177. 
56 Barbara Todd, ‘The Remarrying Widow: a stereotype reconsidered’, in Mary Prior, ed, Women in 
English Society 1500-1800, London and New York, Methuen, 1985, p. 83. 
57 Marriage as a social mobility factor will be discussed further in Chapter Five. 
58 Pelling ‘Finding Widowers’, p. 53. 
59 Bernard ‘Afterword’, p. 564. 
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than those without children, due to the “maintenance burden” placed on household 

structure, although, conversely, this reduces the chance of remarriage for women.60 

These findings are reinforced by remarriage practice in a number of census families.  

Emie Liddington was 24 when she married 50-year-old Erasmus (noted as 

Rosemund in the census) Man on 13 August 1564 at St Giles’s in Norwich.61 The 

combination of details from both parish register and census tell a common story. In 

1559 in St Stephen’s parish, Erasmus Man married Agnes West.62 On 11 June 1564, 

Agnes, the wife of Erasmus Man was buried in St Giles’s parish.63 Two months later 

Erasmus Man married Emie Liddington. It could be construed that Erasmus needed a 

caregiver for both himself and his children. If that were the case, then what would be 

the benefit for Emie? There are three pieces of information here to be considered. 

Firstly, Erasmus’s wife Agnes had recently died and was buried two months prior to his 

remarriage. Secondly, at the time that Erasmus and Emie married in 1566, Erasmus may 

not have been as poor as he was in 1570 as he was one of the few listed in the census as 

owning his own house. Thirdly, living with Erasmus and Emie in the census was Emie’s 

mother Margaret Ludington, aged 70. Margaret was a widow, and was working at 

spinning but also receiving alms of 3d a week. The marriage brought benefits to both 

partners. Emie was able to partner herself with an older man with property, and room 

for her mother to be with them. The fact that Erasmus was left with a four-year-old son 

to bring up and may have been looking for someone to quickly take the place of wife, 

mother and housekeeper produces an incentive for his remarriage.  

The number of widows as compared to widowers noted in the census reflects the 

lower incidence of remarriage for women and I have found no remarriages for the 

census widows, prior to or in the years after the census. These poor widows often had 

the burden of young children to bring to a partnership and few material possessions but 

in two cases, I found the opposite. Alyce, the wife of John Burr who we met earlier, and 

Agnes, the wife of Robert Wodstok, had both remarried prior to the census, following  

the death of their husbands. In the case of Alyce, she had married her first husband 

                                                
60  Christer Lundh, ‘Remarriage, gender and social class: a longitudinal study of remarriage in southern 
Sweden, 1766-1894’, Continuity and Change, 22/3, 2007, p. 385; Griffith, ‘Economy, Family and 
Remarriage’, p. 490. 
61 NRO, NPR, PD 192 Marriage record 13 August 1564 from St Giles’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
62 NRO, NPR, PD 484 Marriage record 10 September 1559 from St Stephen’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
63 NRO, NPR, PD 192 Burial record 11 June 1564 from St Giles’s church consulted on the International 
Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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Christopher Emans on the 2 May 1558 in St Stephen’s church Norwich.64 Christopher 

died soon after their marriage and his will of 2 August in the same year had left her “the 

residue of my goods”.65 Agnes Wodstok had been left the tenement that her husband 

Robert owned, and the goods and chattels remaining after he had bequeathed certain 

items to his daughter Mary.66 Although these two women were a tiny minority their 

better economic position may have made them more eligible for remarriage than other 

widows. The other widows had only their ability to work and reproduce to bring to a 

household. However, widows were more likely to receive alms or other support which 

could allow them to be selective in choosing a partner or even relieve them of the 

necessity of marriage altogether.67 Although poor relief support was not usually 

adequate to live on, this could be countered by other expedients such as sharing 

accommodation and this will be discussed further in Chapter Six.  

Of the 111 instances of remarriage within the Extended families data, a number 

of these individuals remarried more than once. Although the larger number of widows 

could also suggest that women outlived men more often, in some cases it was quite the 

opposite. For instance, John Brother was a 40-year-old unemployed “knaker” at the 

time of the census. He was living in St Peter per Mountergate parish with his wife 

Elizabeth and four children.68 Elizabeth worked at spinning, and a daughter knitted.  

The youngest child was said to be “a yong on” and not expected to work unlike the 

oldest child who was stated to be “15 yere and doth nothing”.69 The family was 

receiving 1d a week in alms, which increased to 2d after the census.70 John’s occupation 

of knacker entailed making harnesses for carthorses and whether he was unemployed 

for lack of work or due to sickness or injury is not stated.71 His wife Elizabeth died in 

July 1571 and just a few months later in November that same year John remarried to 

Jone Charwell and this couple had a son in August of the following year.72 Jone died in 

                                                
64 NRO, NPR, PD 484 Marriage record 2 May 1558 from St Stephen’s  church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
65 NRO NCC, will register, 1558,  Jerves, 273. 
66 NRO NCC, will register, 1578, Woodstocke, 1.  
67 Frank F. Firstenburg Jr, ‘Reflections on Remarriage: Introduction to Journal of Family Issues Special 
Issue on Remarriage’, Journal of Family Issues, 1, 1980, p. 447. 
68 Pound, Census, p. 31. 
69 Pound, Census, p. 31. 
70 NRO, NCR Poor Relief Book (with 1570 census of poor), NCR Case 20c, 1570-1572 , unpaginated. 
71 The term knacker is in modern times used to describe a person that slaughters a work animal that has 
become too old to be useful. 
72 NRO, NPR, PD 484 Burial record 10 July 1571 from St Stephen’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012; NRO, NPR, PD 
162 Marriage record 28 November 1571, Baptism record 6 August 1572 from St Peter per Mountergate 
church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 
2012. 
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March 1576 and in July that same year John married again, to Ellen Lenye, a widow.73 

John appears to have had no more children with Ellen and she died in January 1583.74 

The indefatigable John then remarried in April that same year to Margaret Willson, who 

was also a widow.75 The example of John suggests the poor men of early modern 

Norwich felt the need to marry again very soon after the death of their wives. In John’s 

case, he did not always appear to have any young children to look after, so his need for 

a wife would seem to be for other reasons, perhaps to help with looking after the house 

and bringing in extra money from perhaps spinning work. Or, perhaps he craved 

companionship in his later years.  

However, although less frequent, serial remarriage of this frequency was not 

confined to men. John’s last wife Margaret was married prior to John and then soon 

after John’s death, in 1594 she married again.76 Margaret was one of only three women 

listed in the census who remarried three times. Comparative data from my study of the 

aldermen shows that out of the 12 remarriages among the men, one married three times 

and one five times. Of 21 remarriages among the women, three married three times and 

one married four times. This could suggest that remarriage was an expected state for 

higher status women.  

The frequency of remarriage among the poor of sixteenth-century Norwich 

reinforces previous studies, which have shown that men tend to remarry more often and 

more rapidly than women. Significantly, the rates of remarriage for the poor men in this 

study are higher than those from other studies that are not specifically observing poor 

populations. Both men and women who lose their spouse would have economic 

imperatives to remarry but this evidence shows that poor men had better social and 

economic power than women to find new marriage partners. 

Unequal marriage 
A significant aspect of the 1570 Norwich census of the poor is the number of 

unequal marriage relationships where either the husband or wife was considerably older 

or younger than their partner. Both Margaret Pelling and John Pound have noted this 

                                                
73 NRO, NPR, PD 162 Marriage record 12 July 1576 from St Peter per Mountergate church consulted on 
the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
74 NRO, NPR, PD 162 Burial record 11 January 1583 from St Peter per Mountergate church consulted on 
the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
75 NRO, NPR, PD 162 Marriage record April 1584 from St Peter per Mountergate church consulted on 
the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
76 NRO, NPR, PD 162 Marriage record 1 February 1579 and 1594 from St Peter per Mountergate church 
consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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less common social trait of large age gaps between spouses in their studies of the census 

and Pelling has described these marriages as unequal or symbiotic relationships.77 These 

marriage mainly occur among the older cohort in the census and have previously been 

analysed by Pelling. She used two criteria to identify a marriage as unequal, choosing 

those families where a partner was 50 years and over and there was an age discrepancy 

of ten years or more between the partners. From this framework, Pelling identified 130 

marriages among the census of the poor where one spouse was ten years older than the 

other.78 I have looked beyond this older cohort to all of the partnerships with unequal 

marriage to find out whether in fact they formally married, whether or not they had 

children or if they brought each other’s children into the relationship, both to confirm 

and elaborate upon Pelling’s observations. Using the criteria of an age discrepancy of 

ten years, but applying it to those in the census who were under 50 revealed a further 40 

unequal marriages.79 With the benefit of the tools in my genealogical database, by 

identifying and finding baptism dates, I found another seven unequal partnerships. This 

meant that in total there were 187 partnerships in the census with at least a ten-year 

discrepancy in age between the partners. I have confirmed that there were 47 

documented marriages in this sub-group between 1540 and 1570 in various Norwich 

parishes. That leaves 140 couples where marriage records were not found.80 It may be 

that some of the couples were co-habiting without being married but in every case but 

one the woman in a partnership was referred to as “wife”. These 187 unequal marriages 

in the census make up 29 percent of the 626 marriages in total. I have been able to 

determine that 22 percent of the unequal marriages are remarriages but in some cases it 

is not known if either partner had previously married.  

In 122 out of the 187 unequal partnerships, the husband was older than his wife, 

as in the following examples. Curstance Watts was also only 24 when she married 68-

year-old Valentine Leake on 8 August 1568 at St Peter Per Mountergate in Norwich.81 

                                                
77 Margaret Pelling, 'Old Age, Poverty, and Disability in Early Modern Norwich: Work, Remarriage and 
other Expedients', in Margaret Pelling, The Common Lot: Sickness, Medical Occupations and the Urban 
Poor in Early Modern England, London and New York, Longman, 1998, pp. 147-152. 
78 Pelling, ‘Old Age Poverty, and Disability’, p. 88. 
79 Pelling, ‘Old Age Poverty, and Disability’, p. 88. 
80 Some may have married in parishes where the records have not survived. See Chapter One and 
Appendix One. 
81 NRO, NPR, PD 162 Marriage record 8 August 1568 from St Peter per Mountergate church consulted 
on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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The reverse is seen in the marriage of John Lawes aged 32 to Elizabeth Lawnde, aged 

55, on 2 June 1562 at St Augustine Norwich.82  

The total pool of women listed in the census who were single and old enough to 

be available for marriage was more than 300. The diminutive number of only 36 

eligible men in the census creates a specific scenario for what anthropologist Ariane 

Kemkes-Grottenthaler has termed as non-normative marriage partners.83 However, there 

was likely to have been a larger pool of single men in Norwich, other than those in the 

census. Some would be journeymen who moved in and out of the city and surrounds for 

work. If they were not poor, they were of course not listed in the census but their 

presence would have changed the ratio of single men and women in the city. There 

would also have been apprentices but theoretically they were not eligible to marry until 

they had completed their bond time, so the ratio may well have been smaller and an 

influence on non-normative marriage patterns. This could explain both why women 

were willing to marry much older men, and why older men were able to marry younger 

women. 

The oldest man to be married in the unequal marriage group was Symond Frary. 

He was 74 when he married 48-year-old Alice Byrd on 14 July 1558 in St Augustine’s 

church in Norwich.84 Two years after their marriage, Symon was appointed to be a 

master of beggars in the city of Norwich, but by the time of the census ten years later he 

was “not liable to work” and surviving on his wife’s earnings by spinning, plus 4d a 

week in alms.85 This does appear to be an example of what Pelling has termed a 

symbiotic relationship, the younger spouse aiding the elder when he was no longer able 

to work. The oldest woman in this category in the census was Alis Foster, who was 85 

when she married 39-year-old William Pleasance on 2 December 1559 in St Stephen’s 

church in Norwich.86 The census noted William as blind, although whether he was blind 

when he got married, or had become blind since he married is not known.87 By the time 

of the census, Alis was 96 and “nott hable to work”, and William was 50 and said to be 
                                                
82 NRO, NPR, PD 185 Marriage record 2 June 1562 from St Augustine’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
83 Ariane Kemkes-Grottenthaler, ‘“For Better or Worse, Till Death Us Do Part”- Spousal Age Gap and 
Differential Longevity: Evidence from Historical Demography’, Collegium Anthropologicum 28, 
Supplement 2, 2004, p. 213. 
84 NRO, NPR, PD 185 Marriage record 14 July 1558 from St Augustine’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
85 William Hudson and John Tingey, eds, The Records of the City of Norwich, Vol 2, Norwich, Jarrold 
and Son, 1910, p. 178; Pound, Census, p. 76. 
86 NRO, NPR, PD 484 Marriage record 2 December 1559 from St Stephen’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
87 Pound, Census, p. 90. 
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“hable” but it is not stated whether he was working or not and the couple were not 

receiving alms.88 The extreme age of Alis, and William’s blindness, would suggest that 

neither partner was totally able to earn a decent living, which does not quite conform to 

the idea of a symbiotic arrangement such as that of Symon and Alice Frary. However, 

they had been together for 11 years so at the very least, their marriage gave them both 

companionship and a degree of mutual aid. Both these cases are examples of the way 

that disparate groups, such as the people of the census, appear to have their own 

patterns of behaviour, such as unequal marriage.  

There is no sense from the entries in the census that these unequal partnerships 

were perceived as exceptional by the authorities. The prevalence of this form of 

partnership suggests that this was acceptable to the community, and also to the church, 

as all the documented marriages within this cohort were carried out in church. London 

studies have also indicated that this marriage pattern was not unusual. Elliott has shown 

that where single London-born women married widowers, the mean age difference 

between partners was 14.1 years.89 Marriages of migrant women to widowers in London 

showed an age difference of 12.9 years.90 Her study also indicated that social status had 

some effect on this difference with larger age gaps between those of lower social 

status.91 It would seem therefore that these unequal partnerships were an acceptable 

form of alliance in urban areas of early modern England, by wealthy and poor alike.  

Discussion among anthropologists and sociologists has produced conflicting 

theories about interspousal age gaps. Some have suggested that they are more common 

among lower socio-economic groups, while others have shown age-heterogamy to be 

more common in more affluent social groups.92 The study by Kemkes-Grottenthaler 

also examined the effect of age-disparate unions on longevity, concluding that “Overall, 

marriage to a younger spouse seemed to increase longevity prospects” and this was true 

whether it was men marrying older women or women marrying younger men.93 Ida 

Blom has suggested that the younger man in this situation marrying a widow would 

have a considerable advantage due to the fact he “would gain access to the older 

                                                
88 Pound, Census, p. 90. 
89 Brodsky Elliott, ‘Single Women’, p 87. 
90 Brodsky Elliott, ‘Single Women’, p 88. 
91 Brodsky Elliott, ‘Single Women’, p 88. 
92 Hernan Vera, Donna H. Berardo and Felix M. Berardo, ‘Age Heterogamy in Marriage’, Journal of 
Marriage and the Family, 47/3, 1985, p. 564; Kemkes-Grottenthaler, ‘For Better or Worse’, p. 215. 
93 Kemkes-Grottenthaler, ‘For Better or Worse’, p. 203 and 211. 
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woman’s wealth and access to a livelihood such as a farm or an artisan’s shop”.94 This 

may have been true according to the gossip of the day and as seen enacted on the Tudor 

stage but was far from the truth for the people of the census.95 Charles Carlton has 

noted: “Many found liaisons between young men and old widows based on ambition 

rather than affection most disturbing”. 96 Thomas has also noted that although not 

unlawful, early modern society was uncomfortable with marriage of the elderly.97 

However, there appears to be no problems with these relationships as far as the Norwich 

authorities were concerned. Indications are that these relationships were common 

overall.  

The extent of unequal marriage in Norwich can be compared to marriage 

practices among other sixteenth-century communities. I have examined another census 

of the poor, which was taken in Ipswich in Suffolk in 1597. This document also showed 

a large number of unequal marriage partnerships.98 In a later survey of the poor from 

1635, of a small sample of two parishes in Salisbury, Wiltshire, I also found a 

significant number of unequal marriages.99 Looking further afield for comparison, I 

then examined a census from Ealing in 1599.100 This document was not a census of the 

poor, but an enumeration of the inhabitants of the village which is detailed enough to 

perform a comparative analysis of the extent of unequal marriage within the village at 

this time. In Norwich and the other places examined, the unequal marriages conform to 

what appears to be a general trend where the majority of marriages are older men 

marrying younger women, as seen in Table 3.2 below. 

                                                
94 Ida Blom, ‘The History of Widowhood: A Bibliographic Overview’, Journal of Family History, 16/2, 
1991, p. 194. 
95 Ira Clark, ‘The Widow Hunt on the Tudor-Stuart Stage’, Studies in English Literature, 1500-1900, 
41/2, Tudor and Stuart Drama,  (Spring 2001), pp. 399-416. 
96 Carlton, ‘The Widow’s Tale, p. 120. 
97 Keith Thomas, Age and Authority in Early Modern England, Raleigh Lecture on History, London, The 
British Academy, Vol. LXII, 1976, pp. 41-42. 
98 John Webb, ed, Poor Relief in Elizabethan Ipswich, Ipswich, Suffolk Records Society Vol IX, 1966. 
99 Paul Slack, Poverty in Early-Stuart Salisbury, Devizes, Wiltshire Record Society Vol. 31, 1975. 
100 K. J. Allison, ‘An Elizabethan village ‘census’’, Historical Research, 36 (93), 1963, pp. 91-103. 
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Unequal Marriages 
Studies 

reviewed101 
Total 

marriages Number as % of 
total 

% Men 
older 

% 
Women 

older 

Norwich (1570) 626 187 29% 65 35 

Ipswich (1597) 63 27 43% 74 26 

Ealing (1599) 60 18 30% 78 22 

Salisbury (1635) 29 13 45% 92 8 

Table 3-2 Comparison of identified unequal marriages from four population 
studies. 

The 187 marriages in the Norwich census defined as unequal are 29 percent of 

the 626 marriages in total. However, a significant number showed the wife older than 

the husband, 65 out of the 187, which is 35 percent. In Ipswich there were 27 unequal 

marriages out of a total of 63 marriages in total, which is 43 percent. In seven of these 

that is, 26 percent, the woman was the older partner. There was a difference in Ealing, 

where out of a total of 60 marriages, there were 18 unequal marriages with only 22 

percent of those having a woman as the older partner. There was also a marked 

difference to the other findings in Salisbury that may be accounted for by the smaller 

sample. There were only 13 unequal marriages out of a total of 29 marriages, but in 

only one case was the woman the older partner. These four censuses are too small a 

sample to draw any formal conclusions, but they do show that this marriage pattern was 

not uncommon, especially among the poor in the later sixteenth and earlier seventeenth 

centuries.102  

Overall, apart from those cited earlier, there has been little research into the 

reasons for and consequences of unequal marriages in early modern England. Elliott 

noted in her study that marriages in London where the husband was older were often 

arranged marriages between older men and young London-born daughters of wealthy 

businessmen.103 The high percentage of these unequal partnerships among the poor of 

Norwich, Ipswich and Salisbury, as well as the total population of the village of Ealing 

in the sixteenth century, suggest further studies in this area could be worthwhile. 

                                                
101 Figures for this table compiled from: Pound, Census; Webb, ed, Poor Relief in Elizabethan Ipswich; 
Allison, ‘An Elizabethan village ‘census’’; Slack, Poverty in Early-Stuart Salisbury. 
102 I was unable to carry out a meaningful analysis of the incidence of unequal marriage in my study of 
Norwich aldermen. The sample of marriages where I could establish the age of both partners was too 
small. 
103 Brodsky Elliott, ‘Single Women in the London Marriage Market’, p. 84. 



Chapter Three 

109 

Comparison of rural and urban areas and social status of groups within these areas could 

reveal the general prevalence of and the reasoning behind these partnerships. Within the 

parameters of the present study, the extent of unequal marriage that occurred in 

Norwich among the people of the census appears to illustrate that both men and women 

saw this type of marriage as a useful expedient, driven by economic issues.  

Co-habitation 
The findings from my analysis has prompted me to consider whether there were 

a number of men and women who did not formally marry in the sixteenth century. Even 

allowing for partial registration the number of actual marriages found in the registers 

seems very low, only 26 percent of total possible marriages within the people of the 

census. If the marriage data is not there, then perhaps it is because there was no formal 

marriage? I did not find marriages in the records for 35.2 percent of the couples in the 

census who were noted as married.104 One reason for this could be that customary 

marriage, whereby a declaration of marriage could be made before witnesses, was still 

common in the sixteenth century.105  There are two other reasons why marriage records 

could not be found, firstly, the registers may be incomplete and secondly, the marriage 

may have taken place prior to the practice of keeping formal registers. Some may have 

married outside Norwich of course, but the availability of a large sample of Norfolk 

parishes to be examined using the IGI and other online indexed transcriptions only 

produced three couples from the census who had married elsewhere.106 It seems 

probable, therefore, that some of the couples in the census were not formally married. 

These couples would not have been included in family reconstitution studies, which 

only include individuals whose marriage date is known.  

Co-habitation was already common in late medieval England. Philippa Maddern 

has studied what she has termed serial monogamy where she has questioned the 

“orthodox historical perceptions of the stability and normality of the legally-instituted 

nuclear family in late medieval England”.107 She has suggested that high geographical 

mobility, especially among the poor, meant that it was easy to leave marriages and then 

                                                
104 This seeming discrepancy is due to a number of those noted as widows and deserted wives for whom I 
could not find a marriage. 
105 Anne Laurence, Women in England 1500-1700: A Social History, London, Phoenix, 1994, p. 42. 
106 I examined the IGI, the Norfolk Family History Society online members parish transcriptions and the 
FreeReg website for Norfolk parish register transcripts. These were described in full in my chapter on 
methodology. 
107 Philippa Maddern ‘Moving Households: Geographical Mobility and Serial Monogamy in England, 
1350-1500, Parergon, 24/2, 2007, p. 69. 
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form new partnerships without formal divorce.108 If new partnerships were formed away 

from where individuals were known, there would be no denunciation by either friends 

or clergy.109 There is no reason to think that this practice did not continue into the 

sixteenth century and that a number of partnerships in the census may be of this kind. 

The numbers of men living alone in the census was only six percent, and none of these 

were the men who had deserted their wives. It is likely they had left Norwich and were 

living with new partners, possibly remarried if they were unknown in another town. The 

deserted women would not find it easy to move away to find a new relationship. Unless 

their husband could be shown to have died, they were unable to remarry in Norwich, 

where the authorities knew their marital status.  

The city authorities were concerned about morality in the populace, which 

suggests that if couples were living together but known to be unmarried, it is likely that 

this would have been punished. There is evidence that the authorities punished sexual 

misconduct. The Mayor’s court books have numerous entries concerning practices of 

what the authorities refer to as “evil rule” and these entries include some of the census 

individuals. The meaning of this term is not spelled out but there is no doubt that it 

referred at times to immoral sexual behaviour. The following examples all relate to 

individuals from the census. On 21 May 1575 Edward Clarke was before the Mayor’s 

court and committed to prison after he and Betrice Shynkwyn were “taken together in 

evil rule by the constables of St Giles”.110 Edward then promised before the magistrates 

that he would marry Betrice between that day and the “feast of St John the Baptist 

next”, the 24 June.111 In other cases from the Mayor’s court, Margaret Paterson was 

whipped with rods for “playing the whore in Henry White’s house” and the wife of 

Henry White was whipped likewise “for suffering” Margaret to play the whore in her 

husband’s house.112 In another case, “for mayntayning evil rule in her house”, Elizabeth 

Wright, wife of Thomas of Pockthorpe parish in the census, was put in the stocks with a 

paper on her head.113 Neither Thomas Wright nor Henry White appear to have received 

any punishment even though it seems likely that they knew of their wives’ behaviour. 

Despite the misdemeanours of the above women, the only one cited in the census as a 

                                                
108 Maddern, ‘Moving Households’, p. 92. 
109 Maddern, ‘Moving Households’, p. 87. 
110 NRO, NCR Mayor’s court Books Case 16a, 21 May 1575, unpaginated accessed from LDS FHLC 
film 1911900. 
111 NRO, NCR Mayor’s court Books Case 16a, 21 May 1575, unpaginated accessed from LDS FHLC 
film 1911900. 
112 NRO, NCR Mayor’s court Books Case 16a/8 fo. 459v. 
113 NRO, NCR Mayor’s court Books Case 16a/8 fo. 659r. 
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harlot was Margaret Paterson, probably due to her status as a single woman with two 

children “in base”.114 The few references to immorality by the census takers suggest that 

on the whole, the authorities accepted the relationships of individuals in the census as 

given.  

Individuals facing difficult economic situations after the death of a spouse may 

have found co-habitation much easier on their finances than paying to get married. It is 

possible the authorities ignored this situation as it saved two families from becoming 

possible burdens on the parish. My study suggests the prevalence of co-habitation 

among the poor of sixteenth-century Norwich. The reasons for, and extent of, co-

habitation in early modern England have yet to be given sufficient attention. It would be 

enlightening to expand Maddern’s study further in time to explore separation and serial 

monogamy, especially in terms of gender in sixteenth-century England.  

 “Brought into this world”: birth as a life event 
Lancelot and Agnes Amis were introduced previously to provide a backdrop to 

the marriage studies and here we introduce their children to examine the question of 

birth intervals. This couple soon began having children, which was probably partly the 

reason for the family’s inclusion in the census. Couples were vulnerable to the poverty 

cycle when they began their families and by the time of the census Lancelot and Agnes 

had four children aged eight and under and Agnes was said to be “byg with another”.115 

The family then increased to 11 children. Their children were baptised in three different 

parishes, which could indicate that their increasing family size meant finding larger 

dwellings over time. Agnes Amis was just one of the women of the census who is part 

of my study which explores whether poverty affects birth intervals.  

Research by the Cambridge Group has produced the theory that England’s 

population growth rate was determined by fertility, not mortality, with the whole being 

driven by changes in the standard of living.116 Their findings suggested that the age at 

marriage of women relates to birth intervals, which are in turn more important than 

mortality rates in regulating population trends, and this has created a robust debate.117 

                                                
114 Pound, Census, p. 32. 
115 Pound, Census, p. 71. 
116 E. A. Wrigley and R. S. Schofield, The Population History of England 1541-1871: a reconstruction, 
Cambridge Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 1981, p. 451; For argument against this see John 
Hatcher, ‘Understanding the Population History of England’, p. 84. 
117 For discussion on age at marriage see David R. Weir, ‘Rather Never than Late: Celibacy and Age at 
Marriage in English Cohort Fertility, 1541-1871,’ Journal of Family History, 9/4, 1984, pp. 340-354; 
Fertility discussed in Mark Bailey, T. S. Ashton Prize: Joint Winning Essay, ‘Demographic Decline in 
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The significance of these studies for historians relates to the way in which the fertility 

of a given population affects its population growth rate. In turn, the changes in these 

rates can then have an effect on, or can be affected, by social change. The following 

case studies show that it is possible to define birth intervals for a particular set of 

individuals with known social status. This data can then be examined to find out 

whether social status affects the length of time between births. 

The families in my census and Extended families databases have provided 

sufficient information to compare three birth interval studies. The first study analysed 

those couples from the census where there was a known marriage date, they had three or 

more children and the date of the first child’s baptism was known. This approach 

conforms to usual family reconstitution practice, except that I have analysed a known 

social cohort, across many parishes. The second analysis was the same except that it 

examined those couples who married after the census in the Extended families database. 

For the third, I decided to carry out a modified birth interval analysis on couples with 

four or more children where the date of baptism for the first child was unknown but the 

year of birth was known by their given age in the census. Intervals in this group were 

taken beginning with the interval between the first and second child and tested whether 

this was a valid process. In each of the three analyses, I only used data up to and 

including the sixth child, as the number of women having more than six children 

dropped dramatically so the samples were very small. 

Not all the women were eligible to fit the above criteria for these studies. Alicia 

Wysdome had married Robert Poynter in St Andrew’s church in 1565.118 The census 

noted they had five children aged 12 and under living with them and like Agnes Amis, 

Alicia was said to be  “byg with another”.119 However, the ages of these children 

indicate that four were born prior to Robert and Alicia’s marriage and the parish register 

of St Michael Coslany shows that these four children were baptised as Robert’s children 

between 1558 and 1565, the last just four months before the marriage of Robert and 

Alicia.120 Robert and Alicia had only one more child together and therefore as she had 

                                                                                                                                          
Late Medieval England: Some Thoughts on Recent Research,’ The Economic History Review, New 
Series, 49/1, 1996, p. 3; J. Landers has suggested that mortality should have “a position equal in 
importance to that of fertility at the centre of population theory,’ in ‘Mortality and Metropolis: the case of 
London 1675-1825’, Population Studies 41/1, 1987, p. 76. 
118 NRO, NPR, PD 165 Marriage record 6 August 1565 from St Andrew’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
119 Pound, Census, p. 68. 
120 NRO, NPR, PD 16 Baptism records 1558-1565 from St Michael Coslany church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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not had three or more children, Alicia did not fit the criteria to be included in a birth 

interval study. As an example of a family that does fit the criteria, here is the original 

census entry from St Stephen’s parish for the household of John Burr. 

John Burr of 54 yeris, glasier, veri sycklye & work nott, & Alyce, his 
wyfe, of 40 yeris, that spyn white warp; & 7 childerne, theldest 20 yere, 
12, 11, 8, 6, 4, 2 yeris, that can spyn woolle, & hav dwelt here ever.121 
By checking the parish records of St Stephen, I found that John Burr married 

Alyce Emans on 20 November 1559.122 The census listed seven children. The date of 

their marriage suggests one of these, at age 20, was too old to be the child of this 

couple, so either Alyce or John must have had a child prior to this marriage. The parish 

register shows that Alyce had been married before as she is noted as a widow.123 Alyce 

had initially married Christopher Emans in 1558 who had subsequently died that same 

year.124 John was not noted as a widower in the entry of his marriage to Alyce and I 

could not find an earlier marriage for John by carrying out a blanket search of the IGI. 

This covers nine Norwich parishes for the time in which that marriage may have taken 

place, including St Stephen’s parish. However, there were six children baptised in St 

Stephen’s with John Burr given as the father, between 1548 and the time of his marriage 

to Alyce in 1559. These included the baptism of a son Richard in 1550 which fits with 

the 20-year-old in the census. Due to the date of this assumed earlier marriage being 

unknown, John’s first partner was not included in the birth interval study. John and his 

second wife Alyce had five children baptised in St Stephen’s between their marriage in 

1559 and the date of their last known child’s baptism in 1568. Therefore, this Alyce was 

eligible for inclusion in the birth interval study. The results of my birth interval analysis 

can be seen in Figure 3.5. 

                                                
121 Pound, Census, p. 45. 
122 NRO, NPR, PD 484 Marriage record 20 November 1559 from St Stephen’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
123 NRO, NPR, PD 484 Marriage record 20 November 1559 from St Stephen’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
124 NRO, NPR, PD 484 Marriage record 2 May 1558, Burial record 1558 from St Stephen’s church 
consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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Figure 3-5  Mean birth intervals by birth order of children 

The results show an average birth interval of 27.1 months for those women in 

the census who had marriage date known and for those after the census a slight 

difference at 25.1 months. The group with marriage date unknown was similar to the 

first group at 27.7 months. When the numbers of each group are taken into account, it 

can be seen that the number of women having more than three children begins to drop 

off dramatically. For instance, in the group from the census whose marriage date is 

known, there are 43 women initially, which remains constant until the fourth child when 

the number drops to 29, then only 19 are left having a fifth child and only ten go on to 

have a sixth.   

There were 89 women in the data set of women whose marriage date has been 

found. Of these, only six had their child-bearing years cut short by death. Three died 

soon after childbirth, the other three within 3 years after the birth of their last child. 

Historians have been suggesting that birth limitation was happening as early as the 

sixteenth century.125 Breast-feeding for longer intervals was a known method of birth 

                                                
125 See John M. Riddle, Eve’s herbs: A History of Contraception and Abortion in the West, Cambridge 
Massachusetts and London England, Harvard University Press, 1998, p. 21; Valerie Fildes, ed, Women as 
Mothers in Pre-Industrial England: Essays in memory of Dorothy McLaren, London and New York, 
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limitation, but other methods such as coitus interruptus and resort to herbs and 

medicines to procure abortions were known at this time.126  The drop in the number of 

children, once women had had four, may be an indication that birth limitation was 

practised among the poor women of sixteenth-century Norwich. However, the late 

marriage of these women could also suggest that they were experiencing diminished 

fertility. 

My results were influenced by some unusually large gaps between births. Robert 

Trull was a calenderer, and is found in the census with his wife Margaret and a nine-

month-old child. 127 The family was listed as “pore” even though Robert was in work. 

Robert had married Margaret Skete on 6 October 1567 in St Edmund’s church in 

Norwich.128 This couple had at least four children, all of whom were baptised in the 

near-by parish of St Augustine’s, where the family were residing at the time of the 

census.129 Their first child, a daughter Alice, was baptised in the parish church of St 

George Colegate.130 This parish adjoins both St Mary Coslany and St Augustine 

parishes. There was a large gap of six years between their second and third children.  It 

cannot be ruled out that the family moved away from St Augustine’s parish for some of 

this time, or another explanation for such a long birth interval could be that Agnes had 

one or more miscarriages or stillbirths that have not been documented. The other 

children followed at periods ranging between three years and two years. Gaps like that 

of the Trull family occurred in five other families in the study group. I have kept their 

data in the study to demonstrate exactly what data has been produced without trying to 

censor it.  

I then compared my findings with previous studies. A mean birth interval of 

27.1 months is close to the findings of Finlay’s 1981 study, which used Wrigley and 

Laslett’s Cambridge Group method of family reconstitution to analyse birth intervals in 

                                                                                                                                          
Routledge, 1990, p. 20; Patricia Crawford, Parents of Poor Children in England, 1580-1800, Oxford, 
Oxford University Press, 2010, pp. 54-5; Sharpe, Population and Society, p. 197; Dov Friedlander, 
‘Pretransition Marital Fertility Variation Over Time: Was There Deliberate Control in England?’ Journal 
of Family History, 20/2, 1995, pp. 139-158; E. A. Wrigley, ‘Family Limitation in Pre-Industrial England’, 
Economic History Review, 19, 1966, pp. 82-109. 
126 Sharpe, Population and Society, p. 197. 
127 Pound, Census, p. 79. 
128 NRO, NPR, PD 6 Marriage record 20 November 1559 from St Edmund’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
129 NRO, NPR, PD 185 Baptism records 1568-1574 from St Augustine’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
130 NRO, NPR, PD 7 Baptism record 18 May 1578 from St George Colegate church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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London.131  He found that the birth interval in London between 1580 and 1650 was 

shorter than the rest of England and was shorter still in the wealthier parishes. Between 

1580 and 1650, the mean birth interval was 27 months, and the mean birth interval for 

the two wealthy parishes was 23 months. This conclusion was based largely on 

comparing his London studies with the work of the Cambridge Group, who had found a 

longer interval of 30 months.132 Finlay has suggested that high fertility was due to 

several factors; short birth intervals, early infant death, and early age at marriage. He 

relates shorter intervals between births in the wealthier parishes to the practice of wet-

nursing infants, due to lactation acting as a form of contraceptive for a number of 

months after birth.133 I have found no evidence that wet nursing was being carried out 

by the poor women of Norwich. The longer birth intervals support the assumption that 

poor women nursed their own babies.  

A more recent major research project of birth intervals in an urban area was 

carried out by the People in Place team as part of their wide-ranging study, but 

unfortunately the findings are as yet unpublished apart from some brief discussion on 

their website.134  The People in Place figures for the poorer parish of Clerkenwell in 

London showed mean birth interval rate to be 30-31 months and in wealthier Cheapside, 

a shorter rate of 21-25 months.135 My 2007 London study was also based on the more 

affluent Cheapside families and correlates with the People in Place results with an 

average birth interval of 22 months.136 I also carried out a birth analysis on the women 

from the Norwich aldermanic cohort. The sample was very small and resulted in a mean 

birth interval of 25 months. This is longer than the other results from higher status 

groups and indicates a larger study would be necessary to check the validity of this 

outcome. Wrigley and Laslett’s Cambridge Group studies extrapolated their findings to 

encompass fertility rates for England as a whole and found the average birth interval 

was 30 months.137 However, this data does not take urban areas or social status into 

account and few studies since then have done so.  

                                                
131 Finlay, Population and Metropolis, pp. 133-150. 
132 Wrigley et al, English Population History, p. 508; Finlay, ‘Population and Fertility’, p. 30. 
133 Finlay, ‘Population and Fertility,’ p. 34. 
134 People in Place see <http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/index.html> last accessed 11 January 2012. 
135 For short discussion on this see<http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/pip.html#births> accessed 20 April 
2011. 
136 Silvester, ‘Cheapside By the Dozen’, 2007, p. 19. 
137 Wrigley et al, English Population History, p. 508; See also Richard M. Smith, ‘Fertility, Economy and 
Household Formation in England over Three Centuries,’ Population and Development Review, 7/4, 1981, 
pp. 595-622; Chris Wilson, ‘Natural Fertility in Pre-Industrial England,’ Population Studies, 38/2, 1984, 
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A comparison of all the above studies including my recent Norwich analysis, 

shows that there is consistency between them all, and that poorer women tended to have 

longer birth intervals than women of wealthier social status. The falling birth rates of 

the poor women after they had three children, as seen in my analysis, raises two 

questions. Was birth limitation a practice used by poor women at this time, or did age 

and poverty produce reduced fertility? 

Illegitimacy 
This study cannot compare any data on illegitimacy with the Cambridge Group 

studies, as the latter have not included illegitimacy within their criteria for collecting 

information for family reconstitution. The family reconstitution forms used for their 

methodology begin either with a known marriage or legitimate birth.138 The data 

produced by the Cambridge Group have been used by Laslett to check the number of 

illegitimate births in 24 parishes, which revealed an overall bastardy ratio of 3.7 percent 

in data compiled from 24 parishes in the 1580s.139 These were mainly rural parishes but 

the People in Place study has more recently reinforced a low illegitimacy level for 

London. Their figures showed a less than one percent illegitimacy rate in early modern 

London, a rate which only began rising in the later seventeenth century.140 Although 

there may have been a hidden and higher rate of illegitimacy, due to the probability that 

some marriages were not formalised, evidence that children born to couples that were 

co-habiting were regarded as illegitimate is not found in the sixteenth-century parish 

registers of Norwich. However, the example of Edward Clerk and Betryce Shynkwyn 

discussed earlier in this chapter does suggest the authorities were attempting to lower 

the incidence of illegitimacy by encouraging single men and women in sexual 

relationships to marry. 

In Norwich, the preamble to the Mayor’s Orders for the Poor in 1571 

unequivocally states that the poor “moste shamefullie abused ther bodies and brought 

forth basterdes in such quantitie”.141 From this statement, it might be expected that there 

were large number of children born out of wedlock in Norwich, but there are only three 

instances in the census where children were described as illegitimate. This suggests that 

                                                                                                                                          
pp. 225-240; Chris Wilson and Robert Woods, ‘Fertility in England: A Long-Term Perspective,’ 
Population Studies, 45/3, 1991, pp. 399-415. 
138 Wrigley et al English Population History, p. 356. 
139 Peter Laslett, Family Life and Illicit Love in Earlier Generations: essays in historical sociology, 
Cambridge and New York, Cambridge University Press, 1980, p. 116. 
140People in Place see <http://www.history.ac.uk/cmh/pip/index.html> last accessed 11 January 2012. 
141 Hudson and Tingey, Records of Norwich, Vol. 2, Norwich, Jarrold and Son, 1910, p. 344. 
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the illegitimacy rate may have been very low in Norwich at this time unless the 

enumerator was not very consistent with his recording. If the authorities were as 

concerned as they appeared to be about the condition and morals of the poor, it could be 

expected that the recording would be as accurate and truthful as possible. After 

examining the group of singlewomen in detail, there are another seven cases of 

singlewomen with children where there is a probability that the children are illegitimate, 

even though it is not stated specifically. This is still a low figure and is not surprising. In 

another study, Richard Adair has concluded that illegitimacy cannot be looked at on a 

national basis. His findings revealed variations throughout England between northern 

and southern counties and showed that in urban areas, rates of illegitimacy were much 

lower than those in rural areas.142  

There are few instances of illegitimacy among the people of the census in the 

Mayor’s court records and quarter sessions and I found no mention of foundlings 

among the parish registers. Therefore at this time I have chosen to not explore this issue 

further in this study. If, as discussed earlier, there was a level of co-habitation outside 

marriage, then the illegitimacy rate should be higher and there is clearly more work to 

be done in the area of urban illegitimacy to enhance Adair’s good work. Testing 

whether the levels of illegitimacy among the poor of early modern Norwich are 

comparable with other urban areas at this time would go some way to addressing 

whether the Norwich orders contained legitimate concerns. The Norwich parish 

registers appear to confirm the low illegitimacy figures from these studies, with 

baptisms of illegitimate children being few and far between. There is no sign of the 

“basterdes in such quantitie” as attested to by the authorities in the Mayor’s Book of the 

Poore.143 The language used seems to have been thought necessary in order to convince 

the whole assembly of aldermen that strong measures should be taken to reform the 

poor of Norwich at this time. 

 “Remember death for you must die”: death as a life event 
The importance of mortality in examining population change was recognised as 

early as the seventeenth century by John Graunt who, from his statistical analysis and 

observations of the London Bills of Mortality, has been called the “father of 

demography” and the “first epidemiologist”.144 The recording of these Bills had begun 

                                                
142 Adair, Courtship Illegitimacy and Marriage, p. 226 and 197. 
143 Hudson and Tingey, Records of Norwich, Vol. 2, p. 344. 
144 D. V. Glass, ‘John Graunt and his Natural and Political Observations’, Notes and Records of the Royal 
Society of London, 19/1, 1964, p. 63; Kenneth J. Rothman, ‘Lessons from John Graunt’, The Lancet, 6 
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in the early sixteenth century but it was not until Graunt began to compile and analyse 

both the current and the historic Bills that their potential was realised. Since that time 

mortality has continued to be studied by both demographers and social and medical 

historians. Studies have centred on the effect of mortality on population change and 

whether mortality affected or was affected by social and economic change.145 The 

theory that urban areas had higher mortality and were less healthy than rural areas has 

been, and remains, a source of discussion among historical demographers.146 Recent 

interpretations have suggested that more emphasis in these studies should be placed on 

“a judgement of medical issues”.147 Different mortality statistics have to be considered: 

those that might be termed normal rates, and those which occurred during times of 

epidemic, especially plague. There were a number of epidemics in Norwich between 

1540 and 1640, the major ones occurring in 1551, which was the “sweating sickness”, 

followed by plague outbreaks, a severe one in 1579 and smaller ones in 1593, 1603, 

1625 and the 1630s.148 The major plague outbreak of 1579 has been estimated to have 

caused the deaths of 40 percent of the population of Norwich at that time.149 It was 

during this epidemic that the Norwich authorities began their own mortality figures for 

the city. They employed a recorder to note the burials taking place throughout the city, 

the figures from which were recorded each week in the Mayor’s court.150 The recorder 

was one Thomas Usher who was one of the individuals listed in the 1570 census.151  

Returning briefly to the Amis family, we see that for them, like most sixteenth-

century families, death was no stranger, although surprisingly, I found only one infant 

                                                                                                                                          
Jan 1996, 347, 8993, Health Module, p. 37. For further discussion on the importance of Graunt’s 
contribution to medical history see also (No author given) Archives, ‘John Graunt on Causes of Death in 
the City of London’, Population and Development Review, 35/2, 2009, pp. 417-422; Ian Sutherland, 
‘John Graunt: A Tercentenary Tribute’, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series A (General), 
126/4, 1963, pp. 537-556; Robert Kargon, ‘John Graunt, Francis Bacon, and the Royal Society: The 
Reception of Statistics’, Journal of the History of Medicine and Allied Sciences, 18/4, 1963, pp. 337-348. 
145 Wrigley and Schofield, The Population History of England; J. Landers, ‘Mortality and Metropolis: the 
case of London 1675-1825,’ Population Studies 41/1, 1987, pp. 59-76; Chris Galley and Nicola Stretton, 
‘Bridging the Gap: Determining Long-Term Changes in Infant Mortality in Pre-Registration England and 
Wales’, Population Studies, 55/1, 2001, pp. 65-77; Deborah Oxley, ‘The Seat of Death and Terror’: 
Urbanisation, Stunting and Smallpox, The Economic History Review, New Series, 56/4, 2003, pp. 623-
656 
146 Robert Woods, ‘Urban-Rural Mortality Differentials: An Unresolved Debate’, Population and 
Development Review, 29/1, 2003, p. 29. 
147 Thomas McKeown, ‘Medical Issues in Historical Demography’, International Journal of 
Epidemiology, 34, 2005, p 520. 
148 John Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich; Sussex, Phillimore and Co. Ltd, 1988, p. 29. 
149 John Pound, ‘Government to 1660’, in Carole Rawcliffe and Richard Wilson, with Christine Clark, 
eds, Norwich Since 1550, London and New York, Hambledon and London, 2004, p. 55. 
150 Margaret Pelling, ‘Health and Sanitation to 1750’ in Rawcliffe and Wilson, Norwich Since 1550, p. 
119 and Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p.122. 
151 Pound, Census, p. 37. 
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death among their children.152 However, in the plague epidemic of 1579, Lancelot was 

one of the six thousand people of Norwich who died.153 Although this meant the loss of 

their main breadwinner, the Amis family was touched lightly by this epidemic, as no 

other family members appear to have died. In contrast, Elizabeth Symondes lost her 

husband and all her three children in the space of three weeks and many other families 

suffered similar tragedies.154 Epidemic disease visited Norwich often and accounted for 

the disappearance of some families from the record. Ambrose Leveridge was a mason 

who had been apprenticed to Richard Palmer and was given his freedom in 1575.155 He 

and his brother John are both found more than once in the Mayor’s court, being fined 

for bad workmanship and other minor breaches of their trade.156 Fines from these 

misdemeanours would have increased the economic problems of the family. Both 

couples were baptising children over the next few years. Two of the sons of Jone and 

Ambrose died in infancy. The only death recorded for the families in the plague year 

1579 was that of Jone’s mother Margaret Beaver, but in 1584 between late August and 

early October there were six recorded deaths with the name Leveridge.157 The first of 

these was Thomasin, the nine-year-old daughter of Jone and Ambrose who died on the 

28 August. Ambrose then died on 13 September and Jone followed him soon after on 

the 17th of that month. This was the end of the family. There was a sharp rise in burials 

of that year which continued to the following year, but no other families appear to have 

suffered as much as the Leveridge family. 

It has proved a more difficult task to compile data with which to assess mortality 

rates for the individuals of the census. Once again, the inconsistency of the parish 

register information created problems in compiling sixteenth-century burial data, 

although this difficulty is rapidly being eased. Transcriptions of parish data and 

digitised images of actual registers are making compilation of this data a much less 

tedious task, and importantly, the data is more easily accessible. Even so, it was time 

consuming to check each parish register for particular families and extensive searches 

                                                
152 NRO, NPR, PD 26 Burial record 17 January 1575 from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
153 NRO, NPR, PD 26 Burial record 25 September 1579 from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012; Pound, Tudor 
and Stuart Norwich, p. 122.  
154 NRO, NPR, PD 1 Burial records August 1579 from St Mary Coslany church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
155 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 98. 
156 NRO, NCR Mayor’s court Books Case 16a, February 1574 unpaginated, accessed from LDS FHLC 
film 1911900. 
157 NRO, NCR PD 162 Burial records 1584 from St Peter per Montergate church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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did not produce a verified burial date for every individual in the databases. It is 

problematic to identify individuals who were only described by name in burial registers. 

Now and again the age may be recorded and more often, although it is by no means 

common, the name of a relative or spouse or occupation may be given, most often in the 

case of a child’s burial. The original census database was checked for all the individuals 

with both a birth and burial date. This search produced a total of 167 burials, of which 

80 were male and 87 were female. Burials were found for 319 of the 1144 extra 

individuals who make up the Extended families database, but as I could only use those 

for whom I had a birth year, this figure dropped to 225 burials over a period of sixty 

years. These are small samples in proportion to the whole databases, but I believe this 

data is still worth presenting to demonstrate the mortality of this poor cohort because 

mortality is heavily influenced by many factors such as social structure and behaviour. 

Figures 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8 relate to data collated from the original census families.  

 
Figure 3-6 Census population – age at death – men (n = 80) 
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Figure 3-7 Census population – age at death – women (n = 87) 

Figure 3.6 depicts the age at death of 80 men and boys in the census and Figure 

3.7 depicts the same information for the 87 women and girls. The graphs show the 

percentage of the total number who died in that age range, as well as the cumulative 

percentage of the total who had died by the end of that age period. Firstly, in looking at 

the men (Figure 3.6), some factors emerge. The largest number of deaths occurred in 

the 10-14 age range, and the 60-64 age range and the other is the small number of 

deaths in the under one year range. Similarly to the men, the graph for the women 

(Figure 3.7) shows higher percentage of deaths in the same two age groups. This very 

small number of deaths in the infant age group of course relates to the fact that everyone 

in the census was alive at the time the census was taken. The peaks seen in the 10-14- 

and 60-64-year-old age groups are the result of the 1579 plague outbreak that seems to 

have caused higher numbers of deaths in these age groups in this dataset. Finlay has 

shown a similar feature in London during a 1603 plague outbreak with the 10-19 year 

age group showing an excessive number of burials.158 An early London study by 

Hollingsworth also found a sex ratio of 129 men to 100 women, which rose to a sex 

ratio of 159 during the six months of the 1603 plague.159 This also corresponds with the 

higher number of deaths among the young adolescent men in my findings. It has been 

suggested that the explanation for this could be that men were more likely to be moving 
                                                
158 Finlay, Population and Metropolis, p. 128. 
159 Mary F. Hollingsworth and T. H. Hollingsworth, ‘Plague Mortality Rates by Age and Sex in the Parish 
of St Botolph’s without Bishopgate, London, 1603’, Population Studies, 25/1, p. 144. 
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around the city and so susceptible to picking up infection, and young apprentices who 

were migrants to the city had yet to build an immunity to disease.160  

The scatter graph in Figure 3.8 depicts the ages of death and the years of death 

for both the men and women in the above data set. As can be seen, the plague in 1579 

stands out.  

 
Figure 3-8  Census population – age at death (where birth year is known) and year 
of death (n = 80 men, 87 women) 

The graphs in Figures 3.6 to 3.8 also show that the period between late 

adolescence and mid-thirties was generally a period of lower mortality. For women the 

risk of mortality increased in their later thirties and, for both men and women, there was 

another marked increase in their forties and fifties. This time of their life cycle is when 

poor families have been found to be more vulnerable, particularly economically, as their 

families increase and children are too young to help the family income. The poor may 

therefore be prone to and take longer to recover from illness. A similar analysis was 

carried out for the Extended families database and the results are shown in Figures 3.9 

and 3.10 

                                                
160 Finlay, Population and Metropolis, p 129. 
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Figure 3-9  Extended families database – age at death - male (n = 127) 

 

 

 
Figure 3-10  Extended families database – age at death – female (n = 98) 
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Figures 3.9 and 3.10 show the death patterns in the Extended families database 

and an immediate difference can be seen in the high mortality figures for infants and 

young children compared to the other age groups. In total, 63 percent of children did not 

reach full adulthood. This is higher than Finlay’s estimate for London where he found 

50 percent of children did not survive.161 Previous mortality studies have analysed the 

rate of infant mortality in terms of deaths per thousand live births. In order to carry out a 

valid comparative analysis of my Norwich study with other studies, I would need to 

fully analyse all the Norwich parishes regardless of status. That is beyond the scope of 

this thesis.  

In my comparative study of the three Norwich aldermen’s families, I found only 

one death in 1579. This related only to the three aldermanic families in my study, so I 

checked the available parish registers for burials in 1579, which could possibly relate to 

other aldermanic families and found only two that I could identify. This suggests that 

these wealthier families removed from the city for the duration of the epidemic. 

However, the mayor and alderman continued to hold the Mayor’s court sessions, though 

less frequently, throughout the months the disease raged in Norwich. 

 Conclusion 
The quantitative findings from this study contribute to current scholarship, and 

the results indicate that the demographic behaviour of the people of the census and their 

extended families was influenced by their social experience. Their marriage patterns 

were found to be diverse and can be linked to economic concerns. The men married at 

an age comparable to other studies but the women appeared to marry later. In the case 

of the women in the census cohort, their age was almost the same as the men. These 

findings are markedly different from comparative studies. They deserve further 

attention to discover whether the circumstances influencing the age at first marriage of 

these poor women were purely economic or due to other considerations. The women in 

the Extended families database who married after the census married at a younger age, 

which was more comparable with other studies. The rates of remarriage were consistent 

with previous studies, being much higher for the men than the women, indicating that it 

may have been more difficult for poor women to marry again, especially if they had 

dependent children. The rates of remarriage for men were significantly higher than other 

studies suggesting that poor men had greater economic imperatives to remarry. The 

high incidence of widowhood among the women of the census suggests that widows 
                                                
161 Finlay, Population and Metropolis, p. 110. Finlay was analysing four London parishes ca. 1570-1650. 
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were more likely to become poor than were widowers. A significant finding was the 

high number of unequal marriages where the woman was the older partner. Further 

research into the frequency of such marriages among the general population is 

necessary to establish the factors that determine such partnerships.  

My birth interval analysis suggests that poor women generally had longer gaps 

between births than wealthier women. Although possibly related to late marriage age 

and decreasing fertility, there is an indication that some couples may have practised 

family limitation. Although young people were probably marrying with the same hopes 

as always, poor women often had at least four children and these extra mouths to feed 

contributed to their experience of poverty. Children made up 40 percent of the census 

population and 69 percent of these were children age ten years and under.162 Having too 

many children was part of the cause and experience of poverty. My mortality analysis 

shows that the children of the poor had a higher mortality rate than the general 

population. Among adults the years between 20 and 30 have a low mortality but from 

then on, for women in particular, mortality begins to creep upward. Higher death rates 

at times of epidemic are seen among the poor compared to the wealthy aldermen’s 

families who were able to absent themselves from the city during crisis times.  

I believe further studies need to be carried out, both in the Norwich parishes and 

the parishes outside the walls, to compare these findings from a poor cohort with the 

general population and to carry out a larger investigation among a larger group of 

aldermanic families. Using my methodology will make it an easier task than previously 

may have been thought and the results can be compared with those from my study in 

order to determine some meaningful demographics for urban sixteenth-century England. 

By using cross-parish analyses, the demographic findings from this chapter have shown 

that the poor of Norwich were on the whole a settled community. Having defined and 

extended the census families in a quantitative way, the next chapter examines the social 

complexities of their experiences by exploring migration, mobility and settlement 

among the poor of Norwich in the sixteenth century. 

 

                                                
162 Pound, Census, Appendix II. 
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Chapter 4 - Locating the poor in place: a settled 
or rootless community? 

In the previous chapter the people of the census were reconstructed, their 

ancestors and descendants traced and the quantitative information gained from this 

process was used to identify their demographic experiences. They tended to marry later 

and have lower fertility rates and higher death rates than higher social status families. I 

will now explore the impact of migration and its effect on the social fabric of Norwich 

and the intra-parish and intra-city mobility of poor individuals and families within this 

sixteenth-century urban town. At the time of the census, Margaret Rich and her four 

children were living in the parish of St Peter Southgate in a house owned by one of the 

Norwich aldermen, Robert Suckling.1 Margaret’s husband Richard was working away 

from the family as a husbandman and was said to “kepe not with his wyfe but at tymes 

& helpeth hyr lyttle.”2 Margaret, and Jone, her 12-year-old daughter, worked at 

spinning ; the other children were eight-years-old and under. The family were said to 

have lived in Banham, where the couple were married, and since then had lived in 

Swanton near North Walsham and in Arminghall and had been in Norwich for just two 

years. They were part of the visible increase in the numbers of poor who were moving 

around to look for work during the sixteenth century. This was the result of rising 

population and economic change creating inflation as convincingly argued by Paul 

Slack.3 Migration was a common strategy, mainly adopted by the healthy adult poor, as 

they had the physical capacity to travel to find seasonal work.  

Peter Clark has identified two classes of migrant. The poorer, “subsistence” 

migrant who moved further and more often than the “betterment” migrant, who was 

usually an apprentice or tradesman looking for advancement in urban areas.4 Studies 

carried out on migration patterns in late medieval England have suggested that most 

migration was local and circular, with movements in a 10-20 mile radius, but during the 

sixteenth century this demographic pattern was changing. 5 Poor people had to move 

                                                
1 John F. Pound, The Norwich Census of the Poor 1570, Norfolk Record Society, 1971, p. 23. 
2 Pound, Census, p. 23. 
3 Paul Slack, Poverty and Policy in Tudor and Stuart England; London and New York, Longman, 1988, 
Chapter 3. 
4 Peter Clark, ‘The Migrant in Kentish Towns 1580-1640’, in Peter Clark and Paul Slack, eds, Crisis and 
Order in English Towns 1500-1700: essays in urban history, Routledge and K. Paul, London, 1972, p. 
139; Peter Clark, and David Souden, ‘Introduction’ in Peter Clark, and David Souden, eds, Migration and 
Society in Early Modern England, Hutchinson Education, London, 1987, p. 31. 
5 A. L. Beier, Masterless Men: the Vagrancy Problem in England 1560-1640, London and New York, 
Methuen & Co Ltd, 1985, p. 31.  
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longer distances to find work, which resulted in a higher risk of displacement and 

contributed to a rise in vagrancy. 6 Migration and movements such as these were a 

constant feature of life in the sixteenth century and in this chapter I will consider the 

contribution of migration to the experience of the poor of early modern Norwich. Was 

the experience of the Rich family above typical of the census cohort? 

In the course of my research, it has become obvious that the people of the census 

were not the only poor of Norwich. The Mayor’s court documents have revealed a sub-

set of poor people who were subsistence migrants, and who were quickly sent away 

from Norwich and not recorded in the census. On 24 September 1569, John Hart was 

taken as a rogue and vagabond, whipped and given a passport to go to Yarmouth 

“where he had lived longest”.7 Similar cases from the court depositions show that these 

vagrants came from as far away as Oxford and London.8 A. L. Beier has shown that the 

travels of poor vagrants were extensive.9 With my focus on the census poor, I will look 

at several questions: from where did the census poor originate? Were ties to their places 

of origin continued? Do the migration patterns of the census poor reflect wider 

migration patterns, or was Norwich different?  

The chapter will also provide an analysis of the degree of intra-city mobility of 

the families in the study and to lay the groundwork for the examination of community 

and networks in the following chapter. Did these migrants become part of a particular 

parish or ward area? Did poverty force them to move frequently within the city to find 

cheaper accommodation? Former family reconstitution studies have not dealt with this 

question because the methodology did not follow individuals who moved outside their 

particular parish. By using cross-parish analysis within my family reconstitutions, I will 

measure how much inter-parish movement there may have been to determine the 

frequency with which the poor may have changed dwellings or moved short distances 

within the city.  

This chapter will also discuss social mobility over the time period and the 

factors contributing to it. Is there evidence for social mobility among the census poor 

and if so, how did it compare with social mobility among the aldermen? To what extent 

were  poor migrants to Norwich in the sixteenth century driven by the betterment as 

opposed to the subsistence factor? My research will show whether this can be 

                                                
6 Beier, Masterless Men, p. 30. 
7 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a September 1569 accessed from LDS FHLC film 1911900. 
8 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a December 1569 accessed from LDS FHLC film 1911900. 
9 Beier, Masterless Men, pp. 32-40. 
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substantiated and is an important factor in determining the extent to which poverty was 

intergenerational. As with Chapter Three, I will compare my findings with those from 

the parallel study of aldermanic families to determine any difference in migration and 

mobility factors between high and low status families. 

 Migration and mobility: issues and debates 
Migration was a common and constant feature of life in early modern England, 

which was driven by socio-economic patterns. The extent and nature of migration and 

mobility during the sixteenth century has provided historians with plenty to debate.10 

Much of this debate has been centred on the contribution of migration to urban 

expansion and/or decline, which created in Alan Dyer’s words, “a fully blown 

Historical Controversy”.11 His pamphlet in 1991 suggested that the role of migration in 

urban growth and decline was complex.12 In a later monograph, the introduction and 

first chapter of Ian D. Whyte’s Migration and Society in Britain 1400-1640 discusses 

the complexities of the process of migration to early modern provincial urban areas. 

Whyte has detailed the significance of migration in regard to social and economic 

changes in society. Due to the impact of migration on everyone whether they moved or 

stayed, all areas were affected by growing or decreasing population.13 The 

historiography has also addressed issues, such as seasonal and permanent migration, 

rural-urban migration, distances travelled, international movements and the nature of 

the source materials that have been utilised.14 The key areas of discussion that relate to 

my research are the reasons underlying migration; the extent of migration and distances 

travelled by migrants to Norwich; and whether the social disruption in early modern 

towns caused by migration was a real or perceived problem in Norwich.  

There are a variety of reasons behind migration, as well as different categories 

of migration, and when examining migration then factors such as mobility also need to 

be considered.15 The regular movement of servants, and in particular farm servants is 

generally classed as mobility, but was this different to migration? Ann Kussmaul has 

detailed the pattern and extent of seasonal migration, which occurred mainly in rural 

areas and classed it more as a localised mobility than migration, driven by harvest or 
                                                
10 Hugh Hanley, ‘Population Mobility in Buckinghamshire 1578-1583’, Local Population Studies, 15, 
1975, p. 38. 
11 Alan Dyer, Decline and Growth in English Towns 1400-1640, Basingstoke, Macmillan, 1991, p. 9. 
12 Dyer, Decline and Growth, pp. 58-61. 
13 Ian D. Whyte, Migration and Society in Britain 1550-1830, London, Macmillan Press Ltd, 2000, p.1. 
14 Whyte, Migration and Society, 2000. 
15 Clark, and Souden, ‘Introduction’ in Migration and Society; Whyte, Migration and Society, p.13 also 
discussion, pp. 2-3. 
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sowing seasons.16 This movement of servants could be differentiated from other 

migrants because of the seasonal nature of their travels.17 The reasons for their mobility 

were initially driven by employment, but Kussmaul has suggested there were other 

reasons, which provided benefits for both servant and employer.18 These servants would 

therefore have been the accepted face of the general movement of people known to be 

travelling the countryside at certain times of year.  

Another large group of migrants were those classed as betterment migrants, as 

discussed earlier. Their reasons were also economic; they were usually young men 

seeking apprenticeship for future employment stability or journeymen hoping for better 

chances in urban areas. However, there was also an in-between layer of migrants, 

individuals and families whose very subsistence depended on travelling to find work 

and lodging and many of these drifted to urban areas.19 Much of the scholarship has 

centred on such rural-urban migration, which had increased markedly during the last 

half of the sixteenth century, driven by factors such as population increase and 

inflation.20  

Another factor that fuelled population movement, which resulted in an increase 

of poor migrants, was the mortality rate. The population of Norwich and other early 

modern towns suffered through a number of mortality crises during the last half of the 

sixteenth century.21 To replace this loss of population, towns such as Norwich needed 

                                                
16 Ann Kussmaul, ‘The Ambiguous Mobility of Farm Servants’, The Economic History Review, New 
series, 34/2, 1981, pp. 222-235; See also Ann Sturm Kussmaul, Servants in Husbandry in Early Modern 
England, Cambridge and New York, Cambridge University Press, 1981. 
17 Kussmaul, ‘The Ambiguous Mobility of Farm Servants’, p. 233. 
18 Kussmaul, ‘The Ambiguous Mobility of Farm Servants’, pp. 225-6. She suggests movement gave 
servants opportunity to better themselves by learning different aspects of agriculture. Farmers were 
subject to settlement laws so contracts were only 51 weeks. 
19 Pamela Sharpe, ‘Population and Society 1700-1840’, in Peter Clark, ed, The 
Cambridge Urban History of Britain, Vol. 2, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 
2000, p. 492. 
20 Clark and Souden, Migration and Society; Clark ‘The Migrant in Kentish Towns’, pp 117-163; A. L. 
Beier, ‘Poverty and Progress in early modern England’ in A. L. Beier, David Cannadine and James M. 
Rosenheim, eds, The First Modern Society: Essays in English History in Honour of Lawrence Stone, 
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1989, pp. 201-239; Paul Slack, ‘Poverty and Politics in 
Salisbury 1597-1666’, in Clark and Slack, Crisis and Order, pp. 164-203; Jeremy Boulton, 
‘Neighbourhood migration in early modern London’ in Clark and Souden, Migration and Society, pp. 
107-110; Graham Ullathorne, ‘Migration from Derbyshire to Hallamshire: The Evidence of the Cutlers’ 
Company Records, 1624 to 1814’, Northern History, XLI/1, 2004, pp. 81-109; John Patten, ‘Patterns of 
migration and movement of labour to three pre-industrial East Anglian towns’, in Clark and Souden, 
Migration and Society, pp. 77-106. 
21 Keith Wrightson, English Society 1580-1680, London, Routledge, 2003, p. 136; Although it should be 
noted that this has been questioned. See Chris Galley, ‘A Model of Early Modern Urban Demography’, 
The Economic History Review, New Series, 48/3, pp. 448-469; Roger Finlay, ‘Debate: Natural Decrease 
in Early Modern Cities’ Past and Present, 92, 1981, pp. 169-174; Allan Sharlin, ‘Natural Decrease in 
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migrants. This migratory population increase in early modern England has also been 

held accountable for the crowded conditions thought to be the cause of high mortality 

rates in the big towns and cities such as London.22 This hypothesis has generated debate 

about whether migrants were the sole cause of rapid growth and thereby the high 

mortality rate of urban areas. Allan Sharlin has suggested that there were two types of 

migrant, permanent and temporary. The former managed to replace themselves by 

marrying and having families, whereas the temporary were lower status migrants, 

servants and journeymen who could not afford to marry and have children Thus, they 

“substantially increased the urban population subject to the risk of death, but they had 

little effect on the size of the population actually having children”.23 Both Roger Finlay 

and Chris Galley have partly agreed with Sharlin’s argument but felt more data was 

needed to test it more thoroughly. This suggests a closer look is warranted when dealing 

with studies of urban areas using migration and/or mobility data.24  

The population increase that occurred throughout England in the sixteenth 

century created social changes that challenged the authorities of the time as they 

struggled to deal with resulting housing, food and sanitation problems.25 This social 

disruption increased the number of poor people moving around the country and by the 

later sixteenth century, these poor migrants increasingly moved to the towns.26 Migrants 

saw towns as places where there were more opportunities to make a living and find 

cheap accommodation, as well as having organised charitable institutions for those in 

need.27 The expansion or decline of towns is closely allied to their prosperity, which in 

turn affects and is affected by migration. Norwich was just one of a number of English 

provincial towns that went through periods of economic growth and decline during the 

fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, with corresponding increase and decrease of its 

population in that time.28The town’s active textile industry acted as a magnet to draw in 

                                                                                                                                          
Early Modern Cities: A Reconsideration’, Past and Present, 79, 1978, pp. 126-138; Allan Sharlin, 
‘Natural Decrease in Early Modern Cities: A Rejoinder, Past and Present, 92, 1981, pp. 175-180. 
22 Roger Finlay, Population and Metropolis: The Demography of London 1580-1650, Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 1981, p. 110; J. Landers, ‘Mortality and Metropolis: the case of London 
1675-1825’, Population Studies 41/1, 1987, p. 62. 
23 Allan Sharlin, ‘Natural Decrease in Early Modern Cities: A Reconsideration’, p. 127. 
24 Roger Finlay, ‘Debate: Natural Decrease in Early Modern Cities,’ p. 174; Chris Galley, ‘A Model of 
Early Modern Urban Demography’, p. 450. 
25 Robert Tittler, ‘The End of the Middle Ages in the English Country Town’, The Sixteenth Century 
Journal, 18/4, 1987, p 474-5 
26 Clark and Souden, ‘Introduction’ in Migration and Society, p. 30. 
27 Whyte, Migration and Society, pp. 70-71. See also Clark and Souden, ‘Introduction’ in Migration and 
Society, p. 30; Peter Clark and Paul Slack, English Towns in Transition 1500-1700, London, Oxford 
University Press, 1976, p. 91. 
28 Clark and Slack, English Towns in Transition, p. 84; Peter Clark, ed, The Transformation of English 
Provincial Towns, 1600-1800, London, Hutchinson, 1984, p. 16. 



Life experiences of the poor in sixteenth-century Norwich – a longitudinal study 

132 

those hopeful for work and betterment. However, included in their numbers were the 

vagrant poor, some drawn in hope of unskilled employment in growing towns, others by 

the chance of profitable begging opportunities in a more prosperous town 

environment.29 It was these latter vagrant migrants who caused problems throughout the 

country, as seen in documents and orders made by local authorities for their punishment 

and expulsion.  

The town authorities did not tolerate vagrants, and the general negative 

perception of these wanderers led to harsh responses by local officialdom in Elizabethan 

England.30 These travellers, mostly men, were labelled as vagrants and rogues by the 

authorities.31 In Norwich they were seen to appear promptly in the Mayor’s court where 

they received punishment by whipping and were evicted from the town with a passport 

to their place of origin, as seen in the case of John Hart, above. Although fewer in 

number, there were also women vagrants seen in the court records and they received 

similar punishment. Families and their children such as those found in the census “were 

small elements in the vagrant population” according to A. L. Beier so why were the 

Norwich authorities troubled by them?32 Were they part of a localised temporary 

movement or a permanent move? 33 My research tests whether the data from the 1570 

census in Norwich correlates with Sharlin’s proposal of permanent migrants and will 

allow me to determine the extent to which the census poor were a mobile or settled 

group.  

 Origins of migrants to Norwich 
Norwich had been receiving migrants for many years, including both local 

migrants from around Norfolk and other counties but also from other countries, in 

particular the Low Countries, due to their proximity and allied trade base. To examine 

the origins of migrants to Norwich, it is important to understand the population trends 

and the factors that influenced migration to the town. W. G. Hoskins has estimated that 

the population of Norwich in 1524 was between 12000-12500, making it the largest 

                                                
29 Whyte, Migration and Society, pp. 70, 71; Clark and Souden, Migration and Society, p. 30; Clark and 
Slack, English Towns in Transition, p. 91. 
30 For an overview of the causes of vagrancy and resulting governmental reaction to the increase of 
vagrants in the sixteenth century, see Beier, Masterless Men, pp. 3-13. 
31  A, L. Beier, ‘Vagrants and the Social Order in Elizabethan England’, Past and Present, 64 (Aug. 
1974), p. 6. 
32  Beier, ‘Vagrants and the Social Order’, p. 7. 
33 The difficulties of categorising migration and mobility are discussed in detail in Clark and Souden, 
Migration and Society, pp. 13-20 and see also Whyte, Migration and Society, pp. 1-7. 
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town in England at this time, only second to London in size of population.34 John Pound 

has suggested a minimum number of 8500 at the same time.35  Both estimates are based 

on an extrapolation of the numbers of individuals paying the lay subsidy in 1523-25.36 

Pound has also estimated the population of Norwich at around 1570 as approximately 

8000, supplemented by about 3000 Dutch and Walloon immigrants (Strangers).37 For 

this calculation he used a muster roll that was taken in 1569 just prior to the 1570 

census, combined with the population numbers from the census itself.38 Tony Wrigley 

and Roger Schofield have estimated that the population of England steadily rose during 

the sixteenth century but the numbers from Norwich suggest that the native population 

of Norwich remained fairly static between 1525 and 1570. 39 This was in spite of regular 

immigrants lured by employment in the form of service and apprenticeship, and an 

increasing number of “aliens” from the Low Countries after 1565. This static population 

may have been partly due to several outbreaks of disease, in particular a severe 

epidemic in 1556, which is thought to have been a type of influenza.40  

As noted above, a large percentage of the population of Norwich in 1570 

comprised Strangers and this must have had an effect on the social cohesion of the 

town.41 Although the Stranger population of Norwich was required to provide for its 

own poor and needy and therefore was not a drain on the town’s resources for poor 

relief, the rapid influx of immigrants over a short time created some unease. As 

discussed in Chapter Two, the incoming Strangers placed employment pressure on the 

local populace and influenced the way in which the authorities dealt with social 

problems of the time.42 

                                                
34 W. G. Hoskins, ‘English Provincial Towns in the Early Sixteenth Century’, Transactions of the Royal 
Historical Society, Fifth Series, Vol. 6, 1956 p. 5. 
35 J. F. Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich; Sussex, Phillimore and Co. Ltd, 1988, p. 28. 
36 I have not questioned the discrepancy between Hoskins and Pound as both used different methods to 
produce their figures. In the absence of performing another analysis I will use Pound’s figures as his 
study was later and uses information from the census which was not known when Hoskins was carrying 
out his research. 
37 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, 1988, p. 28. 
38 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, 1988, p. 28. 
39 E. A. Wrigley and R. S. Schofield, The Population History of England 1541-1871: a reconstruction, 
Cambridge Massachusetts, Harvard University Press, 1981, p. 207. 
40 Muriel McClendon, The Quiet Reformation: Magistrates and the Emergence of Protestantism in Tudor 
Norwich, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 1999, p. 195. 
41 See discussion Chapter Two and Chapter Six. 
42 Raingard Esser, ‘’They obey all magistrates and good lawes...and we thinke our cittie happie to enjoye 
them’: migrants and urban stability in early modern English towns’, Urban History, 34/1, 2007, p. 66; W. 
J. C. Moens, The Walloons and Their Church at Norwich 1565-1832, Lymington, R. E. & C. T. King for 
the Huguenot Society of London, 1888, pp. ii and iii 



Life experiences of the poor in sixteenth-century Norwich – a longitudinal study 

134 

Pound, using the origin of the head of household, not other individual family 

members, previously carried out an examination of the origins of the poor in the 

census.43 His analysis looked at the origins of the individuals who had lived in Norwich 

for up to twenty years and covered 261 of the families in the census.44 Pound’s findings 

showed that the majority of the people in the census came from either Norfolk or 

Suffolk, and a third came from elsewhere. However, the majority of individuals had 

been resident in Norwich for many years, long enough to be, as John Pound suggests, 

“virtually natives by default”.45  

The census document has provided a place of origin for 55 per cent of the 

individuals. For a further ten percent, their length of residence in Norwich was 

recorded. My research has allowed me to enhance these numbers by using a 

combination of records. From baptism and marriage records I have been able to 

estimate the minimum length of time some individuals had been living in Norwich. I 

have chosen to analyse origins by individual to determine whether there were 

differences in the origins of the men and women in the census. This would show if there 

was a difference in the distances travelled by men and women. This analysis was 

carried out using the original census database. I removed all individuals who were under 

15 years of age as they were less likely to have left the family home alone. The census 

taker usually gave the origin of the family near the end of the household entry. 

However, it is not clear whether this refers to the whole family or just the head of each 

household. In a very few cases, the entry suggests that it refers to the whole family. For 

instance, for William Maxwell, his wife Isbel and two daughters, the entry reads “they 

kepe together, and he labor and have dwelt here 12 yere”.46  

There is a clear picture for the men of the census. 45.7 percent give their origin 

as Norwich and a further 23.7 percent had lived in Norwich for at least ten years. Only 

7.1 percent were of unknown origin, and the length of time they had lived in Norwich 

was not stated. The results for the women were quite different due to the far higher 

number of women whose origin was unstated. In total, for 331 of the women over 16 

years of age, that is 40.1 percent, it is unclear whether the place of origin refers to the 

whole family or just the head of the household so their origin has been classified as 

unknown. For another 161 women of the census whose actual origin was unstated, it has 

                                                
43 Pound, Census, p. 12. 
44 Pound, Census, p. 12. 
45 Pound, Census, p. 12. 
46 Pound, Census, p. 25. 
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been possible to estimate the minimum length of time they may have been in Norwich, 

from referring to marriage dates and/or children’s baptisms dates. This showed that a 

total of 40 percent of women of 16 years of age and over had either originated in 

Norwich or lived there for more than ten years. This analysis can be seen in Table 4.1 

Men (16 yrs and 
over) 

Women (16yrs and 
over) Origin 

No. Percent No. Percent 

Norwich (stated as born or lived there 
always) 

233 45.7 202 24.4 

Norwich 0-10 yrs (origin not stated) 39 7.7 129 15.6 

Norwich 11-20 yrs (origin not stated) 77 15.1 73 8.8 

Norwich 21 or more yrs (origin not 
stated) 

44 8.6 56 6.8 

Other Norfolk origin 39 7.7 25 3.0 

Other English counties 39 7.7 11 1.3 

Other countries 2 0.4 0 0 

Origin /length of time in Norwich not 
stated 

36 7.1 331 40.1 

Total 509 100% 827 100% 

Table 4-1 Origin of men and women (16 years and over) in the census population 
(n = 509 men, 827 women) 

I was able to find the origins of the aldermanic families but it was not possible to 

do a similar analysis as I did not have equivalent data showing the length of time they 

may have been in Norwich. This showed that 58.4 percent of the men came from 

Norwich with a further 16 percent originating in Norfolk. Another 14.6 percent came 

from other English counties and 11 percent were of unknown origin. The women from 

this database showed minor differences, 49.7 from Norwich, 17.1 percent from other 

parts of Norfolk and 17.1 percent from other counties and 16.2 percent were of 

unknown origin.  

The greater percentage of individuals from other counties is consistent with the 

marriage patterns of these higher status families where both men and women had 

married partners who were often from as far away as London. In turn this reflects the 

various business interests of the aldermen’s families. Two of Robert Suckling’s 

daughters married two London brothers who were involved with the Merchant 
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Adventurers, with which Robert also had interests.47 A greater percentage of individuals 

from the aldermen’s families originated in other parts of Norfolk. This was also 

indicative of marriage patterns with these families. Most already owned or had acquired 

country estates and by marrying with other local landed families gained increased social 

standing. There appears to be two sorts of mobility among the aldermen’s families, a 

localised mobility between Norwich and their other land holdings in Norfolk, and a 

wider mobility to attend or initiate business in London. 

The “betterment” migrants as described by Peter Clark made up a large 

percentage of migrants to Norwich.48 The importance of the textile industry and its 

allied trades in Norwich attracted apprentices from many areas.49 The small towns 

outside the walls in Norwich were also a drawcard for migrants in a similar way to the 

suburbs outside the walls of London. They were less than five miles from Norwich, 

close enough to walk to market within the city. During the first half of the sixteenth 

century the Norwich authorities had enacted legislation to prevent tradesmen from 

living outside of the city. Many of these tradesmen were making goods outside the city 

and then bringing them in for sale in competition with the freemen of the town. The 

freemen of Norwich were not happy about this as they had to pay certain charges in 

order to trade but those who lived outside the city were exempt from these taxes. These 

outsiders were often tradespeople who had lived in Norwich for the required length of 

time in order to gain their freedom, and then moved to one of the small towns outside 

the walls such as Heigham and Trowse. The Assembly took this matter seriously 

enough in 1554 to take away the freedom privileges of any man not resident inside the 

city walls.50  This may be the reason that poor tradespeople of the census remained in 

the city, to be able to carry on their trade with the privilege of freedom. 

Clark has aligned local migration and a low frequency of moves with betterment 

migration and social mobility.51 He found 70 percent of apprentices to Maidstone came 

from within an 11-mile radius of that town and his findings were supported in a later 

study by John Patten.52 Using apprenticeship indentures as source material Patten 

                                                
47 Joseph James Muskett, ed, Suffolk Manorial Families:being the county visitations and other pedigrees, 
Exeter Devon, William Pollard & Co., 1894-1908, p. 202. 
48 Clark, ‘The Migrant in Kentish towns’, p. 138. 
49 Winifred M. Rising and Percy Millican, eds, An Index of Indentures of Norwich Apprentices enrolled 
with the Norwich Assembly Henry VII-George II, Norwich, Norfolk Record Society Vol. XXIX, 1959, p. 
xii. 
50 William Hudson and John Tingey, eds, The Records of the City of Norwich, Vol. 1, Norwich, Jarrold 
and Son, 1906, p. 131-2. 
51 Clark, ‘The Migrant in Kentish towns,’ p. 134. 
52 Clark, ‘The Migrant in Kentish Towns’, p. 134-5. 
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analysed patterns of migration to Norwich and showed that from 1519-1599 the largest 

number of apprentices to Norwich came from within 8-20 miles of the town.53 As well, 

John Pound has established that 75 per cent of the apprentices in Norwich during the 

last half of the sixteenth century were born in Norfolk, either in Norwich or surrounding 

areas. 54 The majority of apprentices who travelled to early modern towns and cities for 

their training came either from within the towns they lived or from near by. It appears 

that mobility and migration patterns during the period examined were mostly local 

movements, “over distances which were short enough to allow them to remain in touch 

with family and friends.”55 At the same time, these local movements were frequent, 

resulting in a high turnover between communities, both rural and urban.56 However, 

Clark has also argued the opposite by discussing the importance of internal migration in 

England to the process of industrialization. Here he emphasises that prior to 1640 

movement was “long distance, push dominated migration”.57 This concerned 

subsistence migrants whose main motivation came from crises in their home area such 

as unemployment and famine.58 The origins of the individuals in the census show that a 

large number of those who had travelled to Norwich during the 20 to 30 years preceding 

the census ended up settling there. Apart from the initial move made usually by young 

adults in order to take up service or apprenticeships, migration had not been a constant 

feature of their working lives.59 They were the settled poor who had either been born in 

Norwich or lived there for a number of years.  

The geographical origins of many apprentices can be found in their indentures. I 

have used these records to document those apprentices who migrated to Norwich and 

subsequently appeared in the census but whose origin was not given. I have found that 

at least 83 men in the census had been apprentices in Norwich by the time of the census. 

There are indentures for most of these but several are recorded in the census as having 

been an apprentice but no indenture has been found, as for example:  

Peter Colyns of 22 yers, reder not in worke, & Avice, his wyfe, of 30 yers, 
that spyn white warpe, & was prentice her. [hable]No allms. Indeferent. 

                                                
53 Patten ‘Patterns of migration’, p. 88. 
54 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 46. 
55 Whyte, Migration and Society, p. 173. 
56 Whyte, Migration and Society, p. 174. 
57 Peter Clark, ‘Migration in England during the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries’, in Clark 
and Souden, Migration and Society, p. 90. 
58 Whyte, Migration and society, p. 14. 
59 Wrightson, English Society, p. 50. 
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The Register of Freemen shows that Peter Colyns was one of 49 men listed in 

the census who obtained their freedom and his entry states that he was a non-apprentice, 

contrary to his statement in the census.60 It is likely he gained his freedom by purchase 

as there is no mention of his father to suggest patrimony. There are 18 other men 

recorded in the census who have been found to be freemen, either by purchase or 

patrimony but in four cases the record does not state how freedom was gained.  Perhaps 

this ambiguity of the term “apprentice” in the census is just due to the census taker 

assuming that an apprenticeship was undertaken if the individual was practising as a 

freeman in his trade, but not all apprentices proceeded to freedom. This is indicative of 

the migratory nature of apprentices in general. Pound has shown that in the last quarter 

of the sixteenth century, only 56 percent of apprentices in Norwich proceeded to their 

freedom and suggests this low figure is due to some apprentices returning home, or 

dying from epidemic disease.61 Pound’s study also shows that many apprentices did not 

stay in Norwich. Two thirds of them did not gain their freedom in Norwich, either 

returning home or elsewhere to work at their trade or not finishing their 

apprenticeship.62 I have calculated how many men in the census who had been 

apprentices actually proceeded to freedom in Norwich and found equivalent figures to 

Pound, with 60 percent failing to take up their freedom. The small numbers of 

tradesmen taking up their freedom suggests that it was not easy on completion of an 

apprenticeship for poor tradesmen to become freemen without patrimony or 

sponsorship. Those men whose freedom was gained by patrimony were fortunate as 

they did not have to pay for the privilege and were likely to find it easy to gain social 

capital, especially if their fathers were an established part of the trade’s networks.  

There were a large number of men occupying various trades, who could be 

expected to have had indentures where none have been found, because many 

apprenticeships were not recorded in the Norwich records.63 For instance, John Bryght 

was one of 68 men recorded as worstead weavers in the census. He was aged 24 and 

was living in St Paul’s parish with his wife Hester aged 20. Both adults were working 

and not receiving alms and John was stated as born in Norwich.64 Altogether there were 

apprenticeship indentures in the city records for only 28 of the 68 worstead weavers 

                                                
60 Percy Millican, ed, The Register of the Freemen of Norwich 1548-1713: a transcript, with an 
introduction, an appendix to those freemen whose apprenticeship indentures are enrolled in the city 
records, and indexes of names and places, Norwich, Jarrold and Sons Ltd, 1934, p. 111. 
61 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 49. 
62 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 48. 
63 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 46. 
64 Pound, Census, p. 69. 
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enumerated in the census. This would suggest that a large number of tradesmen had 

migrated to Norwich for better work opportunity. However, looking at the origins of 

these men tells a different story. 

A conspicuous aspect of the origins of the men in the census is that a large 

number had always lived in Norwich or had been there for an extended period. Of the 

509 men aged 16 years and over 303 were working in a recognised trade that required 

apprenticeship. A total of 233 originated in Norwich and another 121 had lived there for 

more than ten years. Using the Extended families database my research shows that this 

trend continued in the years after the census. The additional information resulting from 

my research shows a total of 117 identified apprentices within the Extended families 

database and can be seen in Table 4.2. This shows that 84 percent of the identified 

apprentices either had their origins in Norwich or had lived there for ten years or more 

which reinforces the local nature of the census population. 

Origin Number Percentage 

Norwich (stated as born or lived there always) 70 60% 

Other Norfolk place 6 5% 

Other English county 7 6% 

Origin not stated 6 5% 

More than ten years residence in Norwich (place 
of origin not stated) 

28 24% 

Total 117 100% 

Table 4-2 Extended families database – Origins of identified apprentices (n = 117) 

Apart from the tradesmen and freemen in the census there were also 111 

labourers. Of these, 56 percent had their origin either in Norwich or had been living 

there more than ten years. Of the men without a trade only 13 came from other counties. 

This indicates that these men were no more itinerant than those who had been 

apprentices, and shows the majority of them were settled. The absence of apprentice 

indentures is more likely a function of the poor survival of these records.65 

My analysis shows that a good percentage of the working poor of the census 

were static. They had been born in Norwich, entered their apprenticeship there and 

continued working there, whether they obtained freedom or not, as in the case of 

William Fayerman, a 38-year-old worstead weaver living with his wife and four 

                                                
65 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 46. 
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children in St Mary Coslany parish.66 William’s apprenticeship indenture states that he 

was the son of, and apprentice to, Thomas Fayerman of Norwich, worstead weaver, 

serving from 1546 for seven years.67 William’s father Thomas had gained his freedom 

as a worstead weaver in 1540 by patrimony.68 Other worstead weaver entries with the 

same name over time in the freeman register suggest that Fayerman families had been in 

Norwich for at least 100 years prior to the census. This illustrates the settled nature of 

the poor of the census. The information regarding origins cannot be taken at face value, 

as some may have lied about their origins in order to be able to be eligible for support in 

Norwich. However, I believe they would have been in a minority as the small size of 

Norwich parishes suggests that their inhabitants would have a certain familiarity to each 

other and newcomers would be highly obvious.  

My analysis of the origins of the census population, shows that the majority of 

individuals either originated in Norwich, or were from other parts of Norfolk and had 

lived in the town for many years. The fact that the census poor were a relatively stable 

and working population suggests that those individuals and families who had travelled 

there originally were betterment migrants. Even though they had come upon hard times 

since they had arrived, they appear to have chosen to stay within the city, where they 

were known and where they knew there was a reasonable prospect of receiving alms.  

 Inter-parish mobility 
Migration studies relating to early modern England have tended to look at 

movement in and out of towns but there are few studies of movement within large 

expanding towns such as London and Norwich. Sixteenth-century Norwich was a 

walled medieval city that prior to the Dissolution contained a number of ecclesiastical 

buildings.69 Of the 58 churches that were there in 1334, only 36 were still in use as 

churches by the last part of the sixteenth century.70 Even so, the distances between 

parishes were not great, although not on the same scale as London, which boasted at 

least one hundred parishes within the square mile that sat within its walls. Its small size, 

less than a square mile, meant that Norwich was easy to move around and therefore 

residents probably had a good knowledge of the geography of the city and its environs. 
                                                
66 Pound, Census, p. 71. 
67 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 222. 
68 L’Estrange, John, edited by Walter Rye, Calendar of the Freemen of Norwich from 1317 to 1603, 
London, Elliot Stock, 1888, p. 50. 
69 John Pound has suggested Norwich had “the greatest number of ecclesiastical buildings in England”, 
Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 19, however its number of churches does not come anywhere near that of 
London in the sixteenth century. 
70 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 19. 
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In order to examine the inter-parish mobility of families and individuals in the census 

and beyond I expanded the usual family reconstitution practice to deliberately look to 

other parishes both within and outside Norwich. 

As discussed in Chapters One and Three, family reconstitution studies have 

usually been confined to specific parishes or groups of parishes and have only 

considered the families who have stayed in the parish, not those who have either left the 

parish or those who have entered the parish. My research looks for patterns of what I 

will term as neighbourhood mobility of the poor of sixteenth-century Norwich. The 

results will give an insight into whether urban communities existed within Norwich at 

this time, which in turn will augment the discussion regarding community in Chapter 

Five.  

One of the few studies that have been carried out on inter-parish mobility was 

Jeremy Boulton’s study of Southwark in 1987.72 He did not use the linking of parish 

register information to inhabitant lists as I have done as he thought households could 

rarely be traced beyond one generation using this method.73 Certainly, the large volume 

of data produced by city parishes can be overwhelming but methodologies and 

databases available now make studying large volume parishes a much easier prospect. 

One aspect of Boulton’s study was to use a sample of marriages of residents in St 

Saviour’s parish, covering the years 1655-1665, to determine the origins of their 

marriage partners. This study was feasible because this parish register regularly 

supplied place of residence of both parties after the Commonwealth Marriage Act came 

into force in 1653.74 Boulton found that “the overwhelming majority of inhabitants 

chose their marriage partners from within the parish.”75 In contrast, a study by historian 

Dorothy McLaren for the same time period covering parishes outside of London has 

shown that in more than 50 per cent of marriages both parties came from outside the 

parish in which they were married.76 These were both small studies, Boulton a single 

parish, McLaren eight parishes in Berkshire. I have carried out a previous study using 
                                                
72 Jeremy Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society. A London Suburb in the Seventeenth Century, New York, 
Cambridge University Press, 1987. 
73 Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society, 1987, p. 249. 
74 Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society, 1987, p. 234. This Act had taken away the function of 
performing the marriage ceremony from the ministers and given the authority to justices, and put the 
keeping of the register in charge of another party. See W. E. Tate, The Parish Chest, London, Cambridge 
University Press, 1969, p. 46. 
75 Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society, 1987, p. 235. 
76 Dorothy McLaren, ‘The Marriage Act of 1653: Its Influence on Parish Registers,’ Population Studies, 
28/2, 1974, p. 325. 
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genealogical methodology from both parish register and marriage licence information 

on families in Cheapside, London between 1550-1660. The results corresponded with 

McLaren’s findings in showing that many people chose to marry in different parishes to 

those where they were born or were resident.77 A number of the marriage licences 

showed bride and groom from different parishes, getting married in yet another parish. 

My sample of 47 elite London families in Cheapside covers a longer time frame than 

Boulton’s study and shows that over 80 per cent of these families were married within 

500 yards of their home parish.78  

Keith Snell has argued that a “wide range of social and legal factors” determines 

the registration of vital events, that is, baptism, marriage and burials.79 For instance, 

women often went back to their home parish to deliver and/or baptise their children.80 

Because these baptisms were the only life event recorded in that parish, some study 

methodologies would class those individuals as permanent migrants from that parish 

whereas in reality, they were neither migrants from nor residents of that parish.81 I have 

traced the movements of families in the census to carry out a similar analysis here as in 

my previous Cheapside study. I have found that families baptised children in more than 

one parish and married in different parishes to where they baptised their children, and 

likewise, marriages took place outside of residential parishes. However, the evidence 

reveals that the poor of the census were far from being a transient population.  

The surviving parish registers of Norwich are of variable condition. Only ten of 

the thirty-five Norwich parishes survive from as early as 1538, the time of Thomas 

Cromwell’s introduction of orders to keep registers.82 Eleven of the other parishes 

began in or around 1559 when Elizabeth 1 repeated Cromwell’s order.83 Nevertheless, I 

have found at least one vital event, that is, a baptism, marriage or burial for 29 percent 

of the 2352 individuals who were listed in the census and the results of my analysis can 

be seen in Table 4.3. 

                                                
77 Lesley Silvester, ‘Cheapside by the Dozen: A study of twelve Cheapside families from 1550-1670 to 
demonstrate how modern genealogical research can offer insights into historical questions in early 
modern London’, unpublished Master’s dissertation, University of Western Australia, 2007. 
78 I have chosen to define the parish where an individual was living in the census as their ‘home’ parish. 
79 Keith Snell, ‘Parish Registration and the Study of Labour Mobility’, Local Population Studies 33, 
1984, p. 30. 
80 Snell, ‘Parish Registration’, p. 30-31, fn 3. The footnote states that this information was obtained from 
E. A. Wrigley.  
81 Snell, ‘Parish Registration’, p. 31. 
82 Tate, The Parish Chest, p. 44 
83 Tate, The Parish Chest, p 45. 
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Baptism Marriage Burial 
Location of event 

Number % Number % Number % 

Same parish 220 73 145 44 155 81 

Adjacent parish 40 13 65 20 15 8 

Other Norwich 
parish 

37 12 113 34 20 10 

Outside Norwich 3 1 8 2 2 1 

Totals 300 100 331 100 192 100 

Note: A total of 823 vital events were recorded for 688 individuals present in the Census. 
Multiple events were recorded for some individuals. 

Table 4-3  Census population vital events – Location of event compared with 
'home' parish 

As there was no known origin for almost 40 percent of the census population, I 

considered that using the census parish as their home parish was a useful point to work 

from. At the very least it can show mobility over a given time period, for instance, from 

the earliest vital event discovered. A mobility analysis was then carried out, by 

comparing the places where the vital events happened with the “home” parish. I used 

the following parameters for classifying where events happened: in the “home” parish, 

in an adjacent parish, in another parish in Norwich and finally, outside of Norwich.  

Looking at the events separately, 73 percent of baptisms occurred in the home 

parish. If we include those baptisms that were carried out in adjacent parishes, a total of 

85.6 percent of baptisms were carried out within a few hundred metres of the “home” 

parish. Of the other baptisms, 14.1 percent took place in other parishes in Norwich, but 

only 1.3 outside of Norwich. The latter were a mere four baptisms altogether, three of 

which were in other Norfolk parishes and one was in Ipswich in Suffolk. Of the total 

baptisms, all but twelve, which is 4 percent, took place between 1558 and 1570, the 

time of the census.  

Looking at burial data, the results were similar to the baptism numbers. 

Altogether 81 percent of burials occurred in the “home” parish. This total rose to 88 

percent when the burials from adjacent parishes were included. The other burials show 

ten percent in other Norwich parishes and only two burials occurred outside of 

Norwich. These two were the blacksmith Michael Mast and his wife Suzan who were 

both buried in Heigham, a parish just outside the walls on the south-eastern side of 

Norwich. This parish is adjacent to the part of the parish of St. Stephen’s in Norwich 
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that lies outside the walls. St Stephen’s was the “home” parish of Michael and Suzan 

but at the time Michael died, the burial register shows he was the Master of St Giles’ 

poorhouse and a few years later when his wife Suzan died, she was listed as being from 

the poorhouse.84 The gate of Norwich situated in St Giles’ parish leads directly out into 

Heigham parish which shows that Michael and Suzan had not moved far from their 

“home” parish of St Stephen’s. 

The marriage data, however, produced a different result with 44 percent of 

marriages taking place in the “home” parish. Adding those marriages in adjacent 

parishes gives a total of 64 percent of marriages within a few hundred metres of the 

home parish. A significant number of marriages, 34 percent, took place in other 

Norwich parishes. Eight individuals were found to have married in other Norfolk 

parishes. As remarriage was common in sixteenth-century Norwich, I looked at a sub-

set of data containing those individuals in the census where I had a known date of 

remarriage. Using the same parameters as the above analyses, I found that 67.2 percent 

remarried in their “home” parish, and including those married in adjacent parishes 

brought the total to 81.7 percent.  

The data compiled from my methodology has allowed further analysis to 

discover whether there were differences in the mobility of men and women in sixteenth-

century Norwich. The results of my analysis can be seen in Table 6.3 and shows a small 

difference with 41 percent of men and 46 percent of women married in the same parish 

as they were residing in the census. Although a significant number of both men and 

women married in other parishes around Norwich, distances travelled were small. This 

trend continued after examination of the instances where individuals were baptised and 

then married in the same parish. These results show a negligible difference between the 

men and women, as seen in Table 6.5. These figures once again confirm that the poor of 

sixteenth-century Norwich had been a stable residential population for at least two to 

three decades prior to the census. They were certainly not the wandering poor that the 

authorities were concerned about. It also opposes the assumption by scholars that the 

poor of early modern England were highly mobile.85 Whether this was because for some 

reason Norwich was different is unclear and needs to be addressed by future research.  

                                                
84 NRO, Norfolk Parish Registers DN/PRG 12 Transcribed marriage record 23 April 1570 from St 
Bartholomew’s Church Heigham by Shirley Howell and indexed by Keith Howell consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 1 March 2011. 
85 Beier, ‘Vagrants and the Social Order’, pp. 3-29; Beier, Masterless Men, 1985; Clark and Souden, 
Migration and Society; Slack, Poverty and Policy; Whyte, Migration and Society.  
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Men Women 
Location of event 

Number % Number % 

Same parish 61 41 84 46 

Adjacent parish 28 19 37 20 

Other Norwich parish 56 38 57 31 

Outside Norwich 4 2 4 2 

Totals 149 100 182 100 

Note: Differences in total numbers of men and women relate to marriages found for women 
who were listed as widows or deserted wives in the census. Therefore their spouses “home” 
was unknown. 

Table 4-4  Census population – location of marriage, compared to ‘home’ parish 

 

Men Women 
Location of event 

Number % Number % 

Same parish 11 49 12 48 

Adjacent parish 4 17 4 16 

Other Norwich parish 8 34 9 36 

Outside Norwich 0  0 0 

Totals 23 100 25 100 

Note: Differences in total numbers of men and women relate to marriages found for women 
who were listed as widows or deserted wives in the census. Therefore their spouses “home” 
was unknown. 

Table 4-5 Census population – men and women both baptised and married in the 
same parish 

 

Looking at the above analyses in total, it is once again clear that most of the 

poor of the census were settled in Norwich and had been for at least 20 years. The 

marriage analyses do not correspond with my previous study in Cheapside but are more 

in line with those of Boulton in his Southwark study. This suggests that resident urban 

poor, whether men or women, are less likely to travel far to marry, unlike the aldermen. 

Marriages to enhance social mobility are more important to those of higher social status 

resulting in a wider geographical search to find a suitable partner. 

The above results all relate to those individuals in the census for whom added 

information had been found using a genealogical methodology. Another set of data 

contains those individuals who were not present in the census but were linked to census 

families. For instance, there were baptisms and burials found for children of the census 
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families that occurred prior to the census. As an example, the cobbler William 

Hemlynge and wife Barbara had two children living with them in the census.86 

However, the parish register of St Peter Mancroft reveals that this couple had at least 

four other children who were baptised and buried between 1555 and 1561.87 In other 

cases, there were baptisms found for children born to the census families but these 

children were not present in the census and no burials were found for these children. I 

subsequently found other events relating to them such as marriages and burials after the 

census. One of these was Lawrence Isbourne who was baptised in May 1557 in St 

Michael at Plea church, the son of Valentine Isbourne and his wife Alice. Lawrence was 

not with the family in the census and does not appear to have been living with any other 

census families, but as he would have been 13 by the time of the census he was likely 

away beginning an apprenticeship. He later became a freeman plumber and was married 

in 1582. There were a total of 75 individuals such as Lawrence for whom I found both 

baptism and marriage dates all within the parishes of Norwich. Collating this 

information produced quite different results from my other analyses for this thesis and 

can be seen in Table 4.6. There was a marked difference between the men and the 

women of this dataset. Of the women, 63 percent were married in the same parish as the 

one in which they were baptised, compared with only 27 percent of the men.  

                                                
86 Pound, Census, p. 48. 
87 NRO, NPR, PD 26, Baptism and burial records 1555-1567, from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on 
the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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Men Women 
Location of event 

Number % Number % 

Same parish 11 27 22 63 

Adjacent parish 8 20 5 14 

Other Norwich parish 21 53 7 20 

Outside Norwich 0  1 3 

Totals 40 100 35 100 

Note: Differences in total numbers of men and women relate to marriages found for women 
who were listed as widows or deserted wives in the census. Therefore their spouses “home” 
was unknown. 

Table 4-6 Extended families database - men and women both baptised and 
married in the same parish 

These results appear to support the premise that genealogical researchers have 

long followed, that marriages more often take place in the parish of the bride, which 

suggests that men would show greater mobility than women in marriage locality 

studies.88  It may also reflect the changing status of the families. Those rising up the 

social scale seem to leave more information behind than those whose status remains 

static or declines. 

The majority of women in the census were working at spinning or other tasks 

related to the textile industry that could be carried out in the home. The effort needed to 

look after a family, especially by those women without men with children to support, 

meant that may have been forced into a localised mobility in order to keep employed, 

resulting in what Patricia Fumerton has termed “unsettled subjectivity”.89 Whether 

mobile or housed, the poor may be “gainfully employed” but “physically and 

psychologically unfixed” as at any time they may be forced out of work or out of 

accommodation.90 Unsettled subjectivity is an apt expression with which to describe the 

situation for the poor, especially those like the women of the census who were not 

itinerant and the sentiment can be felt in the language used by the census recorders to 

relate the condition of the households. 60-year-old Agnes (no surname given) “never 

maried, of 6o yers, that go on purchace & turn spetes, do no other work, & hav dwelt 

                                                
88 Bessie Maltby, ‘Easingwold Marriage Horizons’, Local Population Studies 2, Spring 1969, p. 36. Also 
see discussion in Colin D. Rogers, The Family Tree Detective: Tracing your ancestors in England and 
Wales, Manchester, Manchester University Press, 1997, p. 164-165. 
89 Patricia Fumerton, Unsettled: The Culture of Mobility and the Working Poor in Early Modern England, 
Chicago, The University of Chicago Press, 2006, p. xviii. 
90  Fumerton, Unsettled, p. xvi. 
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her of long tym. No alms. Veri pore”.91 There was also Anne Barwic, whose husband 

“hath bene longe in pryson for dett... hath no exercise butt traveyle dayelye in hir 

husbondes behalfe; & hath at their charge 8 chyldren”.92 Anne, and others like her, must 

have lived in apprehension of being unable to keep up the rent payments or being able 

to feed her large family. However, it could be argued that the poor were prevented from 

being totally destitute by the authorities making sure they were employed in the casual 

labour pool of home workers whose spinning and knitting subsidised their poor relief 

payments while keeping the wheels of the textile industry turning.  

On the whole, it seems that neighbourhood mobility was common in early 

modern Norwich, because the city was small and easy to traverse, but its poor 

inhabitants tended to stay in and around the same localised area. I believe that this 

indicates that people would know the other inhabitants of the parish and the 

neighbourhood in which they lived. This familiarity would assist to build survival 

networks and become integrated members of their communities. It also suggests that the 

census document may contain reliable information. If they were well known in their 

community it would be difficult to lie to the authorities regarding their circumstances 

 Evidence of social mobility 
Social mobility, especially downward, is evident when reading the census 

document. It is obvious from the descriptions of the families by the census takers that 

many had fallen on hard times. Of the 509 men in the census aged 16 and over, 90 were 

tradesmen who were either unemployed, unable to work, or were carrying out a 

different occupation from their trade. John Cok, a worstead weaver, was then working 

as a labourer, as was the glover George Castelowe. Neither of these men was a freeman 

and therefore would not be able to take on another trade and so labouring would be their 

only option if they were to remain in Norwich. In contrast, John Force, a freeman 

worstead weaver, had been able to change occupation and become a lace weaver.93 A 

study by sociologists Peter S. Bearman and Glenn Deane in 1992 has identified the 

structure of middle-class intergenerational mobility in early modern Norwich.94 This 

study used the freemen records of Norwich to analyse changes in social mobility over 

time by comparing the trades and freemen status of fathers and sons between 1548-

                                                
91 Pound, Census, p. 75. 
92 Pound, Census, p. 24. 
93 Pound, Census, p. 81. 
94 Peter S. Bearman and Glenn Deane, 'The Structure of Opportunity: Middle-Class Mobility in England, 
1548-1689', The American Journal of Sociology, 98/1, 1992, pp. 30-66. 
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1689. In their first period of time, between 1548 and 1589 they found  “Norwich urban 

middle-class men experienced sustained structurally driven upward mobility” which 

they attributed to expanding export economies and a period of political stability.95 If this 

was so, then it should be reflected in the poor families of the census, so I proceeded to 

investigate the 102 individuals in the Extended families database who were freemen to 

see if I could detect any similar upward mobility. Bearman and Deane used a number of 

sources with which to produce “a rank ordering of occupational status” within the 

specific Norwich occupations noted in historical sources.96 Using the same process, I 

found six families where sons appeared to have taken on a trade of higher social status, 

such as the Dale family. The patriarch William was a cordwainer, followed by two sons 

who became glasiers, one of whom was William Dale who was noted in the census as 

an unemployed glasier.97 Peter Dale, the son of this William, became a freeman cutler 

and by the time of his death had accumulated an amount of goods and chattels to leave 

to his sons.98 There were another 14 instances where sons became freemen in the same 

trade as their fathers and four more where their freedom was in a trade of a lower 

occupational status than their fathers. I also analysed the 117 apprentices of the 

Extended families database and found only twelve instances of sons taking on an 

apprenticeship in a higher occupational status than their fathers, and only two of those 

became freemen. These figures suggest that being poor meant that gaining access to 

freedom or attempting to climb the occupational status ladder in Norwich was not an 

easy task.  

However there is one instance that suggests that social mobility was not always 

entirely driven by market forces and of particular note is the downfall of Robert 

Kindersley:  

Robert Kindersley, of 62 yer, in no occupienge, & Katherin, his wyfe, of 
22 yere, that spyn white warp, & 1 child of 1 yere old, & hav dwelt her 
ever. No allms. Pore.99 
Robert and Katherine were living in a house belonging to Robert Coller in the 

parish of St Peter Mancroft in Norwich. This parish was the principal parish of Norwich 

and had one of the smallest percentages of poor within its boundaries.100 Their marriage 

was one of the unequal marriage combinations frequently found in census households. 

                                                
95 Bearman and Deane, ‘Structure of Opportunity’, p. 33. 
96 Bearman and Deane, ‘Structure of Opportunity’, p. 37, fn 4. 
97 Pound, Census, p. 47. 
98 NRO ANW Will register 1646-1647, fo. 341, no. 173. 
99 Pound, Census, p. 47. 
100 Pound, Census, p. 11. 
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According to his age given in the census, Robert was born about 1508, probably in 

Norwich as it is stated that he “dwelt here ever”.101 The parish registers of St Peter 

Mancroft show that he was associated with that parish for most of his life. He appears to 

have married at least three times and had children to all three wives, although there does 

seem to be a gap between 1554 and 1562 when no events appear in the St Peter 

Mancroft parish register. A blanket search of other parishes does not reveal any other 

baptisms elsewhere in Norwich. This could indicate that the family left Norwich for a 

few years and may have some bearing on Richard’s downfall. Prior to this date seven 

children were born to Robert Kindersley of whom four died, one soon after birth in 

1543 and three which all occurred in the same year of 1554.102 One of these three deaths 

was an infant, the others were young adolescents who died at the beginning of a small 

plague epidemic.103 Robert was not given an occupation in the census, just listed as 

unemployed. In the parish register of St Peter Mancroft on several of the earlier births 

of his children he was noted as a sherman or shearman and was admitted as a freeman 

in 1542, probably by purchase as no apprenticeship or father was mentioned.104 By 1549 

he was a constable in St Peter Mancroft ward and elected as a common councillor there 

from 1557-1562.105 In June 1562 the Assembly of Norwich seized the civic privileges of 

Robert but he was readmitted to freedom two weeks later after paying a fine of 100s.106 

Robert’s crime was “notorious offence and evil living” and he was “not thought 

a man meet to be in so worshipful a company as the worthiness of this house requireth”. 

107 Muriel McClendon has added in her account of Robert’s disenfranchisement that he 

was never elected to office again, which suggests that whatever the offence was that 

was carried out by Robert, it probably contributed to the cause of his poverty and thus 

his presence in the census of 1570.108 A few months after Robert’s disgrace, his wife 

Joan died and was buried in St Peter Mancroft in August of 1562.109 Eight months after 

Joan’s death Robert was married to Elizabeth Badly on the 24 May 1563 at St Peter 

                                                
101 Pound, Census, p. 47. 
102 NRO, NPR, PD 26, Baptism marriage and burial records 1539-1573, from St Peter Mancroft church 
consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
103  John Pound, ‘Government to 1660’, in Carole Rawcliffe and Richard Wilson, with Christine Clark, 
eds, Norwich Since 1550, London and New York, Hambledon and London, 2004, p. 55. 
104 L’ Estrange, Calendar of Freemen, p. 81. 
105 Timothy Hawes, Index to Norwich City Officers 1453-1835, Norwich, Norfolk Record Society, 1989, 
p. 93. 
106 McClendon, Quiet Reformation, p. 222-3. 
107 McClendon, Quiet Reformation, p. 222-3. 
108 McClendon, Quiet Reformation, p. 223. 
109 NRO, NPR, PD 26, Burial record 23 August 1562, from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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Mancroft church.110 The record states that Robert was a widower and that Elizabeth was 

his servant, which may have had some bearing on the social status of both parties.  

The Norwich Consistory Court Acts and Depositions give an insight to Robert’s 

character and misconduct. The depositions of 5 May 1563 given by two of Robert’s 

daughters and two other individuals show that Robert had made a contract of marriage 

with Elizabeth three months previously.111 Although she had witnessed the contract, 

when asked by her father if she would be content to have Elizabeth as her mother, his 

daughter Margaret had said no, because Elizabeth was a servant. The Act Books show 

that the judge ruled that Elizabeth and Robert were legitimately married, and also show 

that at the same time, Robert was involved with another woman, Margery Smyth.112 The 

intricacies of this case reveal that Elizabeth Badly was likely to have been servant with 

Robert’s family prior to the death of his first wife Joan and also had been known by 

both his daughters for a number of years. It is therefore easy to speculate that Elizabeth 

may have been implicated in his evil living offences and his liaison with Margery 

Smyth suggests he had not changed his ways.  

Robert and Elizabeth had at least four children, including the twins Abraham 

and Ann who died nine days after their baptism in 1567.113 Their son Ralph was 

baptised 19 December 1569 and eight days later Elizabeth was buried, likely due to 

childbirth complications.114 It then seems that Robert married Katherine Carington in 

the parish of Yelverton in July 1570.115 Yelverton is approximately five miles south-east 

of Norwich. This appears to be the first time that any of the church events in Robert’s 

family took place outside of St Peter Mancroft parish. Why Robert chose to marry here 

is a mystery, but the parish register of Yelverton shows his daughter Elizabeth married 

in Yelverton just three months prior to Robert’s marriage.116 He was then 62 years of 

age and with a very young infant to look after so possibly visiting his daughter allowed 

him to meet with a suitable woman to remarry. I believe the young infant living with 
                                                
110 NRO, NPR, PD 26, Marriage record 24 May 1563, from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
111 NCC D/N DEP 9 fo. 44r-47v. 
112 NCC D/N ACT 9 Book 10, 7-8 May 1563. 
113 NRO, NPR, PD 26, Baptism and burial records 26 February 1567, 7 March 1567, from St Peter 
Mancroft church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 
16 February 2012. 
114 NRO, NPR, PD 26, Baptism and burial records 19 December 1569 and 27 December 1569, from St 
Peter Mancroft church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org 
accessed 16 February 2012. 
115 NRO, NPR, PD 316 Marriage record July 1570 from Yelverton parish consulted on the International 
Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
116 NRO, NPR, PD 316 Marriage record July 1570 from Yelverton parish consulted on the International 
Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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him in the census was Robert’s youngest son Ralph. The freemen or apprentice registers 

for Norwich do not have any mention of Ralph, however a Ralph Kindersley is shown 

having children in the parishes of St Mary Coslany and St Michael Coslany in Norwich 

between 1618 and 1631.117 I have found no marriage for this Ralph and his wife 

Elizabeth who was buried at St Mary Coslany on 6 January 1624, along with their 

daughter Amphillis.118 Ralph must have remarried as he had a daughter Katherine in 

1626 and another son, Hughe, in 1631.119  

One of Robert’s sons to his first wife Joan was Salathiell, who was baptised in 

St Peter Mancroft church in 1549 and appears to have been unaffected by his father’s 

downward mobility.120 Salathiell matriculated from Cambridge University in 1566 and 

the entry in Alumni Cantabrigienses notes that he was rector of Sculthorpe church in 

1609.121 Salathiell was resident in Sculthorpe probably from 1582 when he “aliened by 

license 5 messuages, 6 tofts, 200 acres of land, 147 of pasture, in this town, and 

Fakenham”, from Thomas Fermor, Esq. of East-Barsham.122  The parish of Sculthorpe 

lies approximately 20 miles NW of Norwich. A search of the parish register of this 

church found the baptisms of two Kindersley children there, the parents given as 

Salathiell and Merable. There was no marriage in the Sculthorpe register for this couple 

but I subsequently found a marriage noted in St Margaret’s church in Ipswich, Suffolk, 

between Salathiell Kyndersley and Merable Neve that took place in 1574.123 This couple 

had at least two children baptised in Sculthorpe, Salathiell who was baptised in 1583 

and died in 1586 and Merable who was baptised in 1586.124 Later, there is a marriage 

between the daughter Merable Kindersley and Thomas Salmon on 24 January 1613 

                                                
117 NRO, NPR, PD 16 Baptism records March 1619, February 1626 and July 1631 from St Michael 
Coslany church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 
February 2012; NRO, NPR, PD 1 Baptism records August 1618 and December 1524 from St Mary 
Coslany church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 
February 2012. 
118 NRO, NPR, PD 1 Burial record 6 January 1624 from St Mary Coslany church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
119 NRO, NPR, PD 16 Baptism records, February 1626 and July 1631 from St Michael Coslany church 
consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
120 NRO, NPR, PD 26 Baptism record 21 December 1549 from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
121 John Venn and J. A. Venn, comp., Alumni Cantabrigienses: a biographical list of all known students, 
graduates and holders of office at the University of Cambridge, from the earliest times to 1900, Part 1, 
Vol. 3, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1922-1954, p. 17. 
122 Francis Blomefield, An Essay Towards a Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, London, 
Vol 7, 1810, pp. 176 and 178. 
123 Percival Boyd, ‘Boyd’s Marriage Index’, Marriage record St Margaret’s church Ipswich, Suffolk, 
1574, Private source compiled 1925-1955 and held at the Society of Genealogists London. Consulted at 
www.findmypast.co.uk accessed 16 February 2012. 
124 NRO, NPR, PD 214 Baptism and burial records 1583, 1586 from Sculthorp parish church consulted on 
the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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from which there were three children.125 Merable died in 1618 as did one of her 

daughters and there is no mention of any other Salmons in the register for the following 

20 years.126 Her father Salathiell did not remarry but died and was buried in Sculthorpe 

in 1625.127 Despite Robert’s poverty, his son Salathiell was able to matriculate from 

Cambridge University, but it seems that it was necessary to remove himself from his 

home parish in order to disassociate himself from his father’s reputation.  In spite of his 

father’s failings, Salathiell was able to keep at least on the middle rung of the social 

ladder. As the only surviving son of his father’s first marriage, he may have had his 

education already arranged for prior to Robert’s downfall. Alternatively, part of the 

reason for Robert’s poverty could be that he was providing for Salathiell to his own, and 

his second family’s cost.  

Robert died and was buried in St Peter Mancroft on 11 October 1573. He left a 

will, albeit a short one which contained little information. His strong connection to the 

parish of St Peter Mancroft is confirmed with his request that his body be buried in that 

church. His only bequest is to Katherine his wife and sole executrix of his will to whom 

he leaves his remaining “goods cattelles and debtts whatsoever”.128 There is no mention 

of property although Robert had been in possession of a property in St Peter Mancroft 

parish, which was listed in the 1568-70 Landgable Tax assessment as being sold in 

1568 to Cuthbert Brierton.129 There is no mention of any of Robert’s remaining children. 

Robert was obviously unable to recover his good standing after his indiscretions of 

1562. The extraordinary large payment he made to be readmitted to the freedom after 

his disenfranchisement shows that he realised how necessary it was to be part of the 

establishment and be able to work in his trade again. Although that payment did not 

help him recover either his social or monetary standing it does seem that his surviving 

children managed to make something of their lives. The Kindersley family connections 

can be seen in Appendix 2.17. 

The aldermen’s families all document efforts calculated to improve their status, 

usually by marriage and occupational practices. Sons followed their father’s 

                                                
125 NRO, NPR, PD 214 Marriage record 24 January 1613 and baptism and burial records 1614-1617 from 
Sculthorp parish church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org 
accessed 16 February 2012. 
126 NRO, NPR, PD 214 Burial records May and September 1618 from Sculthorp parish church consulted 
on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
127 NRO, NPR, PD 214 Burial record 27 May 1625 from Sculthorp parish church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
128 NRO NCC Will register 78, Fairchilde, 1574. 
129 Mary Rodgers and May Wallace Norwich Landgable Assessment 1568-70, Norwich, Norfolk Record 
Society Vol. LXIII, 1999, p. 64. 
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occupations or if they didn’t, followed into a trade of equal status, the majority being 

grocers, drapers or mercers. Robert Suckling’s son John married the sister of the Earl of 

Middlesex which resulted in his introduction to a place in the court of Charles I.130 

These practices were not so evident in the case of poor families who generally did not 

appear to be able to enhance their status. On the other hand, not many poor families 

lowered their social status. Even if not working in their trade it was noted in the census 

document, along with their present occupation, showing an attempt to cling to their 

trade status if possible.  The case of Robert Kindersley illustrates the part that moral 

weakness could play in affecting personal social standing but also illustrates the 

arbitrariness of family life. One child remained firmly in the middling class while the 

others disappear from view. 

 Ties to place of origin 
To date, there is little evidence that the individuals and families in the census 

appear to have kept ties to their places of origin outside of Norwich. If they did keep in 

touch with their families this could be detected from evidence in wills or possibly by 

baptisms and marriages taking place in their parish of origin. The latter would certainly 

be expected in the case of women as it has been demonstrated that they often married in 

their birth parish and returned there to have at least their first child born and baptised in 

the same parish.131 In order to verify whether this was the case within the census 

families I checked all individuals who had stated their place of origin other than 

Norwich and where possible I have checked parish registers for evidence of other 

family members. Some of the registers started too late to check whether the family had 

lived in the parish prior to coming to Norwich and I therefore made a decision not to 

attempt to track the families from other counties at this time. The most likely factor that 

prevents finding information from other places is that individuals have not stated their 

place of origin in the census, but the most recent place that they had been living.  

In three instances I found tentative connections to other places.  

Robert Johnson of 30 yeris, laborer now in worke, & Cycely, his wyfe, of 
50 yers, that spyn hir owne worke; & 2 daughters of 11 & 10 yere that 
weave lace, & hav dwelt here 4 yer, & cam from Holte. [hable] No allms. 
Indeferent.132 

                                                
130 James Muskett, Suffolk Manorial Families, p. 202. 
131 Maltby, ‘Easingwold Marriage Horizons’, p. 36; Rogers, The Family Tree Detective p. 164-165. 
132 Pound, Census, p. 41. 
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This is an example of an unequal marriage. The ages of the two daughters seem 

a little old for them to be Robert’s daughters unless he married quite young, so I 

searched the parish register for Holt to see if Robert and Cycely married there. I found 

that the register for Holt did not commence until 1557. The baptism in 1558 for Cycely 

daughter of Robert Erle, fits with the age of the older daughter, although the mother’s 

name was omitted from the baptism entry.133 There were two further baptisms for 

siblings of this child but both died in infancy.134 Robert Erle himself died in Holt in 

1566 and a few months later his widow Cycely remarried to Robert Johnson.135 There 

were other Erle baptisms in the later 1570s and again in the 1590s. These baptisms were 

probably related to this family, suggesting a long-term connection with this parish by 

the Erle family.  

In the other two cases I found evidence in the parish registers for baptisms of 

children in census families where it was stated where the family had lived prior to 

arriving in Norwich, but both were isolated single cases. For one of these we return to 

the Rich family, who had stated in the census that they had lived in Arminghall prior to 

coming to Norwich. The parish register of Arminghall shows that Theodora Rich was 

baptised there on 15 September 1566. This equates with the four-year-old daughter in 

the census with the interesting name of “Fader”.136 The parish where the children were 

baptised was not where the family originated, but a short-term stop on their journey to 

Norwich. The small number of events such as these reinforces the settled nature of the 

poor of the census. 

Other cases show individuals who had come to Norwich from elsewhere to enter 

their apprenticeship, and then obtained their freedom and remained in the city. One of 

these was Robert Knott, a 45-year-old dornex weaver living in St Clement’s parish. His 

wife Margaret was selling bread and victuals from a shop, helped by the oldest of her 

three children.137 The census records that Robert had been in Norwich for 20 years. His 

apprenticeship indenture states that he was apprenticed for seven years to Christopher 

Some of Norwich, coverlet weaver, in 1542, later gaining his freedom in 1561.138 The 

                                                
133 NRO, NPR, PD 2 Baptism record 25 May 1559 from Holt parish church consulted on the International 
Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
134 NRO, NPR, PD 2 Baptism and burial records 1563-1566 from Holt parish church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
135 NRO, NPR, PD 2 Marriage record 13 September 1566 from Holt parish church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
136 A good example of mis-spelling/mis-transcription. The name in the parish register is given as 
Theodora. 
137 Pound, Census, p. 83. 
138 Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich Apprentices, p. 101; Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 55. 
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document does not give either his place of origin or his father’s name, but Robert had at 

least nine children by his wife Margaret, one of whom was named Hamond and one 

Michael. Neither of these forenames was common in sixteenth-century Norfolk. Other 

indentures in Norwich show that Hamond Knott, a husbandman from Catton, a village 

three miles northeast of Norwich sent his son Thomas to Norwich to be apprenticed 

with Michael Knott, a roughmason, in 1558.139 This strongly suggests that Robert was 

related to the Knott family of Catton and may have had his origins in that village. Patten 

has discussed an observation by geographer R. L. Morrill that one of the controls on 

migration is the knowledge between settlers and incoming migrants, the “information 

known about opportunities”.140 This idea suggests that incoming migrants to Norwich 

may have had relatives or family friends with connections who would have assisted in 

settling them into service or apprenticeship and the study of the Knott family above 

corresponds with this observation. 

A final case study concerns Alyce Lyvebylove, 40-year-old widow who in the 

census was living with a married couple Thomas and Magdelyn Copar.141 The census 

relates that Alyce “is com to towne lately from Diss”.142 At first glance it would appear 

that Alyce is not related to Thomas and Magdelyn but looking at this household in a 

microhistorical way shows that things are not always as they seem on first encounter. 

For instance, Paul Griffiths has used Alyce as an example of the concerns that the 

authorities had about the morality of women without men. He suggests that  

Along with other seemingly self-sufficient women, ‘Lyve By Love’ let 
loose fears about the appropriate allocation of scarce work and the 
“inevitably” shallow morals of women who lived without a father, 
husband or master.”143  

Alyce may well have been a woman of ill repute but apart from the fact that she 

had moved to Norwich from Diss, I have found only one instance where she could be 

construed as a less than honest woman. Looking more closely at Alyce, I found that 

along with two singlewomen, she was involved in a case of stealing at the quarter 

sessions in 1566.144 One of the women was her daughter Rose and the other was named 

                                                
139 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 230. 
140 R. L. Morrill, ‘The Development of Spatial Distributions of Towns in Sweden: An Historical 
Predictive Approach’, Annals of the Association of American Geographers 53, 1962, pp 1-14, discussed 
in John Patten, Rural-Urban Migration in Pre-Industrial England, Oxford, University of Oxford, School 
of Geography, 1973. 
141 Pound, Census, p. 47. 
142 Pound, Census, p. 47. 
143 Paul Griffiths, ‘Inhabitants’ in Rawcliffe and Wilson, Norwich Since 1550, p. 66. 
144 NRO NCR Quarter Sessions Minute Books Case 20a/4, 1561-69, fo. 89v. 
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Magdelyn Livebylove, whom the deposition reveals to have been Alis’s stepdaughter. 

All three women were certainly minor larceny offenders but I have found no real 

evidence that they may be or were harlots. Magdelyn was mentioned again in the 

Mayor’s court in 1566. For stealing corn from the mill she was whipped with rods in the 

council chamber and assigned as a servant to Robert Munde.145 There is no more 

mention of this family in the courts up to the time of the census or the ten years after the 

census. In 1570 Magdelyn married Thomas Copar in Heigham, a parish just outside the 

walls on the south-east side of Norwich.146 Magdelyn and Thomas had three children 

baptised in Heigham, in 1570, 1572 and 1575.147  

It appears that Alyce may be a legitimate widow. The name “Lyve by Love” 

itself not common but I have found other instances of its use both in Norfolk and 

London with no gender distinction. A Peter Livebelove, worstead weaver, had gained 

his freedom in 1602 and was taking apprentices in Norwich between 1598 and 1610.148 

As well, Alexander Livebylow married Rosa Allyn 11 May 1564 in St John 

Maddermarket church.149 So the name may not be Live by Love, but could be 

Livebelow. Alexander and Rosa are later found to have moved to Diss as a son John 

was baptised there in July 1571, who died in the plague year of 1579.150 Alexander died 

and was buried in Diss in 1582. It seems that Alice returned to Diss as the parish 

register of Diss shows that Alice Livebelowe and William Bothe were married there in 

1571.151 This shows evidence of family members who had moved between Norwich and 

Diss more than once, before probably settling in Diss. Magdelyn seems to have settled 

down since her earlier brush with authority and was considered more respectable as on 

27 March 1572 eleven-year-old Margaret Townsend is assigned as a servant to her and 

Thomas.152 

                                                
145 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Books Case 16a/8 1562-69, fo. 435r. 
146 NRO NPR DN/PRG 12 Transcribed marriage record by Shirley Howell and indexed by Keith Howell 
of St Bartholomew’s Church Heigham Norfolk, 23 April 1570, consulted on the International 
Genealogical Index, available at www.familysearch.org, accessed 16 February 2012. 
147 NRO NPR DN/PRG 12 Transcribed baptism records by Shirley Howell and indexed by Keith Howell 
of  St Bartholomew’s church, Heigham Norfolk, 18 July 1571;31 August 1572; 12 June 1575, noted on 
the International Genealogical Index available at at FamilySearch, accessed 16 February 2012. 
148 Millican, Register of the Freemen, pp. 157, 231 and 232; Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich 
Apprentices, pp. 55, 128, 149 and 172. 
149 NRO, NPR, PD 461 Marriage record  11 May 1564 from St John Maddermarket church consulted on 
the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
150 Charles W. Farrow, ed, Norfolk Genealogy Vol. XIX, ‘The Parish Registers of Diss 1551-1837’, 
Norfolk and Norwich Genealogical Society, Norwich, 1987, p. 46. 
151  Farrow, ‘The Parish Registers of Diss’, p. 26. 
152 NRO NCR Quarter Sessions Minute Books Case 20a, Jan 1572,unpaginated, accessed from LDS 
FHLC Film No. 1911841. 
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Apart from these findings, any connections by census individuals to their place 

of origin outside Norwich have proved elusive. This is in contrast to the aldermanic 

families where the Suckling family kept their ties to their Woodton estates for at least 

300 years. The Gleane family also appear to have kept their ties to Diss, where the 

Gleane patriarch Thomas originated, at least until 1624, as his son Peter held a licence 

to sell wine there. However, as I have shown, some of the poorer families have proved 

to have strong links to their origins. I would argue that the reason few of them were 

found is more a function of the scarcity of existing records, rather than links not being 

kept by families, but evidence also suggests such links would have been difficult to 

keep. Poor families would not have had the means for travelling long distances and high 

mortality would have left many without family to keep ties with.  

 Assimilation of migrants to Norwich 
The churches of Norwich are rich with monuments left by the elite of the city, 

from gold and silver cups to elaborate chapels as family memorials. Unlike the 

wealthier residents within parishes, few of the poor left either memorial inscriptions or 

endowments to their parish. The 51 wills of, or related to, the poor of the census that 

have been used in this study show that 74 percent requested burial in their parish 

churchyard. Details of burials of individuals and family members from households in 

the census show many were buried in the parish in which they were living at the time of 

the census. The wording of burial requests in the later wills is ambiguous, usually 

containing statements such as “my bodie I comitt to the Earth frome whense it came”.153 

It is likely that even those who did not specifically request burial in their parish were 

actually buried there, and that their ties remained with the parish, as seen with John 

Harman. In his will, he states that  “my bodye to be buried Christienly” with no mention 

of a particular church, but he was buried in his parish churchyard, that of St 

Stephen’s.154 However, other wills left by individuals in the census requested their 

burial to be in the churchyard of their parish church in Norwich. This suggests that the 

testators had developed an affinity to that parish over time, whether or not they had 

been born in that parish. 

                                                
153 NRO NCC will register,Traver, 174, Thomas Harman and NRO NCC will register, Sellers fo. 68, John 
Harman. 
154 NRO, NPR, PD 484 Burial record 23 June 1576 from Holt parish church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012; NRO NCC will 
register, Sellers fo. 68. 
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The evidence from wills does suggest a certain attachment to a home parish, 

although this does vary markedly over time, as seen in Table 6.7. Of the 39 wills found 

for individuals relating to families in the census between 1540 and 1600, 90 percent 

requested burial in their parish church. Between 1600 and 1630 only one out of 12 wills 

was found to have the same request. Both Muriel McClendon and Mathew Reynolds 

have discussed the changing religious affiliations of the Norwich hierarchy in the later 

sixteenth century as they moved toward a reformed protestantism.155  These wills show 

that the poor also reflect these changes.  

I have also used burial records to determine family ties. As discussed earlier, of 

a total of 192 burials that were found for individuals in the census, 81 percent were 

buried in the same parish they were living in at the time of the census. The time period 

of these burials ranges from 1571 to 1610. Although 22 percent of these burials were 

during the plague year of 1579, the figures suggest that a large number of families 

remained in the same parish for at least ten years after the census. 

Dates No of wills Request to be Buried in Parish 
Churchyard 

1540-1570 13 13 

1571-1600 26 22 

1601-1630 12 1 

Table 4-7 Burial requests extracted from Will preambles 

Both prior to and after the census of 1570, parishes provided poor relief to their 

parishioners. The authorities used the administration of the wards of the city to deliver 

alms to those in need and this included not just money but bundles of wood in the 

winter months, clothes where necessary and the payment for care of the sick.156 The 

Mayor’s Book of the Poore contains detailed records of poor relief for almost ten years 

after the census for the Norwich parishes. This shows certain individuals were receiving 

relief, in some cases continually and in others intermittently. There was probably an 

advantage to remain in the parish where one was known, where a relationship could be 

cultivated with the deacons and churchwardens. If the individual pauper’s 

circumstances were known, then it may have been easier to obtain relief when it was 

needed. If there was work available within the parish, and indeed the church, then the 

wardens could offer employment to the poor of the parish. This was the case in St Peter 

                                                
155 McClendon, Quiet Reformation, and Matthew Reynolds, Godly Reformers and their Opponents in 
Early Modern England: Religion in Norwich c. 1560-1643, Woodbridge, Boydell Press, 2005. 
156 NRO NCR Maintenance of poor records Case 20c1 1570-1579. 
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Mancroft church where Mother Dobbs was employed by the churchwardens from 1580 

to 1586 to “scour the lecternes”.157 She was probably Margeri Dobbes, the 48-year-old 

wife of John Dobbes, who at the time of the census was an unemployed sawer suffering 

from “bruston”, which probably describes a hernia.158 Few of the churchwardens’ 

accounts have survived from Norwich for the last half of the sixteenth century and those 

that do are not comprehensive. This is unfortunate as those that do survive provide a 

good account of the time spent by individuals of the census in their parishes. The 

accounts from St Stephen’s parish cover the periods from 1567-69 and 1587-80. The 

receipts from the earlier years show several individuals from the census receiving relief, 

including John Petingale, Roger Stevenson, Michael Mast, John Tofte, Richard Gugle, 

Robert Stutter, Edmund Tod and Alex Fulbourne.159 All were living in St Stephens at 

the time of the census. In addition, the churchwardens’ accounts from the adjacent 

parish of St Peter Mancroft show that Alex Fulbourne was paid to clean the churchyard 

during the years 1583 to 1588.160 By 1587 John Petingale and John Toftes were the only 

ones still listed in receipt of relief, showing that at this time they were still living in the 

parish and still poor enough to receive assistance. However, in addition there were now 

other persons from the census also receiving relief who were not evident in the earlier 

receipts but were still living in that parish or ward such, as the butcher John Hubbard 

and Thomas, the son of John Petingale.161 Along with the Norwich poor relief book, this 

indicates that the poor of Norwich did not often move between parishes in the city, but 

stayed within the area and among people, including those in authority, who were known 

to them. They were secure in the knowledge that the deacons knew their circumstances 

well enough to provide them with assistance in times of need.  

Looking further at case studies of families in the census, using combined 

nominal records does produce evidence of attachment to particular areas of the town.  

John Force of 28 yers, worsted wever but use lace wevyng, & Elizabeth, 
his wyfe, of that age, that fyll pyps & weave lace; & a child of a yere olde, 
& was borne here. [hable]No allms. Indeferent.162 
John Force, his wife and son Robert lived in St George Colegate parish in 

Christopher Austen’s house at the time of the census. They were the only occupants and 

were not receiving alms. Both John and Elizabeth were employed at lace weaving and 

                                                
157 NRO NCR PD 26/71 St Peter Mancroft, Churchwarden’s Accounts, 1580-1586. 
158 Pound, Census, p. 47. 
159 NRO NCR PD 484/118 St Stephen’s, Churchwarden’s Accounts, 1567-1569 and 1587-1589. 
160 NRO NCR PD 26/71 St Peter Mancroft, Churchwarden’s Accounts, 1583-1588. 
161 NRO NCR PD 484/118 St Stephen’s, Churchwarden’s Accounts, 1587. 
162 Pound, Census, p. 81. 
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the enumerator specifically stated that John was a worstead weaver, “but use lace 

weaving”.163 Like a number of weavers, changing fortunes in the Norwich textile 

industry meant a change in work pattern for him to ensure employment. His 

apprenticeship indenture states he was the son of Robert Force of Norwich, worstead 

weaver, and was apprenticed to Robert Dyngell for seven years in 1556. 164 John’s 

father Robert had been apprenticed to John Wattes of Norwich, a worstead weaver for 

seven years in 1535 but I have not found a record of his freedom.165 Robert and his wife 

Elizabeth had at least four children including John, of whom the younger two were 

baptised at St George Colegate.166 In 1556 Elizabeth died and the following year Robert 

remarried to Cisselie Bernie and this marriage also took place in St George Colegate 

church.167  

On 28 September 1567, John Force married Elizabeth Barine in St George 

Colgate church.168 Their son Robert was baptised in 1569 in St George Colegate and in 

the year after the census they had a daughter Elizabeth baptised in the adjacent St Mary 

Coslany parish.169 John gained his freedom as a worstead weaver in 1570.170 

One of John’s brothers, Sylvester, appears to have lived a life quite in contrast to 

John. The brothers both lived in St George Colegate parish, as had their father and it is 

therefore probable that they socialised with each other or at least each knew what the 

other was doing. Sylvester was apprenticed to Rycharde Cock of Norwich, worstead 

weaver, just before John in 1555/6 for seven years and he gained his freedom in the 

same year as John, in 1570. Like his brother John, the apprentice indenture stated he 

was the son of Robert of Norwich, worstead weaver.171 As 1570 was the year of the 

census, and John was recorded in that document, it seems likely that Sylvester may have 

                                                
163 Pound, Census, p. 81. 
164 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 223.  
165 Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich Apprentices, p. 66. 
166 NRO, NPR, PD 7 Baptism records 1542-1555 from St George Colegate church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
167 NRO, NPR, PD 7 Marriage record 19 June 1559 from St George Colegate church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
168 NRO, NPR, PD 7 Marriage record 28 September 1567 from St George Colegate church consulted on 
the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
169 NRO, NPR, PD 7 Baptism record 19 November 1569 from St George Colegate church and NRO, 
NPR, PD 1 Baptism record 23 January 1571 from St Mary Coslany church consulted on the International 
Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
170 Millican Register of the Freemen, p. 155. 
171 Miilican, Register of the Freemen, pp. 155 and 223. 
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assisted John to take his freedom as John’s entry is recorded just seven months after the 

entry for Sylvester.172 

I have not found a marriage for Sylvester, but believe his wife was called 

Elizabeth as that is stated in his will and that document suggests she is the mother of his 

surviving children.173 At least seven children were baptised at St George Colegate to 

Sylvester but only two were still living at the time of his death in 1599. He appears to 

have been economically much better off than was John. The 1568 Landgable tax 

assessment records that Sylvester paid 12d tax on his tenement in St George Colegate, 

which was just prior to 1570 when his brother John was recorded as part of the census 

of the poor.174 Sylvester’s will of 1599 left a substantial inheritance to his wife and 

surviving son and daughter.175 No extended family was mentioned in the will, probably 

because John had died soon after the census in 1572, the same year as his infant 

daughter Elizabeth and both were buried in St George Colegate. 176 John’s son Robert 

had also died prior to the death of Sylvester.177 The Force family connections can be 

seen in Appendix 2.14. 

This family case study is typical of other families in the census. It shows that 

they had lived within the parish of St George Colegate for at least 50 years and like 

other families in the census were born and married, and worked and died within a small 

geographical urban area. The example of the Force family shows that young men of 

Norwich did not necessarily travel far afield to undertake apprenticeship or service as so 

many others did, but remained in a small particular area all their lives.  

The aldermen too show their affinity for particular parishes. The Suckling 

family came to have a connection with St Andrew’s parish, when Robert Suckling 

purchased a large property in the parish situated near the church.178 However, Robert’s 

will doesn’t mention this parish, or indeed any specific church at all. He left the house 

to his son John, who although he lived much of his time in London did remain 

connected to the parish and later erected an alabaster monument to his parents and 

                                                
172 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 155. 
173 NRO NCC Will register 96 Force. 
174 Rodgers and Wallace, Norwich Landgable Assessment, p. 119. 
175 NRO NCC Will register 96 Force. 
176 NRO, NPR, PD 7 Burial record 9 August 1572 and 3 October 1572 from St George Colegate church 
consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
177 Both John and Sylvester and their wives (both called Elizabeth) had sons they called Robert. One of 
these died in 1579 the other in 1591 but it is difficult to know which was which. NRO, NPR, PD 7 Burial 
record 24 September 1579 and 6 November 1591 from St George Colegate church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
178 F. R. Beecheno, ‘The Suckling’s House at Norwich’, Norfolk Archaeology Vol. XX, 1921, p. 158. 
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another in 1613 when his first wife died.179 The Aldrich family was attached for some 

years to St Clement’s parish. The patriarch Thomas had acquired property next to the 

church of St Clement’s, which his son John made his “heade place”.180 His son John 

also owned two other properties in the ward and was renting these to families in the 

census.181 John’s will leaves 20 shillings for the poor of St Clement’s to buy wood and 

coal in the winter and 40 shillings toward the reparation of the church.182 Another 

clause in the will leaves five shillings to “a learned minister” to preach at his funeral. 

Reynolds has noted that St Clement’s was “an early well-spring of reformed teaching” 

and other aldermen families are prominent in its parish register.183 

Whether high or low status, families in sixteenth-century Norwich were attached 

to their parishes although they interacted with them in different ways. The aldermen 

used their parish to proclaim and enforce their status by way of monuments and 

charitable gifts. The poor looked to the parish as a place of benevolence in times of 

need and laid claim to burial in their parish churchyard on their death. 

 Conclusion 
The poor of early modern England have long been regarded as highly mobile by 

researchers. For this reason, longitudinal studies of the poor such as this thesis are 

considered difficult and frustrating. This chapter has taken a detailed look at migration 

and mobility in sixteenth-century England, focusing on a specific group of poor families 

in a specific urban area. My research shows that migration within the poor population of 

sixteenth-century Norwich reflects the general pattern of local migration seen in 

communities throughout Britain at this time. The study reveals that there was not a great 

deal of mobility geographically both within and to Norwich amongst the poor 

population. Once a family settled in a parish, they stayed there, sometimes for 

generations. In total 54.3 percent of the men over the age of 16 had moved to Norwich 

but the majority came from within Norfolk, not moving great distances which supports 

previous migration studies in early modern England. The figures for the women are 

quite different, but the large number whose origin was not known hampered the analysis 

of their origins. In contrast, the families of the merchant class of Norwich were far more 

mobile. Although each of the aldermen’s families had begun with a migrant patriarch, 
                                                
179 NRO, NPR, PD 165 Burial record 29 October 1613 from St Andrew’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
180 TNA PROB 11/64, fo. 207v, will John Aldrich 1582. 
181 Pound, Census, Appendix VIII. 
182 TNA PROB 11/64, fo. 207v, will John Aldrich 1582. 
183 Reynolds, Godly Reformers, p. 45. 
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later generations, while still having extensive ties to Norwich, are shown to have moved 

out to country Norfolk and some descendants to as far as London and even overseas.  

The effect of poverty on social mobility was considerable for the poor 

population. The number of tradesmen in the census, working or unemployed show that 

those who had migrated to Norwich were in the main betterment migrants, but had been 

unable to sustain themselves and their families. Although some families survived 

through the poverty of the census and the plague of 1579, only a few managed to creep 

up the social ladder without either assistance from family or good fortune. The majority 

were trapped in poverty across generations. The exception was the case of Salathiell 

Kindersley who was fortunate enough to attend Cambridge and receive a living in the 

parish of Sculthorpe.  

As the largest city apart from London and because it was a flourishing centre for 

the textile trades, Norwich was an obvious destination for sons of husbandmen and 

yeomen throughout Norfolk and beyond.184 It was the pull factor of social mobility that 

drew so many apprentices to provincial cities such as Norwich in the sixteenth century. 

However, examining the poor families and individuals of sixteenth-century Norwich in 

detail has provided an understanding of how social and economic conditions affected 

their mobility. The individuals recorded in the census were not a mobile community. 

They had settled, and were often born within, the various parishes of Norwich and were 

making shift as best they could. This chapter has identified that the people of sixteenth-

century Norwich had a strong affinity with their parish. The parish registers show how a 

number of families continued to marry and have children and were then were buried in 

the same parish over time. This points to a strong attachment to a particular 

neighbourhood. 

The evidence shows that they were not the undeserving poor, or the vagrants 

described in the rhetoric of the authorities, which suggests that there was another group 

of poor, who were not included in the census. The census taker(s) carefully noted each 

household head’s length of stay in Norwich that suggests that this was a factor to justify 

their entitlement to be part of the deserving poor community of Norwich. Although over 

time a number of individuals had gone to Norwich for betterment opportunities, the 

census families before and after the census were not highly mobile. This research has 

shown a far more stable community existed in sixteenth-century Norwich. The effect of 

this stability on their kinship links and networks is explored in the next chapter. 
                                                
184 Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, p. 46-48. 
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Chapter 5 - Making connections: networks and 
relationships among the poor  

The previous chapter reflected on the identity of the poor in Norwich, by 

examining the influence of migration and mobility on their experience. It revealed how 

the settled nature of this poor cohort created a base on which to build personal ties and 

affiliations within the families. In this chapter I explore this further and consider how 

the nature and characteristics of kinship links and networks among the poor inhabitants 

of sixteenth-century Norwich contributed to their social experiences and relationships. 

Previous studies have mainly been centred on the seventeenth century and later and 

explored parishes and occupational groups or dynastic families rather than lower socio-

economic groups.1 My approach will bring into play a consideration of the role kinship 

played in the social relations of the sixteenth-century urban poor. 

Whether poor families were receiving assistance from family and kin is not 

always easy to ascertain but is important in light of provisioning for the poor and their 

survival expedients. Is there evidence for the presence of support and interaction 

between census individuals and their kin and in what ways was this important? Did 

poverty affect the strength of kin ties? In addition to addressing these questions, I will 

also assess whether their shared experience of poverty created a sense of community 

among them or whether they were a fragmented and excluded part of the Norwich 

population. Community may be defined by characteristics, or parameters, of inclusion 

and exclusion. The aldermen were part of an elite community with rules of entry and 

engagement. The Strangers were a community excluded from the general population of 

Norwich by special rules and language. Did the authorities of sixteenth-century 

Norwich construct their urban poor as a community by rhetoric, defined initially by the 

census and then after the census by the poor relief books in each parish? Therefore, if 

so, as a group, were the poor of Norwich bound with the authorities, who in some cases 

were their main source of support, as well as with each other as family, friend or 

neighbour? 

                                                
1 Keith Wrightson and David Levine, Poverty and Piety in an English Village: Terling, 1525-1700, New 
York, Academic Press, 1979; Richard M. Smith, ed, Land, Kinship and Life cycle, Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, 1984; Mary Prior, Fisher Row: fishermen, bargemen and canal boatmen in 
Oxford, 1500-1900, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1982; Alan Macfarlane, The Family Life of Ralph Josselin, 
a seventeenth-century clergyman: an essay in historical anthropology, Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 1970; Charles Phythian Adams, ed, Societies, Cultures and Kinship, 1580-1850: Cultural 
Provinces and English Local History, London and New York, Leicester University Press, 1996; Miranda 
Chaytor, ‘Household and Kinship: Ryton in the late 16th and early 17th centuries’, History Workshop 
Journal, 10 (1980: Autumn), pp. 25-60. 
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Norwich in the late sixteenth century was the second largest city in England. Its 

inhabitants, rich and poor, lived in an environment of what Charles Phythian Adams has 

described as social localities, a “hierarchy of societies” consisting of family, parish, 

neighbourhood, guild and authorities.2 These groups interacted by a network of bonds 

and connections between people, in contexts including family and kinship; landlord and 

tenant; neighbour and neighbour relations; employer and employee and aldermen and 

poor.  Is it possible to define and analyse how these social and political bonds and 

networks affected the life experience of the Norwich poor? 

This chapter will consider community as a concept and evaluate the familial, 

occupational, and social links between families listed in the census and their ancestors 

and descendants. I will compare the evidence with my similar evaluation of higher 

status aldermen from sixteenth-century Norwich to contrast the experience of 

researching the poor with that of a wealthier cohort. 

 A sense of community 
Community and network studies allow historians to investigate the background 

and the development of social change over time. They assist in understanding the 

transition to urbanisation and industrialisation, from the pre-modern to the modern 

world.3 How to define the term “community” has caused much debate in the literature.4 

Most of the discussion shows the difficulty of translating community into a particular 

entity.  Bernard Deacon and Moira Donald ask us to note the warning by Annabel Dicks 

that there has been a tendency to place “community” within a boundary “where 

homogeneity is the norm”, but in reality communities overlap and people live and 

interact in more than one community at the same time.5 Historians have been attempting 

to counteract the view of community as homogenous, and challenging the ambiguous 

meaning of community as seen in the collection of essays edited by Alexandra Shepard 

                                                
2 Phythian Adams, ‘Introduction’, in Phythian Adams Societies, Cultures and Kinship, p. 4; Mary Carter 
‘Town or Urban Society? St Ives in Huntingdonshire, 1630-1740’, in Phythian Adams Societies, Cultures 
and Kinship, p. 78. 
3 Barry Wellman and Charles Wetherall, ‘Social Network Analysis of Historical Communities: Some 
Questions from the Present for the Past,’ The History of the Family, 1/1, 1996, p. 101. 
4 Dennis Mills, ‘Defining Community: A Critical Review of ‘Community’ in Family and Community 
History’, Family and Community History, 7/1, 2004, pp. 5-11; Bernard Deacon and Moira Donald, ‘In 
Search of Community History’, Family and Community History 7/1, 2004, pp. 13-18; see also Phil 
Withington and Alexandra Shepard ‘Introduction: communities in early modern England’, in Alexandra 
Shepard and Phil Withington, eds, Communities in early modern England, Manchester, Manchester 
University Press, 2000, p. 1-15. 
5 Bella Dicks, ‘The view of our town from the hill: Communities on display as local heritage’, 
International Journal of Cultural Studies, 2/3, 1999, pp. 349-368: Mills, ‘Defining Community’, p. 7; 
Deacon and Donald, ‘In Search of Community History’, pp. 17,14. 
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and Phil Withington.6 The essays in their book Communities in Early Modern England 

show the ways in which community is defined in many guises, through rhetoric, 

institutions, as well as geographical location.7 Cathy Shrank explores the way in which 

humanist authors of the mid-sixteenth century used rhetoric to promote a national 

identity in mid-Tudor England.8 It was an attempt to “gather potentially disparate 

groups into one cohesive national community” seen as a way to combat the “debate and 

stryfe” the English had with the Welsh, the Irish and probably the Scots by unifying 

their language.9 In contrast, the Norwich authorities delayed cohesion of the Stranger 

community with the English by special orders that set them apart from the English 

community.  

Steve Hindle discusses the “sense of place” in rural parishes where the parish 

community had “margins and boundaries” and the processes of inclusion and exclusion 

which structured and defined community.10 For an individual their status was defined 

by being part of a community. Concepts such as margins and boundaries are also used 

by Paul Griffiths in his chapter dealing with criminal communities in London.11 

Authorities set boundaries to marginalise transgressors, the most obvious being parish 

boundaries, where parish officials could determine their own transgressors and remove 

those without the right to reside in the parish. According to Charles Wetherell, it is the 

“overlapping networks and the position of individuals in them that governs the nature of 

communities.”12  

The poor of sixteenth-century Norwich, as seen in the 1570 census, were mainly 

residents of the town but it is difficult to conceptualise them as a community or to know 

whether they identified themselves as a community. If the Norwich poor were a 

community, then it was one defined by the rhetoric of the authorities, their economic 

circumstance as judged by the authorities and their settled nature. The authorities of 

sixteenth-century Norwich constructed their urban poor as a community, defined 

initially by the census and after the census by the poor relief books in each parish. As 
                                                
6 Shepard and Withington, Communities in early modern England, 2000, discussion p. 1-15. 
7 Deacon and Donald, ‘In Search of Community History’, 2004, p. 17. 
8 Cathy Shrank, ‘Rhetorical constructions of a national community: the role of the King’s English in mid-
Tudor writing’, in Shepard and Withington, Communities in early modern England, p. 180 
9 Shrank, ‘Rhetorical constructions’, p. 181.  
10 Steve Hindle, ‘A sense of place? Becoming and belonging in the rural parish, 1550-1650’, in Shepard 
and Withington, Communities in early modern England, p. 97. 
11 Paul Griffiths, ‘Overlapping circles:imagining criminal communities in London, 1545-1645’, in 
Shepard and Withington, Communities in early modern England, pp. 115-133. 
12 Charles Wetherell, ‘Network Analysis Comes of Age’, review of Barry Wellman and S. D. Berkowitz, 
Social Structure: A Network Approach, New York, Cambridge University Press, 1988, in Journal of 
Interdisciplinary History, 19/4, 1989, p. 646. 
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we saw in Chapter Two, the Orders for the Poore in 1571 suggested that 2300 people, 

which approximates to the number of persons in the census, were considered to be a 

delinquent community. However the rhetoric of the authorities does not fit the actuality 

when reading through the census pages. 

Only nine individuals were actually listed as beggars in the census. There were 

only 146 unemployed, consisting of 20 women and 126 men of whom 72 in total were 

aged 50 and over. The rest of the census population was working at some form of work 

with the exception of very young children. The Norwich authorities as an expression of 

power framed the poor as a community in a rhetorical way, by defining them in terms of 

poverty, vagrancy and delinquency.13 The reality was different. Although the people of 

the census could be said to have constituted a defined group with a common 

characteristic, that of poverty, whether they considered that they belonged to this “poor 

community” is unclear. Poor individuals were also part of other communities, or 

networks, within the town, all of which were constructed by inclusion or exclusion with 

overlapping boundaries and shifting margins. Is it possible to define and analyse their 

social and political bonds and networks?  

The identities and practices of those within this group defined them as part of 

other communities, which is seen clearly in the men of the census. Those men who had 

a trade and were freemen can be considered to be part of an occupational community 

where each trade knew both its freemen, and those who were not yet freemen. The 

Mayor’s court held regular sessions in which the various trades dealt with members of 

their guild who had transgressed. This often included reports of faulty workmanship, or 

using apprentices contrary to the order of the wardens of that occupation. Freeman from 

within the particular trade were appointed to supervise these sessions and given the 

authority to decide whether an individual had cause to answer.  

On the 28 October 1572, Bartholomew Bell, a mason, who along with Thomas 

Jakes and Christopher Stalham, two other masons, was to check a piece of work by 

another mason, John Gurney and declared it “bylding no other way but as right he ought 

to.”14 A number of freemen in the census had dealings with these sessions, either as 

supervisors or as transgressors thus showing that they could see themselves and were 

seen as part of their particular occupational community.  

                                                
13 Shepard and Withington, ‘Introduction’, in Communities in early modern England, pp. 8-9. 
14 Bartholomew Bell was one of the census poor, see Pound, Census, p. 45; NRO NCR Case 16a Mayor’s 
court, 28 October 1572, unpaginated, accessed from LDS FHLC film 1911900. 
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Seventy-eight percent of the poor in the census whose origins were known had 

lived in Norwich for five years or more.15 The greatest concentrations of poor were 

found in the ward of Ultra Aquam, consisting of the parishes north of the river 

Wensum. Some areas contained higher numbers of the poor of particular trades. South 

of the river in Conesford Ward, Ber Street had a number of butchers due to its 

proximity to the cattle market and was the only street where the slaughtering of animals 

was allowed.16 Many of the lace weavers among the census population were found in 

the adjacent parishes of St Augustine and St Martin at Oak north of the river. Other 

parishes in that area contain a majority of worstead weavers. Apart from that, the 

information noted by the census taker(s) gives no indication of particular groupings, 

networks or communities, although there is evidence of spinster clustering, which will 

be discussed further in Chapter Six.17  

However, there was one group that was very much a community within 

Norwich. This was the community of the Strangers, the Dutch and Walloon immigrants 

who had been granted licence to reside in Norwich by Queen Elizabeth in 1565.18  The 

Strangers were not included in the census but were a community defined both by their 

language and practices but with overlapping geographical boundaries with all Norwich 

inhabitants. According to Peter Clark, the large number of migrants moving into cities 

and towns in early modern England was also responsible for a degree of social 

instability and this led to a “decay of urban identity and the erosion of community 

consciousness.” 19 If Clark’s claim is correct, then did the influx of migrants in the form 

of Strangers to Norwich have an impact on the lives of the city community? Just 

looking at comments in the Mayor’s court over the decades from 1560-1580 does show 

an increase of offences such as vagrancy and theft during the middle of that period.20 

However, overall this still does not add up to the number that might be expected from 

the rhetoric coming from the Norwich authorities over this time, which was focused on 

the poor, not the Strangers. The number of Strangers appearing in the Court was 

                                                
15 John F. Pound, The Norwich Census of the Poor 1570, Norfolk Record Society, 1971, p. 12. 
16 John Kirkpatrick, edited by W. Hudson, The Streets and Lanes of the City of Norwich, Norwich, 
Norfolk and Norwich Archaeological Society, 1889, p. 10. 
17 Olwen Hufton ‘Women without Men: Widows and Spinsters in Britain and France in the Eighteenth-
Century’, Journal of Family History 9, 1984, p. 179. 
18 W. J. C. Moens, The Walloons and Their Church at Norwich 1565-1832, Lymington, R. E. & C. T. 
King for the Huguenot Society of London, 1888, (Part 1), p. 18.  
19 Peter Clark, ‘The migrant in Kentish Towns 1580-1640’, in Peter Clark and Paul Slack, Crisis and 
Order in English Towns, 1500-1700: essays in urban history, London, Routledge and K. Paul, 1972, p. 
153. 
20 Muriel McClendon, The Quiet Reformation: Magistrates and the Emergence of Protestantism in Tudor 
Norwich, Stanford, Stanford University Press, 1999, Appendix Six.  
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minimal. The indications are that they were recognised as a distinct community, who 

were living in particular areas, attending their own churches and looking after their own 

community including their poor. This in large part was due to restrictions placed upon 

them by the Norwich authorities, especially during the mayoralty of Thomas Whalle in 

1567.21 Whalle’s dislike and campaign against the Strangers may have helped to 

produce and define a sense of an English community within Norwich. The large 

numbers of non-English speaking migrants created tensions within the city in some 

quarters but by fashioning a sense of order among the populace, Strangers and poor 

alike, the authorities could be assured that everyone knew their place.  

The majority of the Strangers had congregated in the industrial parishes north of 

the river and south of the river in West Wymer and St Giles’s wards.22 These areas were 

not geographically separate from the English community but were the parishes that 

contained the largest percentage of the city’s poor.   I have found no evidence of 

restrictions on marriage between the Strangers and the English but likewise no evidence 

of the extent of inter-marriage between them. By necessity their work communities 

interacted with those of the English residents although, by the time of the census, there 

were increasing disputes between Stranger and English artisans.24 This resulted in a 

detailed Book of Orders for the Strangers, which contained a number of regulations for 

both the artisans and the Stranger community and served as a form of exclusion from 

the English community.25 The tanner Robert Cotton was introduced at the beginning of 

this thesis. His brother John, a bookbinder, was also listed in the census and his 

experience demonstrates both connection between these two communities, and the 

personal effect of the Orders. The census entry states that John Cotton was aged 30 

years and was working with Leonard Delyson as a bookbinder.26 John’s wife Alice, 

aged 26, was also working at knitting capes and they had “dwelt ever” in Norwich.27 

John had been apprenticed to Leonard Delyson, a stationer in 1553/4 for eight years.28 

In 1550 Delyson was noted in the freeman register as an alien “Ducheman” and likely 
                                                
21 See Chap 2. 
22 John Pound, Tudor and Stuart Norwich, Sussex, Phillimore and Co. Ltd, 1988, pp. 125-6. 
24 Christine M. Vane, ‘The Walloon Community in Norwich: the first hundred years’, Proceedings of the 
Huguenot Society of London, 24/2, 1984, p. 130. 
25 Moens, The Walloons and Their Church, pp. 28-31; D. L. Rickwood, ‘The Norwich Strangers 1563-
1643: a problem of control’, Proceedings of the Huguenot Society of London, Vol 24/2, 1984, p. 127. 
26 Pound, Census, p. 34. 
27 Pound, Census, p. 34. 
28 Winifred M. Rising and Percy Millican, eds, An Index of Indentures of Norwich Apprentices enrolled 
with the Norwich Assembly Henry VII-George II, Norwich, Norfolk Record Society Vol. XXIX, 1959. p. 
44. 
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gained his freedom by purchase.29 The trade of bookbinding was not listed in 

L’Estrange and Delyson was the first bookbinder mentioned as a freeman in Millican.30 

There was no other freeman bookbinder until 1611/12, which would suggest that 

Delyson had a monopoly, and along with John Cotton should perhaps have been making 

a reasonable living in Norwich at this time.31  

By the time of the census John had been working with Leonard for nearly 

seventeen years and would likely to have been living with Leonard and his family for at 

least the eight years of his apprenticeship. In 1565 John married Alice Baxter.32 Their 

first child was a daughter who was baptised Ursula. Delyson’s wife was called Ursula, 

which was not a common name in Norwich at this time, so it is possible that Ursula 

Delyson was a godparent to John’s daughter. This spiritual kin relationship may have 

been reciprocated as one of Leonard’s sons was called John, possibly named after his 

apprentice.33 This indicates that the relationship between John and Leonard may have 

become more than just a work relationship and that the English and Stranger 

communities were integrating at the least by occupational links and possibly by spiritual 

links.  

A short time prior to the census, Leonard’s fortunes began to go awry. In 1567 

the then mayor in Norwich, Thomas Whalle, began a campaign to remove the Strangers. 

Rules were made that no one could lodge a Stranger for more than one night and that 

the Strangers could not walk in the streets after St Peter Mancroft’s bell had sounded.34 

By 1569 though no longer mayor, Whalle was still trying to promote ill feeling toward 

the Stranger community. He reported to the Privy Council that there were continual 

disputes between the Strangers and the townspeople and the council then prohibited any 

more Strangers settling there.35 The Mayor’s court noted that in April of 1569, Leonard 

Delyson was committed to prison for harbouring a Stranger in his house, then later that 

                                                
29 Percy Millican, ed, The Register of the Freemen of Norwich 1548-1713: a transcript, with an 
introduction, an appendix to those freemen whose apprenticeship indentures are enrolled in the city 
records, and indexes of names and places, Norwich, Jarrold and Sons Ltd, 1934, p. 19. 
30 John L’Estrange, edited by Walter Rye, Calendar of the Freemen of Norwich from 1317 to 1603, 
London, Elliot Stock, 1888. 
31 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 19. 
32 NRO, NPR, PD 26, Marriage record 25 November 1565 from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on 
the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
33 Noted in Leonard Delyson’s will in NRO NCC Will Register Brygge, 1571, 201. 
34 Walter Rye, A Popular History of Norfolk, London, Elliot Stock, 1887, p. 76.  
35 Rye, Popular History of Norfolk, p. 76. 
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same year his wife Ursula died.36 By 1571 Leonard had also died and his will shows 

that he had not been well off financially, being “indebted to sondrie psons”.37 His will is 

a poignant plea for his creditors to “deale favourablie” with his “poore fatherless 

children” and for two of his good friends to “remeyne frindly” to them.38 This would 

have left Leonard’s employee, John Cotton, in dire straits and could explain his 

appearance in the census. John himself died in 1573. Although John and Leonard 

seemed to have a good relationship, there was no mention of John in Leonard’s will, 

perhaps because he was aware that John himself was too poor to be burdened with 

Leonard’s children. Leonard Delyson’s imprisonment for harbouring a Stranger shows 

evidence of strong links among the community of Strangers. At the very least it 

suggests that he retained links to his place of origin, or had perhaps a moral and social 

obligation to another Stranger family. However, the friends that Leonard had asked to 

take care of his children do not appear to have been a part of the Stranger community 

which suggests that in the twenty years since his admission to the freedom of Norwich, 

Leonard had managed to integrate and forge links with the indigenous community. 

There is little evidence of a sense of community among the poor of the census. 

They were not a self-defined community but one constructed by the authorities to fit 

their own agenda. The poor did however have strong networks both occupational and by 

marriage and this will be discussed further below. To that effect, networks would 

appear to be more important and less homogenous than the term ‘community’ in 

creating a sense of social identity among the poor.  

 Kinship and Networks: concepts of identity and connection 
In 1972, Peter Laslett produced his nuclear family theory, suggesting that 

household structure in early modern England consisted of husband, wife, children and 

occasionally servants.39 He argued that this simple structure lacked extended family and 

kinship support which led to “nuclear-hardship” in times of need.40 Without help from 

                                                
36 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a/8, fo. 692v and NRO, NPR, PD 26, Burial record 7 February 
1569 St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at 
www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
37 NRO NCC Will register Brygge, 201. 
38 NRO NCC Will register Brygge, 201. 
39 Peter Laslett, ‘Mean household size in England since the sixteenth century’, in P. Laslett and R. Wall, 
eds, Household and Family in Past Time, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1972, pp. 125-158. 
40 P. Laslett, ‘Family, Kinship and Collectivity as Systems of Support in Pre-Industrial Europe: A 
Consideration of the “Nuclear-hardship” Hypothesis’, Continuity and Change, 3, 1988, pp. 153-175; 
Sheila Cooper, ‘Kinship and Welfare in early modern England: sometimes charity begins at home’, in 
Ann Borsay and Peter Shapely, eds, Medicine, Charity and Mutual Aid: The Consumption of Health and 
Welfare in Britain, c. 1550-1950, Farnham, Ashgate Publishing Ltd, 2007, p. 56; See also discussion of 
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kin, the nuclear household would have to rely on aid from friends, neighbours or 

institutions.41 Laslett’s theory was part of the revisionist approach to kinship studies, 

which emphasised the weakening of kinship ties beyond the nuclear family.42 This 

theory supported findings by Alan Macfarlane in his study of the diary of Ralph 

Josselin, the vicar of Earls Colne in Essex during the seventeenth century.43 Using the 

eyes of both historian and anthropologist, he found that entries in the diary showed that 

Josselin had infrequent contact with kin, and suggested that Josselin relied more on 

friends and neighbours than his extended family.44 This sense of diminishing blood ties 

was reinforced by Keith Wrightson and David Levine, who made a similar conclusion 

in their 1979 study of Terling, another Essex parish. They found that because of the 

nuclear household structure, kinship ties were not an important part of daily life in early 

modern England.45 Wrightson and Levine relied heavily on wills to provide their 

evidence of kinship ties, suggesting that neighbourliness, not kinship, was the most 

important bond in social relations.46 They argued that the inhabitants of Terling shared a 

“distinct identity” as a “village community”, where they had far greater ties with that 

community than with their kin outside of the parish boundary.47  

Miranda Chaytor has questioned the theory that early modern kinship ties were 

shallow, in a study that showed strong kinship networks in Ryton, county Durham in the 

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.48 She argued that while Wrightson and Levine 

produced quantitative kinship densities, they did not explore the qualitative connections 

between family and kin.49 When her study was first published, Chaytor was heavily 

criticised due to the small sample of families she used, only four in a parish population 

                                                                                                                                          
nuclear hardship as applied to widows in James E. Smith, ‘Widowhood and Ageing’, Ageing and Society, 
4/4, 1984, pp. 429-449. 
41 Tindara Addabo, Marie-Pierre Arrizabalaga, Cristina Borderias and Alastair Owens, eds, Gender 
Inequalities, Households and the Production of Well-Being in Early Modern Europe, Ashgate E-Book, 
2010, p. 47. 
42 Revisionist theory followed on from the ‘master narrative’ see discussion in Naomi Tadmor, ‘Early 
Modern English Kinship in the Long Run: reflections on continuity and change’, Continuity and Change, 
25/1, 2010, pp. 17-20.  
43 Macfarlane, The Family Life of Ralph Josselin. 
44 See review of Macfarlane, Family Life of Ralph Josselin by Paul Slack, Man, New Series, 6/2, June 
1971, p. 321. 
45 Macfarlane Family Life of Ralph Josselin’ p. 149; Wrightson and Levine, Poverty and Piety, p. 85. See 
also Jeremy Boulton, Neighbourhood and Society. A London Suburb in the Seventeenth Century, New 
York, Cambridge University Press, 1987, pp. 260, 261, 290. 
46 Wrightson and Levine, Poverty and Piety, 1979, p. 109. 
47 Wrightson and Levine Poverty and Piety, 1979, p. 75. 
48 Chaytor, ‘Household and Kinship’. 
49 Chaytor, ‘Household and Kinship’, p. 28. 



Life experiences of the poor in sixteenth-century Norwich – a longitudinal study 

174 

of 337 households.50 More recently, in a later edition of their book, Wrightson and 

Levine answered some of their critics by stating that kinship had a greater role than they 

appreciated in their original study, while adhering to their initial findings.51 The 

conflicting views of Chaytor and Wrightson in some part led to a seminal article by 

David Cressy.52 He examined the value of qualitative sources in establishing kinship 

connections, especially where consanguineal and affinal ties become indistinct.53 For 

instance, relatives by marriage are often referred to as “cousin” in documents. Cressy 

concluded that kinship networks were an important part of family interaction in early 

modern England although largely informal and used only when needed.54 He further 

discussed how the usually quantitative evidence from wills contradicts the qualitative 

evidence provided by letters and diaries. In other words, how kinship connections are 

measured depends on the source materials examined as these may be produced at 

different times and within different contexts during a life span.  

More recently, other studies have supported the idea that kinship was much 

denser than the revisionist views of Laslett, Macfarlane and Wrightson and Levine.55 

Central to this is defining kin, as kinship relations can cross biological boundaries as 

seen in affective ties between individuals with no blood relationship. Sheila Cooper has 

suggested that assistance from kin was more widespread than is evident in written 

documents, due to the private nature of such assistance and has added “friends” to her 

discussion of kin assistance, as the term was “routinely used as a synonym for kin”.56 

Naomi Tadmor has suggested that the nuclear family definition is too inflexible, as over 

time the household was constantly changing as relatives, servants and apprentices, 

boarders and lodgers move in and out.57 Therefore, to determine the extent and nature of 

kinship relations, the term “kinship” itself needs to be flexible and wide-ranging, and 

                                                
50 Keith Wrightson, Critique, ‘Household and kinship in sixteenth-century England, History Workshop 
Journal, 12/1, 1981, pp. 151- 158; Rab Houston and Richard Smith, Critique, ‘A new approach to family 
history?’ History Workshop Journal, 14/1, 1982, pp. 120-131. 
51 Wrightson and Levine ‘Terling Revisited’ in Poverty and Piety, 1996, p. 197. 
52 David Cressy, ‘Kinship and Kin Interaction in Early Modern England’, Past and Present, 113, Nov. 
1986, pp. 38-69. 
53 Cressy, ‘Kinship and Kin Interaction’, pp. 48-49 and p. 66. 
54 Cressy, Kinship and Kin Interaction’, p. 69. 
55 Evelyn Lord, ‘Communities of Common Interest: the Social Landscape of South-East Surrey, 1750-
1850, in Phythian-Adams, Societies, Cultures and Kinship, pp. 131-199; Prior, Fisher Row; Barry Reay, 
Microhistories: Demography, society and culture in rural England, 1800-1930, Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 1996. 
56 Cooper, ‘Kinship and Welfare in early modern England, p. 55 and footnote 1 same page. 
57 Tadmor, ‘Early Modern English Kinship’, p. 23.  For further discussion on diversity of 
interconnections between individuals, see Lynne Bowden, ‘Redefining Kinship: Exploring boundaries of 
Relatedness in Late Medieval New Romney’, Journal of Family History, 29, 2004, pp. 407-420. 
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identifiable beyond blood ties. As will be shown below, among the census poor, some 

long-standing friendships have shown much stronger ties than family relationships. 

It has been argued by Katherine Lynch that as kinship ties became weaker in 

early modern Europe, a sense of community became a replacement for those ties, 

particularly in towns and cities.58 This she sees, in part, as due to the demography of 

towns and cities, with their prevailing conditions of high migration and mobility. 

Moving to cities meant separation from extended family and therefore less support from 

kin in times of hardship. Therefore, communities of parish, guild and neighbours 

became more important in providing assistance when necessary.59  

It has been suggested that the major focus for the formation of community 

identity in early modern England could be seen as a geographical, administrative and 

social unit, which was usually the parish.60 For the poor, the connection of an individual 

to a parish was important in terms of poor relief. A deserving poor resident who was 

known to the church deacons had an improved chance of receiving poor relief compared 

to a recent arrival, as was seen in the previous chapter. Parishes had a long history of 

communal activity throughout the church year consisting of both religious observance, 

marked not only Sundays and festivals, but also civic formalities.61 The parish was the 

place around which life in the locality revolved and according to Michael Berlin, 

“institutions of the parish provided a basic means of defining communities, of 

formulating rules for the inclusion and exclusion of individuals and groups.”62 

However, in contrast, John Bossy shows that the parish has only a temporary 

community identity displayed at times of ritual or festivity.63 This is evidenced more so 

in urban communities where neighbourhood and networks played a larger role in 

establishing links and relationships among the poor.  

David Rollison sees networks as an important reason for the rise of the middle 

rank in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century England. He sees the “expansion of networks 
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in social and territorial space” as “a form of colonisation”, a colonisation of early 

modern society by the middle rank.64 The families of the citizens and freemen of 

Norwich, and their business dealings could not work without access to strong networks. 

Robin Pearson and David Richardson have argued that in pre-industrial societies, where 

communication was poor, the cost of information was high and that networking reduced 

this cost allowing access to more diverse resources.65 Social and business interaction 

was based on trust and regard, and the way to this was by building networks of family 

and friends. This building of regard was an important part of social relationships, often 

carried out by reciprocal transactions between business associates. Therefore if 

networks have been shown to play a part in the rise in standing of the middling sort in 

early modern England, can I show that they existed among the poor in urban areas like 

Norwich and if so, how did they manifest?   

Qualitative literature such as the Verney family letters and Samuel Pepys’s 

Diaries help to investigate their writers’ identities and reveal their association with kin 

and networks.66 The absence of such literature from poor communities in the sixteenth 

century does not preclude being able to gain an insight into the existence and function 

of kinship and networks in early modern Norwich, as is shown in this chapter. Although 

these families were classified as poor, a number of their family members were found to 

have left wills or probate inventories. This added information has been combined with 

other documents including parish records, apprenticeship and freeman records. 

Although these records reflect different life moments the prosopographical information 

produced both corroborates and extends the evidence for kinship and networks within 

the families. 

 Forging links and developing connections: networks of the 
Norwich elite 

Analysing the administrative structure of Norwich reveals that prosperous 

networks existed throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.  In order to work 

at a trade in Norwich, inhabitants had to become citizens by taking up the freedom of 

the city. All citizens were enfranchised to vote in yearly elections for common 
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councillors for each of the four main wards of the city and further to elect the sheriffs 

and aldermen, though not the mayor.67 Citizens were also eligible to become common 

councillors, although this was more dependent upon their wealth and assets.68 As John 

T. Evans notes, “it was not necessary for candidates to have family connections with the 

magistracy or belong to a prestigious trade in order to be elected sheriff or to the Court 

of Aldermen” and suggests that “personal wealth was the all important prerequisite for 

political recruitment.”69 A typical example of this is seen in the Suckling family. We 

saw in Chapter Two that Richard Suckling was the first of this family to be admitted as 

a freeman in Norwich in 1521.70 Richard then set his foot on the political ladder in 

1528, starting as a constable, moving on to be a councillor and in 1545 gained the 

position of sheriff.71 He finally became an alderman in 1548.72 Although his will of 

1551 shows he had substantial money and land to distribute to his family, he does not 

appear to have familial links with the magistracy at that time which suggests that it was 

his wealth rather than kinship ties that had assisted his rise to be alderman. Richard’s 

wealth may have initially given the family an all-important entry into the networks of 

trade and politics that controlled sixteenth-century Norwich. Once there, the family 

network was easily expanded as family members served further terms in various civic 

offices augmented by judicious marriages. Richard Suckling’s will of 1551 contains 

references to a large number of kin, friends and also Norwich city itself. The 

interconnections revealed when analysing the next generation of the Suckling family 

show the importance of family connections as Richard’s descendants married into other 

merchant families who were becoming part of civic authority in Norwich during the 

latter half of the sixteenth century. They indicate the presence of flourishing networks 

within the elite community of early modern Norwich, which is not unusual when 

looking among elite cohorts for kinship and networks in early modern England.73  

Richard’s sons, Robert Suckling and his brother John, began to involve 

themselves in the civic affairs of Norwich soon after their father became an alderman in 
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1548, and both held a number of official positions. Although Robert became a freeman 

mercer in 1548 and John a freeman baker in 1550, the two brothers were also 

musicians, first noted as being paid 12 d each for playing in celebrations in 1543-44.74 

Robert was admitted to the company of Musicians as part of the City Waits in 1553 

followed shortly after by his brother John.75 This must have increased the extent of their 

networks and also their personal exposure, not to mention 33s. 4d. in yearly wages and 

another 26s. 4d. for their livery.76 For Robert especially, who was also a councillor in 

Mancroft Ward, and surveyor of the Great Hospital his musicianship was a way to 

promote himself and the Suckling family.77 By 1559, Robert had become an alderman 

and once again his brother John followed suit in 1567.78 They both also attained highest 

office in the town, that of mayor, Robert in 1572 and again in 1582 and John in 1584.79 

Both Suckling brothers appear to have worked hard at establishing occupational 

connections to the civic elite of Norwich but at the same time were forging other 

networks through advantageous marriages.  

Indeed, for the elite of Norwich, marriage was a constant course of action that 

both initiated and confirmed kinship connections. Robert married Elizabeth Barwick, 

the daughter of Adam Barwick of East Bergholt in Suffolk, the marriage taking place 

prior to 1552 as they are mentioned in Adam’s will of that year.80 Adam was a cloth-

worker according to his will and although he lived some distance from Norwich, he had 

a connection to that town probably due to his occupation. His wife Joan was said to be 

“of Norwich” when she made her will in 1579.81 Robert and his wife Elizabeth had 

several children who married into other merchant families of Norwich as seen in 

Appendix 2.21. Robert and Elizabeth’s daughter Maud married Peter Glean in St 

Andrew’s in 1584.82 He was the son of Thomas Gleane, another freeman mercer who 

entered civic life at the same time as the two Suckling brothers. Thomas Gleane and his 

son Peter also became mayors of Norwich and Peter was knighted at Greenwich in 
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1624.83 Robert and Elizabeth Suckling’s daughter Anne married Edward Johnson in 

1573. He was an apprentice to her father and became a freeman mercer in 1566.84 By 

1583 Edward was an alderman and sheriff of Norwich.85 After the death of Edward, 

Anne remarried to Thomas Layer who had been mayor of Norwich in 1576.86 Robert 

Suckling also took the son of his sister Elizabeth as an apprentice, Richard Fryer, who 

also became a freeman mercer and another of his apprentices was connected to Blith 

Hearne, who married his brother John.87 As well, Robert’s son Edward was to become 

Dean of Norwich in 1614 and his son John became Comptroller of the Household for 

James 1.88 Two of Robert’s daughters married into the Hassall family of London. These 

marriages probably resulted from both the Hassall and Suckling families’ connections 

with the Merchant Adventurers of London and Norwich.89  

The density of kinship links among these higher status families is further 

illustrated by exploring the Aldrich family relationships. In Chapter Two we saw that 

John Aldrich, mayor at the time of the census, had married Elizabeth Sotherton, 

daughter of one of the richest families in Norwich. John’s father Thomas was the 

patriarch of the Aldrich family in Norwich. Thomas was a draper from Yarmouth who 

had settled in Norwich and gained his freedom there in 1486.90 By 1507, Thomas was 

active in the corporate life of Norwich. In that year, following a severe fire that raged 

through part of Norwich destroying some 718 houses, he was selected to “go to the 

King’s privy council to inform his majesty of their misfortune, and implore his aid and 

advice”.91 Later the same year he became mayor, and was then elected a second time in 

1516.92 Becoming mayor of the city of Norwich may have been a prestigious office, but 

it brought with it certain difficulties. Although a number of mayors were elected more 

than once, there was a rule that they could not be elected within three years of 

previously serving. They had a number of duties which included at times a need to 
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travel to London to carry out petitions and the like, especially in cases of disagreements 

between church and city. This kind of undertaking was at their own expense, and 

although they had to be wealthy men if they wished to become an alderman and mayor, 

the costs could be considerable at times. Thomas Aldrich was granted dispensation to 

not serve as mayor for at least seven years instead of the usual three in 1523, due to his 

having served twice as mayor “he having been at great costs in serving twice already, 

and in going often to London about the contest between the church and the city”.93 

Although already wealthy as seen in the 1525 Subsidy, the Aldrich family further 

benefited from the dissolution and their fortunes were linked to other high status 

families by marriage.94 

Two of Thomas’s sons John and Gregory were apprenticed to their father and 

became freemen, Gregory as a mercer in 1535 and John as a grocer in 1542.95 Another 

son Thomas was likely the eldest, as he is not found in the freemen of Norwich but in 

the country at Swardeston looking after the manor of Mangrene.96 Thomas married 

Cicely Bishop who was the daughter of a Yarmouth family, which shows the 

connection to the family’s Yarmouth roots was still strong at this time.97 John and his 

wife Elizabeth (Sotherton) had several children.98 His daughters Hester and Anne 

married aldermen of Norwich, Hester to Alexander Thurston, a grocer and Anne to 

Francis Rugg who was later to be mayor of Norwich three times.99 Gregory Aldrich was 

married to Alice Hayles, the daughter of another mercer William Hayles.100 Their 

daughter Luce married John Welde in 1559 in St Clement in Norwich.101 William 

Aldrich, the son of Gregory and Alice also became a freeman grocer and married Rosa 

Barwick, the sister of Elizabeth Barwick who had married Robert Suckling and is an 

example of the ways in which the wealthier society of early modern Norwich was made 

up of interlocking networks.102 
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Wills, parish registers, freemen and apprentice lists show these families well 

intertwined with each other, as well as merchants and landowners in Suffolk, Norfolk 

and some other counties including London. Their wills were typical of higher status 

individuals, centred on property bequests which assisted their children in an upward 

social movement. They showed a wider circle of kin than is evident in the wills of the 

poorer cohort in this study and this will be discussed below. The wider this circle, the 

more advantage there was in gaining both social credibility and social credit to be called 

on if needed. This is seen in the case of Ursula Morley, listed in the census as “half 

blynde”.103 In 1560 the Mayor’s court noted that she was to receive 26s. 8d. a year in 

“consideration of hir grate povertie.”104 The court thought this “mete and good” because 

she was the widow of Thomas Morley, who had been an alderman and also because she 

was the daughter of Thomas Pyckerell, who had been mayor in Norwich three times.105 

Whether this payment was still in effect at the time of the census is not known but it 

does show that social standing could be an asset in difficult times, and an example of 

the way in which the rank and occupation of male relatives was an indicator of 

women’s social status.106 

The aldermanic families show how wealth and high status creates the 

circumstance to forge networks by occupational ties, marriages and family connections. 

Each family has exhibited similar patterns with their sons and daughters marrying the 

sons and daughters of fellow merchants, and sons following their father’s occupation. 

All three families were interlinked with each other and with other high status families in 

Norwich by marriage. Whether these same patterns can be seen in poor families will be 

explored below. 

 Kinship ties and broken connections among the Norwich poor 
The way in which the census was recorded, that is, by each household within a 

house, means we can look at the household rather than family structure to identify 

kinship links or networks. The household structure of the poor was more diverse, and 

even more so if the “houseful” concept is used as discussed by Mark Merry and Philip 
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Baker.107 This begins with the concept of a “houseful”, that is the number of people 

actually living in a single house.108 The houseful is then analysed into three other levels, 

household, family and unit, which assist in classifying the composition and 

relationships of the individuals within the houseful.109 This household structure was 

likely to have contributed to neighbourly networks among the poor, their social 

relations being a resource, “a means of economic and symbolic capital”.110 Some of 

these households were complex in composition as noted by Margaret Pelling and this 

feature will be discussed in Chapter Six.111  

Looking at the poor of the census, kinship links did not often stretch to mean 

extended families living together. There is little evidence of co-resident kin, and 

therefore strong kin ties among the families, with the majority of them conforming to 

the early modern, nuclear family pattern. The nuclear family was alive and well in 

sixteenth-century Norwich, where only 26 of the families of the poor in the census 

contained an extended vertical family structure and only three others contained other 

blood relatives such as sisters and nieces.112 Most of these were noted as such, for 

instance: 

Cysely Bell of 68 yeris, that spyn white warpe; & a daughter, Crystobel 
Troll, a wedow, of 30 yers, that spyn also; & 2 daughters, the eldest 7 yers 
that pyk wolle, & dwelt here ever. [hable] 2d a weke. Veri pore.113 

However I have discovered other extended family situations that were not obvious on a 

first reading of the document. 

Walter Fuller of 40 yers, laborer, that weave shredeng coverletes, Margeri, 
his wyfe, of that age, that helpeth to cutt shredes; & 4 children that be 
yong.114 
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Walter, although stated to be a labourer in the census, is probably the Walter 

Fuller who was apprenticed in 1553 to the dornix weaver Henry Longe.115 This family 

was sharing the house with eight others, two of whom were an elderly couple, Robert 

and Elizabeth Fuller. We can deduce that Robert is Walter’s father because Robert is 

described in the census as an out of work armourer and Walter’s apprenticeship 

indenture describes Walter as “son of Robert of Norwich, furbisher”.116 It is difficult to 

determine why the census takers do not identify these extended family households, but 

it may be because they were identifying and recording specific household groups. If this 

is the case, there may be other extended family groups that I have been unable to 

identify due to lack of data. This could also depend on the origins of the families. If 

they had migrated to Norwich from elsewhere, this geographical separation may 

preclude them from helping their relatives. However, the settled nature of the Norwich 

poor, along with the small number of extended family structures within the households, 

suggests different reasons. Prevailing mortality meant changes in what has been called 

the “pool of important kin” by Andrejs Plakans and Charles Wetherell.117 They argue 

that parents are the providers of major material support but this is lost when they have 

died.118 However, the main reason is likely to be that poor families just did not have the 

means to support extra family members. 

The case of Agnes Barnard illustrates that even if a family wished to help an 

ageing relative, this could be made difficult. The worstead weaver Richard Barnard, 

was 24-years-old and had been apprenticed in Norwich.119 He was listed in the census 

as “pore” and was living with his wife Agnes and young child in a house owned by his 

master Edmund Peckover.120 Richard had his 60-year-ld mother Agnes living with him 

at the time of the census.121 The authorities considered she had not lived long enough in 

Norwich and ordered her to be resettled after the census, probably thinking that as an 

elderly woman she may become a burden and liable for poor relief.  

In the above three case studies, the Fuller family and the Troll family illustrate 

that although extended family connections are not common among the census families, 
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some were helping their aging relatives. In the case of resettlement of Agnes Barnard, 

this kind of action must have impacted on the kinship relations and could be one reason 

why extended family structures were not common in poorer households. Poor families 

would have found it economically difficult to care for extended family members, 

especially if they were elderly and unable to work. Alternatively, poor families may not 

have extended or wealthier kin around to assist them. 

The census may not have provided much information to determine connections 

between the families, but the use of other documents has helped to shed light on their 

social relationships. Connections are often determined by the analysis of wills, although 

Jeremy Boulton has questioned the value of the use of wills in this respect. His 1987 

landmark study of Southwark in the seventeenth century suggested that a “substantial 

minority of Boroughside householders were involved in locally based kin networks” 

although these were less dense than the rural village of Terling in Essex studied by 

Wrightson and Levine.122 Boulton had looked at fifty wills of Boroughsiders between 

1620 and 1626 to establish kinship and neighbourhood links but suggested that use of 

wills in this way was limited due to wealth bias and will-makers’ lack of recognition of 

kin.123 However, wills and inventories, although more common in wealthy families, can 

also often be found among poor families and I was able to identify 45 wills from 

families in the census, their ancestors and descendants. 124 The wills from both wealthy 

and poor families are a road map into the networks of the people of early modern 

Norwich. 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, there is a need to look at a more flexible 

definition of kinship and this is especially necessary when reading wills because many 

wills display a lack of recognition or exhibit a blurring of identity. Cressy describes this 

succinctly as “Consanguinity outranked affinity in the conceptual hierarchy, but in 

everyday usage the distinction was barely significant”.125 For example, beneficiaries in 

wills are often given as “cousin” by the testator although there may be no blood 

relationship between them. The actual relationship of these “cousins” is that of fictive 

kinship. It may refer to a relationship by marriage but could also be used to describe a 

good friend. For instance, in the will of John Suckling, the son of Robert Suckling who 

was mayor of Norwich in 1582, he forgave his “cousin John Hassall [the money] which 
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he oweth me”.126 John Hassall was actually his nephew, the son of his sister Mary. In 

the same will John Suckling also refers to his brother-in-law as “brother” and his 

stepbrother as his brother-in-law.127 This does not limit the use of wills in kinship 

studies especially when the information from a will can be combined with other 

documents, as was done with John Suckling’s will, by checking parish registers for 

details of marriages and comparing with other wills from the same family. The value of 

using a combination of documents becomes obvious in some of the census family 

histories. Some have witnesses and executors that indicate at least friendship with 

individuals who are not in the same or allied trade but live nearby. 

The above-mentioned studies carried out by Wrightson and Levine and Boulton 

were not concentrated on the poor populations of their areas. Other studies have been 

carried out on comparable listings of the poor, but have omitted a kinship or network 

component, concentrating instead on analysing the information provided by the census 

document.128 But what of the poor detailed in the 1570 Norwich census? Were some of 

them poor because they lacked a kinship or other support network? Most families had 

been in residence in Norwich for a number of years, certainly for long enough to form 

friendships and family connections and this is confirmed by qualitative research in 

documents other than the census. Both family kinship affiliations and estrangement are 

evident as seen in the next case study of the Rash family.  

Robert Rashe of 26 yere, taylor in worke to Both, & Alice, his wyfe, of 30 
yer, that soweth, & 2 children, theldest 3 yere, & hav dwelt here ever. 
[hable] No alms. Indeferent.129 

At the time of the census Robert Rashe, an unemployed tailor, and his wife 

Alice were living in St Peter Mancroft parish in Mancroft ward. The Rashe family were 

the only occupants of the house and were classed as “indeferent” and received no alms. 

Utilising parish records, freeman and apprentice records, combined with records from 

the Mayor’s court of Norwich a significant amount of information sheds light on this 

family. The census stated that Robert Rashe “hav dwelt here ever” and this is confirmed 

by looking at his father’s life. His father William had gained his freedom as a baker in 
                                                
126 Muskett, Suffolk Manorial Families, p.188. 
127 Muskett, Suffolk Manorial Families, p.189. 
128 For studies of listings of the poor see John Webb, ed, Poor Relief in Elizabethan Ipswich, Ipswich, 
Suffolk Records Society, Vol IX, 1966; Paul Slack, ‘Poverty and Politics in Salisbury 1597-1666’, in 
Clark and Slack, Crisis and Order, pp. 164-203; Peter and Jennifer Clark, ‘The Social Economy of the 
Canterbury Suburbs: The Evidence of the Census of 1563’, in Alec Detsicas and Nigel Yates, eds, Studies 
in Modern Kentish History: presented to Felix Hull and Elizabeth Melling on the occasion of the fiftieth 
anniversary of the Kent Archives Office, Maidstone, Kent Archaeological Society, 1983, pp. 665-86; Paul 
Slack, Poverty in Early-Stuart Salisbury, Devizes, Wiltshire Record Society Vol. 31, 1975.  
129 Pound, Census, p. 47. 
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1544, which makes it likely he had lived in Norwich for some years previous to that 

year.130 The entries of freemen listed in L’Estrange do not always state how their 

freedom was obtained, whether by patrimony, service or purchase. If William became 

freeman by patrimony, his father would have been a Norwich freeman. If he became 

freeman by service (apprenticeship) he would have served a number of years in 

Norwich with a freeman baker. If his freedom was obtained by purchase he may have 

come from outside the city but would have had to be accepted by the Masters of the 

Bakers’ craft guild. Whatever method was used by William to gain his freedom, he was 

in Norwich from at least 1544, which according to the age given in the census was the 

year his son Robert was born. William Rashe had at least two other sons, Thomas and 

William. Through obvious kinship affiliation, the freeman register showed that both 

became bakers like their father, and had attained their freedom by patrimony, Thomas 

Rashe in 1579/80 and his brother William two years later in 1581/82.131 

Perhaps another baker in the family was one too many, or his father was 

attempting to gain a foothold in a craft of slightly higher status, because Robert Rashe, 

unlike his two brothers, had been apprenticed as a tailor. The apprenticeship record 

reads “Robert son of William Rasshe of Norwich baker, app to Robert Thorneton of 

Norwich tailor 1 Eliz 7yrs”.132 There is no record of Robert having attained his freedom. 

The census shows he and his wife Alice had two children at the time of the census, the 

eldest aged three. I have not identified a formal marriage for this couple and if his age 

as given in the census is correct, he married when he was 22, much younger than the 

average shown in Chapter Three. Extra mouths to feed and the downturn in the textile 

industry of Norwich in the decade prior to the census probably had some bearing on his 

appearance in the census. Robert and Alice had had at least two more children by 1572, 

but then the family disappears from the records.133 I have found no burials for either 

Robert or his immediate family. Neither of Robert’s brothers or his father, were listed in 

the 1570 census of the poor. There is no indication that he received any help from kin. 

This poses a question, why would one brother, Robert, be in such a disadvantaged 

situation when his siblings appear to be managing reasonably well, and why were they 

not supporting him?  

                                                
130 L’Estrange, Calendar of the Freemen, p. 114. 
131 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 3. 
132 Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich Apprentices, p. 134. 
133 NRO, NPR, PD 26 Baptism records 9 March 1571, 15 November 1572 from St Peter Mancroft church 
consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
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The Rashe family, apart from Robert, seems to have been active in keeping the 

family together, by means of occupational ties at least (See Appendix 2.18). The two 

brothers Thomas and William both married and had families in Norwich, and each had 

sons who followed their fathers and gained freedom into the bakers’ trade.134 Both the 

brothers were taking apprentices at regular intervals between 1590 and 1623, which 

suggests that they had a steady living. The name Rashe appears as late as 1684 in the 

freemen’s register, nearly 150 years after the first William was made freeman in 

1544.135  

I have found only one will for this family which was dated 1633, the will of the 

brother William’s wife, Jone Rashe.136 Her husband William died in 1619 without 

leaving a will or inventory, and I have not identified any property relating to the family. 

Although she had no property to leave, Jone had a large amount of “moveables”, which 

have been shown by Martha Howell to make up a large part of the bequests given in the 

wills of women.137 Jone’s will gives an insight into the way in which a woman of early 

modern Norwich expressed her love of family in disposing of her moveable assets. Her 

first bequest reflected the family’s links to the baking trade and requested that money be 

used to buy bread to be distributed to the poor of both St Stephen’s and St Margaret’s 

parishes. It was common for wills to include bequests of money to be distributed among 

the poor of a parish but in this case, it would seem that Jone’s money would come back 

into the family by way of buying bread from the family bakeries.  She then carefully 

disposed items of her household to each of her surviving daughters and grandchildren, 

including pewter plates, dishes, pillows and cushions; bedsteads, cupboards and pots.138 

These were quite evenly divided except the largest amount of goods was left to her only 

unmarried daughter Christian, who would have been aged fifty at the time of Jone’s 

death. This suggests that Christian had been caring for her mother and that her mother 

was ensuring that as a single woman, she would have at least some chance to be either 

independent or have a small dowry to offer a prospective suitor. Any remaining goods 

and chattels were left to her son Robert. The naming patterns in this family show family 

connections, but the Robert Rashe in the census seems to have been distant from the 

other families, certainly by occupation. The disappearance from the records of Robert 

                                                
134 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 3. 
135 John Rash son of Robert gained freedom 1677 and Francis Green, apprentice to William Rash gained 
freedom in 1684, Millican, Register of the Freemen, p 7. 
136 NRO NCC will register Tuck, 126. 
137 Martha C. Howell, ‘Fixing Movables: Gifts by Testament in Late Medieval Douai, Past and Present, 
150, (Feb 1996), pp. 3-45. 
138 NRO NCC will register Tuck, 1633, 126. 
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and his family may be explained by their deaths but I have found no record of their 

burials and they are not listed in the poor relief books in the years following the census. 

They had two more children after the census but after 1572 there are no records for the 

family.139 They may have moved away from Norwich, but likewise, I have found no 

records to show that this was the case. This family and the Harman family in the next 

case study both seem oriented to their immediate families but perhaps not so inclined to 

assist their more unfortunate kin, suggesting dissociation from the poor in the family 

and shallow kinship relations.  

In the previous chapter evidence from wills and probate showed some families 

had long associations with particular parishes. These documents are usually more useful 

to determine family connections In some cases this was because I searched for wills not 

only from the individuals in the census, but also their relatives, fathers, mothers, uncles, 

aunts and children. The next case study demonstrates how useful this can be. 

Edmund Harman of 38 yeres, lace wever, & Tanizen, his wyfe, of 37 yere 
that spyn white warp, & 5 children, ye eldest 10 yere & 2 of them spyn, 
the rest be yonge, & hav dwelt her ever. 4d a weke. Indeferent.140 
Edmund Harman and his wife and five children were living in St Stephen’s 

parish in one of the parish houses. A total of fifteen people occupied this house. The 

census states he was a lace weaver, but the freemen’s register shows he had gained his 

freedom as a worstead weaver in 1554/5 by patrimony.141 The entry in the freemen’s 

register gives his father’s name as Richard Harman of Norwich, worstead weaver. The 

apprentice register confirms this and gives the added information that Edmund was 

apprenticed to his father in 1547 for seven years.142 Richard Harman died in 1557 and 

his will reveals that he was not poor and was able to leave helpful bequests to his 

family.143 Firstly, he left his house and tenement in St Stephen’s parish to his wife 

Margaret. Three children are mentioned in his will, sons Matthew and Edmund and 

daughter Joan. Both Matthew and Edmund are left four pounds each, which was to be 

paid at 20 shillings yearly while it lasted. They were each left a cupboard and Edmund 

was given weaving implements and the choice of one of three looms, the remaining two 

looms to go to his brother. Richard’s two other children and six grandchildren were all 

left sums of money. As well, Richard was able to make bequests to the prisoners in the 
                                                
139 NRO NCR PD 26 Baptism records 9 March 1571, 15 November 1572 St Peter Mancroft church 
consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
140 Pound, Census, p. 44. 
141 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 154. 
142 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 228. 
143 NRO NCC will register Jagges, 1557, 394. 
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castle and the St Stephen’s lazar house and left a moderate sum to the church of St 

Stephen. Other small sums were given to friends. At the time of Richard Harman’s will, 

it would seem that this Harman family of Norwich were not noticeably members of the 

elite but were in a reasonable position to be upwardly mobile in status. Richard was 

moving in middling circles and witnesses to his will were Thomas Briggs, gentleman 

and Anthony Styles, a mercer and notary of Norwich and Richard Sturmyn, a 

blacksmith. 

Just three years later in 1560, Richard’s wife Margaret died.144 In her will she 

left a sum of money to both Mathew and Edmund her sons, and after other small 

bequests to various close family members, she left the residue of her goods to her 

executor whom she named as her son Edmund.145 Margaret also chose Richard Sturmyn 

to be witness to her will.146 As a result of his legacies in 1557 and 1560, Edmund 

Harman may then have been thought to be in a reasonable economic position. He had 

finished his apprenticeship, gained his freedom and had had a small annuity for a few 

years, plus the use of various goods that had been left him by his parents. Yet by 1570 

he was sharing one of the parish houses in St Stephen’s parish with four other 

households and receiving 4d a week in alms. The census-takers tended to note if 

individuals were sick or disabled but this family were not listed as such. Although the 

census does not say he was out of work he is likely a victim of the downturn in the 

textile trade at this time. He also had five young children to support. Edmund had 

married in May 1557 to Tanizen Brewster. This marriage was likely the result of his 

father’s friendship with Richard Sturmyn. This Richard was a blacksmith and one of his 

apprentices was Edmund Brewster, the brother of Tanizen.147 

Edmund Harman’s brother Matthew was in a different position by 1570. He had 

also gained freedom as a worstead weaver and by this time was married with two 

children. The 1568 Landgable assessment shows that he was both buying and selling 

tenements in St Stephen’s parish, two of which he purchased from Thomas Briggs and 

Richard Sturmyn, witnesses to his father’s will.148 Matthew was also renting a house in 

St Stephen’s parish, probably one of those tenements, to one of the families in the 

                                                
144 NRO, NPR, PD 484 Burial record 8 April 1560 from St Stephen’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
145 NRO NCC will register Goldingham, 1560, 325. 
146 NRO NCC will register Goldingham, 1560, 325. 
147 This information came from Edmund Harman’s brother Mathew’s will, TNA PROB?11/62 1579. 
148 Mary Rodgers and May Wallace, Norwich Landgable Assessment 1568-70, Norwich, Norfolk Record 
Society Vol. LXIII, 1999, pp. 53-4. 
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census of the poor.149 Matthew was Edmund’s brother. Yet he was not renting the house 

to Edmund. Does this suggest that the brothers did not get on with each other? Matthew 

became a common councillor in Mancroft ward 1572-1573 but did not go on to hold 

any higher office.150 He died and was buried in St Stephen’s in the plague year of 

1579.151 His will mentions a number of relatives, both blood relatives and fictive kin, 

including leaving each of his brother Edmund’s surviving children 6s. 8d.152  

Using the three wills from this family, combined with other nominal records, a 

rich web of both familial and occupational links emerge within this family and can be 

seen in Appendix 2.15. Both wills indicate family awareness and can be used to trace 

social networks.153 Both Edmund and Matthew were apprenticed to their father Richard. 

Their sister Johan’s son Richard Canhold was apprenticed to his uncle Mathew.154 

Matthew’s will also mentions his cousin Brewster and godson Matthew Brewster. These 

were kin to Matthew’s brother Edmund’s wife Tanizen. This can be more clearly seen 

in Appendix 2.15. Like Robert Rashe, in his poverty Edmund appears to have been 

distanced from help himself, but in his case, other family members assisted his children. 

His son Richard was able through family connections to gain freedom as a skinner after 

an apprenticeship with Thomas Harman and later took his own son Lawrence as an 

apprentice. 155  

As well as showing long-term connections with a particular parish, the family of 

William Dale (see Appendix 2.13) are seen to change in circumstance for the better. 

William Dale of 38 yeris, glasier out of worke, & Grysell, his wyfe, of that 
age & sowe & edge hattes, & 3 children, theldest 7 yeris that go to skole, 
& hav dwelt here ever. [hable]No alms. Indeferent.156 
According to his age at the time of the census William was born in about 1532. I 

have been unable to find his baptism, as he was born prior to the time the register for St 

Peter Mancroft commenced in 1538. It is probable that he was the son of William Dale, 

a cordwainer, who had children baptised in St Peter Mancroft church from 1538-

                                                
149 The family of Edmund Tod, his wife Alice and their four children, Pound, Census, p. 46.  
150 Hawes, Norwich City Officers, p. 76. 
151 NRO, NPR, PD 484 Burial record 25 September 1579 from St Stephen’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
152 TNA PROB/11/62 1579. 
153 Cressy, ‘Kinship and Kin Interaction’, p. 53. 
154 Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich Apprentices, p. 83.  
155 Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich Apprentices, p. 83. Records show that the Harman family 
continued in this trade at least until the mid-seventeenth century, see Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 
121. 
156 Pound, Census, p. 47. 
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1542.157 One of these children, John, became a glasier, and was apprenticed to Abraham 

Panworth in 1553/4 for eight years.158 The William of the census was also a glasier and 

had gained his freedom in that company in 1565/6 likely by purchase as there is no 

record of an apprenticeship for him.159 Their father, the cordwainer William, had gained 

his freedom in 1544/5.160 By the time his son John was apprenticed in 1553/4, this 

William had died but seems to have not left a will.161 His two sons were young and not 

yet established in their trades when their father died which may have affected them 

economically and provide part of the reason why William was listed in the census. 

Although this William in the census was unemployed, it appears that the Dale family 

managed to function, survive and even prosper over the years following the census. 

It is not known when and where William the glasier married, but he and his wife 

Grysell had at least eight children baptised in St Peter Mancroft church between 1557 

and 1578.162 The census refers to three children only with the eldest given as seven 

years. Three others were buried between 1560 and 1562 and two more children were 

baptised after the census, in 1573 and 1578.163 There is a hint of how the family’s 

fortunes may have changed in the Mayor’s court of 1569. William’s wife Grysell was 

the daughter of Robert Wellys, a fletcher and she and William had appeared in the 

Mayor’s court in that year.164 They, along with Grysell’s sister Pleasance and her 

husband Robert Thrower, were presenting a bill of complaint toward one William 

Woods. Robert Wellys and his wife were both deceased and it appears that William 

Woods was withholding some goods belonging to the Wellys family. Whether these 

goods were eventually restored to the two sisters or how valuable they might have been 

                                                
157 NRO, NPR, PD 26 Baptism records  19 September 1540 and 31 May 1541from St Peter Mancroft 
church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 
2012. The mother of these children is not named. Pound, Census, p. 47 notes an Elizabeth Dale, a 
seventy-year-old woman who was also living in St Peter Mancroft parish, the sole resident in the house of  
Leonard Lowndes, a cordwainer. She was described as being ‘very syk and weke’ and was receiving 6d 
in alms. The William Dale who was baptising children in St Peter Mancroft was also a cordwainer. It is 
therefore conceivable that Elizabeth is the mother of the William Dale in the census although I have been 
unable to find his baptism, as he was born prior to the time the register for St Peter Mancroft commenced 
in 1538. He had at least four siblings, two of whom died at a young age. 
158 Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich Apprentices, p. 49. 
159 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 65. 
160 L’Estrange, Calendar of the Freemen, p. 40. 
161 Apprenticeship record states son of William, late of Norwich deceased in Rising and Millican, Index of 
Norwich Apprentices, p. 49. 
162 NRO, NPR, PD 26 Baptism records 1557-1578 from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
163 NRO, NPR, PD 26 Burial records 1560 and 1562, Baptism records 1573 and 1578 from St Peter 
Mancroft church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 
16 February 2012. 
164 NRO NCR MCB Case 16a/8, 25 June 1569. 
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is unknown but the Dale family do appear to have elevated themselves up from poverty 

after that time.  

William and Grysell’s son Peter married Rebecca Hill on the 8 July 1610 in St 

Peter Mancroft church.165 In 1624, Peter was admitted to freedom as a cutler and the 

entry states that he was the son of William, glasier and the family fortunes are seen to 

improve as seen in his will of 1647.166 In  his will he names Lawrence Dale as his eldest 

son and leaves him a large part of his goods and chattels.167 These are spelt out in detail, 

“my chair table”; “two old brasse kettles” etc, on condition that Lawrence “shall be 

quett and move noo contention to challenge any more out of my estate”.168 This 

suggests that Lawrence was estranged from his father. Peter then left the residue of his 

estate to his younger son Peter who he also named as sole executor. No property was 

mentioned in this will but there appeared to be a large amount of goods and chattels to 

assist his sons make their way. This son Peter seems to have accomplished this, for by 

the time he died in 1665, his will shows that he had acquired property in St Augustine’s 

parish.169 All his property, goods and chattels were left to his wife Amy and he left 

bequests of money to his daughters and 40 shillings to a godson, Peter King and ten 

shillings to his brother Lawrence as a remembrance.170 The godson was probably 

related to one of the witnesses of Peter’s will, Henry King and shows the beginnings of 

a widening circle of relationships as this family moved slowly up the social ladder.171 

Although William of the census was unemployed, it appears that the Dale family 

managed to function and survive for more than ninety years following the census, 

showing that some poor families had strong kin ties that kept them from slipping further 

down the poverty ladder. 

Some families show fluctuating fortunes and may have been supported at times 

by being part of a system of networks, both family and occupational. The next case 

study is a higher status family that fell on hard times but seems to have crept back again 

within one or two generations. This is an unusual family for two reasons. Firstly, the 

head of household, Valentine Isborne, is a goldsmith, an unexpected profession to find 

among the poor of the census. The second reason is that this was a Stranger family. 

                                                
165 NRO, NPR, PD 26 Marriage record 8 July 1610 from St Peter Mancroft church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
166 Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich Apprentices, p. 54. 
167 NRO ANW will register 1647, fo. 341, no.173. 
168 NRO ANW will register 1647, fo. 341, no.173. 
169 NRO ANW will register 1664-65 fo. 284. 
170 NRO ANW will register 1664-65 fo,.284.  
171 NRO ANW will register 1664-65 fo. 284.  
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Valentyn Isborne of 38 yers, goldsmith, & Alyce, his wyfe, of that age, 
that knytt & help others; & <5> 4 children of 9, 7, 5, 2 yeris that be ydle; 
& Agnes, his syster, of 22 yere, that doth work in the house, & hav dwelt 
here ever. No allms. Pore.172 

The name Isborne was not at all common in sixteenth-century Norfolk. 

Therefore the will of Nicholas Isborne, goldsmith of Norwich, was obtained, hoping it 

would prove useful in finding information about any Isborne families that may link to 

Valentine. The will confirmed the link as it showed that Nicholas was Valentine’s 

father.173 The Isborne family connections can be seen in Appendix 2.16. 

Nicholas Isborne had arrived in Norwich some time prior to 1534 when in 

September of that year he was admitted to the freedom of Norwich, albeit with certain 

conditions: 

Nicholas Isborn goldsmyth alien, is admitted etc., under the condition that 
he shall not receive any apprentice born in the partts beyond the sea, and 
further that he shall not receive any servant to his craft by the day week or 
otherwise without the licence of the Mayor for the time being, and that he 
shall not be factor(le broker) for aliens without the said licence. And 
further he is sworn and admitted into the fraternity of the Gild of St 
George and fully discharged from making the feast. For which liberties 
and privileges the said Nicholas Isborn shall pay five pounds viz., half to 
the community and half to the said Gild.174 
His son Valentine was the only known son of Nicholas and had gained his 

freedom as a goldsmith in 1555/6.175 From the census it is known he had a younger 

sister Agnes. The will of Valentine’s father Nicholas shows that at the time of his death 

in 1555, this family was not poor. Nicholas had some property, a corner house in the 

parish of St Michael at Plea, which he leaves to Valentine, and an adjoining tenement, 

which was left to his wife Katherin.176 The wording in the will hints that all is not well 

in the Isborne household. Although he names Valentine as executor, Nicholas 

particularly charges two men from outside the family to ensure that Valentine carries 

out his wishes. He states of Valentine and his wife Katherine “if it shall fortune that 

they cannot agree to dwell together” Valentine is to provide her with enough meat, 

drink and money “as shall be thought necessarie and good” by the two men, Thomas 

Gray and William Farror who were both aldermen of Norwich at the time Nicholas’s 

                                                
172 Pound Census, p. 63. 
173 NRO NCC will register 1555, Beeles 265. 
174 Hudson & Tingey, Records of Norwich, Vol. 2, pp. 121-2. 
175 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 70. 
176 NRO NCC will register, Beeles 265. 
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will was proved.177 They are also to make sure that Valentine pays bequests to 

Nicholas’s daughters Agnes and Persula. The comments in Nicholas’s will suggest to 

me that Katherin was Nicholas’s second wife, and the daughters mentioned may be 

half-sisters or stepsisters to Valentine.  

Valentine’s sister Agnes was born about 1548 according to her age of 22 years 

given in the census.178 When her father Nicholas died he left Agnes ten pounds and also 

wished that, after his wife Katherine died, the household stuff be equally divided 

between Agnes and her brother Valentine. Katherine died in 1568 but she did not leave 

a will so it is not known whether Nicholas’s wishes were carried out. Cross-parish 

investigation of the Isborne family reveals that Agnes had an illegitimate son, whom she 

named after his grandfather, Nicholas. This child was born in January 1565 when Anne 

would have been only 17 and was baptised at St Michael at Plea.179 This same child was 

buried in St George Tombland later that month.180 At the time of the census she was 

living with Valentine in his house in the parish of St Michael at Plea and the entry states 

that she was working in the house.181 Agnes died later that same year and was buried at 

St Michael at Plea church on 24 February 1570.182  

Although to all intents and purposes Valentine was left well provided for by his 

father’s will in 1555, this had changed by the time of the census in 1570. In 1556 he had 

married Alyce Albone, whom I believe was the daughter of Henry Albon, a freeman 

barber who was active in civic life in Norwich.183  Valentine and Alyce had at least six 

children, who were all baptised at St Michael at Plea and by 1558 he had become a 

constable for Middle Wymer ward.184 In 1570 the family had been noted as “no allms, 

pore” but after the census the poor relief books show the family received alms at 6d a 

week for 13 months. Despite this, Valentine’s children appear to have managed slightly 

better than he did. His eldest son Lawrence became a plumber. No apprentice record has 

been found but the freeman record suggests he became freeman of the plumbers’ 
                                                
177 NRO NCC will register, Beeles 265. 
178 The names Agnes/Anne were interchangeable at this time. 
179 NRO, NPR, PD 66 Baptism record 27 January 1565  from St Michael at Plea church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012.  
180 NRO, NPR, PD 106 Burial record January 1565 from St George Tombland church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
181 The parish of St Michael at Plea has also been known as St Michael Muchstow and St Michael 
Muspole. See Blomefield, Topographical History of the County of Norfolk, Vol. 4, pp. 326-7. 
182 NRO, NPR, PD 66 Burial record 24 February 1570 from St Michael at Plea church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012.  
183 NRO, NPR, PD 66 Marriage record 2 June 1556 from St Michael at Plea church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012; Hawes, Norwich 
City Officers, p. 2. 
184 Hawes, Norwich City Officers, p. 88. 
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company by patrimony in 1588.185 It is likely he attained his freedom with this company 

through kinship connections. His sister Dorothy had married the plumber, Thomas 

Moody, in 1583. 

Lawrence’s younger brother Augustine went into the trade of painting. This 

trade was associated to his mother’s brother Henry Albon who became a freeman 

painter in 1576.186 Subsequently other members of the Isborne extended family also 

became freeman painters. Augustine seems to have gained his freedom much later than 

his elder brother Lawrence. In 1616 Augustine was disenfranchised briefly for  

takynge of John Crusoe to be his Apprentice fraudulently who by his owne 
confession never served him as an Apprentice Notwithstandinge hee came 
this daye to solicite for the said Cruso his fredome, therefore, he the said 
Isborne ys by the whole consent of this assembly disenfranchised.187 

Augustine was re-admitted about six months later, no doubt after payment of a 

large fine.  

Augustine had married Margery Narborow, the daughter of Robert Narborow 

the haberdasher, in 1586 at St Michael at Plea church in Norwich.188 Their only child, a 

daughter Anne, died a few days after she was born in 1587.189 Margery must also have 

died, although a burial has not been found and Augustine remarried in 1591 to Eles 

Pettis at St Andrew’s in Norwich.190 Their seven children were baptised in three 

different parishes.191 The eldest son Thomas became a painter and was later elected as a 

constable in North Conesford ward.192 Isaac the son of Thomas also became a freeman 

painter in 1661 by patrimony.193 Augustine and Eles’s daughter Maria had married 

George Trew in 1617.194 George was also a painter and had been apprenticed to her 

father Augustine.195 Their son Robert, also became a painter and the records show that 

                                                
185 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 110. 
186 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 107.  
187 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 107. 
188 NRO, NPR, PD 66 Marriage record 5 April 1586 from St Michael at Plea church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012.  
189 NRO, NPR, PD 66 Baptism and burial records  February 1586 from St Michael at Plea church 
consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012 
190 NRO, NPR, PD 165 Marriage record 18 October 1591 from St Andrew’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012.  
191 NRO, NPR, PD 66, 165 and 106 Baptism records 1592-1608 consulted on the International 
Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012.Norwich Baptisms 1592-1608 
at<www.familysearch.org> last accessed 28 January 2012.The two eldest children baptised at St Michael 
at Plea church, the next four at St Andrews and the last child at St George Tombland. Norwich. 
192 Hawes, Norwich City Officers, p. 87. 
193 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 107. 
194 NRO, NPR, PD 106 Marriage record 28 July 1617 from St George Tombland church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012.  
195 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 107. 
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the Trew family continued in the trade of painting until at least 1702.196 Despite 

Valentine being listed as poor in the census and receiving alms for more than a year 

after the census, his children appear to have made their way out of poverty during the 

last years of the sixteenth century. They seem to have accomplished this by judicious 

marriages and taking on apprentices within the extended family brought about by the 

marriages.  

These three, the Rashe, Dale and Isborne families all show that they utilised 

familial and occupational networks that benefited their interests. These networks 

operated almost in the same way as those of the higher status aldermen. Similarities 

exist in that sons followed fathers into the same trade and children married to children 

of family friends or colleagues. One difference is that more of the aldermanic men 

gained their freedom by either patrimony or redemption than the poorer men but this 

may be a function of the small sample in the aldermanic families. In the Dale family, 

the son and grandson appear to have improved their status by hard work, with no 

obvious sign of networks. In the Rashe family, something seems to have affected 

Robert’s kin ties, and therefore probably his status. It is tempting to speculate whether 

his may have been an injudicious marriage that was not approved by the family. The 

eldest child of Robert and his wife Alice was three-years-old at the time of the census, 

which means Robert would have been only about 22 when he married which although 

not impossible, is much younger than the average seen in Chapter Three. Valentine 

Isborne slipped in and out of poverty but this did not affect his standing and his 

occupational networks assisted the improvement of his children’s lives. The Isborne 

family experience sits in between the poor families and the wealthier ones. Valentine’s 

father had arrived in Norwich as a Stranger but had enough standing or, more probably 

wealth, to become a freeman goldsmith and be admitted to the Guild of St George, 

gaining respect and credit within the trade structure of Norwich. Valentine was given a 

solid place on the social mobility ladder by his father’s efforts but at the time of the 

census, which was fifteen years after the death of his father, his poverty was such that 

he received 6d a week alms for a total of thirteen months.197 Despite this, he appears to 

have retained some social standing and managed useful marriages and occupations for 

his surviving children.   

                                                
196 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 108. 
197 NRO, NCR Poor Relief Book (with 1570 census of poor), 1570-1572, unpaginated. 
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The complexities of these individual life stories make it difficult to make 

sweeping statements about the benefits, or otherwise, of kinship networks and 

community support in surviving or overcoming poverty. Although there is no common 

pattern from which a broad conclusion can be made, it does appear that family support 

was not always available when struck by poverty. In the case of the Harman family we 

see two brothers, one who does well and begins climbing the social ladder while the 

other falls into the poverty trap. The Rashe family also shows a family looking after 

each other except one individual who appears to be disowned. The Isborne family 

shows that social standing assisted in surviving and recovering from their poverty by 

the use of occupational and marriage networks. The Dale family’s climb out of poverty 

may have been due to an inheritance but with less social standing it took three 

generations for them to gain the status of property ownership.  

 Friends and Neighbours 
Norwich geographically was not a large city and links between friends and 

neighbours, as well as genealogical relatives, were common as shown in the next case 

studies. The will of William Barton, blacksmith, in 1595 shows his trust in friend 

Richard Stutter, a fellow blacksmith. In the event that Barton’s wife remarried, Stutter 

was to be given a sum of money with which he was entrusted to look after Barton’s son 

Nicholas.198 Presumably Barton was not confident of his wife and a stepfather doing the 

right thing by Nicholas.  

In another case a wife appears to be treated rather shabbily compared to other 

beneficiaries in a will. John Mase was a 58 year-old basketmaker who lived in the 

tenement he owned in St Clement’s parish with his wife Elizabeth who was aged 50.199 

John died in 1571 and his burial entry noted that he was John Mase alias Adryan.200 

There is no marriage for John and Elizabeth in a blanket search of the Norwich 

registers, under either the surnames Mace or Adryan.201 The contents of his will 

                                                
198 NRO NCC will register, 1595, Hinde 166. 
199 Pound, Census, p. 83. 
200 NRO, NPR, PD 6 Burial record September 1571 from St Clement’s church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 16 February 2012. 
201 Examination of the parish register of St Clements reveals that John had been married previously to 
Katheryn Leeche in August 1544. This couple do not appear to have had any children baptised in St 
Clements although there was a burial of Isabel Mase there in Nov 1554 which is likely to be related as it 
is the only relevant entry of the name in that parish between 1538 and 1606 apart from John’s marriage in 
1544. A further check of the parish register shows Katherine Adryan was buried in September of 1564 
which explains why John’s wife was called Elizabeth in the census. NRO, NPR, PD 6 records from St 
Clement’s church consulted on the International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 
16 February 2012. 
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disclose evidence of networks working in this instance not with kin but with others, 

servants and possibly friends. He firstly left ten shillings to the poor of the ward he 

lived in.202 To his servant Raphe Boddam he left 11s. 13d. and the sum of five shillings 

to Josua Cully.203 The major part of his estate, his house with all its appurtenances he 

bequeathed to “Walter Taynton of Norwich basketmaker”.204 This is left to Walter on 

condition that he, as executor, paid all the bequests and debts owed by John. To his wife 

Elizabeth he left 20 marks which was to be paid five marks yearly until the 20 was paid 

and he also gave her their bed and its appurtenances.205 The will then revealed that John 

was worried about whether his wife Elizabeth would accept the terms of the will and 

Walter was given leave to give her nothing if she did not accept John’s wishes. Walter 

Taynton did not appear to be family with John, but had been his apprentice and had 

gained his freedom in 1571.206 In the last sentence of the will 20 shillings were left to 

Thomas Cully to be supervisor of the will.207 Thomas Cully was an alderman of 

Norwich at that time and the Joshua Cully mentioned earlier in the will was his son.208 

In 1537 an Adryan Mase was a constable in Fyebridge ward as was Thomas Cully in 

1535 and 1542.209 Fyebridge includes the parish of St Clements where John Mace was 

living, which suggests this Adryan Mase may be related to John. Both the Mase/Adryan 

family and the Cully family had a lengthy connection to St Clement’s parish which 

explains the relationship between John Mace, Thomas Cully and his son Joshua. Walter 

must have made a good impression on John or at least they made a good working 

relationship and friendship. At the time of the census Walter was not living with John, 

although he may have been residing nearby. It seems that John had no kin apart from 

his wife, or at least no kin to whom he wished to leave any bequests. However, the will 

also suggests that his relationship with his wife Elizabeth was more of convenience, and 

that the bequests he left to her were payment for services rendered. John Mace appears 

to have had a network of friends, which included some in high places, even though 

being listed among the poor in the census. Without these social networks he may have 

been in a worse situation than he was at the time of the census and they illustrate the 

importance of non-kin connections. His higher status contemporaries and his former 

apprentice benefited more from his will than did his wife.  
                                                
202 NRO NCC will register, Brygge 284. 
203 NRO NCC will register, Brygge 284. 
204 NRO NCC will register, Brygge 284. 
205 NRO NCC will register, Brygge 284. 
206 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 14. It is possible he was distant kin. 
207 NRO NCC will register, Brygge 284. 
208 Hawes, Norwich City Officers, p. 47. L’Estrange, Calendar of the Freemen, p. 39. 
209 Hawes, Norwich City Officers, p. 100. 



Chapter Five 

199 

A similar case study shows the relationship that a widow in sixteenth-century 

Norwich had with her friends and neighbours. The census lists “Katherin Bedfor of 66 

yers, that is a taylor, & have dwelt here of long-tym. [hable] No alms. Indeferent”.210 

This short sentence that describes Katherin Bedfor doesn’t give a lot of information. 

She was elderly, working, did not appear to need alms and had lived in Norwich for a 

long time. It is not stated whether she was married or widowed. Katherin was living in 

the house of John Brown in St Margaret’s parish, sharing the house with another family, 

the cordwainer William Storrage, his wife Emani and their eleven-year-old child.211 

Katherin’s occupation was given as tailor and she was one of only three women in the 

census who were given guild occupations. The name Bedfor(d) is not common in 

sixteenth-century Norwich. A blanket search of the parishes in Norwich shows no 

baptisms or marriages for that name in the sixteenth century. The Norwich freemen’s 

records show that an apprentice of one William Bedford became a freeman tailor in 

1559.212 I believe that this William was Katherin’s husband and that after his death and 

as his widow, she was able and allowed to continue his business. Katherin died in 1574 

and is one of the few women in the census for whom I found a will.213 The will 

confirms that she had been married as she stated she was a widow although it does not 

confirm that her husband was William. It does not appear that Katherin had property, as 

none was bequeathed in her will but she left a number of possessions and some gifts of 

money. These were distributed to various people, none of whom are specifically stated 

to be family or kin. She left some of her clothes to other women friends, one of whom, 

Margaret Smythe is also listed in the census living in the same parish. Katherin 

bequeathed to Margaret her “holy day gown of colour blue” and the wife of John Billet 

received a red petticoat.214 As her occupation is noted as a tailor, Katherin may well 

have made these garments herself. These two women were a part of Katherin’s social 

network and she acknowledged their friendship by carefully gifting objects that had 

more than economic value, they were also a demonstration of affection.215 

After all the specific bequests, Katherin left the residue of her goods to John 

Brown, her landlord, and Stephen Davy, a dornix weaver, and made both these men her 

executors. Stephen Davy was a common councillor in Wymer Ward 1559-1569 where 

                                                
210 Pound, Census, p. 57. 
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he owned three houses that were rented to households in the census.216 Similarly to John 

Mace above, she must have had regular dealings of a sort with these men yet on the face 

of it they are of different status. I believe this shows that Katherin had some standing in 

the parish. Yet she also has good relations with those of low status shown by the sharing 

of her goods with friends, and one of the witnesses to the will was William Storrage, the 

cordwainer listed in the census with whom she shared the house.217 Katherin’s example 

is that of social relationships, those which were not blood relationships but were based 

on affection and obligation. 

Few family connections have been identified for either John Mace or Katherin 

Bedfor(d). Their wills reveal that they had social links with a number of people in their 

respective parishes and were held in regard despite being noted in the census. Both had 

been in their parish for some time and as elderly constituents both working at trades 

may have accorded a certain respect. John was one of 58 individuals in the census who 

owned property and one of only three wills I have identified from this sub-group. John 

died soon after the census was taken and Katherin three years later. Both John and 

Katherin do not fit the picture of the Norwich poor given by the authorities, and the 

question here is why were they included? I believe they were there not because they 

were really poor at that time, but to be kept under observation as they were likely 

become poor due to chronic ill health or infirmity and therefore a future drain on the 

poor relief coffers. 

 Conclusion 
In this chapter I have looked for signs of kinship, community and networks 

among the urban poor of sixteenth-century Norwich to examine whether these practices 

informed their social experiences and relationships. There is no real indication that the 

poor thought of themselves as a community, in fact community is not a useful term in 

this context. The idea of the poor as a community was an artificial concept constructed 

by the Norwich authorities. In effect, the authorities were identifying the poor as a 

separate community apart from the rest of the population of Norwich. This was 

however, important to those chosen, putting them in a position of obligation to the 

authorities. As a result they became recipients of charity or alternatively part of a sub-

community of less deserving poor sent to the Bridewell or forced from the city. 
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However, networks were important, and had an impact on all aspects of life 

within communities of both rich and poor. They influenced marriage, status in working 

and social life, politics and economics and had an important place in sixteenth-century 

Norwich. It was a small city, where people were known to each other, particularly in the 

wards and parishes. This was often due to work affiliations as seen in marriages and 

apprenticeships, which positioned family members within networks, which could help 

in obtaining employment and credit.218 Children did not always follow their father’s 

occupation, but children of those who had a trade and/or were freemen invariably also 

became apprentices. Often this was an obvious result of occupational links, as seen 

above in the case study of the Isborne family. The way in which Valentine’s children 

were able to gain trades and become freemen suggests that Nicholas had grounded the 

family well into the Norwich trade structure. These work associations often developed 

into significant friendships as in the case of John Mace leaving his house and property 

to his servant William Taynton.  

It is evident that family support was not always forthcoming in times of poverty, 

as seen in the case of Robert Rashe, when help was not extended to him by the family. 

The Barnard family case is an example which shows that although family help was 

forthcoming to Agnes by co-residence with her son, this was obstructed by the 

authorities. The small number of extended families in the census reinforces the lack of 

kinship assistance available to the poor of the census. 

Comparing the case studies of the poorer families with those of the higher status 

aldermanic families reveals a number of similarities. The main difference was one of 

scale, in the amount of wealth in money, property and goods that each family had to 

distribute. However, failure of kinship support presented difficulties for poor 

individuals with little social standing. Families that already had social standing and 

better networks had an easier journey out of the poverty trap. Whether families were 

rich or poor the use of genealogical methodologies has demonstrated the connections 

between family, friends and work relationships and the way in which these connections 

manifested. It also demonstrates the value of examining life experiences in detail. The 

granularity of the data reveals the complexity and individuality of network relationships 

employed by the census poor. The complexity of these relationships also affects their 

very existence, in the ways in which they survive their poverty. These and other 
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survival strategies are discussed in the next chapter, which will show that the networks 

of the poor could be residential, as well as familial and occupational. 
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Chapter 6 - Getting by: makeshift means and 
methods of survival by the poor 

The detailed description of the individuals in the census households has allowed 

attention to focus more closely on their lives as seen in the previous chapter, which 

showed the extent and dynamics of kinship relationships among the poor of early 

modern Norwich. This chapter will consider the most important challenges faced by the 

poor of 1570 Norwich, which arguably lies at the base of their experience of poverty. 

How did they react to the circumstances they were in? What choices did they make to 

ensure their needs were met? Did they actually have choices? The individuals and 

families in the census have been investigated to determine three questions; firstly, their 

systems of survival, what expedients did they use to acquire their basic needs for food, 

clothing and shelter? Secondly, did the social relationships within the domestic group 

assist in sharing adversity? Thirdly, what relationship did the poor have with the 

authorities in order to receive poor relief? This chapter will also discuss the composition 

of family and household as used by the people of the census. By examining the varieties 

in the types of household revealed in the census I will determine if this was to their 

advantage. There were a number of expedients employed by the census poor, such as 

work; marriage patterns; begging; assistance from kin; and crime, some of which have 

been explored in earlier chapters of this thesis. I will analyse these expedients to 

determine if gender and age difference created change in the way the census poor 

managed their resources. 

Struggling to survive: strategies or expedients?  
The concept of “family strategy” has created much discussion in social history 

and anthropology disciplines over many years. It has been argued that the term “family 

strategy” is just a construct, and that strategies are habits or patterns of behaviour, but 

what exactly is the concept?1 Is it a tactic used by a family collectively to survive, 

directed by the head of the family? Or does it describe the expedients chosen and 

pursued by family members individually? For families above the status of the poor, 

family strategy may also be described as family planning where parents ensured 

                                                
1 Leslie Page Moch, ‘Family Strategy: A Dialogue’, Historical Methods, 20/3, 1987, p. 113; Pier Paolo 
Viazzo and Katherine A. Lynch. ‘Anthropology, Family History, and the Concept of Strategy’, 
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children’s futures by establishing them into good occupations and marriages.2 This is 

seen in the families of the aldermen of Norwich, where the sons were all admitted to the 

freedom mostly by patrimony, which immediately both gave them a say in the election 

of civic officers and the right to stand for election themselves. As well, the daughters 

were often married into the Norwich elite or other merchant families in London. The 

wills of the aldermen show an inclination to ensure that each of the sons received 

property of one sort or another, a strategy noted by Barry Stapleton as being used in 

Odiham by upwardly mobile craftsmen and yeomen.3 In these cases, family strategies 

are objectives, consciously initiated by the usually male head of household and 

conformed to by other household members.4  

Pier Paolo Viazzo and Katherine A. Lynch have highlighted the problem of 

“determining whether people were conscious of the strategies they were performing.”5 

That is, did people control their own actions, or, are their motivations inferred by the 

historians analysing them? Theo Engelen reinforces this argument, in an essay that 

negates the concept of family strategy.  He sees the term strategy as implying there were 

options to choose from and that if no alternative strategies exist then it cannot be called 

a strategy.6 Alternatively Jan Kok has answered the criticisms of family strategy as a 

concept by demonstrating the use of methodology based on a longitudinal “life-course” 

model combined with qualitative and quantitative approaches.7 By looking at 

individuals over time, in this way, the decisions made and strategies applied can be 

analysed in terms of why a particular course was taken, whether there were other 

options and the outcomes and effect of the actions on both the individual and the 

family.8  

The term strategy implies a course of action taken after a cool assessment of 

circumstances from a planned series of choices and it is unlikely that the poor had this 

luxury. I have chosen to take the lead of Margaret Pelling and used the term ‘expedient’  

                                                
2 Natalie Zemon Davis, ‘Ghosts, Kin and Progeny: Some Features of Family Life in Early Modern 
France’, Daedalus, 106/2, The Family, (Spring 1977), pp. 87-114. 
3 Barry Stapleton, ‘Family Strategies: patterns of inheritance in Odiham, Hampshire, 1525-1850’, 
Continuity and Change, 14/3, 1999, p. 398. 
4 Claire Dolan, ‘Anachronisms or Failures? Family Strategies in the Sixteenth Century, as Drawn From 
Collective Biographies of Solicitors in Aix-En-Provence’, Journal of Family History, 33/3, 2008, p. 301. 
5 Viazzo and Lynch. ‘Anthropology, Family History’, p. 432 
6 Theo Engelen, ‘Labour Strategies of Families: A Critical Assessment of an Appealing Concept’, 
International Review of Social History, 47, 2002, p. 461. 
7 Jan Kok, ‘The Challenge of Strategy: A Comment’, International Review of Social History 47, 2002, p. 
485. 
8 Kok, ‘The Challenge of Strategy’, pp. 484-485. 
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instead of ‘strategy’ to ‘reduce the connotation of deliberate choice.’9 Most historians 

are agreed that the numbers of needy poor were far greater than those who were able to 

obtain relief and that the amount of support given was not sufficient to live upon.10 This 

meant that a large number of poor were making ends meet by using a variety of 

expedients. Olwen Hufton has termed the insecurity of livelihood of the poor in 

eighteenth-century France as “an economy of makeshifts”.11 This term did not include 

receiving welfare assistance or proceeds from criminal activity but did apply to 

migration, where the poor were forced to move to find employment and to localised 

begging by the deserving poor.12 These were responses of general expedience such as 

begging and migration, which were common to poor people everywhere. More recently, 

Steve Hindle has suggested another term, that of “economy of diversified resources”, 

which he uses to discuss the workings of networks of resources available to the poor in 

a localised environment.13 The poor of the census managed their poverty by using 

different expedients to react to the circumstances they were in. Exploring these options 

for survival among the poor is an important part of attempting to find their voice. The 

poor in the census maintained themselves using a diverse number of measures, which 

illustrate how each person or family was coping. Their common denominator was 

poverty. Most had slipped into hardship through no fault of their own and were working 

hard at survival. Indeed, few were unemployed so the main expedient was work. As 

well as being an expedient, work was a necessity. 

 

                                                
9 Margaret Pelling, 'Old Age, Poverty, and Disability in Early Modern Norwich', in Margaret Pelling and 
Richard M. Smith (eds.), Life, Death and the Elderly: Historical Perspectives, London and New York, 
Routledge, 1991, p. 92. 
10 Laurence Fontaine and Jurgen Schlumbohm, eds, Household Strategies for Survival 1600-2000: 
Fission Faction and Cooperation, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2000, p. 2; Jeremy Boulton, 
‘“It is Extreme Necessity That Makes me Do This”: Some “Survival Strategies” of Pauper Households in 
London’s West End During the Early Eighteenth Century’ in Fontaine and Schlumbohm, ‘Household 
Strategies’, 2000. p. 66. 
11 Olwen H. Hufton, The Poor of Eighteenth-Century France 1750-1789, Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1974, 
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 “Working life out just to keep life in”: occupational options  
All poor households, whatever their structure, were involved in what has been 

called a “family wage economy”.18 That is, all individuals in the household capable of 

earning were engaged in some type of occupation. Men, women and children worked at 

whatever employment was available to maintain the family. Work was a necessity 

common to nearly all households in the census regardless of their structure and included 

all age groups. However, of the 509 men in the census age sixteen years and over, a 

significant minority of 27 percent, were either unemployed or unable to work and one 

third of these were sixty years of age or over. The oldest was the worstead weaver, 

Richard Skynner, who was aged 82.19 Of the 509 men, at least 79 of these men had been 

apprenticed in Norwich and 46 had become freemen.20 It is clear that age was no barrier 

to earning but it is probable that it had an impact on earning capacity. The majority of 

men were working as labourers and the others worked in a variety of trades. The largest 

number of tradesmen worked in the textile trades followed by those in the leather and 

building trades with the rest in a miscellany of other trades. Even though most were 

working, they were not earning enough to make ends meet. It is likely that the downturn 

in the textile industry as mentioned earlier had flow on effects on other occupations. 

Occasionally men were employed in trades other than the one in which they 

served their apprenticeship. George Marshall was a worstead weaver who had been 

apprenticed to Thomas Larwoode of Norwich, worstead weaver, in 1557/8.21 At the 

time of the census he was also working at lace making.22 The worstead industry was 

                                                
18 Martha C. Howell, ‘Women’s Work in the New and Light Draperies of the Low Countries’, in N. B. 
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University Press, 1997, p. 205. 
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21 Rising and Millican, Index of Norwich Apprentices, p. 111. 
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slowing down considerably at this time as the “New Draperies” of the Low Countries’ 

immigrants were replacing it, and lace making was an important part of the new textiles 

being manufactured.23 George owned his own house that may have been an economic 

advantage to help him convert to new employment trends and he was also young 

enough to be adaptable to change. Similarly, John Force, aged 28, had served his 

apprenticeship as a worstead weaver but was working as a lace weaver and the 

journeyman cordwainer John Yonges was working as a waterman.24 For these three 

men, changing trade was not a downward move, but for others it was different, 

especially the old or disabled.  

The census takers were careful to note the previous occupation of the men if 

they had a trade. John Cok, a sixty-year-old worstead weaver, was working as a 

labourer and another worstead weaver, Richard Multon was working as a pipe filler.25 

Those individuals engaged in this occupation illustrate how the poor of the census were 

striving to carry out any sort of employment they could find, and , importantly, were 

capable of executing the labour that the work entailed. Pipe filling was carried out by 26 

individuals in the census, eight of whom were men and may have been a similar 

occupation to the 18th century ‘quill-winding’ which was filling the pirns or quills that 

go in the shuttles to form the weft of the cloth.26 Brendan Gleeson has suggested that 

this occupation was predominantly a women’s occupation and that, as three of the male 

pipe fillers were lame, it must have been a task that was easy for a disabled person to 

carry out.27 There were actually eight men in the census who were working as pipe 

fillers and six of these were all aged sixty years or over and only the two younger men 

were disabled. Of the women pipe fillers only one was aged over sixty and none were 

disabled. If pipe filling was a less demanding occupation for the disabled, it might be 

expected that that more disabled women would be engaged in it. Altogether, twenty-one 

of the twenty-five disabled women who were able to work were working at spinning 

which suggests that spinning was either more lucrative or was an easier task than pipe 

filling. However, Gleeson concluded that because the disabled men of the census were 

not involved in any other domestic occupations such as spinning, this was because 

“contemporary idealogies of gender would have proscribed most of women’s work for 

                                                
23 For discussion regarding the New Draperies, see Harte, The New Draperies; K. J. Allison, ‘The 
Norfolk Worstead Industry in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries: Part II. The New Draperies’, 
Yorkshire Bulletin of Economic and Social Research, 13/2, 1961, pp. 63-77. 
24 Pound, Census, pp. 81 and 30. 
25 Pound, Census, pp. 70 and 75.  
26 Personal comment from Cathy Terry, Curator of Social History, Museums Norwich, 15 May 2012. 
27 Brendan Gleeson, Geographies of Disability, New York and London, Routledge, 1999, p. 89. 
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men”.28 There were only seven men who, although disabled, were able to work. Two of 

these were the two pipe fillers, four were still working in their trades and the other was 

turning spits.29 The census document does not give an insight into how this may have 

affected the men, to be on a downward spiral from a well-regarded trade to much lower 

status employment. It does show however, that the majority of the men whether old or 

young were using a variety of work expedients to provide for themselves and their 

families. 

There were 827 women of sixteen and over in the census and a much smaller 

proportion were unemployed than were the men. Of these 827 women there were 51 

who were given no occupation by the census taker and so were not included in this 

analysis. Only 4.9 percent were unemployed or unable to work and of those, 76 percent 

were sixty years of age and over. The oldest woman working was 100-year-old Joan 

Forcet who was spinning white warp.30 The marked employment status differences 

between men and women was a product of the large number of singlewomen, widows 

and deserted wives in the census who justify special attention in terms of their 

experiences and will be discussed later in this chapter.  

By far the majority of the women worked at spinning and only two appear to 

have had trades, Katherine Bedfor, a tailor and Margaret Adams, an embroiderer.31 

Neither of these women were noted as apprentices, but both were carrying out the same 

occupation as their husbands.32 Margaret Pelling has remarked on the scarcity of 

midwives. Only one woman was noted with that occupation though there were probably 

other women engaged in midwifery and nursing activities who were not mentioned 

specifically.33 The census taker(s) were keen to note down all details regarding 

employment, yet the lack of women noted as nurses or midwives suggests that this was 

not regarded the same as other work practices. They may not have seen caring as an 

occupation, but rather an activity traditionally carried out by women. Pelling also 

established that 11 percent of women between the ages of 20 and 49 had more than one 

occupation, as did 7.8 percent of the women aged over fifty and she has attributed this 

                                                
28 Gleeson, Geographies of Disability, p. 90. 
29 Pound, Census, p. 50. 
30 Pound, Census, p. 49. 
31 Pound, Census, pp. 57 and 34. 
32 See case study Katherin Bedfor, Chapter Three.  
33 Margaret Pelling, ‘Nurses and Nursekeepers: Problems of Identification in the Early Modern Period’, in 
Margaret Pelling, The Common Lot: Sickness, Medical Occupations and the Urban Poor in Early 
Modern England, London and New York, Longman, 1998, p. 193-4. 
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to either misrepresentation by the census taker(s), or that those engaged in only one 

occupation were earning more and did not need to resort to multi-occupation.34  

In the census 28 children are listed as going to school. Whether this means they 

are learning how to read and write or to carry out work such as spinning and knitting is 

not known but is possibly a combination of both. What is known is that children were 

the most numerous age group in the census and that a large number of them were 

working, some at a very young age. The youngest mentioned is a three-year-old of 

unknown gender who is intriguingly said to weave and play.35 It is the only instance in 

the census to suggest children were able, at times, to behave like children. 

Two other young children found working were both aged four and worked at 

knitting. Altogether 28 percent of the children between the ages of 4 and 10 were 

working in some form of similar employment. I. Pinchbeck has noted that legislators 

and municipal reformers of the sixteenth century were concerned about care and 

training of poor children.36 The Norwich authorities made special provision for some 

children (as mentioned in Chapter Two) by providing places at St Giles’s hospital. They 

also took great care in noting that every member of a household was able to contribute 

in some way to that household’s economy, which suggests that it was usual for this to 

be the case. The poor children of Norwich would not have had a choice about being 

employed and the ethic of work as a necessity would be instilled at a very young age. 

This may not have been the case in higher status families. The goldsmith 

Valentine Isborne had four young children, the eldest of whom was nine and the census 

states that “they be ydle”.37 There was also the Barwicke family. Robert Barwick was in 

prison for debt, his wife Anne did not work but worked daily “in her husbande’s 

behalfe”, presumably trying to find a creditor for him. Their 8 children were all “ydle 

and live upon the labor of others” apart from the oldest son Robert who kept the 

bowling alley.38 Both these cases imply a sense of expectation from the census takers 

that the children should be working or at school. However both these families although 

noted as poor in the census were higher status families that had fallen on hard times. 

                                                
34 Margaret Pelling, ‘Older Women: Household, Caring and Other Occupations in the Late Sixteenth-
century Town’, in The Common Lot, p. 170-171. 
35 Pound, Census, p. 54. 
36 I. Pinchbeck, ‘The State and the Child in Sixteenth-Century England’, The British Journal of 
Sociology, 7/4, 1956, p. 273. 
37 Pound, Census, p. 63. 
38 Pound, Census, p. 24. 
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This could indicate that children were not made to work at such an early age as those 

mentioned above of a higher social status.   

The majority of older children were also working. For the purpose of this study I 

have identified as adolescent all individuals in the census aged between 12 and 21, a 

total of 105. Of those who can be identified, 29 are men and 76 are women so it is likely 

that there are more women than men overall. There are another twelve women whose 

age is not given but their description is such that they may be within this age group. 

This adolescent age group is the least represented in the census which is not surprising 

as many children were out in service or apprenticeship by early adolescence. The low 

number of young people of this age within the census households also shows that the 

census poor could not afford to employ servants, although there are one or two 

exceptions. For instance, living with 50-year-old Jone Johnson is Mybrow Spayne, 

described as “a mayd, to be hir servant.”39 The majority of the 76 young women are in 

work of some sort, mostly spinning and therefore contributing to the common weal of 

the household. In comparison, the 29 young men were mostly not working. The 

authorities targeted this particular age group after the census to ensure that all were 

employed, which included sending them to the Bridewell or the select women.40  

Overall, the small number of unemployed shows that for the people of the 

census work was the most important survival expedient for men, women and children of 

all ages. The men who were working changed trades if they were able or worked at 

more menial tasks if they were unable to continue in their chosen trade. Very few 

women were unemployed and many women were working at more than one occupation. 

The authorities wanted to know the detail of who was working, their ages and what they 

were working at, their reason being to distinguish the deserving poor from the 

undeserving poor.   

Marriage as an expedient 
In terms of family expedients, marriage is usually a choice, made by men and 

women at a time in their life cycles when both possessed a reasonable economic 

capacity, with no dependants. For many married couples in early modern England, this 

early stability could change abruptly, leaving one or the other partner with the loss of 

either companion, housekeeper or source of income. For both rich and poor, remarriage 

was often a necessary expedient. No social security meant that remarriage was a good 
                                                
39 Pound, Census, p. 61. 
40 Discussed in Chapter Two. 
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way to make ends meet for both men and women. These practices have been discussed 

in detail in terms of demography in Chapter Three, but need analysing briefly here as 

remarriage was a common survival expedient against poverty in early modern 

England.41 The parish registers of Norwich prior to and after the census show that 

remarriage was a common practice for both men and women. Likewise, unequal 

marriages made up 29 percent of the total documented marriages found for the census 

and also appear to have been an agency for both men and women to use, to assist them 

to manage their poverty. However, the census reveals that although a number of women 

used remarriage and unequal marriage as expedients, men were more likely to do so 

than women. This resulted in the census containing a far higher proportion of women 

without men including widows and deserted wives.  

The high incidence of widows in the census suggests that remarriage was not the 

same necessary survival strategy for women as for men, whether they wanted to 

remarry or not. Pamela Sharpe relates that because widows in early modern England 

received more generous poor relief than other groups, they did not need to use marriage 

as a strategy for survival.42 She supports this premise with other studies that mostly 

stem from research in the later seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.43  Another study 

by Janet D. Griffith in 1980, led to her suggestion that access and provision of poor 

relief could “reduce the desperate pressure to marry for survival”.44 I think this theory is 

less plausible for the widows in the census. Of the 196 widows in the census, 64 (32.8 

percent) are receiving alms and the majority of these are aged over 50. I have found 

only one marriage that took place after the census among the 196 widows, Jone Watts, a 

50-year-old midwife who remarried in 1571.45  

Charles Carlton has stated that “[t]he widow presents a problem in any society 

based on monogamy, fidelity and male domination”, in that society did not quite know 

what to do with widows.46 Does this ring true for those of lower social status? There is 

                                                
41 Barbara Todd, ‘The Remarrying Widow: a stereotype reconsidered’, in Mary Prior, ed, Women in 
English Society 1500-1800, London and New York, Methuen, 1985, p. 78. 
42 Pamela Sharpe, ‘Survival strategies and stories: poor widows and widowers in early industrial 
England’, in Sandra Cavallo and Lyndan Warner, eds, Widowhood in Medieval and Early Modern 
Europe, New York, Pearson Education Limited, 1999, p. 224-5. 
43 See Todd, ‘The Remarrying Widow’, pp. 54-92 and J. E. Smith, ‘Widowhood and Ageing in 
Traditional English Society’, Ageing and Society 4, 1984, pp. 429-449. 
44 Janet D. Griffith, ‘Economy, Family and Remarriage: Theory of Remarriage and Application to 
PreIndustrial England’, Journal of Family Issues, 1/4, 1980, p. 492. 
45 NRO, NPR, PD162, Marriage record 30 Dec 1571, from St Peter Montergate church consulted on the 
International Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 6 March 2012. 
46 Charles Carlton, ‘The Widow’s Tale: Male Myths and Female Reality in 16th and 17th Century 
England’, Albion, 10/2, 1978, p. 128. 
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no evidence to show this is the case for the poor in the census. A large number of 

widows in the census were living by themselves or with other women with no men in 

the household without disapproval from the authorities. Some of them were made select 

women, put in charge of looking after children and other women, especially those 

described as harlots.47 Only 16 percent of the widows were not working and of these 66 

percent were aged 60 or older. As widows, even though poor, they had greater 

independence and autonomy in their household than they would have if they remarried. 

They were probably better off being clustered and pooling their resources with other 

widows or singlewomen. To them, remaining unmarried may have seemed a more 

attractive expedient than the prospect of remarriage. 

Margaret Pelling has stated that the term widower was not widely used in early 

modern England.48 This is supported by only one instance of the term widower being 

used in the census, although I have found one other man present but not noted as such. 

Robert Hardgrave,  a 54-year-old unemployed mason who did not have a wife but had 

two children aged 16 and 10 living with him could conceivably have also been a 

widower.49 This small number of widowers is in contrast to the 196 widows listed in the 

census. However, the absence of the term may be due to the small number of men 

without women in the census overall. Sociologist Jessie Bernard has stated that “men 

need marriage in order to survive” due to a lack of preparation for independence.50 That 

may be true, but in poorer families how would the male head of household prepare for 

the death of a spouse? The men of the census who had lost their wife and were left with 

dependent children invariably married again as soon as possible, not just for their own 

benefit but the good of the family.  

One widower was not given that status by the census taker. Nycholas 

Crystcrosse, who we met earlier, was living with two children, one aged six- and the 

other five-years-old.51 He was sixty-eight years-old at the time of the census, which 

seemed a little old to have such young children so initially I thought they could have 

been grandchildren or other relatives. However, the parish registers of St Saviour’s 

church show that Jone, the wife of Nycholas Crystcross was buried on the 3 June 1565, 

                                                
47 See Chapter Two discussion on select women. 
48 Margaret, Pelling, ‘Finding widowers: men without women in English towns before 1700’, in Cavallo 
and Warner, Widowhood in Medieval and Early Modern Europe, p. 43. 
49 Pound, Census, p. 87. The census does not state whether they are related or not. 
50 Jessie Bernard, ‘Afterword’, Journal of Family Issues, 1/4, 1980, p. 565. 
51 Note, this parish although referred to in the census was not a functioning church at the time of the 
census, but was incorporated with St Saviour’s church. 
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less than a week after the birth of their son Edward, the five-year-old in the census.52  

Nycholas was an employed cobbler but listed as “pore” and was not in receipt of alms. 

The parish of St Mari Unburnt contained only three poor households noted in the census 

and each lived in separate houses. It would be expected that Nycholas may have 

remarried after the death of his wife but I have found no marriage for him up to 1579 

when he died.53 Although he was elderly and had two young children to support in 

1570, he was not receiving alms at the time of the census or after. There were no 

references to his children being sent to service either, which means he must have been 

providing for them adequately. In fact, Nycholas was a property owner. One of the 

families in the census in the same parish as Nycholas, was living in what was stated to 

be Nicholas Crystcrosse’s house in the parish of St Mary Unburnt.54 The census notes 

that Nicholas was renting a different house in the same parish owned by John 

Pickering.55 The 1568-70 Landgable Tax shows that Nycholas was assessed to pay 6d 

for “two severall tenementes” in Fybrig Street, St Mary Unburnt parish. 56 This suggests 

an economic expedient by Nycholas to sell one of his tenements, possibly to John 

Pickering, and then rent it back from him.  

Remarriage was an obvious benefit for a widower with young children to 

support as it would be difficult for a man to go out to work with no one to look after 

those children. For women remarriage provided them with a male breadwinner and 

status in a household with a male head of household. However, as seen in Chapter 

Three, only half as many women as men were remarried due to the disadvantage of 

bringing children to a relationship, so remarriage was not an easy expedient for poor 

women.57 The frequency of remarriage as a whole among both high and low social 

status families suggests that it was seen as an advantage in sixteenth-century Norwich. 

Yet, there was another group of individuals in the census whose expedient was to 

abandon their marriage altogether.  

                                                
52 NRO, NPR, PD 33, Burial record 3 June 1565, from St Saviour’s church consulted on the International 
Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 6 March 2012. 
53 NRO, NPR, PD33, Burial record 14 Nov 1579, from St Saviour’s church consulted on the International 
Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 6 March 2012 
54 Pound, Census, p. 81. 
55 Pound, Census, p. 82. 
56 Rodgers and Wallace, Norwich Landgable Assessment, p. 122. 
57 Bernard ‘Afterword’, p. 564; Griffith, ‘Economy, Family and Remarriage’, p. 487; Christer Lundh, 
‘Remarriage, gender and social class: a longitudinal study of remarriage in southern Sweden, 1766-1894’, 
Continuity and Change, 22/3, 2007, p. 385.  
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Desertion 
There were a total of 48 deserted wives listed in the census. Although a number 

of studies have been carried out on widows and, more recently, singlewomen there are 

few to be found on deserted wives. The reasons for this may be due to their similarity to 

widows, or more likely that they are even more difficult than singlewomen to research. 

But these women were quite different to widows. Most of them appear to be very poor 

as they usually have dependent children and there is a fundamental difference between 

widows and deserted wives. A widow was free to remarry but a deserted wife could not 

do so for seven years, at which time the husband could be pronounced dead.58 Deserted 

wives did not have recourse to the strategy of remarriage. Even if they were to 

commence a common law relationship they would not be able to do so in a parish where 

they were known because they would risk being branded a harlot. Of the 48 deserted 

wives in the census, 32 were aged 40 years or younger. It is possible that for a number 

of the men involved, abandoning their wives and families was an expedient as a 

deserted wife would be more likely to receive poor relief. Four of the deserted women 

were married to men in the hatter’s trade, which was having problems during the 1560s. 

For instance,  

Thomas Lodesman of 45 yeris, hattmaker, gone awaye from his wyf for 
dett, and Dorethc, his wyfe, of 36 yeris, that spyn small stufe; & 4 sons, 
the eldest 13 yere to London to his father, the rest 8 yere, 6 yere, 3 yere, & 
4 daughters, the eldest of 12 yere, 11, 10, & the last a suklynge, The 
maydes knytt & spyn. 4d a weke, Indeferent. Gon to London.59 
Thomas had gained his freedom as a hatter in 1556 as a non-apprentice, most 

likely by purchase.60 His abilities were such that along with two other hat-makers he 

was able to certify one Robert Crickmay as a “workeman sufficient and lawfull to be 

admitted to use and exersise hatmaking”.61 However, as a non-apprentice Thomas may 

not have had any experience in hat-making. Norwich had been having problems with its 

hatmakers for a number of years due to non-compliance with regulations. The trade had 

attracted unskilled workers from various other trades who were allowed to purchase 

their freedom with ease. It appears likely that this is how Thomas gained his freedom.62 

                                                
58 Martin Ingram, Church Courts, Sex and Marriage in England, 1570-1640, Cambridge and New York, 
Cambridge University Press, 1987, p. 150. 
59 Pound, Census, p. 33. 
60 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 85. 
61 William Hudson and John Tingey, eds, The Records of the City of Norwich, Vol 2, Norwich, Jarrold 
and Son, 1910, p. 178. 
62 K. J. Allison, ‘The Norwich Hatters’, East Anglian Magazine, XVI/3, 1957, p. 138. 
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Both he and Crickmay was likely to have received one of the special licences granted to 

hatters by the mayor during the years the hat-makers’ trade was in disarray.63  

In 1566 Thomas had been granted a licence to “occupie brewyng of ale to sell 

owte at the dores as other brewers do”.64 Although the licence was granted to Thomas, 

it is likely that his wife assisted in this occupation.65 It seems that neither hat-making 

nor brewing ale was enough to keep his wife and eight children and his solution seems 

to have been to go away to London. Whether this was to debtor’s prison or just to run 

away from his obligations is not known, but Thomas does appear to have kept in touch 

with his family. His eldest son had gone to London to be with his father and later the 

whole family has also departed. The origins of this family were not stated in the census 

and it may be that they had family or kinship links in London to fall back on. 

Another hatter, Thomas Collyns, had also run away to London. His wife 

Margery, aged 28, was living with her elderly mother Agnes in St Martin at Bale parish 

and Margery’s father was listed as being in the hospital.66 The house that they lived in 

held a total of 17 individuals in six households, including the unnamed harlot who was 

noted to be in Margery’s bed. Margery worked at knitting while her nine-year-old 

daughter span white stuff. Her mother Agnes also worked at spinning and was receiving 

11/2d in alms, and continued to receive payment after the census. There is also 

John Harison of 40 yers, hatter, gon from his wyfe, & Curstanc, his wyfe, 
of 40 yeris, that spyn white warpe. The house in morgadge. Veri pore.* & 
is charged with hyr mother, Cysely Angell, of 80 yeris that lye bethred, 4d 
a weke. Veri pore. [6d]. & also with 6 children of 14, of 9, 9, 7, 5 & 1 yer 
old, 2 servants, & theldest knytt & spyn. [hable].67 
John appears to have had a reasonable start to his working life. He had come 

from Newton in Yorkshire to be apprenticed to Norwich hatmaker John Brown and 

gained his freedom in 1558.68 He had managed to buy a house, start a large family and 

employ two servants who were possibly apprentices. John had gained his freedom at 

precisely the time that more severe regulations had been enforced on the hatters. 

Freemen in this trade could keep only three apprentices at one time, had to hire 

journeymen quarterly or annually instead of by the day and all unmarried journeymen 

                                                
63 Allison, ‘The Norwich Hatters’, p. 136. 
64 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a/8 1562-69, fo. 431r. 
65 Marjorie Keniston McIntosh, Working Women in English Society, Cambridge, Cambridge University 
Press, 2005, p. 160; Judith M. Bennett, Ale, beer and brewsters in England: women's work in a changing 
world, 1300-1600, New York, Oxford University Press, 1996. p. 7. 
66 Pound, Census, p. 36. 
67 Pound, Census, p. 60. 
68 Millican Register of the Freemen, p. 228. 
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were to live in the master’s house. All of this may have placed a household under great 

financial stress. Whatever the cause, John left Curstance in dire straits with six children, 

two servants and an ailing elderly mother to look after. The poor relief accounts show 

that after the census Cisely Angell, the mother of Curstance, was given 12d a week. 

Subsequently, there is no mention of this family and no deaths recorded in St Gregory 

parish where they were living. However, George Harryson, the son of John Harryson, 

hatter, gains his freedom as a hatter by patrimony in 1577 which suggests despite their 

problems, the family managed to get through.69 

I have not found that any of the deserted wives remarried in the twenty years 

after the census. Nearly all had lived in Norwich long enough to be considered residents 

and only four were ordered to be removed from the city. However, 29 percent of them 

were not born in Norwich. It does seem that they had come to Norwich either with their 

husbands or had met them there, not that they had migrated after being deserted.  The 

lack of information about the deserted wives reinforces a remark by Pelling that they do 

not have the visibility of widows.70 This brief look at the deserted wives of the census 

has shown that there are more questions to investigate within this cohort of women, 

although it may be difficult to find conclusive answers.   

Poor relief 
Poor relief was an absolute necessity to the livelihood of a number of families in 

the census.71 For instance, the case of Robert Garrod, “of 90 yeris, glover not hable to 

work, & Jane, his wyfe, of 92 yeris, that lyeth bethred, & have dwelt here 40 yer” shows 

an elderly couple, who were unable to work.72 In their position, what options would be 

available to them to survive? In their case, they were receiving 2d a week alms from the 

authorities which increased to 4d a week after the census. Their age and infirmity would 

preclude them from working so they are left with no alternatives to choose from to 

make ends meet and were not alone in their predicament. The census allowed the 

authorities to determine who was receiving relief and whether there were others also 

deserving of assistance. The poor relief books do not reveal whether the poor actually 

requested alms, but rather that the deacons of the ward kept track of who needed relief. 

                                                
69 Millican, Register of the Freemen, p. 85. 
70 Pelling, ‘Finding widowers’, p. 37. 
71 Tim Wales, ‘Poverty, poor relief and the life-cycle: some evidence from seventeenth century Norfolk’, 
in Richard M. Smith, ed, Land, Kinship and Life-Cycle, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1984, p. 
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72 Pound, Census, p. 90. 
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In the case of the Garrod family, the census revealed that their condition was such that 

the amount of relief given to them was doubled. 

There were 175 men and women listed in the census as receiving alms, as seen 

in Table 6.1.  

 Age 
under 

40 

Age 40 
to 50 

Age 50 
to 60 

Age 60 
to 70 

Age 70 + Total 

Widows 2 11 7 18 30 68 

Singlewomen 1 2 7 6 17 33 

Deserted wives 5 5 1 1 0 12 

Single men 0 0 1 0 1 2 

Married men 7 16 7 13 14 57 

Other 0 1 0 1 1 3 

Totals 15 35 23 39 63 175 

Table 6-1  Age distribution of those receiving alms (n=175) 

Of these, a total of 59 men were receiving alms of which 28 were aged 60 years 

and over. Of these, 21 were listed as either unable to work or unemployed. This is in 

contrast to women of the census where 116 were receiving alms, 75 were aged 60 and 

over and only 11 were listed as unable or unemployed. The younger men and women 

receiving alms show a different trend; there were 23 men and 26 women who were less 

than 50 years of age. Of these, six of the women and ten of the men were providing for 

three or more children. Those churchwarden accounts that have survived show that 

prior to the census those receiving any relief payments were listed in the accounts. After 

the census both payments and receipts are listed in the Mayor’s Book of the Poore and it 

is possible to trace the same names through the book which goes from 1571 to 1580.73  

The largest difference between the men and women receiving alms was their 

marital status. There were only two single men receiving alms, one was Richard 

Robertes, an 80-year-old labourer out of work and the other 50-year-old Edward Hunt 

who was “besyd himselfe a lyttle”.74 In contrast there were 113 women without men, 68 

widows, 33 singlewomen and 12 deserted wives. Three other women were married but 

their husbands were in the hospital. Only three of the women aged less than 50 years 

were receiving alms at the time of the census. This small number corresponds with 
                                                
73 These accounts have been analysed in detail, see John Pound, ‘An Elizabethan Census of the Poor: the 
treatment of vagrancy in Norwich, 1570-1580’, University of Birmingham Historical Journal VII, 1962, 
pp 135-161.  
74 Pound, Census, p. 79. 
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other studies indicating that authorities in early modern England expected young able 

women to be able to provide for themselves, either through work or marriage, placing 

them firmly in the category of undeserving poor.75   

Although there is little evidence that the poor themselves requested aid, it is 

probable that this did happen but it was not generally noted. In 1572 Roger Horton and 

his wife “being in such poverty they came to the hall for comfort”.76 The document does 

not record how much they were given and I have not identified them in later entries so 

their trouble may have been temporary. As well as payment of alms there are numerous 

incidents in the poor relief book that list special payments to the poor. These extra 

payments could be utilised by any of the poor in the parish, not just those on an alms 

list. There were a number of payments for sickness and healing, for instance, Jordan’s 

wife was paid for looking the children of John Flanders for 4 weeks when his wife was 

ill.77 Payments are given for winding sheets for burials, and often to pay for clothing 

and blankets. In the winter there were large amounts of money to pay for charcoal and 

faggots to be delivered to the poor.78 Other poor families who were not on the alms list 

received payments for assisting other families. Robardes, the Procter of St Stephen’s 

gate was paid for “taking in of Jone in the tower” and Thomas Moody was paid “to 

receive a child of Richard Raby”.79 The diverse nature of the payments indicates that the 

authorities were aware of other needs that a basic relief payment would not be able to 

cover.  

The majority of those receiving alms were the elderly, the sick and those 

unemployed with large families to support, particularly widows and deserted wives. 

Almost all the unemployed and unable men were in households that could assist them. 

What is very apparent in analysing not just the men who were recipients of alms, but all 

of the men in the census, is that their household structure appears to be an important 

survival expedient for the men, which I will now explore.  

                                                
75 Amy M. Froide, ‘Marital Status as a Category of Difference: Singlewomen and Widows in Early 
Modern England’, in Judith M. Bennett and Amy M. Froide, eds, Singlewomen in the European Past 
1250-1800, Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Press, 1999, p 253.  
76 NRO NCR Case 20c, The Mayor’s Book of the Poore, p. 57. 
77 This has been dealt with in detail by Margaret Pelling, see, ‘Healing the Sick Poor: Social Policy and 
Disability in Norwich, 1550-1640', in Pelling, The Common Lot, pp. 79-102. 
78 NRO NCR Case 20c, The Mayor’s Book of the Poore, p. 38. 
79 NRO NCR Case 20c, The Mayor’s Book of the Poore, unpaginated, February 1579. 
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“Comforts of home”: formation of households  
Although the Norwich authorities did not use the terms family or household to 

describe those in the census, the inhabitants of each dwelling were noted within 

household groups. Some dwellings have more than one household group whereas others 

contain only a single household. Contemporary documents pertaining to the census do 

not explain what the authorities were trying to establish here. The way in which the 

census taker(s) listed each household implies that it was thought necessary to establish 

the size and composition of each household as well as the condition of the inhabitants in 

terms of age, occupation and health. The composition of the households of the 

individuals and families in the census suggest that the way they were structured 

functioned as a resource for these households, as they were able to combine their 

activities in order to benefit each other.  

So, is there a difference between family and household? One definition has been 

that a family consists of individuals with kinship relations, whereas a household is a 

domestic group, which may include unrelated servants, visitors, or lodgers. As historian 

Franklin Mendels has suggested, “organisation of the household and family of 

yesteryear was not uniformly, generally or typically nuclear, and its composition was 

not generally simple.”80 The answer then is not clear-cut. The family cycle itself is 

dynamic and subject to change over time in response to socio-economic and cultural 

pressures and these factors dictate strategies used by families to deal with their lives. 

Keith Wrightson, who has identified three problems in the interpretation of history of 

the family and family relationships in early modern England, has addressed the question 

of defining the term “family”.81 The problems he described are firstly conceptualisation, 

where the family is seen in terms of an evolutionary development; secondly 

verification, due to the disparate nature of the sources; and credibility, where the 

arguments, according to Wrightson, “ acquire a distinctly ahistorical quality which itself 

lacks credibility”.82 In the same essay, he noted that this is changing and some 

historians are now focusing on the variability of family life instead of trying to find a 

single categorisation.83 Naomi Tadmor has also emphasised these difficulties of 

                                                
80 Franklin Mendels, ‘Review: Family Forms in Historic Europe’, Social History 11/1, 1986, p. 83. See 
also Christer Lundh, ‘Households and Families in Pre-Industrial Sweden’, Continuity and Change, 10/1, 
1995, pp. 33-68. 
81 Keith Wrightson, ‘The Family in Early Modern England’, in Stephen Taylor, Richard Connors and 
Clyve Jones, Hanoverian Britain and Empire: Essays in Memory of Philip Lawson, Woodbridge, The 
Boydell Press, 1998. 
82 Wrightson, ‘Family in Early Modern England’, pp. 12-15. 
83 Wrightson, ‘Family in Early Modern England’, p. 16.  
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definition. She has stated that the way in which the word “family” was used in 

contemporary seventeenth- and eighteenth-century England described both blood and 

marriage relationships and co-residence and authority relationships.84 The “family” was 

a “group of persons (related or not) living under the same roof and under the authority 

of a household head.”85 This diversity of family combinations creates difficulty in 

describing or attaching a single meaning to the concept of “family” and it is this 

diversity that is very apparent in the census households of 1570 Norwich.86 

It is possible to infer from the census not only the number of individuals but also 

the number of households in each house, and the characteristics of each household. 

Some were single nuclear families in a house by themselves, some houses held more 

than one household. As noted in Chapter Two, although female household heads were 

not usual, women without men headed a large number of households. There were 

instances where the family-household consisted of unrelated individuals. For instance, 

some families contained stepchildren who were not biologically related to one or other 

parent. The death of a spouse was common so this was seen in both high and low status 

families. In some cases a child may not be related to either parent as orphan children 

were often assigned to families by the authorities. The children of John Chambers were 

assigned to Robert Chambers, possibly a relative, after being orphaned in the plague 

epidemic of 1579.87 Many of the households did not fit the contemporary ideal of an 

early modern household where a patriarch maintained and exercised authority over a 

family.88 They suggest that a breakdown of this ideal was a prerequisite for poverty. 

The numbers of individuals in each house ranged from only one up to 39 sharing 

one house between them. These latter houses contained several households, which 

might also range from one individual to large occasionally extended families. William 

Pleasaunce and his wife Alice were living in St Paul’s parish at the time of the census, 

                                                
84 Naomi Tadmor, Family and Friends in Eighteenth-Century England: Household, Kinship and 
Patronage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001, p. 20. For wide-ranging discussions on this 
topic see Peter Laslett and Richard Wall, Household and family in past time : comparative studies in the 
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and colonial North America, with further materials from Western Europe, Cambridge, Cambridge 
University Press, 1972; Tamara K. Hareven, ‘Family Time and Historical Time’, Daedalus, 106/2, The 
Family, Spring 1977, pp. 57-70; E. Anthony Wrigley, ‘Reflections on the History of the Family’, 
Daedalus, 106/2, The Family, Spring 1977, pp. 71-85. 
85 Wrightson‘Family in Early Modern England’, p. 17. 
86 Michael Anderson, Approaches to the History of the Western Family, 1500-1914, Studies in Economic 
and Social History, Hampshire, Macmillan Education Ltd, 1980 p. 14. 
87 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a, unpaginated, FHLC film 1911900, December 1579.  
88 Patricia Crawford, Parents of Poor Children in England, 1580-1800, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 
2010, p. 194. 
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and sharing a house with seven other households.89 William was a 50-year-old blind 

man, his wife Alice was aged 96 and both were listed as unable to work.90 The adults in 

all the other households were working except for 40-year-old Thomas Wade, a cobbler 

who was lame and unable.91 In total, twenty-three people lived in this house. It was a 

mixture of young and old, widowed and married, working and unemployed or unable to 

work and was typical of other houses in the census containing multiple households. 

There were three women in their thirties who were available for both child minding for 

the households with smaller children and for assistance to the 96-year-old Alice 

Pleasaunce. As well, there was a 16-year-old who could have run errands. All the 

households would have been contributing rent, of course, but it is not clear whether 

each was paying the landlord or if one or two families were the lessees and were 

subletting to the others. 

Other houses contained households of women and children only, which were 

often a mix of young and old widows, deserted wives and occasionally singlewomen. I 

have not found blood relationships for most of these women-only households. Margaret 

Pelling has stressed the possibility that the “poor made arrangements with other poor 

people” in the context of helping the elderly.92 The structure of these households 

suggests that communal assistance was likely in sixteenth-century Norwich. It may have 

been expedient for women of any age to be better off if they were to pool resources, 

especially in living arrangements by sharing accommodation and there is much 

evidence of this as an expedient. The widow Margaret Warner aged 58 and her 22-year-

old daughter were living in the same house as three other households, including 

deserted wife Marion Hopton aged 46 and her six-year-old child, the 62-year-old widow 

Elizabeth Hare and singlewoman Agnes Mallarde aged 45.93 All residents of this house 

were working except the six-year-old who went to school, and there were no men in the 

house. We cannot know why and how people chose their living arrangements in these 

circumstances but like the example above, many of these houses contained a mix of 

older and younger women, both with and without children and were either single, 

widowed or deserted.  

                                                
89 Pound, Census, p. 90.  
90 Pound, Census, p. 90. 
91 Pound, Census, p. 90. 
92 Margaret Pelling, 'Old Age, Poverty, and Disability in Early Modern Norwich: Work, Remarriage and 
other Expedients', in Pelling, The Common Lot, p. 146. 
93 Pound, Census, p. 42. 
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Although the women may have occupied different rooms in the same house this 

does not preclude some form of communal assistance and is an example of the 

expedient of “spinster clustering” as discussed by Olwen Hufton.94 This cross-

generational occupation within houses shows survival expedients not based on kinship 

but on current needs. Older women could look after young children leaving the younger 

women free to work and travel to procure necessities for the household. The fact that 

women were used to move about the city to obtain work, materials necessary for their 

work or food produce is often gazetted in the Assembly minutes. An entry from the 

Norwich Assembly in 1532 Assembly reveals much about the economics of the textile 

industry in Norwich at the time. It begins with a statement that the poor for many years 

have been relying on spinning as their only means of survival. It compelled the butchers 

to bring their fleeces to market with the meat from slaughtered sheep and to seel the 

fleeces “openly in the market to poore women until the hour of xij”.95 It seems the 

fleeces were being sold “in gret and gorre sommes” to the trades that used them which 

left the poorest skins in which there was no profit for the poor to buy.96 By describing 

the fact that the women had to buy whole fleeces it enlarges the depth of the occupation 

of  spinning. Heavy fleeces would need to be transported to the household and the wool 

removed before spinning could commence. It appears that spinning wasn’t just the 

sedentary occupation usually seen in illustrations and it would make sense for women to 

assist each other and live near each other for this work. 

Some households had a generation gap, that is, grandparents with grandchildren. 

In some cases, it could be construed that the children were helping the elderly relatives 

but it could also be that death may have caused family disruption. As stated earlier, 

number of households contain children unrelated to the family. A fatherless child of 

twelve was living with Richard Sandlyng’s family. Richard was blind and the child’s 

task was to lead him around.97 It is difficult to ascertain whether these relationships 

were the result of informal arrangements made between poor families or by the 

authorities. Children are regularly seen in the Mayor’s court records being assigned as 

servants, sometimes to other census families. For instance, Elizabeth Stori was one of 

the widows in the census, living in the Normans with her nine-year-old son 

                                                
94 Olwen Hufton, ‘Women without Men: Widows and Spinsters in Britain and France in the Eighteenth-
Century’, Journal of Family History 9, 1984, p. 361; see also Bridget Hill, Women Alone: Spinsters in 
England 1660-1850, New Haven and London, Yale University Press, 2001, p. 179. 
95 Hudson and Tingey, Records of Norwich, Vol 2, p. 119. 
96 Hudson and Tingey, Records of Norwich, Vol 2, p. 119. 
97 Pound, Census, p. 66. 
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Humphrey.98 Three years later, Humphrey was assigned to John Heth, the hairmaker, 

for twelve years.99 This was a service, not apprenticeship, arrangement. John and his 

wife Elizabeth were listed in the census, but both were young, aged 28, without 

children, and John owned their house.100 It is not clear from any of the documentation 

how or who decided these arrangements. Did John and Elizabeth already know 

Humphrey and take pity on him? It was an official arrangement, formalised by being set 

out in the court record which may suggest that Elizabeth could no longer take care of 

Humphrey and shows the authorities were concerned to ensure that children were not 

left to make their own way. Alternatively, as Humphrey was of an age to be assigned to 

service, the authorities could then also organise Elizabeth into service as she no longer 

had a dependent child. 

The great majority of men in the census were not living alone, but were married 

or living with parents, siblings or other relatives. In two cases unrelated men appear to 

be living in the same household. Richard Baker was a 78-year-old cobbler who had his 

servant Alexander Plater, also a cobbler, aged 36,  living with him. An enigmatic 

sentence from the census listing in St Augustine’s notes  “ther lyeth on Gylbert, a 

Skotish man....& Wm Boyis, a labourer”.101 It is not clear whether these two men were 

living together but seems likely they were possibly lodging with the previous listed 

family. If so, this is one of the few examples of the taking in of lodgers being used as an 

expedient by census households. Another four single men were listed in the census. One 

was unemployed and receiving alms, two although elderly were working and the fourth 

was William Carter, a young man “dyseased of a sore legge”.102 This young man shared 

a house with two widows and another single woman who may have been of assistance 

to him. 

Although it is speculative to suggest that the households in these situations may 

have been mutually cooperative, I believe that this is possible. Early modern visual 

documentations often show groups of women spinning together so it is reasonable to 

expect that the women of the census were no different. Spinning was a mundane 

occupation and other tasks could be carried out at the same time; children could be 

watched over by the group and the gossip of the day exchanged. Another common 

                                                
98 Pound, Census, p. 91. 
99 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a, unpaginated, FHLC film 1911900, 1 April 1573. 
100 Pound, Census, p. 62. 
101 Pound, Census, p. 77. 
102 Pound Census, p. 43. I agree with Margaret Pelling who has suggested the Ro. Carter who owned this 
house may have been related to young William. 
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occupation of women was that of washing and scouring. The census indicates that this 

may also have been a group activity of the women. Both 50-year-old Agnes Saule and 

the 60-year-old widow Margaret Harrison, as well as spinning and knitting, were 

“helping to wash” which implies they were assisting others.103 The household 

composition found among the poor of Norwich differs from that of other groups with 

the main difference being the absence of servants or apprentices noted in these 

households. The small number of adolescents, both men and women, show that a 

number of these were probably in service or apprenticeships, most likely in Norwich but 

not living in census households. Other population listings from the sixteenth and early 

seventeenth centuries confirm that lower status households tended not to have servants 

or apprentices as the cost of a live-in servant would have been far too great for a poor 

household.104  

These household arrangements indicate that few of the poor were living totally 

alone, and most were sharing houses in various configurations of household structure. 

The composition of the households was usually a mixture of young and old, married, 

widowed or single, employed and unemployed. These living arrangements favoured 

neighbourly assistance and would have been a much cheaper expedient than living 

alone. 

Desperation: crime as an expedient for survival 
Between 1560 and 1580, a total of 141 individuals appeared in the Mayor’s 

court, some more than once. Their offences were varied, ranging from stealing and evil 

rule to simple bills of complaint. I will now consider the extent to which the poor of the 

census used crime as a survival expedient, or whether it was a factor that contributed to 

their poverty. 

Begging 
Begging was one of Olwyn Hufton’s main expedients within an economy of 

makeshifts, which she notes was usually carried out by children and the elderly.105 

Studies of begging in early modern England have mainly been in conjunction with those 

of vagrancy or broader studies of the poor. Authorities throughout sixteenth-century 

England, especially after the Reformation, had a low opinion of beggars for many years. 

                                                
103 Pound, Census, pp. 55 and 36. 
104 See John Webb, ed, Poor Relief in Elizabethan Ipswich, Ipswich, Suffolk Records Society Vol IX, 
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They were stigmatised along with vagrants and in 1536 and, a few years later with the 

Vagrancy Act of 1547, Parliament prohibited begging.106 A central government statute 

in 1563 initiated a formal licensing system for beggars although a number of towns had 

already enacted similar legislation prior to this date, which then meant that begging was 

a criminal offence unless it was licensed.  

Beggars, usually the resident poor, were given badges to wear “as a stamp of 

approval, a testimonial of the truth of the deserving or diseased status of those who 

wore them.”107 This early badging process was to label the poor as worthy recipients of 

charity but as early as the late sixteenth century it was isolating them as less than 

worthy.108 Steve Hindle’s essay regarding the badging of the deserving poor has shown 

the way in which over time badging was to sit uncomfortably with many poor people, 

creating yet another category, that of the “shame-faced” humiliated poor who were too 

embarrassed to ask for assistance.109 In Norwich it was ordered in the Assembly of 9 

August 1557 that no poor should go about begging unless they were wearing a badge.110 

In York, the authorities even employed a master beggar to “facilitate orderly begging 

and dissuade unauthorised begging” presumably only allowing those with badges to 

beg.111 Norwich also had Master beggars for some years, appointed at around the same 

time as beggars were being given licenses to beg. This was an attempt to control vagrant 

numbers by keeping unlicensed beggars and vagabonds out of the city. One of the 

elderly men of the census, Symon Frary, was appointed Master Beggar in 1560.112 At 

that time he was 76 and had married just two years before in 1558 to Alice Byrd who 

was 26 years younger.113 The occupation of Master Beggar was probably not a lucrative 

one and by the time of the census, the 86-year-old Symon was unemployed and 

surviving with the help of 4d a week in alms and his wife’s spinning work.114   

The last mention of Master beggars in the Norwich records was when Symon 

Frary was appointed in 1560 which suggests that the office was no longer extant at the 
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time of the census. There is a mention in 1572 in the poor relief book that 13s. 4d. was 

paid to “the warden of beggars for his travell to find boys that go about town begging”, 

but there is no mention of badging in the Mayor’s court records and quarter sessions at 

that time.115 Nicholas Brodie has suggested that because begging was mostly illegal and 

also unacceptable, the master beggar could not continue as his office “lent legitimacy to 

the practice of beggary”.116  However, although the master beggar may have 

disappeared from Norwich, the census brought in his place other schemes for the 

purpose of not only punishing but also assisting the poor that will be discussed later in 

this chapter. 

Few of the Norwich inhabitants in the 1570 census were listed as beggars, 

perhaps because the Mayor’s court records show a low tolerance of vagrants and 

beggars by the authorities. Therefore why does the rhetoric from the authorities seem to 

speak of both the people of the census and beggars and vagrants in the same breath?117 

Reading the census document in isolation does not suggest that there could be a vagrant 

problem in Norwich at this time. The small number of those noted in the census as 

beggars reinforces the fact that these were the settled non-vagrant poor, not the 

vagabonds that were railed against and used as one of the catalysts for the census to be 

carried out. It also suggests that there could be a two-tier demographic of poor in 

Norwich at this time, those of the census, who were in the main the deserving poor, and 

another group of unsettled, vagrant and undeserving poor. These latter are difficult to 

quantify but the number listed in the Mayor’s court does not seem to indicate a large 

vagrant problem. In the two years from 1569-1570 a total of 50 vagrants were dealt with 

in the court, which is only one per fortnight.118 Some itinerants may have stayed outside 

the walls of the town and moved in and out in brief forays without getting caught but 

there is no evidence for this. Altogether only 11 individuals in the census were noted as 

beggars, one elderly man, three elderly women, three younger women, two siblings 

aged less than ten years and an eleven-year-old boy. The two young siblings who were 

begging were the children of Agnes Longworth, a 40-year-old widow who was 

unemployed. The family were not receiving alms and described as “myserable pore”.119 

After the census the poor relief book shows that they were given 4d a week.120 The 
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other beggars are not found in the poor relief book after the census, or mentioned in the 

Mayor’s court. 

The figures show few of the people of the census considered begging a good 

expedient. Most of those that were listed as begging appear to be using it as a last resort 

like Maude House, a 60 year-old widow “that is a desolate thing” and Eme Stowe, an 80 

year-old widow “that is lame of hir arme”.121 Both badging and the Master beggar had 

been dispensed with by the time of the census so any begging was then a criminal 

offence so the threat of punishment made it an expedient for only the desperate. 

Misdemeanours  
The Mayor’s court in Norwich reveals that few men and women from the census 

appeared in the court in the decade prior to and the decade after the census. They were 

in court for a variety of offences and I will discuss here those that were most common. 

There is no real pattern to those appearing in the court, they come from all ages and 

occupations. A number of men but no women appear for minor charges of misbehaviour 

such as abusing the ward constables, disorderly conduct and misbehaviour in court. 

There were two men who stood out as repeat offenders and three others who were 

occasionally mentioned with one of them. These offences were usually punished by 

fines but both these men were imprisoned, one being additionally punished by being 

placed in irons for his obstinacy to the gaoler.122 Conversely, women appear for 

scolding and or brawling, usually with other women, which appears to be an offence 

mainly applied to women.123 Table 6-2 shows an analysis of the five most common 

offences. 

                                                
121 Pound, Census, p. 50 and 36. 
122 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a/8, November 1563, Case of John Tyttle, fo. 155v and 
December 1567, Case of John Rochester, fo. 249r. 
123  Bernard Capp, When Gossips Meet: Women, Family and Neighbourhood in Early Modern England, 
Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2004, p. 7. 



Life experiences of the poor in sixteenth-century Norwich – a longitudinal study 

228 

 

10 years prior to 
census 

10 years after the 
census Total 

Offence 
Men Women Men Women Men Women 

Evil rule 6 6 13 10 19 16 

Bad 
Workmanship 

12 – 30 – 42 – 

Stealing 3 6 2 10 5 16 

Scolding – 9 – 6 – 15 

Bad behaviour 13 – 8 – 21 – 

 34 21 53 26 87 47 

Table 6-2 Most common offences committed by the census population, 1560-1580 

There were a high number of offences committed by men related to their trades. 

At regular intervals, selected freemen from various trades sat in judgement on fellow 

tradesmen who had had complaints made against them. Most of these complaints 

referred to bad workmanship, or working contrary to the statutes of the guilds. The 

details of the complaints provide a possible reason for the poverty of some of the men 

of the census because they were subject to fines. The mason Bartholomew Bell was a 

serial offender who was fined a number of times. Prior to the census he was fined for 

being absent from the assembly.124 The census notes Bartholomew as unemployed, 

which may have resulted from a downturn in the building trades at that time. After the 

census, he appears several times in the space of three years and in one session he was 

fined a total of 30d, for selling his apprentice contrary to the orders of the masons and 

setting to work a man who was not a mason.125 Altogether, eight of the eleven masons 

that were listed in the census are found in the pages of the Mayor’s court in the decades 

prior to and after the census, their charges were mainly bad workmanship and working 

contrary to orders. Whether their misdemeanours came about in desperation to ensure 

employment, or whether their misfortune and poverty was just due to poor work and 

judgment is difficult to say. Bartholomew had six children aged ten years and under at 

the time of the census and was living in his own house. Some men may have taken short 

cuts and risked the chance of being fined as an expedient to keep in employment during 

times of need.  
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Along with the tradesmen’s offences, there was a similar number of offences 

such as “evil rule” or “evil behaviour” which appear to relate to various degrees of 

sexual misconduct that in turn received varying degrees of punishment. The most 

common punishment was being stocked or being rode about the marketplace with a 

paper on their head, but occasionally transgressors were imprisoned or ducked in the 

cuckstool at Fyebridge.126 There does appear to be an increase in these offences after the 

census but it is difficult to determine whether this is because there was an actual 

increase in these offences or the city authorities were clamping down more harshly on 

this behaviour. There was little difference in the numbers of men and women 

committing these offences and few repeat offenders.  

There were occasional entries referring to servants being punished for running 

away from their masters. Two separate entries concern John Burr who we met in 

Chapter Three. John was a glasier and noted as unemployed in the census.127 He had 

had six children by his first wife and had another five children to his second wife Alice. 

In January of 1568 John’s son Richard, who was an apprentice with Robert Rowe, 

appeared in the court for “playing away of his money” and was whipped with rods in 

the chamber.128 John’s daughter Margery and son John were on separate occasions 

brought before the Mayor’s court in April 1569 and later that year their brother Richard 

appeared again.129 All three were charged with running away from their masters and 

young John with the added charge of “deceiving his father” and Richard also with a 

charge of “pyking”.130 In the same year Richard was again before the court where he 

was discharged from his apprenticeship for “evil behaviour”.131 These three children 

had grown into adolescence with a new mother and five young stepsiblings, as well as a 

father who seems to have slipped into unemployment through sickness. This suggests 

that their misdemeanours may have arisen from family dysfunction. 

Five men and sixteen women from census families were punished in the 

Mayor’s court for stealing between 1560 and 1580. These were mostly petty larceny 

offences and punishment was either being stocked or whipping. John and Alice Swayne 

were long time residents of Norwich but did not appear in the court prior to the census. 

They were noted in the census as being “miserable poor” and it appears they may have 
                                                
126 NRO NCR Case 16a/8, Mayor’s court Books July 1562, fo. 4r. Margaret Hare ducked for scolding and 
bawdry. 
127 Pound, Census, p. 45.  
128 NRO NCR Case 16a/8, Mayor’s court Books, January 1568, fo. 561v. 
129 NRO NCR Case 16a/8, Mayor’s court Books, April 1569 fo. 685r, 687r and January 1569 fo. 665r. 
130 Pyking refers to stealing.  
131 NRO NCR Case 16a, Mayor’s court Books unpaginated, FHLC film 1911900, 29 November 1569. 



Life experiences of the poor in sixteenth-century Norwich – a longitudinal study 

230 

stayed that way.132 In May of 1577 Alice was placed in the stocks with a goose around 

her neck for the crime of stealing and roasting a goose.133 The small number of stealing 

offences shows that very few of the poor of the census were using criminal 

misdemeanours as an expedient to manage their poverty. However, the large number of 

other offences shows that their behaviour may have contributed to their circumstance, 

especially in the cases of bad workmanship and bad behaviour. 

Prostitution 
In Chapter Three, the discussion on illegitimacy showed that the rhetoric of the 

Mayor’s Orders for the Poore did not match the reality of the numbers of illegitimate 

children found among the census poor or the number of women identified as prostitutes. 

Altogether, fourteen of the women in the census were classified as harlots or gresse 

maydes, which suggests that few women of the census were employing prostitution as a 

survival expedient. None were living together; three lived north of the river and the rest 

south of the river. There is also no consistency to the words used to describe these 

women, the words “harlot” and “hore” are in fact rarely used. Often reading the census 

entry does not indicate anything untoward about the woman mentioned, for instance, 

“ther is a mayde called Mable a Breten, that is my ladi Wodhous servant, that do 

souiorne there in my ladis absonce, She is of 23 yers.”134 Mable is sharing a house in St 

Augustine’s parish with three other households, consisting of mainly elderly inhabitants 

and the description of her seems fairly innocuous. Yet, in the notes of the census taker 

at the end of the ward is noted “Harlotes: Mabel a Breten at Frances Morlis and 

Elizabeth Gask at Osborns”.135 Having been judged as a harlot, Mabel was lucky not to 

have been sent to the select women, instead she was commanded into service along with 

several other young singlewomen. 

Only one woman in the census was actually referred to as a whore. “A harlott, I 

founde there one hore of Havergat layde in their bed, & I understand of much evel 

resort, & resort thether at 9 of the clok at night”136 The “hore of Havergate” was living 

in a house in St Marten at Bale parish in Ber Street Ward. Intriguingly, she vanishes 

from the records and we are never to find out her identity or what became of her. Being 

from the parish of Halvergate, about 12 miles just south east of Norwich, it is likely she 

                                                
132 Pound, Census, p. 92. 
133 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Books, Case 16a, unpaginated, LDS, FHLC film 1911900, May 1577. 
134 Pound, Census, p. 76. 
135 Pound, Census, p. 82. 
136 Pound, Census, p. 36. 
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was sent away, although I cannot find a record in the Mayor’s court for her. As well as 

the “hore”, there were seventeen people living in the same house which was one of two 

owned by Henry Shipdam in the same parish that were rented by poor households. The 

bed in which the “hore” was found belonged to Margery Collyns, the wife of a hatter, 

Thomas Collyns. Thomas had left his wife and two young children and gone to 

London.137 It is possible that both the “hore” and Margery were practising prostitution 

to make ends meet and if so, Margery appears to have been the only married woman in 

the census to do so. In 1571 the authorities paid the surgeon Fisher to heal Margery of a 

canker in her mouth and noted she had the signs of the pox on her body.138 Fisher the 

surgeon received 31s and 8d, quite a large sum, which indicates that the authorities were 

willing to pay good money towards the health of the poor.  

Nine of the women regarded as harlots either have children or are unmarried and 

pregnant. This appears to be the main criteria by which the authorities base their 

description of harlot, hore or gresse mayde. There is no indication that they believe that 

a single woman who is pregnant may not be so by choice. In John Kynge’s house within 

St Mary’s parish were three households, including that of John Bridge, a 60-year-old 

smith with his wife Grace and a 15-year-old child. The census states they had taken in 

“Margaret Cok, a wench late with child, that spyn, & is delyvered, that was begotten at 

Lesyngham by Thos. Gedney of North Walsham, worsted weaver, that was about to 

marry hyr.”139 Margaret was, with the aid of Thomas Gedney, obviously in a sorry 

predicament but had been taken in by the Bridge household and was contributing to the 

welfare of the household by working at spinning. However, as with Mable a Breten 

above, the notes at the end of the Coslany ward census entries label her as a harlot.140 A 

search of the North Walsham parish register shows that Thomas Gedney did live there 

and he was married to Margaret Woode on 24 September 1969. This couple 

subsequently had at least six children, by which time he must have forgotten his liaison 

with unfortunate Margaret Cok.141  

Two other pregnant women were living with their families and all were marked 

as harlots at the end of the ward census entries, and, as in the case of Margaret Cok they 

all named the father. None of these women appear to have subsequently married, 

                                                
137 Pound, Census, p. 36. 
138 NRO NCR Case 20c, The Mayor’s Book of the Poore, 1571, fo. 75r. 
139 Pound, Census, p. 69. 
140 Pound, Census, p. 74. 
141 NRO, NPR, PD 711, Baptism records from North Walsham church consulted on the International 
Genealogical Index, at www.familysearch.org accessed 6 March 2012.  
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however, I have found documented marriages for four of the other so-called harlots. 

Although the number of women mentioned as harlots in the census is few, when 

looking at other records it becomes apparent that there are more women considered to 

be questionable than is noted in the census. Altogether there are sixteen case of sexual 

misconduct noted in the court sessions between 1560 and 1580 that refer to women in 

the census or related to census families. Nine of these relate to cases of “evil rule”. 

What exactly the term evil rule means is not detailed in all cases but when used for 

either men or women it appears to be used most often to describe immoral sexual 

behaviour. In April 1567, Avice Watson and Ann Mordewe were carried about the 

market in a tumbril with paper on their heads for “keeping women of very evil 

behaviour and evil living and for haunting and keeping suspect houses and suspect 

persons”.142 This case leads into another more detailed case which is one of the few 

examples of women using prostitution as a survival expedient. 

Eight years prior to the census, in 1562, Benet Goodwyns was “taken this night 

last past in a garden in comytting the abhominable vice of Whoredome.”143 She was 

found in the garden of her master, William Mordewe the baker, with one William 

Tesmond the son of Vincent Tesmonde, citizen and glover. The quarter sessions 

deposition arbitrarily set the blame for the incident onto Benet and she is punished more 

severely than her male counterpart, confirming Gowing’s view that “women’s whole 

relationship to standards of sexual behaviour was radically different from that of 

men.”144 Benet is ordered to ride in a cart with a paper on her head and a basin tinkled 

before her, then “to be tyd to the Cukingstole and dukyd in the water.”145 There is an 

interesting aside to this event. While awaiting her ducking, Benet was approached by 

Mrs. Aldrich, the wife of John Aldrich who was later to become mayor of Norwich, the 

instigator of the census in 1570. Mrs. Aldrich was said to have talked with Benet to 

“amende her evyll lyfe and confesse her faulte.”146 At this point a man among the 

onlookers took the paper off Benet’s head and threw it into the river.147 This suggests he 

either knew Benet or thought her punishment wrong, especially as he did this in public 

view and in front of the wife of an alderman. 

                                                
142 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a/8, 1562-69, 28 April 1568, fo. 583v. 
143 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a/8 1562-69, fo. 9v.  
144 Laura Gowing, ‘Gender and the Language of Insult in Early Modern London, History Workshop 
Journal 35, Spring 1993, p. 19. 
145 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a/8 1562-69, fo. 9v.  
146 NRO NCR Quarter Sessions Book, Examinations and Depositions 1561-67 Case 12A/1(c) fo. 38r. 
147 NRO NCR Quarter Sessions Book, Examinations and Depositions 1561-67 Case 12A/1(c) fo. 38r. 
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At the time of the census, Benet was living in the same house as Andrew 

Mordew and his wife. Andrew was a baker, aged 36, and his wife Anne aged 34 worked 

at spinning white warp. They had no children. Benet’s master at the time of her court 

case, William Mordewe, was also listed in the census, nearby in the adjoining parish. 

There is a high probability that he was related to Andrew. As we saw above, Andrew’s 

wife Anne had appeared in the Mayor’s court which shows that several years after the 

incident with Benet, the Mordewe family were still involved in prostitution. The other 

woman living in the house in 1570 was Elizabeth Kynge, whose husband John Thurston 

was in gaol for debt.148 John had also previously appeared in the Mayor’s court in 1563 

when he was whipped at the cart for petty larceny.149 This house seemed to hold a group 

that had been in trouble of various kinds over a number of years yet none of the 

inhabitants were noted as troublemakers in the census and I have found no mention of 

them in the Mayor’s court or quarter sessions in the following ten years.  

Paul Griffiths believes the census revealed real social problems within Norwich, 

especially among the youth and the rate of female offenders. He states that the census 

“turned up an uncomfortable number of harlots, sinning singlewomen and grasses 

wenches pregnant with base children.”150 I disagree with this statement as the numbers 

of women listed in the census that were found to be involved in sexual misconduct do 

not add up to this conclusion. Such cases as noted from the Mayor’s court only number 

sixteen women from the census between 1560 and 1580, which shows that although 

resorted to by a few, the majority of the census women did not use sexual misconduct as 

a survival expedient.  

Conclusion 
My methodology has produced insights into the survival expedients of the 

settled poor in sixteenth-century Norwich. In light of the fact that so many of the poor 

in the census were working at some level, their main method of survival was to work. 

The poor invariably contributed to the economy of the household in which they lived 

unless they were very young or too old and infirm or disabled and sick but for some, 

their only avenue was to be dependent on poor relief. Nearly all the men of the census 

were in family situations where not only were they working, but also their wives and 

often other family members. Whether single or married, needy men appear to have been 

                                                
148 Pound, Census, p. 77. 
149 NRO NCR Mayor’s court Book Case 16a/8 1562-69, fo. 361r.  
150 Griffiths, ‘Inhabitants,’ in Rawcliffe and Wilson, Norwich Since 1550, p. 66. 
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receiving poor relief in the same circumstances as the women. Importantly, the small 

number of single men suggest that it was easier for men to remarry which meant there 

were fewer men needing assistance due to their living arrangements. For both men and 

women, marriage was a considered expedient for their survival. However, remarriage 

could create its own problems by disrupting the social relationships within the family 

group as seen in the Burr household. 

Although all the individuals encompassed by the census were considered poor, 

not all were equally poor. Some were in desperate need of assistance and many appear 

to be resigned to their lot. The poor relief book shows that of those who received aid, 

this sometimes continued for many months or even longer, while others received help at 

different times. The authorities are seen to have created a firm expedient to both assist 

and reform the poor. The elderly, unemployed families with children and widows were 

most likely to receive alms but the poor relief book shows that many others received 

interim assistance when necessary. It is difficult to know why some individuals who 

owned property were classed as poor in the census. Robert Wodestock, although not 

hugely wealthy, had a comfortable amount of money and goods as well as his two 

tenements to pass on to his family. What the records show is that property ownership 

was certainly one of the expedients used by those in the census who were fortunate 

enough to benefit from it. 

Household structure contributed to communal assistance, with both able and less 

able individuals forming sharing environments. As well, this chapter has shown that 

many of the singlewomen of the census were able to head their own household without 

the approbation of the authorities. However, the young singlewomen were found 

undeserving by the authorities and forced into service. Few resorted to either begging or 

stealing and very few women used prostitution as a means of survival. The people of the 

census were not the poor that the authorities were complaining about prior to the census 

and on the whole, most were law-abiding citizens. Many were families with a number 

of dependent children to provide for. In some instances, individuals and families, appear 

to have formed alliances, which assisted them to survive their poverty. This chapter has 

revealed that the poor of early modern Norwich did have some agency in with which to 

manage their poverty. It has also shown that the authorities were actively attempting to, 

if not eliminate the problem, ensure that it was controlled. 
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Conclusion 

This thesis began with two prime objectives, to investigate the experiences of 

the poor in sixteenth-century Norwich and to test the viability of genealogical research 

methods. Within these aims it has examined a number of questions to shed light on the 

experience of the urban poor of sixteenth-century Norwich. It has considered who were 

the poor of the census and their relationship with the authorities. The individuals within 

the census were not the vagrant people described in contemporary literature.1 Instead 

they had housing, most were employed, many in their trades, yet all were categorised as 

‘poor’ by the census taker(s). Some were unemployed through age, or illness and 

disability, but others were the labouring poor, who were working but not earning 

enough to make ends meet. Their circumstance highlights the subjective way in which 

the poor are defined and categorised and is solid evidence that the numbers of poor have 

been under-estimated. The people of the census were not the only poor of Norwich. 

There was a sub-set of poor people who were vagrant subsistence migrants, who were 

quickly sent away from Norwich and not recorded in the census. It was this group of 

poor that was of concern to the authorities. The census enabled the authorities to 

distinguish these vagrant poor from their own poor and deal with them in a different 

way.  

One of the questions I was looking to answer when I began this study was to 

find whether the poor of Norwich were bound more with the authorities, than with each 

other as family, friend or neighbour. Investigating the census and its associated 

documents to produce the Extended families database has shown the authorities to be 

actively interacting with the poor community. What was motivating the authorities is 

not clear as their management was, contrastingly, both punitive and altruistic. At the 

same time as denigrating the behaviour of the poor and sending them for punishment to 

Bridewell, they were providing health assistance to those in need.2  

This thesis has established that the authorities of Norwich in the 1570s openly 

practised methods of social engineering to organise the poor inhabitants to conform to 

their own ideal of “proper” behaviour. This included all men and women although there 

seems to be a particular negative attitude to singlewomen. The poor relief books after 

                                                
1 Peter Brown, ‘Remembering the Poor and the Aesthetic of Society’, Journal of Interdisciplinary 
History, 35/ 3, 2005, p. 519. 
2 Margaret, Pelling, ‘Healing the Sick Poor: Social Policy and Disability in Norwich, 1550-1640', in 
Margaret Pelling, The Common Lot: Sickness, Medical Occupations and the Urban Poor in Early 
Modern England, London and New York, Longman, 1998, pp. 79-102. 
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the census show that the authorities were intent on checking up on the poor and 

carefully accounting for all monies spent and received in each parish. The large number 

of poor who were not receiving alms seems at odds with the preamble to the census 

emanating from the mayor John Aldrich. I believe one of the reasons for the census was 

that of noting, not only the needy poor, but also those who may slip into the poverty net 

at any time, or those on the brink. It could be classed as good practice and forward 

thinking by the civic leaders in that the information gained from the census could allow 

for better planning in the future. It was in some part due to the city leaders being 

influenced by the reforming Protestant doctrine and standards of the time.  

When reading the poor relief records in the Mayor’s Book of the Poore, it is 

obvious that the Norwich authorities looked at the census entries in great detail and 

thought about the results very seriously. There can be no doubt the authorities in 

Norwich after the census were attempting to organise the poor, in particular the 

singlewomen, for both economic and moral reasons. Economically they may have 

considered a year in service gave approved regular employment and earning which 

meant the authorities did not need to support them. A great deal of effort was made to 

ensure the poor were working and not therefore reliant on the civic authorities. 

Their moral reasons are highlighted by the way in which the authorities 

perceived that young people needed regular approved work so that they did not 

succumb to immoral practice. This meant a number of young women were sent into 

service even if they were living at home and contributing to the family economy. 

Singlewomen who had illegitimate children were sent to the select women. Even some 

married women, if they were deemed to be suspect of immorality, were also sent to the 

select women. Widows and older women on their own appear to be immune to this 

discipline. It also becomes apparent from the later records that more women were 

considered to be suspicious than is noted in the census. Many of the adolescent young 

women, even if living at home and helping support elderly parents were ordered into 

service. Those women who had had children “in base” or noted as harlots had no choice 

but were ordered to work with the select women. 

The poor singlewomen of sixteenth-century Norwich did not have much choice 

about how they lived and whether they would marry or remain single. Firstly few were 

independent enough to have a reasonable quality of life and secondly, and importantly, 

they were morally suspect if not married. This meant they had the authorities to contend 

with, and indeed, were subject to being ordered into what the authorities thought they 
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should be doing, not necessarily what they would choose. However, the singlewomen of 

the census did have choices to determine their survival expedients, as can be seen by the 

way in which they pooled resources by living together, or in close proximity with each 

other. 

The data compiled in this study has enabled analyses of the demographic 

patterns of census poor. The results have been compared with the longitudinal data from 

both the Extended families group and the aldermen’s dataset. This research has 

demonstrated that the methodology used produced sufficient data to carry out 

meaningful analysis. The findings from the demographic analyses have produced some 

revealing statistics in marriage patterns and birth interval analyses. The marriage 

patterns of the Norwich poor were diverse and often linked to economic concerns and 

hence influenced by their social experience. Men with dependent children were quick to 

remarry and their rate of remarriage was higher than other studies. Women remarried 

less frequently which indicates it was more difficult for poor women to marry again, 

especially if they had dependent children. This was in contrast to the women from the 

alderman study who appeared to remarry more frequently. These higher status women 

all married men who had business connections either to their fathers or their deceased 

husbands. This suggests that although remarriage was not much of an option for poor 

women, the women of higher status may not had much choice, remarrying to suit family 

interests, not their own. 

My birth interval analyses show that poor women generally had longer gaps 

between births than wealthier women. By the time women had had three children, the 

birth interval begins to extend, often to the extent of not having any further children. 

This could suggest that poor families chose to practise family limitation, although the 

lengthier birth interval may also be a function of decreased fertility due to the late 

marriage age of the poor women in this study. 

The demographical analyses in this thesis have contributed new insights into the 

demographic behaviour of the urban poor of the sixteenth century. However, I believe 

that further study could be carried out, both within Norwich and in the parishes outside 

the walls to test my results from the poorer cohort with the rest of the Norwich 

population at this time. Using my cross-parish reconstitution methodology will make it 

an easier task and could determine more meaningful demographics for urban sixteenth-

century England. More detailed analysis to determine the whereabouts of the missing 
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generation of young people in the census could help determine the extent of 

intergenerational poverty. 

The origins of the families and their extended families have been pursued to 

provide an assessment of the extent of mobility among the families in the study. The 

poor of sixteenth-century England have been generally thought to be a mobile 

community by historians.3 This view can be upheld when investigating rural areas, 

where there is often frequent turnover of farm servants and frequent movement into 

larger cities particularly London. However, once individuals have moved to urban areas 

such as Norwich, this thesis suggests that they very often stayed. My research shows 

that migration within the poor population of sixteenth-century Norwich reflects the 

general pattern of local migration seen in communities throughout Britain at this time. 

That is, it shows those who had migrated to Norwich did so for betterment reasons. 

However it also reveals that these individuals stayed in Norwich and did not move 

elsewhere when they became poor. There was not a great deal of geographical mobility, 

either within or to Norwich, amongst the poor population. Once a family settled in a 

parish, they stayed there, sometimes for generations. 

Fourthly, kinship links and networks have been investigated, and whether 

community played a part in developing networks. There is a sense of overlapping 

communities evident in certain contexts and sources. The poor community itself was a 

construct of the Norwich authorities yet was the sum of smaller networks. These were 

occupational networks where tradesmen took turns to sit in judgement of each other; 

parish networks where inhabitants knew each other; residential networks, where 

different households lived together, worked together and assisted each other. In the case 

of women, this is not a new finding, having been described by Olwen Hufton.4 Margaret 

Pelling has also noted the symbiotic relationships in some of the households in the 

census where non-related young people appeared to be assisting older ones.5 My 

findings show that these residential networks were prevalent in sixteenth-century 

                                                
3 A. L. Beier, ‘Vagrants and the Social Order in Elizabethan England’, Past and Present, 64 (Aug. 1974), 
pp. 3-29; A. L. Beier, Masterless Men: The vagrancy problem in England 1560-1640, London and New 
York, Methuen, 1985; Peter Clark and David Souden, eds, Migration and Society in Early Modern 
England, Hutchinson Education, London, 1987; P. Slack, Poverty and Policy in Tudor and Stuart 
England; London and New York, Longman,1988; Ian D., Migration and Society in Britain 1550-1830, 
London, Macmillan Press Ltd, 2000. 
4 Olwen Hufton, ‘Women without Men: Widows and Spinsters in Britain and France in the Eighteenth-
Century’, Journal of Family History 9, 1984, p. 361; see also Bridget Hill, Women Alone: Spinsters in 
England 1660-1850, New Haven and London, Yale University Press, 2001, p. 179. 
5 Margaret Pelling and Richard M. Smith, ‘Introduction’ in Margaret and Richard M. Smith, Life, Death 
and the Elderly: Historical Perspectives, London and New York, Routledge, 1991, p. 12. 
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Norwich and encompassed all ages and genders. Pat Thane has pointed out that a 

number of studies of survival expedients of the elderly show that in practice, assistance 

often came not from family but from unrelated friends and neighbours.6 Other studies of 

the elderly in early modern England show that most lived apart from any other family 

members.7 Their findings were reinforced by the small number of instances in my 

analysis where families were caring for elderly kin in the census, compared to the large 

number of elderly individuals without family assistance.  

Comparing the case studies of the poorer families with those of the higher status 

families in terms of kinship and networks in some cases reveals more similarities than 

differences. The main difference was the amount of wealth in money, property and 

goods that each family had to distribute. The majority of kinship studies have been 

biased toward higher social status groups but this study has been able to show that 

archival sources can also be used to show that kinship and network arrangements 

among the poor men of Norwich could be as intricate as those of the Norwich aldermen 

This thesis has explored how the poor families of the census managed their 

poverty by investigating in detail their diversified survival expedients. The poor 

invariably contributed to the economy of the household in which they lived unless they 

were too old and infirm or disabled and sick. Those working included some very old 

and very young, so it is clear that age was no barrier to earning but probably had an 

impact on earning capacity. It is hard to believe that 80-year-old Margaret Hesell, blind 

and weak but still working at knitting, would be able to make a good living.8 However, 

there is no notion on the part of the census takers that it should be unusual for men and 

women of a goodly age to be still working for their living. There is no doubt the 

authorities expected that all able individuals should be employed, the only exceptions 

being the very young, the incapacitated or the very old. The sense of interdependence of 

family and household members working could be seen as an expedient where exhibiting 

a good work ethic would show the authorities that those working were deserving of 

assistance. For the people of the census, work was an important part of their survival 

strategy, as poorly paid as it might be. 

                                                
6 Pat Thane, ‘Old people and their families in the English past’, in Martin Daunton, ed, Charity, Self-
Interest and Welfare in the English Past, London, UCL Press Limited, 1996, pp. 113-138. 
7 Pelling and Smith, ‘Introduction’ in Life, Death and the Elderly, p. 15. 
8 J. F. Pound, The Norwich Census of the Poor 1570, Norwich, Norwich Record Society Vol. XL, 1971, 
p. 92.  
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Very few were documented as using criminal activity such as begging, stealing 

or prostitution as a means of survival, which reinforces that the census poor were not 

the poor that the authorities were complaining about prior to the census. Many were the 

lifecycle poor, families with a number of dependent children to provide for, and this 

was often exacerbated by the remarriage of one or other of the parents. In the case of the 

children of John Burr the glasier, the poverty of the family was exacerbated by a large 

increase of children by his remarriage. This may have resulted in a dysfunctional family 

situation that caused three of his adolescent children to become rebellious. 

In some instances, individuals in the census, although seemingly unable, appear 

to have formed alliances that have assisted them to survive their poverty. Household 

structure contributed to communal assistance by both able and less able individuals 

forming sharing environments. This research shows that the poor of early modern 

Norwich did have some agency in with which to manage their poverty.  

Another key question examined in this thesis has demonstrated that genealogical 

study and methodology can be of great assistance to interpret the experience of the 

urban poor. A microhistorical approach has shown that by using genealogical 

methodology to build evidence around a single individual from multiple sources, then 

expanding the microhistory to encompass other family members, allows a new way to 

look at the life cycle and experience of the poor. The information gained about the 

individuals in the 1570 Norwich census enhanced by genealogical and nominal record 

linkage gives a clearer and more intimate picture of the families and individuals, which 

has enabled the demographic statistics to be used to create a more personal view.  

In using this methodology to build the data for demographical study, significant 

gains have been made by the demonstration of the value of cross-parish analysis. The 

results of my study have shown that my methodology has complemented existing 

studies but has also indicated areas for future and further investigations. My findings 

have been based on samples containing higher numbers than would have been the case 

if the Cambridge Group guidelines had been used to carry out the family 

reconstitutions. A number of women included in the birth interval analysis would not 

have fit the guidelines as they had married in one parish but subsequently had children 

baptised in one or more different parishes. This has resulted in a richer demographic 

understanding for this cohort than would otherwise be the case. This has also provided 

useful information within families by enabling families to be examined longitudinally, 

gaining knowledge of intergenerational poverty. Case studies have shown that some 
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families were able to improve their social status but this was usually because they had 

the benefit of assistance in the way of legacies, such as the Dale family. Others such as 

the Isborne family floated in and out of poverty, but due to good network connections 

the children were able to better themselves despite their father’s poverty. The great 

majority of the poor families in the census do not appear to have been able to improve 

their lot.  

This thesis has also tested the assumption that wealthier individuals produce 

more records than poor ones. In general this assumption has proved correct but has also 

shown that the poor of sixteenth century do produce records and these should be 

searched for. Using genealogical cross-parish analysis counters the problem of 

migration and mobility bias in usual family reconstitution. As well, using a genealogical 

database and sourcing material from online genealogical sources negates previous time-

consuming problems of urban family reconstitution. Historians have tended to “paint 

with a broad brush” when looking at people in the past unless writing a biography, 

usually of a well-known person or family of high social status.9 My research 

methodology has allowed individuals who are less well documented to have an 

enhanced place in the historical record and has produced substantive social histories of 

families and individuals in the census. The poor are no longer invisible in the archival 

source or present as a conglomerate mass in the statistics. They are part of our history, 

as individuals with the comprehensive and detailed narratives that form a genealogical 

study. Such studies can be of great assistance to historians and my approach suggests 

that cooperation between historians, genealogists and family historians will enhance 

historical scholarship and enquiry. 

                                                
9 Elizabeth Shown Mills, ‘Genealogy in the “Information Age”: History’s New Frontier?’ National 
Genealogical Society Quarterly: Centennial Issue 91, 2003, p. 260.  
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&HQVXV�HQWU\���1LFKRODV�$OH\Q�RI�>"@�\HUV!�>GHDG@��FRUGZDLQHU��RXW�RI�RFFXSL��	�$JQHV��
KLV�Z\IH��RI����\HULV�WKDW�VS\Q�ZKLWH�ZDUSH��	�(OL]DEHWK�&RO\QV��D�PD\G�RI����\HULV��
WKDW�VS\Q�ZKLWH�ZDUS��>KDEOH@�1R�DLOPV��,QGHIHUHQW��

$OH\Q��1LFKRODV��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ

7KH�HQWU\�IRU�1LFKRODV�$OH\Q�VXJJHVWV�KH�GLHG�GXULQJ�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV��DQG�WKLV�
LV�FRQÀUPHG�E\�KLV�ZLOO��ZKLFK�ZDV�SUREDWHG�LQ��-XO\������DQG�WKH�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU�RI�6W�
6WHYHQV�LQ�1RUZLFK�ZKLFK�KDV�D�YHU\�IDGHG�HQWU\�IRU�KLV�EXULDO�LQ�$SULO�RI�WKDW�\HDU���
1LFKRODV�DQG�KLV�ZLIH�$JQHV�ZHUH�OLYLQJ�LQ�6W�6WHYHQV�SDULVK�LQ�D�KRXVH�RZQHG�E\�0U�
0LQJD\�DORQJ�ZLWK�D�VLQJOH�ZRPDQ�FDOOHG�(OL]DEHWK�&RO\QV���%RWK�$JQHV�DQG�(OL]DEHWK�
ZHUH�HPSOR\HG�LQ�VSLQQLQJ�ZKLWH�ZDUS��7KHUH�ZHUH�RWKHUV�OLYLQJ�LQ�WKH�VDPH�KRXVH��
0DUJHUL�6WHYHQV��D�ZLGRZ��DQG�&KU\VWLDQ�+XQWHU��DQRWKHU�ZLGRZ�ZLWK�WZR�FKLOGUHQ��

1LFKRODV·V�RFFXSDWLRQ�ZDV�WKDW�RI�FRUGZDLQHU�DQG�H[SORULQJ�WKH�IUHHPHQ·V�UHJLVWHU�
VKRZV�KH�ZDV�DGPLWWHG�WR�IUHHGRP�DV�D�FRUGZDLQHU�LQ�������EXW�KH�ZDV�XQHPSOR\HG�DW�
WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV����7KH�DSSUHQWLFH�LQGHQWXUHV�VKRZ�WKDW�EHWZHHQ������DQG������KH�
KDG�HPSOR\HG�DW�OHDVW�WKUHH�DSSUHQWLFH�FRUGZDLQHUV���,W�LV�QRW�NQRZQ�ZKHQ�1LFKRODV�ÀUVW�
PDUULHG��EHFDXVH�LW�ZDV�SULRU�WR������ZKHQ�UHJLVWHUV�ZHUH�ÀUVW�UHFRUGHG�EXW�WKH�UHJLVWHUV�
RI�6W�6WHYHQV�LQ�1RUZLFK�VKRZ�WKDW�KLV�SUREDEOH�ÀUVW�ZLIH�$OOLDV�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ������
DIWHU�KDYLQJ�WZR�FKLOGUHQ��

1LFKRODV�DQG�$OOLDV�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ��

� � L�� 5LFDUGXV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQV��RQ����$SULO�������

�� �152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG�$SULO�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
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� � LL�� &HFLOLD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQV��RQ���$SULO������

1LFKRODV�WKHQ�PDUULHG�(OLVDEHWK�(QJO\VKH�VRRQ�DIWHU�WKH�GHDWK�RI�$OOLDV�DQG�WKLV�FRXSOH�
KDG�DW�OHDVW�VL[�RWKHU�FKLOGUHQ�EDSWLVHG�DW�6W�6WHYHQV���

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� � L�� -RKDQD�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQV��RQ���-XO\�������-RKDQD�GLHG�

LQ������DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����-XO\������LQ�6W�6WHSKHQV�

� � LL�� 0DUJDUHWD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQV��RQ����-DQXDU\������
� � LLL�� (OL]DEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQV��RQ����0D\�������
� �� LY�� -DFREXV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V�RQ����-DQXDU\�����
� � Y�� (GZDUG�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQV��RQ����1RYHPEHU������
� � YL�� -RKDQHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQV��RQ����-DQXDU\������

(OLVDEHWK�GLHG�LQ������DQG�DOWKRXJK�OHIW�ZLWK�D�QXPEHU�RI�VPDOO�FKLOGUHQ��1LFKRODV�
DSSHDUV�QRW�WR�KDYH�UHPDUULHG�XQWLO������ZKHQ�KH�PDUULHG�$JQHV�1\FRO���$OWKRXJK�
FODVVLÀHG�DV�SRRU�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV��KH�ZDV�UHFHLYLQJ�QR�DOPV�DQG�ZDV�JLYHQ�WKH�GHVFULSWLRQ�
¶LQGHIHUHQW�·���+LV�ZLOO�FHUWDLQO\�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�KH�ZDV�QRW�GHVWLWXWH�EXW�LW�VHHPV�WR�KDYH�
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HDFK�GDXJKWHU�RQ�WKH�GD\�RI�WKHLU�PDUULDJH����7KHVH�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�DOO�ERUQ�WR�(OLVDEHWK�
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����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG����-DQXDU\�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
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7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� � L�� -DPHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0LFKDHO�DW�3OHD��RQ����0DUFK�
�������-DPHV�ZDV�DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�*UHJRULH�+DZQH��ZRUVWHDG�ZHDYHU�LQ������IRU�VHYHQ�
\HDUV����7KH�LQGHQWXUH�VWDWHV�WKDW�-DPHV·V�IDWKHU�+HQU\�ZDV�WKHQ�GHFHDVHG�
� � LL�� 0DUWKD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0LFKDHO�DW�3OHD��RQ����-XQH�������

6KH�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����$SULO������LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG�
� � LLL�� 6\E\OOD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG��RQ����$XJXVW�

�����
� � LY�� +HQULFXV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG��RQ����

-DQXDU\�������+H�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���$SULO������LQ�6W�*HRUJH�
7RPEODQG�

� � Y�� +HQULFXV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG��RQ����-XQH�
������

� � YL�� 0LFKDHO�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG��RQ���
0D\�������+H�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���'HFHPEHU������LQ�6W�*HRUJH�
7RPEODQG�

� � YLL�� (OL]DEHWKD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG��RQ���
2FWREHU�������6KH�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����2FWREHU������LQ�6W�*HRUJH�
7RPEODQG�

� � YLLL�� (OOHQRU�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG��RQ���
1RYHPEHU������

� � L[�� )UDQFHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0LFKDHO�DW�3OHD��RQ����$SULO�
�����

+HQU\�*RRGPDQ�GLHG��DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���$XJ������LQ�6W�0LFKDHO�$W�3OHD��7KLV�IDPLO\�
ZDV�QRW�IROORZHG�IXUWKHU�

����5LVLQJ�DQG�0LOOLFDQ��HGV���$Q�,QGH[�RI�,QGHQWXUHV�RI�1RUZLFK�$SSUHQWLFHV��S�����



$���

/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

����������

������
�������
����
��
�+(���'(��
�����*��*�'!�%)
�%'���*���*�,�%)�
&�����&(�-�"%�(�+%�$'#&.��
���##"�)
����
	

�+(�������
	
���*��*�'!�%)

���
���������
�������
	�
����
	

�'���	��'(��
	����*��*�'!�%)
�+(���
	
���*��*�'!�%)

������
������
�������
	�
�'�����'(��
	����*��*�'!�%)

������
�������
����
��
�+(���'(��
�����*��*�'!�%)
�%'���*���*�,�%)�
&�����&(�-�"%�(�+%�$'#&.��
���#")���*!��% #.)!�
����

�
�+(�����+ ��

����*��*�'!�%)
$���	��+%��
	
���*��*�'!�%)

���
�
�����
�������
	�
����
	�
�'����+#��
	����*��*�'!�%)
�+(������+#��
	����*��*�'!�%)

�
��
���
�����
�������
	
�'�������%��
	���*��*�'!�%)

����
��������
�������

�
�'�������.��

����*��*�'!�%)

�
����������
�������

�
�'�������%��

����*��*�'!�%)
&������"#&(
����(*!����(�.
$��	���%��
�����*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!

����������
�������
�
�'������%��
����*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!

�
���������
�������
�
�'���
���%��
����*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!

�
��������
�������
�
�'�����+#��
����*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!

	
�
������
�������
�
�'�����+#��
����*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!

	�����������
�������


�'������+%��

���*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!
����%(.��&&�$�%
�������
�+(�����+ ��������*��"�!��#��*��#��
$������%��������*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!

�
���
������
�������
�
�'��
��&,��
����*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!

����������
�������
��
����
��
�'�����+ ��
�����*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!
�+(����+#��
�����*��"�!��#��*��#��

��
������
�������

�
�'������&,��

����*��*�'!�%)

���
��������
�������



�'������%��


���*��*�'!�%)

������
�������
����
��
�+(���'(��
�����*��*�'!�%)
�%'���*���*�,�%)�
&�����&(�-�"%�(�+%�$'#&.��
����	������
�
�������
��
����
��
�+(���
���%��
�����*��*�'!�%)
�%'���*���*�,�%)�
&�����'"%)�-!"*��-�('
$��
���(��
�	���*��*�'!�%)

�����������
��	��
����		������	���


�������������
���
����������	����

����$OH\Q��1LFKRODV��)DPLO\�WUHH��SDJH���RI���



$���

$SSHQGL[

�
����������

	�����������
�������


�'������+%��

���*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!
����%(.��&&�$�%
�������
�+(�����+ ��������*��"�!��#��*��#��
$������%��������*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!

��
��������
�
���������	
�'���
���(����	���*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!
&�����&()*����-��,�(

�
���
�����
�
����������
�'������+%��������*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!
�+(�����'(�������*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!

	�����
�����
�
����������
�'������+ ��������*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!

�������������
�
����������
�'�������%��������*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!
�+(����'(��������*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!

�������������
�
����������
�'���
��+%��������*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!

����
�������
�
���������

�'������.����
���*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!
�+(�����������
���*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!

����
����
�����
�
����������
�'������*��������*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!
�+(���	���*��������*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!

������������
�
����������
�'����&,��������*���&( ���&$�#�%���&(-"�!

��
���������
�
����������
�'������'(��������*��"�!��#��*��#����&(-"�!

�
������	���
�
���
����������	����

����$OH\Q��1LFKRODV��)DPLO\�WUHH��SDJH���RI���



$���

/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

���� $VJRRG��:LOOLDP

&HQVXV�HQWU\

&HQVXV�HQWU\��:OOLDP�$VJRRGH�RI����\HU��ZROOHQ�ZHYHU�LQ�ZRUN��	�$O\FH��KLV�Z\IH��RI�
WKDW�DJH��WKDW�VS\Q�	�FDUGH��	���&KLOGUHQ�RI�������������������������\HU��WKHOGHVW�VS\Q�	�
ZHDYH��	�ZDV�SUHQW\FH�KHUH��ZKLFK�LV����\HU��>KDEOH@�1R�DOOPV��3RUH��

:OOLDP�DQG�$O\FH�ZHUH�UHVLGLQJ�LQ�D�KRXVH�RZQHG�E\�(GZDUG�3\H�LQ�)\HEULGJH�ZDUG�
DW�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV���(GZDUG�3\H�ZDV�D�FRPPRQ�FRXQFLOORU�IRU�8OWUD�$TXDP�
:DUG�DQG�KDG�KHOG�WKH�SRVLWLRQ�VHYHUDO�WLPHV�IURP������WR�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV����+H�
RZQHG�VHYHQ�KRXVHV�QRUWK�RI�WKH�ULYHU�LQ�ZKLFK�ZHUH�KRXVHG����LQGLYLGXDOV�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�
FHQVXV��

:OOLDP�$VJRRG�ZDV�ERUQ�DERXW������DFFRUGLQJ�WR�KLV�DJH�JLYHQ�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV���,W�LV�
QRW�NQRZQ�ZKHUH�KH�FDPH�IURP�EXW�,�VXVSHFW�LW�ZDV�HOVHZKHUH�WKDQ�1RUZLFK�DV�WKH�
QDPH�$VJRRG�LV�QRW�FRPPRQ�LQ�1RUIRON�DW�WKLV�WLPH��:OOLDP�VWDWHV�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�WKDW�
KH�µZDV�SUHQW\FH�KHUH��ZKLFK�LV����\HU¶�ZKLFK�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�KH�¿UVW�FDPH�WR�1RUZLFK�DV�
DQ�DSSUHQWLFH���7KH�DSSUHQWLFH�UHFRUGV�VKRZ�WKDW�KH�ZDV�DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�-DPHV�/\QQH�RI�
1RUZLFK��ZRUVWHG�ZHDYHU�LQ�������DQG�WKDW�KH�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�LQ�������

:OOLDP�DQG�KLV�ZLIH�$O\FH�KDG�VHYHQ�FKLOGUHQ�OLYLQJ�ZLWK�WKHP�EXW�QR�PDUULDJH�
KDV�EHHQ�IRXQG�IRU�WKLV�FRXSOH�DQG�,�KDYH�IRXQG�EDSWLVPV�IRU�RQO\�WKH�¿YH�\RXQJHU�
FKLOGUHQ��
�� �-RKQ�)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������S�����
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �7LPRWK\�+DZHV��,QGH[�WR�1RUZLFK�&LW\�2I¿FHUV������������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������
S������
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��$SSHQGL[�9,,,�
�� �-RKQ�)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������S�����
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �:LQLIUHG�0��5LVLQJ�DQG�3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HGV���$Q�,QGH[�RI�,QGHQWXUHV�RI�1RUZLFK�$SSUHQWLFHV�HQUROOHG�
ZLWK�WKH�1RUZLFK�$VVHPEO\�+HQU\�9,,�*HRUJH�,,��1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\�9RO��;;,;��������
S�����DQG�0LOOLFDQ��3HUF\��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�
DQ�LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������S������
�� �152��135��3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�������������EXULDO�UHFRUG���$SULO������IURP�6W�6DYLRXU¶V�FKXUFK�

$VJRRG��:LOOLDP��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ



$���

$SSHQGL[

� �� L�� /DZUHQFH��FD�������
� �� LL�� 6XVDQD��FD�������
� � LLL�� &KLOG���86��%RUQ�FD������
� � LY�� :LOOLDP�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V��RQ����1RYHPEHU�������

+H�GLHG�SULRU�WR�����
� �� Y�� :LOOLDP�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V�����)HEUXDU\������
� � YL�� 0DUJDUHW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��6DYLRXU·V��RQ����$XJXVW�������
� � YLL�� 5REHUW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��6DYLRXU·V��RQ����0DUFK�������
� � YLLL�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��6DYLRXU·V��RQ����-XO\�������
� � L[�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��6DYLRXU·V��RQ����)HEUXDU\�������+H�

GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V���$SULO�������

:OOLDP�DQG�KLV�IDPLO\�KDG�OLYHG�OLYLQJ�LQ�WKH�VDPH�DUHD�LQ�6W�%XWWROSK¶V�SDULVK�IRU�
PDQ\�\HDUV��7KH�SDULVK�RI�6W�%XWWROSK�ZDV�XQLWHG�ZLWK�WKDW�RI�6W�6DYLRXU�LQ�������DIWHU�
WKH�'LVVROXWLRQ�ZKHQ�+HQU\�9,,,�KDG�JUDQWHG�6W�%RWROSK�WR�:LOOLDP�*RGZLQ�DQG�WKH�
FKXUFK�ZDV�GHPROLVKHG���2I�WKH�FKLOGUHQ�WKDW�ZHUH�OLYLQJ�DW�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV��WKH�
¿YH�\RXQJHU�RQHV�KDG�EHHQ�EDSWLVHG�DW�6W�6DYLRXU��7KH�UHJLVWHUV�RI�6W�6DYLRXU�GDWH�IURP�
������7KLV�DQG�WKH�KLVWRU\�RI�WKLV�DUHD�H[SODLQV�ZK\�QR�PDUULDJH�KDV�EHHQ�IRXQG�IRU�
:OOLDP�DQG�$OLFH�DQG�WKH�UHDVRQ�WKH�HOGHU�FKLOGUHQ�KDYH�QR�EDSWLVP�UHFRUG��7KH�QDPH�
$VJRRG�LV�QRW�FRPPRQ�LQ�1RUZLFK�LQ�WKH�VXUYLYLQJ�FKXUFK�UHJLVWHUV�VR�LW�ZDV�UHODWLYHO\�
HDV\�WR�DVFHUWDLQ�WKH�QDPHV�RI�WKH�FKLOGUHQ�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�E\�PDWFKLQJ�WKHP�WR�WKH�SDULVK�
UHJLVWHU�EDSWLVPV��2I�WKH�WKUHH�ROGHU�FKLOGUHQ�ZKR�ZHUH�ERUQ�EHIRUH�WKH�6W�6DYLRXU¶V�
UHJLVWHU�KDG�VWDUWHG��,�KDYH�EHHQ�DEOH�WR�LGHQWLI\�WZR��D�VRQ�DQG�D�GDXJKWHU��6XVDQD�DQG�
/DZUHQFH�

:OOLDP·V�IDPLO\�ZDV�XQXVXDO�FRPSDUHG�WR�PRVW�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�DV�WKHUH�ZHUH�WKUHH�
DGROHVFHQW�FKLOGUHQ�VWLOO�DW�KRPH��2QH�RI�WKHVH�ZRXOG�KDYH�EHHQ�/DZUHQFH��ZKR�ZDV�
DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�KLV�IDWKHU����7KH�QXPEHU�RI�PRXWKV�WR�IHHG�ZRXOG�KDYH�FRQWULEXWHG�WR�
WKH�IDPLO\·V�SRYHUW\��EXW�VR�DOVR�GLG�WKH�FKDUDFWHU�RI�:OOLDP��3ULRU�WR�UHFHLYLQJ�KLV�
IUHHGRP��KH�ZDV�ÀQHG�IRU�EDG�ZRUNPDQVKLS�DQG�KLV�PDVWHU�DW�WKDW�WLPH�ZDV�DOVR�ÀQHG�
IRU�DOORZLQJ�:LOOLDP�WR�FDUU\�RXW�VXE�VWDQGDUG�ZRUN����7KH�IROORZLQJ�\HDU�:OOLDP�ZDV�
LQ�WKH�0D\RU·V�FRXUW�DJDLQ�DQG�ZDV�VHQW�WR�SULVRQ�IRU�PLVXVLQJ�WKH�ZDUGHQV�RI�WKH�OLQHQ�
DQG�ZRROOHQ�ZHDYHUV�ZLWK�OHZG�DQG�XQVHHPO\�ZRUGV����

6RRQ�DIWHU��WKH�MXVWLFHV�DQG�DOGHUPHQ�GHFLGHG�WR�SD\�WRZDUG�GLVFKDUJLQJ�:OOLDP�$VJRRG�

FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
�� �-RKQ�$UPVWURQJ�0RVW\Q��$QWLTXLWLHV��S������&KHFN�%ORPH¿HOG
����0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�)UHHPHQ��S�����
��� �152�1&5�0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRN�&DVH���D������������������IR�����U��
����152�1&5�0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRN�&DVH���D������������������IR������U��
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IURP�MDLO�LQ�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�RI�KLV�JUHDW�SRYHUW\�DQG�EHFDXVH�KH�ZDV�SURYLGLQJ�IRU�D�ZLIH�
DQG�ÀYH�FKLOGUHQ����7KH\�PXVW�KDYH�WKRXJKW�WKDW�ZDV�D�FKHDSHU�RSWLRQ�WKDQ�KDYLQJ�WR�
SD\�SRRU�UHOLHI�WR�$O\FH�DQG�WKH�FKLOGUHQ��:OOLDP�DSSHDUV�WR�KDYH�EHHQ�LQ�OHDJXH�ZLWK�
DQRWKHU�ZRROOHQ�ZHDYHU��-RKQ�5RFKHVWHU�ZKR�ZDV�D�VHULDO�RIIHQGHU�LQ�WKH�0D\RU·V�FRXUW�
WKURXJKRXW�WKH�GHFDGH�SULRU�WR�WKH�FHQVXV�DQG�ZDV�DOVR�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV���

:OOLDP�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V�RQ���'HFHPEHU���������7KH�IROORZLQJ�\HDU�
$O\FH�UHPDUULHG�WR�:LOOLDP�6KDUVRQ�LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V���

$VJRRG��:LOOLDP��)DPLO\�VWRU\���VHFRQG�JHQHUDWLRQ

���/DZUHQFH�$VJRRGH��

:OOLDP�DQG�$O\FH¶V�HOGHVW�VRQ�/DZUHQFH�ZDV�DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�KLV�IDWKHU�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�KLV�
HQWU\�LQ�WKH�IUHHPHQ¶V�UHJLVWHU��ZKHQ�KH�ZDV�JLYHQ�IUHHGRP�E\�SDWULPRQ\�DV�D�OLQHQ�DQG�
ZRROOHQ�ZHDYHU�LQ���������/DZUHQFH�PDUULHG�LQ������WR�0DUJHU\��VXUQDPH�XQNQRZQ��LQ�
6W�0DUJDUHW¶V¶V�FKXUFK�DQG�WKH\�KDG�DW�OHDVW�WHQ�FKLOGUHQ����

� � L�� /DZUHQFH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DUJDUHW·V��LQ�1RYHPEHU�������
+H�ZDV�DSSUHQWLFHG�DV�D�ZRROHQ�ZHDYHU�WR�-RKQ�3DUNH�LQ��������

� � LL�� $OLFH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DUJDUHW·V��LQ�0DUFK�������
� � LLL�� 0DU\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DUJDUHW·V��LQ�0DUFK������
� � LY�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DUJDUHW·V��LQ�1RYHPEHU������
� � Y�� 2O\YHU�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0LFKDHO�&RVODQ\��RQ���0D\������
� � YL�� $Y\V�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0LFKDHO�&RVODQ\��RQ����1RYHPEHU�

�����
� �� YLL�� 6DPXHO�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0LFKDHO�&RVODQ\��RQ���-XQH������
� � YLLL�� 2O\IIH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0LFKDHO�&RVODQ\��RQ���6HSWHPEHU�

�����EXW�GLHG�LQ�LQIDQF\�
�7ZR�RWKHU�FKLOGUHQ�GLHG�LQ������EXW�,�KDYH�IRXQG�QR�EDSWLVP�IRU�WKHP���

� � L[�� 3HWHU�ZKR�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�$XJXVW������LQ�6W�0DUJDUHW·V�
� � [�� 0DUJHUL�ZKR�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�2FWREHU������LQ�6W�0DUJDUHW·V�
����152�1&5�0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRN�&DVH���D������������������IR������U��
����3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
����152��135��3'�����%XULDO�UHFRUG���'HFHPEHU������IURP�6W�6DYLRXU¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����152��135��3'�����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����-XQH������IURP�6W�6DYLRXU¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�)UHHPHQ��S�����
����152��135��3'�����%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�6DYLRXU¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����5LVLQJ�DQG�0LOOLFDQ��HGV���,QGH[�RI�,QGHQWXUHV�RI�1RUZLFK�$SSUHQWLFHV��S������
����152��135��3'�����%XULDO�UHFRUGV�������IURP�6W�6DYLRXU¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������



$���

$SSHQGL[

/DZUHQFH�VHHPV�WR�KDYH�IROORZHG�KLV�IDWKHU·V�IRRWVWHSV�LQ�FRQVRUWLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�5RFKHVWHU�
IDPLO\��,Q�'HFHPEHU�RI������KH�ZDV�FRPPLWWHG�WR�SULVRQ�DORQJ�ZLWK�-RKQ�5RFKHVWHU�IRU�
EUHDNLQJ�ZLQGRZV�XQWLO�WKH\�SURGXFHG�VXUHWLHV�IRU�WKHLU�JRRG�EHKDYLRXU���

���6XVDQD�2VJRRGH��

,Q������ZKHQ�6XVDQD�ZDV�����VKH�PDUULHG�1LFKXV�3DOPHU�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V����

7KH\�KDG�RQH�FKLOG�
� � L�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH��RQ����-XO\��������

1R�PRUH�ZDV�IRXQG�IRU�WKLV�FRXSOH�

���:LOOLDP�$VJRRGH��

,Q������ZKHQ�:LOOLDP�ZDV�����KH�PDUULHG�0DU\�%DOOV�LQ�6W�0DU\�&RVODQ\����

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L�� (OL]DEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DU\�&RVODQ\��RQ���'HFHPEHU�
������6KH�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���-DQXDU\������LQ�6W�0DU\�
&RVODQ\�

� � LL�� :LOOLDP�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DU\�&RVODQ\��RQ����0DUFK�
������+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����-XQH������LQ�6W�0DU\�
&RVODQ\�

� � LLL�� 0DUJ\H�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DU\�&RVODQ\��RQ���$XJXVW�������
� � LY�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DU\�&RVODQ\��RQ����-XQH�������
� � � ,Q������ZKHQ�-RKQ�ZDV�����KH�PDUULHG�6DUD�:HEVWHU�LQ�6W�0DU\�

&RVODQ\����7KLV�FRXSOH�ZDV�QRW�IROORZHG�IXUWKHU�

0DU\�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����6HS������LQ�6W�0DU\�&RVODQ\����

����0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRNV�����������1&5�&DVH���D�XQSDJLQDWHG��'HFHPEHU������IURP�)+/&�¿OP�
��������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����2FWREHU������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUG����-XO\�����IURP�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����152��135��3'����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���-XO\������IURP�6W�0DU\�&RVODQ\�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�0DU\�&RVODQ\�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����152��135��3'����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���1RYHPEHU������IURP�6W�0DU\�&RVODQ\�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����152��135��3'����%XULDO�UHFRUG����6HSWHPEHU������IURP�6W�0DU\�&RVODQ\�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

����$VJRRG��:LOOLDP��)DPLO\�VWRU\���WKLUG�JHQHUDWLRQ

���6DPXHO�$VVJRRG��

,Q������ZKHQ�6DPXHO�ZDV�����KH�PDUULHG�.DWKHULQH�)ORZHUGHZ�LQ�6W�*LOHV����

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L�� 6DPXHOO�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH��RQ���
)HEUXDU\������

� � LL�� 6DUD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH��RQ���0D\������
� � LLL�� 0DUH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�3DXO·V��RQ����6HS�������6KH�GLHG�

DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����6HSWHPEHU������LQ�6W�3DXO·V��
� � LY�� 0DU\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�3DXO·V��RQ���1RY�������6KH�GLHG�DQG�

ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���$XJ������LQ�6W�3DXO·V�
7KHUH�LV�DOVR�D�EXULDO�IRU�5REHUW�VRQ�RI�6DPXHO�LQ������DW�6W�*LOHV·V���

7KLV�IDPLO\�ZDV�QRW�IROORZHG�IXUWKHU�

����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���6HSWHPEHU������IURP�6W�*LOHV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG���)HEUXDU\������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK��152��
135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUG���0D\������IURP�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�FKXUFK��152��135��3'�����%DSWLVP�
DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV�IURP�6W�3DXO¶V�FKXUFK�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�
ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO�������
����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG������IURP�6W�*LOHV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

���� %HDYHU��0DUJDUHW

&HQVXV�HQWU\

&HQVXV�HQWU\��0DUJDUHW�%HDYHU�RI��R�\HUH�	�PRUH��D�NQLWWHU��	�-RQH��KLU�GDXJKWHU�WKDW�
NQ\WW�DOVR��	�KDWK�GZHOW�KHU�HYHU��>KDEOH@��G�D�ZHNH��9HUL�3RUH��

0DUJDUHW�%HDYHU�ZDV�RQH�RI�WKH�VLQJOH�HOGHUO\�ZRPHQ�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV��+HU�HQWU\�VWDWHV�
WKDW�VKH�ZDV�PRUH�WKDQ�VL[W\�\HDUV�ROG��VR�VKH�ZDV�ERUQ�DERXW�������DQG�ZDV�SUREDEO\�
ERUQ�LQ�1RUZLFK�DV�VKH�³KDWK�GZHOW�KHU�HYHU´���6KH�ZDV�OLYLQJ�LQ�0U�6WHZDUG¶V�KRXVH�
LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�SDULVK��7KLV�ZDV�D�KRXVH�RZQHG�E\�RQH�RI�WKH�1RUZLFK�
$OGHUPHQ��$XJXVWLQH�6WHZDUG���7KLV�KRXVH�KRXVHG�D�WRWDO�RI����DGXOWV�DQG�IRXU�FKLOGUHQ��
/LYLQJ�ZLWK�0DUJDUHW�ZDV�KHU�GDXJKWHU�-RQH��%RWK�ZRPHQ�ZHUH�HPSOR\HG�DV�NQLWWHUV��
EXW�HYHQ�VR��ZHUH�DOVR�UHFHLYLQJ��G�D�ZHHN�LQ�DOPV�IURP�WKH�SDULVK�

,�EHOLHYH�0DUJDUHW�KDG�EHHQ�PDUULHG�WR�5LFKDUG�%HDYHU�DQG�WKH\�KDG�DW�OHDVW�IRXU�
FKLOGUHQ��

� � L�� :\OOP�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW·V��RQ����6HSWHPEHU�������
+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW·V�RQ���2FWREHU������

� � LL�� +HQU\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW·V��RQ����-XO\������
� �� LLL�� -RQH��������
� �� LY� 0DUJDUHW�

5LFKDUG�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�'HFHPEHU������LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH���0DUJDUHW�
ZDV�UHFHLYLQJ�SRRU�UHOLHI�DW�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV��6KH�FRQWLQXHG�WR�UHFHLYH�SRRU�UHOLHI�
LQFOXGLQJ�D�VSHFLDO�SD\PHQW�RI��G��������JLYHQ�WR�KHU�³LQ�KHU�VLFNQHVV�´��6KH�OLYHG�XQWLO�

�� �-RKQ�)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������S�����
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �0DU\�5RGJHUV�DQG�0D\�:DOODFH��1RUZLFK�/DQGJDEOH�$VVHVVPHQW����������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�
6RFLHW\�9RO��/;,,,��������S�����
�� �152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�����������UHFRUGV��IURP�6W�&OHPHQW¶V¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
�� �152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG�'HFHPEHU�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
�� �0DLQWHQDQFH�RI�SRRU�UHFRUGV�������������0D\RU¶V�%RRN�RI�WKH�3RRU��ZLWK�%ULGHZHOO�DFFRXQWV��������
������%RRN�IRU�WKH�3RRU��ZLWK�%ULGHZHOO�DFFRXQWV��������������DQG�3RRU�5HOLHI�%RRN��ZLWK������FHQVXV�
RI�SRRU�������������1&5�&DVH���F�XQSDJLQDWHG�

%HDYHU��0DUJDUHW��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ



$���

$SSHQGL[

�����ZKHQ�VKH�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�WKH�6HSWHPEHU�RI�WKH�SODJXH�HSLGHPLF�RI�WKDW�\HDU��

%HDYHU��0DUJDUHW��)DPLO\�VWRU\���VHFRQG�JHQHUDWLRQ
���-RQH�%HDYHU��
,Q�������0DUJDUHW¶V�GDXJKWHU�-RQH�ZDV�PDUULHG�WR�$PEURVH�/HYHULJ�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�
0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK���$PEURVH�ZDV�D�PDVRQ��ZKR�KDG�EHHQ�DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�5LFKDUG�
3DOPHU�DQG�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�LQ�������

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG��RQ����-XQH�������+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�
EXULHG�LQ�6W��3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�RQ����$XJXVW������

� � LL�� 7KRPDVLQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH���RQ����
1RYHPEHU�������6KH�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����$XJXVW������LQ�
6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�

� � LLL�� 5LFKDUG�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���)HEUXDU\������LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�
0RXQWHUJDWH�

%HFRPLQJ�PDUULHG�GLG�QRW�LPSURYH�WKH�ORW�RI�-RDQ��$PEURVH�LV�IRXQG�LQ�WKH�0D\RU·V�
FRXUW�VHYHUDO�WLPHV�IRU�PLVGHPHDQRXUV�VXFK�DV�EDG�ZRUNPDQVKLS�DQG�DEVHQWLQJ�KLPVHOI�
IURP�WKH�DVVHPEO\���

7ZR�RI�WKH�FKLOGUHQ�RI�$PEURVH�DQG�-RQH�GLHG�LQ�LQIDQF\����$Q�RXWEUHDN�RI�SODJXH�
LQ������WKHQ�FDXVHG�WKH�GHDWK�RI�WKHLU�GDXJKWHU�7KRPDVLQ�IROORZHG�VKRUWO\�E\�ERWK�
$PEURVH�DQG�-RQH����

���0DUJDUHW�%HDYHU
7ZR�\HDUV�SULRU�WR�WKH�FHQVXV��D�0DUJDUHW�%HYHU�ZDV�PDUULHG�WR�-RKQ�/HYHULJ�DW�6W�3HWHU�
SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH����,W�LV�OLNHO\�WKLV�ZDV��-RQH¶V�VLVWHU�DQG�DOVR�OLNHO\�WKDW�-RQH¶V�KXVEDQG�
�� �152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG���6HSWHPEHU�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�
FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
�� �152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���$XJXVW�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�
FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
�� �0LOOLFDQ��3HUF\��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�DQ�
LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������S������,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�D�
UHFRG�RI�KLV�LQGHQWXUH�EXW�WKH�HQWU\�LQ�WKH�)UHHPDQ¶V�UHJLVWHU�QRWHV�KLV�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�WR�5LFKDUG�3DOPHU�
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�
FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
��� �0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRNV�����������1&5�&DVH���D�XQSDJLQDWHG��)HEUXDU\������IURP�)+/&�¿OP�
���������6HH�DOVR�&KDSWHU�""
��� �152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUGV������DQG�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�
FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������

����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUGV�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���1RYHPEHU�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�
FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
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$PEURVH�/HYHULJ�ZDV�UHODWHG�WR�-RKQ��7KHUH�ZHUH�WZR�EDSWLVPV�WR�WKLV�FRXSOH�LQ�6W�
3HWHU�3HU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK���

L� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG���)HEUXDU\������LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�
0RXQWHUJDWH��+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�
��2FWREHU������

LL� %O\WK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG����1RYHPEHU������LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�
0RXQWHUJDWH�

7KH�ORQJ�JDS�EHWZHHQ�EDSWLVPV�VXJJHVWV�WKLV�FRXSOH�PRYHG�HOVHZKHUH�IRU�D�WLPH��
1RWKLQJ�IXUWKHU�ZDV�IRXQG�

����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�
FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

���� %URWKHU��-RKQ

&HQVXV�HQWU\

&HQVXV�HQWU\��-RKQ�%URWKHU��NQDNHU��RI����\FUH��WKDW�ZRUNHWK�QRWW��	�(OL]DEHWK��KLV�Z\I��
RI�WKDW�DJH��WKDW�VS\Q�ZKLWH�ZDUSH��DQG�KDWK���VRQV�	���GDXJKWHUV��WKHOGHVW����\HUH�
	�GRWK�QRWKLQJH��WKH�RWKHU�D�\RQJ�RQ��	�WKH�HOGHVW�GDXJKWHU�LV�LQ�FHUYLV�	�WKH�\RQJHU�
NQ\WW��	�KDWK�GZHOW�KHUH����\HUHV��>KDEOH@��G�D�ZHNH��,QGHIHUHQW��

%URWKHU��-RKQ��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ��SUH�
FHQVXV�

���-RKQ�%URWKHU��
-RKQ�LV�VDLG�WR�KDYH�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�LQ�1RUZLFK�LQ����+HQU\�9,,���$V�+HQU\�9,,�
UHLJQHG�IRU�RQO\����\HDUV��WKLV�PXVW�EH�DQ�HUURU�LQ�/¶6WUDQJH¶V�ERRN�����+HQU\�9,,��RU�
��������DSSHDUV�PRUH�OLNHO\��7KH�UHFRUG�RI�KLV�IUHHGRP�VWDWHV�KH�ZDV�D�QRQ�DSSUHQWLFH��
�

$V�KH�ZRXOG�KDYH�EHHQ�PDUULHG�SULRU�WR�IRUPDO�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�QR�PDUULDJH�KDV�EHHQ�IRXQG�
DQG�QR�EDSWLVPV�IRU�FKLOGUHQ��

7KLV�-RKQ�LV�SUREDEO\�WKH�IDWKHU�RI�WKH�-RKQ�%URWKHU�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV��
� �� L�� -RKQ��FD�����������
� � LL�� 0DUJUHW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH��RQ���-XO�

������

-RKQ�GLHG�LQ������DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH��

�� �-RKQ�)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������S�����
�� �-RKQ�/¶6WUDQJH��HGLWHG�E\�:DOWHU�5\H��&DOHQGDU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK�IURP������WR�������
/RQGRQ��(OOLRW�6WRFN��������S�����
�� �/¶6WUDQJH��&DOHQGDU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�����
�� �152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG���-XO\�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
�� �152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG�$XJXVW�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
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%URWKHU��-RKQ��)DPLO\�VWRU\���VHFRQG�JHQHUDWLRQ�
�FHQVXV�

���-RKQ�%URWKHU��
,Q�WKH�FHQVXV�-RKQ�WKH�\RXQJHU�ZDV�OLYLQJ�LQ�'DYL�1HVKH¶V�KRXVH�LQ�6W�3HWHU�
3DUPHQWHUJDWH�SDULVK��ZLWK�KLV�ZLIH�(OL]DEHWK�DQG�IRXU�FKLOGUHQ���7KHUH�ZHUH�WZR�RWKHU�
IDPLOLHV�LQ�WKH�VDPH�KRXVH��-RKQ�DQG�$XGUL�1XEEHV�ZKR�KDG�¿YH�FKLOGUHQ��DQG�-RKQ�
DQG�.DWKHULQH�5\YHW�ZKR�KDG�VL[�FKLOGUHQ��VR�WKH�KRXVH�PXVW�KDYH�EHHQ�YHU\�FURZGHG��
,�KDYH�IRXQG�D�PDUULDJH�LQ������LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�SDULVK�IRU�-RKQ�%URWKHU�
EXW�LW�GRHV�QRW�JLYH�D�QDPH�WR�(OL]DEHWK���,Q�WKH�DEVHQFH�RI�RWKHU�GDWD�,�DP�SUHVXPLQJ�
WKH�FKLOGUHQ�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�EHORQJ�WR�ERWK�-RKQ�DQG�(OL]DEHWK��7KHVH�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�
QRW�QDPHG�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�EXW�D�VHDUFK�RI�WKH�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU�RI�6W�3HWHU�3DUPHQWHUJDWH�
SURGXFHG�EDSWLVPV�DQG�FKULVWLDQ�QDPHV�IRU�WKHP���

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� �� L�� (OL]DEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH��RQ���

)HEUXDU\������
� �� LL�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH��RQ���-XO\�

������
� �� LLL�� 5REHUW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH��RQ���

2FWREHU������
� � LY�� -DPHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH��RQ����-XO\�

������-DPHV�DSSHDUV�WR�KDYH�EHHQ�DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�WKH�6WUDQJHU�
*LOHV�9DQGHUEHFN�LQ�)HEUXDU\������WR�OHDUQ�WKH�DUW�RI�ED\�
PDNLQJ��RQH�RI�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�WHFKQLTXHV�EURXJKW�WR�1RUZLFK�E\�
WKH�6WUDQJHUV��+H�VHHPV�UDWKHU�\RXQJ�DW�DJH���EXW�WKH�HQWU\�LQ�WKH�
0D\RU·V�FRXUW�VSHFLÀFDOO\�QRWHV�-DPHV�DV�WKH�VRQ�RI�-RKQ�%URWKHU�
WKH�NQDNHU��

7KHUH�LV�DQRWKHU�EDSWLVP�RI�D�GDXJKWHU�IRU�-RKQ�%URWKHU�LQ�WKLV�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU��0DUJDUHW�
%URWKHU�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ������EXW�WKHUH�LV�QR�LQGLFDWLRQ�RI�ZKHWKHU�
WKLV�LV�-RKQ�WKH�HOGHU�RU�\RXQJHU���

-RKQ·V�RFFXSDWLRQ�ZDV�JLYHQ�DV�´NQDNHUµ�ZKLFK�LV�DQ�ROG�WHUP�IRU�KRUVH�FROODU�PDNHU��,�

�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
�� �152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
�� �0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRNV�����������1&5�&DVH���D�XQSDJLQDWHG��)HEUXDU\������IURP�)+/&�¿OP�
��������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG���-XO\�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
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EHOLHYH�-RKQ�ZDV�DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�WKH�FRUGZDLQHU�5REHUW�0DLUH�LQ���������7KLV�ZRXOG�ÀW�
ZLWK�KLV�VWDWHPHQW�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�RI�KDYLQJ�OLYHG�LQ�1RUZLFK�IRU����\HDUV����,I�WKLV�ZDV�
WKH�FDVH��WKHQ�WKHUH�PD\�EH�GRXEW�RI�-RKQ�EHLQJ�WKH�VRQ�RI�-RKQ�WKH�HOGHU�ZKR�DSSHDUV�WR�
KDYH�OLYHG�LQ�1RUZLFK�IRU�ORQJHU��7KH�VLPLODULW\�RI�QDPH��RFFXSDWLRQ��DV�ZHOO�DV�WKLV�VRQ�
EHLQJ�QRWHG�DV�´-RKQ�WKH�\RXQJHUµ�LQ�WKH�EDSWLVPV�RI�KLV�FKLOGUHQ�LQ�WKH�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU�
SULRU�WR�WKH�GHDWK�RI�WKH�ROGHU�-RKQ�LQ�������VXJJHVWV�DW�WKH�OHDVW�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�D�EORRG�
UHODWLRQVKLS�

7KHUH�LV�HYLGHQFH�WKDW�HLWKHU�WKLV�-RKQ�RU�KLV�IDWKHU�RZQHG�SURSHUW\�LQ�WKH�SDULVK�
-RKQ�%URWKHU��SUHVXPDEO\�WKH�\RXQJHU��ZDV�GHOHWHG�IURP�WKH�/DQGJDEOH�DVVHVVPHQW�
���������ZKHQ�KLV�WHQHPHQW��0RXQWHUJDWH�6W�)DLWK·V�ODQH�5RVH�/DQH��ZDV�WDNHQ�RYHU�E\�
0U�*RXFKH��HYLGHQFH�WKDW�VXJJHVWV�WKH�IDPLO\�KDG�EHHQ�LQ�HFRQRPLF�GLIÀFXOW\�IRU�VRPH�
WLPH����+H�LV�QRWHG�DV�UHFHLYLQJ�DOPV�LQ�WKH�\HDU�IROORZLQJ�WKH�FHQVXV�

-RKQ·V�ZLIH�(OL]DEHWK�GLHG�LQ������DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V�SDULVK����)RXU�PRQWKV�
ODWHU�-RKQ�UHPDUULHG�WR�-RQH�&KDUZHOO���

7KH\�KDG�RQH�FKLOG�
� � L�� 5LFKDUG�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH��RQ���

$XJ�������+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG���'HF������LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�
0RXQWHUJDWH���

-RQH�GLHG�LQ������DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���0DU������LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH����

,Q������-RKQ�UHPDUULHG�IRU�WKH�WKLUG�WLPH�WR�WKH�ZLGRZ�(OOHQ�7RPVRQ�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�
0RXQWHUJDWH����(OOHQ�KDG�WZR�GDXJKWHUV�ZLWK�KHU�SUHYLRXV�KXVEDQG�:LOOLDP�/HQ\�DQG�
ZDV�SODFHG�LQ�WKH�VWRFNV�DIWHU�VKH�DSSHDUHG�LQ�WKH�0D\RU·V�FRXUW�LQ������IRU�VWHDOLQJ�
IURP�KHU�QHLJKERXUV����+HU�SXQLVKPHQW�PD\�KDYH�ZRUNHG�DV�WKHUH�ZDV�QR�RWKHU�VXFK�

��� �:LQLIUHG�0��5LVLQJ�DQG�3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HGV���$Q�,QGH[�RI�,QGHQWXUHV�RI�1RUZLFK�$SSUHQWLFHV�HQUROOHG�
ZLWK�WKH�1RUZLFK�$VVHPEO\�+HQU\�9,,�*HRUJH�,,��1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\�9RO��;;,;��������S��
���
����3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
����7LPRWK\�+DZHV��,QGH[�WR�1RUZLFK�&LW\�2I¿FHUV������������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������
S�����
����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG����-XO\�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����1RYHPEHU�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�
FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG���$XJXVW������DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUG���'HFHPEHU�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�
SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�
DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG���0DUFK�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����-XO\�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152�1&5�0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRN�&DVH���D���������������0D\�������IR������U��
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LQFLGHQW�UHFRUGHG�IRU�KHU��-RKQ�DQG�(OOHQ�KDG�QR�FKLOGUHQ�DQG�LQ������(OOHQ�GLHG�DQG�
ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH����

-RKQ�PDUULHG�\HW�DJDLQ�LQ������IRU�WKH�IRXUWK�WLPH��WR�0DUJDUHW�&DWWRQ�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�
0RXQWHUJDWH����7KLV�FRXSOH�KDG�QR�FKLOGUHQ

-RKQ�GLHG�LQ������DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH���

%URWKHU��-RKQ��)DPLO\�VWRU\���WKLUG�JHQHUDWLRQ��SRVW�
FHQVXV�

���(OL]DEHWK�%URWKHU��
$W�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV��(OL]DEHWK�DV�WKH�HOGHVW�GDXJKWHU�ZDV�VDLG�WR�EH�LQ�VHUYLFH��
,Q������(OL]DEHWK�ZDV�PDUULHG�WR�(GZDUG�*ULIÀQ�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V����

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L�� $JQHV��%RUQ�FD�������$W�WKH�DJH�RI�����$JQHV�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�
6WHSKHQV��RQ����2FW������

� � LL�� -RKHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQV��RQ����-XQ�������+H�GLHG�
DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6WHSKHQ·V�LQ������

(GZDUG�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ������LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V����(OL]DEHWK�PDUULHG�IRU�WKH�VHFRQG�
WLPH�LQ������WR�*HRUJH�%UDGOH\�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH���

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L�� $QQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DUWLQ�$W�3DODFH��RQ����1RY������
� � LL�� -RDQQD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DUWLQ�$W�3DODFH��RQ����0D\�

�����
7KHUH�LV�QR�IXUWKHU�LQIRUPDWLRQ�WR�GDWH�RQ�WKLV�IDPLO\�

����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG����-DQXDU\�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG�$SULO��������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG����$XJXVW�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH��UHFRUG���-DQXDU\�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG������������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���$SULO��������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�������������IURP�6W�0DUWLQ�DW�3DODFH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
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���7KRPDV�%URWKHU
7KRPDV�EHFDPH�D�IUHHPDQ�NQDNHU�LQ������DQG�LV�WKH�ÀUVW�VR�OLVWHG�LQ�0LOOLFDQ����,Q������
KH�PDUULHG�&\FHO\�/DZV�LQ�6W��3HWHU�0DQFURIW�FKXUFK����&\FHO\�GLHG�LQ�������%XULHG�
RQ����0DU������LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH����$�IHZ�PRQWKV�ODWHU�7KRPDV�UHPDUULHG�
WR�(OOHQ�*UD\�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH����7KHUH�GRHV�QRW�DSSHDU�WR�KDYH�EHHQ�DQ\�
FKLOGUHQ�IURP�HLWKHU�PDUULDJH��

���5REW�%URWKHU��
,�KDYH�IRXQG�QR�UHFRUG�RI�PDUULDJH�RU�RFFXSDWLRQ�IRU�5REHUW�%URWKHU��7KHUH�ZDV�D�
5REHUW�%URWKHU�ZLWK�ZLIH�0DULH�EDSWLVLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V�FKXUFK�DW�WKH�ULJKW�
WLPH�WR�EH�WKLV�5REHUW��7KH�VXUQDPH�%URWKHU�ZDV�QRW�FRPPRQ�DW�DOO�LQ�1RUZLFK�DW�WKLV�
WLPH�ZKLFK�OHQGV�HYLGHQFH�WKDW�WKLV�LV�FRUUHFW�LGHQWLÀFDWLRQ��$Q�DOO�FRXQWLHV�VHDUFK�RI�WKH�
QDPH�5REHUW�%URWKHU�UHVXOWV�LQ�MXVW�WZR�HQWULHV�IRU�WKLV�WLPH�SHULRG��ERWK�DUH�FRQQHFWHG�
WR�WKLV�5REHUW�
5REHUW�DQG�0DULH�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L�� :LOOV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ����-DQ������
� � LL�� 5REWXV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ����'HF�������+H�

GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�����LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V�
� � LLL�� 0DUJDUHWD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ���-DQ�������

6KH�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG����2FWREHU������LQ�$XJXVWLQH·V�
� � LY�� 8QNQRZQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ����$XJ�������

7KLV�FKLOG�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG���6HS������LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V�

����3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�DQ�
LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������S�����
����152��135��3'�����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����6HSWHPEHU��������IURP�6W�3HWHU�0DQFURIW�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG����0DUFK��������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����-XQH��������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

���� %XUU��-RKQ

&HQVXV�HQWU\

&HQVXV�HQWU\��-RKQ�%XUU�RI����\HULV��JODVLHU��YHUL�V\FNO\H�	�ZRUN�QRWW��	�$O\FH��KLV�
Z\IH��RI����\HULV��WKDW�VS\Q�ZKLWH�ZDUS��	���FKLOGHUQH��WKHOGHVW����\HUH�������������������
��\HULV��WKDW�FDQ�VS\Q�ZRROOH��	�KDY�GZHOW�KHUH�HYHU�1R�DOPV��,QGHIHUHQW��>�G@�

7KH�DJH�JLYHQ�E\�-RKQ�%XUU�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�VXJJHVWV�KH�ZDV�ERUQ�DERXW��������+LV�
HQWU\�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�QRWHV�WKDW�KH�KDG�DOZD\V�OLYHG�LQ�1RUZLFK��DQG�KH��KLV�ZLIH�$O\FH�
DQG�VHYHQ�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�OLYLQJ�LQ�KLV�RZQ�KRXVH�LQ�WKH�SDULVK�RI�6W�6WHSKHQV���+H�LV�
RQH�RI�WKH�KRXVHKROGHUV��ZKR�DOWKRXJK�FODVVL¿HG�DV�SRRU��HLWKHU�RZQHG�WKHLU�KRXVH�RU�
ZHUH�SD\LQJ�PRUWJDJH��+H�ZDV�UDWHG�LQ�WKH���������1RUZLFK�/DQGJDEOH�DVVHVVPHQW�
DV�SD\LQJ��G�IRU�WHQHPHQWV�LQ�WKH�SDULVK���-RKQ�KDG�PDUULHG�WKH�ZLGRZ�$O\FH�(PDQV�
LQ������LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V�VR�WKH�HOGHVW�FKLOG�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�ZDV�QRW�WKHLU�FKLOG���7KH�
DJHV�RI�WKH�FKLOGUHQ�LQ�WKH�KRXVHKROG�DW�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV�VXJJHVWHG�WKDW�WKLV�
ZDV�D�VHFRQG�PDUULDJH�IRU�-RKQ��2QH�FKLOG�ZDV�DJH�WZHQW\��DQG�WKH�RWKHU�VL[�ZHUH����
DQG�XQGHU��,QYHVWLJDWLRQ�RI�WKH�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU�RI�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�VKRZV�WKDW�SULRU�WR�KLV�
PDUULDJH�LQ������WR�$O\FH��DW�OHDVW�VL[�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�EDSWLVHG�ZLWK�-RKQ�DV�WKH�IDWKHU�
LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V���7KH�QDPH�RI�WKH�PRWKHU�LV�QRW�JLYHQ�DQG�,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�D�SUHYLRXV�
PDUULDJH�IRU�-RKQ�RU�KHU�EXULDO�VR�WKLV�ZLIH�UHPDLQV�XQNQRZQ�
-RKQ�DQG�KLV�ÀUVW�ZLIH�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�

� � L�� 0DUJHU\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����'HF�������
� � � ,Q������ZKHQ�0DUJHULD�ZDV�����VKH�PDUULHG�6DPXHOO�)HOGH�LQ�6W�

6WHSKHQ·V��
� �� LL�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����'HFHPEHU������
� � LLL�� 5LFKDUG�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����2FW�������
�� �-RKQ�)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������S����
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �0DU\�5RGJHUV�DQG�0D\�:DOODFH��1RUZLFK�/DQGJDEOH�$VVHVVPHQW����������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�
6RFLHW\�9RO��/;,,,��������S�����
�� �152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����1RYHPEHU�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
�� �152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG������������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������

%XUU��-RKQ��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ
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� � LY�� 0DWLOGD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����6HS������
� � Y�� $OLFLD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����1RY������
� � YL�� (OLVDEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ���-DQ�������

-RKQ�ZDV�D�JOD]LHU�EXW�DQ�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LV�QRW�QRWHG�LQ�5LVLQJ�DQG�DOWKRXJK�IUHHGRP�
DV�D�JOD]LHU�ZDV�JUDQWHG�WR�D�-RKQ�%XUU�LQ�������,�WKLQN�LW�OLNHO\�WKDW�WKLV�-RKQ�ZDV�D�
VRQ�RI�-RKQ�VHQLRU����-RKQ�MXQLRU�ZDV�DQ�DSSUHQWLFH�WR�WKH�JOD]LHU�-RKQ�*RJOH��ZKR�LV�
UHODWHG�WR�DQRWKHU�IDPLO\�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV���$OWKRXJK�WKH�WH[WLOH�WUDGHV�LQ�1RUZLFK�ZHUH�
LQ�GHFOLQH�GXULQJ�WKH�PLGGOH�RI�WKH�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\��WKHUH�LV�HYLGHQFH�WKDW�LQ�RWKHU�
UHVSHFWV�WKH�HFRQRP\�RI�WKH�FLW\�ZDV�YHU\�KHDOWK\���7KLV�ZDV�GXH�WR�LQFUHDVLQJ�GHPDQG�
IRU�FRQVXPDEOH�JRRGV�DQG�EXLOGLQJ�DFWLYLW\�LQ�WKH�WRZQ�DQG�VXUURXQGLQJ�DUHDV��$V�D�
JOD]LHU��-RKQ�PD\�KDYH�EHHQ�DEOH�WR�PDNH�D�UHDVRQDEOH�OLYLQJ�LI�WKH�EXLOGLQJ�WUDGHV�ZHUH�
DFWLYH��DQG�FRXOG�DFFRXQW�IRU�KLV�SURSHUW\�RZQHUVKLS��7KH�IDFW�WKDW�KH�ZDV�QRWHG�DV�µYHUL�
V\FNO\H¶�DW�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV�DQG�ZDV�UHFHLYLQJ��G�LQ�DOPV�VKRZV�D�GRZQWXUQ�LQ�KLV�
FLUFXPVWDQFH�ZKLFK�PD\�H[SODLQ�KLV�LQFOXVLRQ�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV���

:KHQ�VKH�PDUULHG�-RKQ��$O\FH�ZDV�XVLQJ�KHU�PDUULHG�QDPH��(PDQV��$O\FH��KDG�DOVR�
EHHQ�PDUULHG�SUHYLRXVO\��$O\FH�7XJHW�PDUULHG�&KULVWRSKHU�(PDQV�RQ�WKH���0D\������LQ�
6W�6WHSKHQ¶V����&KULVWRSKHU�ZDV�D�PDVRQ�ZKR�KDG�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�LQ���������,�KDYH�
EHHQ�XQDEOH�WR�¿QG�D�EXULDO�IRU�&KULVWRSKHU�ZKR�GLHG�LQ�WKH�VDPH�\HDU�DV�KH�PDUULHG�
$O\FH��EXW�KLV�ZLOO�ZDV�GDWHG���������6KH�KDG�QR�FKLOGUHQ�ZLWK�&KULVWRSKHU��+RZHYHU��
WKH�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU�RI�6W�6WHSKHQ·V�VKRZV�WKDW�VKH�KDG�DQ�LOOHJLWLPDWH�GDXJKWHU�EDSWLVHG�
LQ��������

-RKQ�DQG�$O\FH�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� �� L�� 5REHUW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����0DUFK������
� �� LL�� 0DUJDUHW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ���0DUFK������
� �� LLL�� $OLFLD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����$XJXVW������
� � LY�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����$XJXVW�������
� � Y�� 1LFKRODV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����6HSWHPEHU�

������

�� �3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�DQ�
LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������S�����
�� �0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�)UHHPHQ��S������
�� �-RKQ�3RXQG��µ7KH�6RFLDO�DQG�7UDGH�6WUXFWXUH�RI�1RUZLFK����������¶��3DVW�DQG�3UHVHQW�������-XO���
�������S�����
����3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
��� �152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���0D\�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����0DUFK������
����-RKQ�/¶(VWUDQJH��HGLWHG�E\�:DOWHU�5\H��&DOHQGDU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK�IURP������WR�������
/RQGRQ��(OOLRW�6WRFN��������S�����
����152�1&&�ZLOO�UHJLVWHU�-HUYHV������������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG�������IURP�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
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:KHQ�-RKQ�DQG�$O\FH�PDUULHG�KH�KDG�VL[�FKLOGUHQ�DQG�WKHQ�SURFHHGHG�WR�KDYH�ÀYH�
PRUH�ZLWK�$O\FH��7KLV�VFHQDULR�PD\�KDYH�OHG�WR�D�G\VIXQFWLRQDO�IDPLO\��,Q������DQG�
QLQH�WZR�RI�-RKQ·V�FKLOGUHQ�DSSHDUHG�LQ�WKH�0D\RU·V�FRXUW��0DUJHU\�ZDV�ZKLSSHG�ZLWK�
URGV�IRU�UXQQLQJ�DZD\�IURP�KHU�PDVWHU�-RKQ�*LJJHV�DQG�VRQ�5LFKDUG�ZDV�ZKLSSHG�DW�
WKH�SLOORU\�LQ�WKH�PDUNHW�IRU�UXQQLQJ�DZD\�IURP�KLV�PDVWHU�5REHUW�5RZH�WKH�JODVLHU����
<RXQJ�5LFKDUG�FRQWLQXHG�ZLWK�KLV�EDG�EHKDYLRXU��KH�ZDV�DOVR�FKDUJHG�ZLWK�VWHDOLQJ�DQG�
´SOD\LQJ�DZD\�RI�KLV�PRQH\µ��EHLQJ�ÀQDOO\�GLVFKDUJHG�IURP�KLV�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�IRU�HYLO�
EHKDYLRXU�LQ��������

-RKQ�GLHG�LQ������DQG�$O\FH�LQ������OHDYLQJ�QR�ZLOOV�DQG�ZHUH�EXULHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V���

%XUU��-RKQ��)DPLO\�VWRU\���VHFRQG�JHQHUDWLRQ

���7KRPDV�%XUUH��
7KRPDV�ZDV�PDUULHG�WR�0DUJDUHW�:DOOHU�LQ�6W�*UHJRU\¶V�LQ���������
7KH\�KDG�WZR�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L� $JQHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*UHJRU\¶V�����2FWREHU������
� � LL� +HQU\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*UHJRU\¶V�����$SULO�������+HQU\�
ODWHU�PDUULHG�0DUJDUHW�1HZKP�LQ������LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V���

1R�PRUH�ZDV�IRXQG�IRU�WKLV�IDPLO\�

���5REW�%XUUH��

,Q������ZKHQ�5REW�ZDV�����KH�PDUULHG�WR�0DUJDUHW�+DVHOZRRGH�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V����
7KHUHLV�QR�UHFRUG�RI�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�RU�IUHHPDQ�IRU�KLP�EXW�WKHUH�LV�D�5REHUW�%XUU�
QRWHG�RQ�WKH�RFFXSDWLRQDO�FHQVXV�RI������ZKLFK�VWDWHV�KLP�WR�EH�D�JODVLHU����0DUJDUHW�
DQG�5REHUW�DSSHDU�WR�KDYH�KDG�RQO\�RQH�FKLOG�+HQU\�ZKR�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�
6WHSKHQ·V�LQ��������

����152�1&5�0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRN�&DVH���D����������
����0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRNV�����������1&5�&DVH���D�XQSDJLQDWHG�������IURP�)+/&�¿OP���������
����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUGV����-XO\������DQG����0D\�������IURP�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'�����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���2FWREHU�������IURP�6W�*UHJRU\¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV������DQG�������IURP�6W�*UHJRU\¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����0D\�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����-DQXDU\�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
����152�1&5�7KH�$\OVKDP�3DSHUV���WK�FHQWXU\���WK�FHQWXU\�$</�����XQSDJLQDWHG�
����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
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���0DUJDUHWD�%XUUH��

,Q������ZKHQ�0DUJDUHWD�ZDV�����VKH�PDUULHG�5REHUW�+RWW��VRQ�RI�5LFKDUG�+RWKH��LQ�6W�
6WHSKHQ·V����5REHUW�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��LQ���������
7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L�� $JQHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����$SULO�������
� � LL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����-DQXDU\�������
� � LLL�� 6XVDQQD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG��RQ����

)HEUXDU\�������
� � LY�� 3DXO�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��0DUWLQ�DW�3DODFH��RQ���-XO\�������
� � Y�� 0DULD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG���RQ����

6HSWHPEHU�������
� � YL�� 6WHSKHQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG��RQ����

6HSWHPEHU�������+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����2FWREHU������LQ�
6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG�

� � YLL�� +HVWHU�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG��RQ���-DQXDU\�
������

� � YLLL�� (OL]DEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��0DUWLQ�DW�3DODFH��RQ����0D\�
������

� � L[�� 5REHUW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG��RQ���0D\�������

���$OLFH�%XUU��

,Q������ZKHQ�$OLFH�ZDV�����VKH�PDUULHG�:LOOLDP�%DUWRQ�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V����:LOOLDP�ZDV�
D�EODFNVPLWK�ZKR�KDG�EHHQ�DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�5LFKDUG�6WXWWHU�DQG�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�LQ�
�������

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���

����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG����-XQH�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\�������152��135��
3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUG�������������IURP�6W�0DUWLQ�DW�3DODFH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\�������152��135��3'������
%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV�������������������������IURP�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG�������������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\�������152��135��
3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUG�������������IURP�6W�0DUWLQ�DW�3DODFH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\�������152��135��3'������
%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV�������������������������IURP�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����1RYHPEHU�������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\�����
����0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�)UHHPHQ��S�����
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�������������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\�������152��135��
3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUG����)HEUXDU\�������IURP�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

� � L�� -XG\WK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����6HSWHPEHU������
� � LL�� 1LFKRODV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ����)HEUXDU\�

�����
,Q�KLV�ZLOO��:LOOLDP�PDGH�D�ORQJ�SLRXV�UDPEOH��+H�OHIW�1LFKRODV�KLV�VRQ�ÀYH�SRXQGV�WR�
EH�LQYHVWHG�XQWLO�KLV�WZHQWLHWK�ELUWKGD\��+H�PXVW�KDYH�RZQHG�VRPH�SURSHUW\�DV�KH�OHIW�
LW�WR�ZLIH�$OLFH�WR�RFFXS\�XQOHVV�VKH�UHPDUULHG����7KH�ZLOO�DOVR�LPSOLHG�WKDW�$OLFH�ZDV�
ZLWK�FKLOG��7KHLU�GDXJKWHU�-XGLWK�QRW�PHQWLRQHG�VR�KDG�SUREDEO\�GLHG��:LOOLDP�UHWDLQHG�
VWURQJ�IULHQGVKLS�WLHV�ZLWK�KLV�PDVWHU�5LFKDUG�6WXWWHU��+H�UHTXHVWHG�WKDW�KH�EH�H[HFXWRU�
RI�WKH�ZLOO�DQG�DVNV�WKDW�KH�WDNH�FKDUJH�RI�WKH�LQYHVWHG�ÀYH�SRXQGV�RQ�EHKDOI�RI�KLV�VRQ�
LI�$OLFH�ZDV�WR�UHPDUU\���

:LOOLDP�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ������LQ�6W�-RKQ�$W�+LOO���

*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
����152��1&&��ZLOO�UHJLVWHU�+LQGH����������
����152��1&&��ZLOO�UHJLVWHU�+LQGH����������
����152��135��3'�����%XULDO�UHFRUG���6HSWHPEHU�������IURP�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�����)HEUXDU\������
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

���� &DOO��5LFKDUG

&HQVXV�HQWU\

&HQVXV�HQWU\��5LFKDUG�&DOO�RI����\HUH��G\HU��	�$QQH��KLV�Z\IH��RI����\HUH��WKDW�ZRUNH�
VRZHQJH�ZRUNH��	�KDY���FKLOG�RI���\HUH��	�KDYH�GZHOW�KHUH�HYHU��>KDEOH@�1R�DOOPV��
,QGHIHUHQW��

$OWKRXJK�WKH�FHQVXV�VWDWHV�WKDW�5LFKDUG�³KDYH�GZHOW�KHUH�HYHU´��VXJJHVWLQJ�KH�ZDV�
ERUQ�LQ�1RUZLFK��,�EHOLHYH�5LFKDUG�ZDV�WKH�VRQ�RU�QHSKHZ�RI�5LFKDUG�&DOO�RI�0HOWRQ��
D�VPDOO�YLOODJH�DERXW�¿YH�PLOHV�WR�WKH�VRXWK�ZHVW�RI�1RUZLFK��,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�D�
UHFRUG�RI�5LFKDUG¶V�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS��RU�WKDW�KH�EHFDPH�D�IUHHPDQ��7KH�IUHHPDQ¶V�
UHFRUGV�GR�KRZHYHU�VKRZ�WKDW�-RKQ�&DOO��VRQ�RI�5LFKDUG�&DOO��JHQW���RI�/LWWOH�0HOWRQ��
ZDV�DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�7KRPDV�%URZQH��D�KDWWHU��LQ������IRU�VHYHQ�\HDUV���7KLV�-RKQ�ZDV�
VXEVHTXHQWO\�JLYHQ�KLV�IUHHGRP�DV�D�KDWWHU��QRQ�DSSUHQWLFH�LQ��������,�WKLQN�LW�OLNHO\�WKDW�
-RKQ�LV�EURWKHU�RU�FRXVLQ�WR�5LFKDUG�

,Q�WKH�FHQVXV��5LFKDUG��KLV�ZLIH�$QQH�DQG�WKUHH�\HDU�ROG�FKLOG�DUH�OLYLQJ�LQ�D�KRXVH�
RZQHG�E\�5DIH�&OHPHQWHV�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�RI�7RPEODQG�SDULVK�LQ�WKH�ZDUG�RI�:HVW�
:\PHU���7KH\�DUH�VKDULQJ�WKH�KRXVH�ZLWK�DQRWKHU�IDPLO\��5REHUW�DQG�$JQHV�0DUNH�
ZKR�DOVR�KDYH�RQH�FKLOG���7KLV�ZDUG�KDV�WKH�VPDOOHVW�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�SRRU�OLYLQJ�LQ�LW�DW�
WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV��VL[WHHQ�SHRSOH�DOWRJHWKHU�LQ�¿YH�KRXVHV��7KUHH�RI�WKHVH�ZHUH�
UHFHLYLQJ�DOPV�EXW�DIWHU�WKH�FHQVXV�WKLUW\�VL[�LQGLYLGXDOV�LQ�WKH�SDULVK�ZHUH�UHFHLYLQJ�
DOPV���

,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�WKH�PDUULDJH�RI�5LFKDUG�DQG�KLV�ZLIH�$QQ�RU�D�EDSWLVP�IRU�WKH�FKLOG�RI�
WKUHH�QRWHG�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV��RU�DQ\�RWKHU�FKLOGUHQ�ERUQ�WR�WKLV�FRXSOH��

7KH\�KDG�RQH�FKLOG�
� �� L�� 7KRPDV��FD�������
,QYHVWLJDWLRQ�VKRZV�WKDW�WKHLU�WKUHH�\HDU�ROG�FKLOG�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�LV�SUREDEO\�FDOOHG�
�� �-RKQ�)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������S�����
�� �3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�DQ�
LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������S������
�� �0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�����
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �*HRUJH�%UDQZKLWH��WUDQV����7KRPDV�5��7DOODFN��QRWHV��DQG�:LOOLDP�+XGVRQ��UHYLVHG���7KH�)LUVW�3DULVK�
5HJLVWHU�RI�6W�*HRUJH�RI�7RPEODQG�1RUZLFK�������������1RUZLFK��$JDV�+��*RRVH��������S������

&DOO��5LFKDUG��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ
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$SSHQGL[

7KRPDV�DV�WKHUH�LV�DQ�DSSUHQWLFH�LQGHQWXUH�RI�³7KRPDV�&DOO�WKH�VRQQH�RI�5LFKDUG�&DOO�
RI�1RUZFK�'\HU´�IRU��������,I�WKLV�7KRPDV�LV�WKH�WKUHH�\HDU�ROG�FKLOG�RI�WKH�5LFKDUG�LQ�
WKH�FHQVXV��KH�ZRXOG�EH�DERXW�IRXUWHHQ�DW�WKH�WLPH�RI�LQGHQWXUH�ZKLFK�LV�RI�WKH�ULJKW�DJH�
WR�FRPPHQFH�DQ�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�

5LFKDUG�GLHG�LQ������DQG�GLG�QRW�OHDYH�D�ZLOO�EXW�D�SUREDWH�LQYHQWRU\�ZDV�WDNHQ�ZKLFK�
VKRZHG�KH�KDG�WZR�SDJHV�RI�JRRGV�DQG�FKDWWHOV���,W�VHHPV�WKH�&DOO�IDPLO\�ZHUH�QRW�
ZLOO�PDNHUV��EXW�WKHUH�ZHUH�SUREDWH�LQYHQWRULHV�IRU�-RKQ�WKH�IHOWPDNHU�DQG�-RVHSK�WKH�
WLOHPDNHU��VRQ�RI�7KRPDV��

2Q����$XJ������ZKHQ�5LFKDUG�ZDV�����KH�VHFRQG�PDUULHG�0DUWKD�'DOO�LQ�6W��-RKQ�
7LPEHUKLOO�

&DOO��5LFKDUG��)DPLO\�VWRU\���VHFRQG�JHQHUDWLRQ

���7KRPDV�&DOO��
7KLV�7KRPDV�LV�RI�WKH�ULJKW�DJH�WR�EH�7KRPDV�&DOO��VRQ�RI�5LFKDUG�RI�1RUZLFK��G\HU��
+H�ZDV�DSSUHQWLFHG��WR�-RKQ�&DOO�RI�1RUZLFK�IHOWPDNHU�LQ���������7KLV�-RKQ�KDG�
MXVW�REWDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�DV�D�KDWPDNHU�WKDW�VDPH�\HDU����7KRPDV�KLPVHOI�JDLQHG�KLV�
IUHHGRP�DV�D�IHOWPDNHU�LQ���������

,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�D�PDUULDJH�IRU�7KRPDV�EXW�KH�KDG�DW�OHDVW�WKUHH�FKLOGUHQ�EDSWLVHG�DW�6W�
&OHPHQWV�LQ�1RUZLFK����,�EHOLHYH�WKHUH�ZDV�DQRWKHU�VRQ�-RVHSK�DOWKRXJK�D�EDSWLVP�KDV�
QRW�EHHQ�IRXQG��
&KLOGUHQ�RI�7KRPDV�
� �� L�� -RVHSK��������
� � LL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW��RQ����$XJ�������
� � LLL�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW��RQ���0DU�������7KRPDV�

GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����0DU������LQ�6W�&OHPHQW��
� � LY�� 0DU\H�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW��RQ����$SU������

�� �0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S������
�� �152�3UREDWH�,QYHQWRULHV��'1�,19�������������
�� �152�3UREDWH�,QYHQWRULHV��'1�,19�����������������152�3UREDWH�,QYHQWRULHV��'1�,19�������������
���
����0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�������$OVR�VHH�IXOO�HQWU\�RQ�S��[YLL�
��� �0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�����
����0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�����
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�&OHPHQW¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG������
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

����&DOO��5LFKDUG��)DPLO\�VWRU\���WKLUG�JHQHUDWLRQ

���-RVHSK�&DOO��
�-RVHSKXV�&DOOH��VRQ�RI�7KRPDV�&DOOH�ZDV�PDGH�D�IUHHPDQ�WLOHU����6HSWHPEHU���������
7ZR�PRQWKV�ODWHU�RQ����1RY������-RVHSK�PDUULHG�-RDQQD�$EEV�LQ�1RUWK�:DOVKDP����
7KHUH�DUH�QR�FKLOGUHQ�VXEVHTXHQWO\�ERUQ�WR�WKLV�FRXSOH�LQ�1RUWK�:DOVKDP�EXW�WZR�DUH�
EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW�LQ�1RUZLFK�LQ������DQG�������WKH�VDPH�SDULVK�WKDW�-RVHSK¶V�
IDWKHU�KDG�EHHQ�EDSWLVLQJ�FKLOGUHQ����7KH�QH[W�WZR�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�ERUQ�LQ�6W�0LFKDHO�
&RVODQ\��D�QHDU�E\�SDULVK�WR�6W�&OHPHQW����

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� � L�� $QQH��%RUQ�FD�������$W�WKH�DJH�RI�����$QQH�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�

&OHPHQW��RQ���$XJ�������$QQH�GLHG�LQ�������VKH�ZDV�����%XULHG�
RQ���$XJ������LQ�6W�&OHPHQW�

� � LL�� -RVHSK��%RUQ�FD�������$W�WKH�DJH�RI�����-RVHSK�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�
&OHPHQW��RQ����0DU��������QXOO��

� � LLL�� :LOOP��%RUQ�FD�������$W�WKH�DJH�RI�����:LOOP�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�
0LFKDHO�&RVODQ\�1RUZLFK��RQ���0D\������

� � LY�� -RKQ��%RUQ�FD�������$W�WKH�DJH�RI�����-RKQ�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�
0LFKDHO�&RVODQ\�1RUZLFK��RQ���'HF������

����0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����1RYHPEHU�������IURP�1RUWK�:DOVKDP�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG���0DUFK������
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�&OHPHQW¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG������
����152��135��3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�0LFKDHO�&RVODQ\�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG������
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����&DOO��5LFKDUG��)DPLO\�WUHH
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

���� 'U\YHU��0DUJDUHW

&HQVXV�HQWU\

&HQVXV�HQWU\��0DUJDUHW�,SVRQ�RI����\HUV��ZHGRZ��WKDW�VS\Q�PHQWHO�ZDUSH��	�KDY�GZHOW�
KHU�HYHU��>KDEOH@��	�0DUJDUHW�'U\YHU��WKH�Z\IH�RI�-RKQ�'U\YHU��JRQH�IURP�K\U��RI�����
\HUH��WKDW�VS\Q�ZKLWH�ZDUSH��	���FKLOG�RI���\HUH��	�KDY�GZHOW�KHUH�HYHU��>KDEOH@�1R�
DOOPV��,QGHIHUHQW��

$W�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV��WKH�ZLGRZ�0DUJDUHW�,SVRQ�ZDV�OLYLQJ�LQ�KHU�RZQ�KRXVH�LQ�6W�
$XJXVWLQH·V·V�SDULVK��/LYLQJ�ZLWK�KHU�ZDV�WKH�GHVHUWHG�ZLIH�0DUJDUHW�'U\YHU�DQG�KHU�
VPDOO�FKLOG��$W�ÀUVW�JODQFH��WKLV�VXJJHVWHG�WKDW�WKH�ZLGRZ�0DUJDUHW�KDG�WDNHQ�LQ�WKH�
\RXQJHU�ZRPDQ�DV�D�ORGJHU�WR�KHOS�PDNH�HQGV�PHHW��([DPLQLQJ�WKHVH�WZR�ZRPHQ�LQ�
GHWDLO�WROG�D�GLIIHUHQW�VWRU\��

7KH�HOGHU�0DUJDUHW�KDG�ÀUVW�EHHQ�PDUULHG�WR�3HWHU�'U\YHU��,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�D�PDUULDJH�
IRU�WKLV�FRXSOH�EXW�WKH\�SUREDEO\�PDUULHG�DURXQG�WKH�EHJLQQLQJ�RI�IRUPDO�UHFRUGLQJ�RI�
SDULVK�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�LQ������

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�ZKR�ZHUH�DOO�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�FKXUFK��

� � L�� :LOOLDP�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�1RUZLFK��RQ����
)HE������

� �� LL�� -RKQ�ZKR��ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�1RUZLFK��RQ���-XO�
������

� � LLL�� +HQULH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�1RUZLFK��RQ���
$XJ������

3HWHU�'U\YHU�ZDV�D�ZRUVWHDG�ZHDYHU�ZKR�KDG�VHUYHG�DQ�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�ZLWK�WKH�
DOGHUPDQ�5DOSK�:LON\QV�IURP�������������,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�DQ�HQWU\�IRU�KLP�LQ�WKH�
IUHHPHQ�UHFRUGV��3HWHU�GLHG�VRPHWLPH�EHWZHHQ������ZKHQ�WKHLU�VRQ�-RKQ�ZDV�ERUQ��DQG�
�� �-RKQ�)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������S�����
�� �152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �:LQLIUHG�0��5LVLQJ�DQG�3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HGV���$Q�,QGH[�RI�,QGHQWXUHV�RI�1RUZLFK�$SSUHQWLFHV�HQUROOHG�
ZLWK�WKH�1RUZLFK�$VVHPEO\�+HQU\�9,,�*HRUJH�,,��1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\�9RO��;;,;��������S��
���

'U\YHU��0DUJDUHW��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ
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$SSHQGL[

�����ZKHQ�0DUJDUHW�ZDV�IRXQG�LQ�WKH�UHFRUGV�UHPDUU\LQJ�WR�-RKQ�<EVRQ�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�
&ROHJDWH�1RUZLFK���

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�ZKR�ZHUH�DOO�EDSWLVHG�EXW�GLHG�LQ�LQIDQF\�DQG�ZHUH�
EXULHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�FKXUFK��

� � L�� 5REHUW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�1RUZLFK��RQ�
���)HE�������5REHUW�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����$SU������LQ�6W�
*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�

� � LL�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�1RUZLFK��RQ���
0DU�������7KRPDV�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�-XQ������LQ�6W�*HRUJH�
&ROHJDWH�

� � LLL�� (GPRQGH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�1RUZLFK��RQ�
��-XO�������(GPRQGH�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����0DU������LQ�6W�
*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�

-RKQ�GLHG�LQ������DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V·V��DQ�DGMDFHQW�SDULVK�WR�6W�*HRUJH�
&ROHJDWH���1R�UHFRUG�RI�-RKQ·V�RFFXSDWLRQ�KDV�EHHQ�IRXQG��+H�GLG�KRZHYHUH�OHDYH�D�ZLOO�
DQG�LQ�LW�KH�OHDYHV�0DUJDUHW�KLV�ZLIH�KLV�WHQHPHQW�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V·V�ZKLFK�H[SODLQV�
ZK\�VKH�ZDV�RZQHU�RI�WKH�KRXVH�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV��

7ZR�\HDUV�ODWHU�0DUJDUHW�PDUULHG�IRU�WKH�WKLUG�WLPH�WR�-RKQ�6WDIIH�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V���
-RKQ�GLHG�GXULQJ�WKH�SODJXH�RXWEUHDN�LQ������DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V���
0DUJDUHW�GLG�QRW�UHPDUU\�DJDLQ�EXW�UHPDLQHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V�SDULVK�XQWLO�KHU�GHDWK�LQ�
�������

���-RKQ�'U\YHU��
-RKQ�ZDV�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV��EXW�DV�WKH�KXVEDQG�ZKR�KDG�GHVHUWHG�WKH�\RXQJHU�
0DUJDUHW�ZKR�ZDV�OLYLQJ�ZLWK�KLV�PRWKHU�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV����-RKQ�EHFDPH�DQ�DSSUHQWLFH�
KDWWHU�WR�-RKQ�5HYHOO�IRU���\HDUV�LQ������EXW�QR�UHFRUG�KDV�EHHQ�IRXQG�RI�KLV�IUHHGRP����
�� �152��135��3'����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���-XQH�������IURP�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�*HRUJH�&ROHJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUGV�0D\�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �152�1&&�ZLOO�UHJLVWHU����%ULJJH�����������
�� �152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG�1RY�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUGV�$XJXVW�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG����0D\�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
��� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
����:LQLIUHG�0��5LVLQJ�DQG�3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HGV���$Q�,QGH[�RI�,QGHQWXUHV�RI�1RUZLFK�$SSUHQWLFHV�HQUROOHG�
ZLWK�WKH�1RUZLFK�$VVHPEO\�+HQU\�9,,�*HRUJH�,,��1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\�9RO��;;,;��������S��

'U\YHU��0DUJDUHW��)DPLO\�VWRU\���VHFRQG�JHQHUDWLRQ
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

+H�PDUULHG�0DUJDUHW�7XQJDWH�LQ�������ZKLFK�PXVW�KDYH�EHHQ�VRRQ�DIWHU�WKH�FRPSOHWLRQ�
RI�KLV�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS���

7KH\�KDG�RQH�FKLOG�

� �� L�� -RKHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG����'HFHPEHU������LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V���

)RXU�IDPLOLHV�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�WKDW�FRQWDLQHG�GHVHUWHG�ZLYHV�DOO�KDG�KXVEDQGV�ZKR�
ZHUH�KDWWHUV��7KHUH�ZHUH�SUREOHPV�DW�WKLV�WLPH�ZLWK�WKH�KDWWHUV�DQG�WKHLU�WUDGH�DQG�WKLV�
LV�GLVFXVVHG�LQ�&KDSWHU�6L[��,W�DOVR�VHHPV�WKDW�-RKQ�KDG�WDNHQ�RYHU�WKH�RZQHUVKLS�RI�WKH�
KRXVH�EHIRUH�KH�OHIW�DV�KH�LV�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�/DQGJDEOH�$VVHVVPHQW�RI���������DV�SD\LQJ��G�
IRU�WKH�SURSHUW\���

,�KDYH�QR�IXUWKHU�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�-RKQ�RU�KLV�ZLIH�0DUJDUHW�DW�WKLV�WLPH�

���-RKHV�'U\YHU��
-RKQ�'U\YHU��VRQ�RI�-RKQ�DQG�0DUJDUHW�VHHPV�WR�EH�WKH�RQO\�FKLOG�RI�WKLV�FRXSOH��+H�LV�
OLNHO\�WR�KDYH�EHHQ�-RKQ�'U\YHU�ZKR�JDLQHG�IUHHGRP�DV�PDVRQ�LQ������DQG�WRRN�RQ�DQ�
DSSUHQWLFH�LQ��������

,Q������-RKQ�PDUULHG�(OL]DEHWK�$OO\Q�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V����7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�
FKLOGUHQ�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V���

� � L�� /DXUHQFLXV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ����$XJ������
� � LL�� 7LPRWKHXV�ZKRZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ����$XJ�������

+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����2FW������LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V�
� � LLL�� (OL]DEHKD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ����-DQ�������

6KH�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���)HE������LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V��
� � LY�� :LOOV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ���-DQ������

$QRWKHU�VRQ�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH���

���
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���)HEUXDU\�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG����'HFHPEHU�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����0DU\�5RGJHUV�DQG�0D\�:DOODFH��1RUZLFK�/DQGJDEOH�$VVHVVPHQW����������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�
6RFLHW\�9RO��/;,,,��������S������
����3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�DQ�
LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������SS�����DQG�����
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���-XQH�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'�����EDSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV�������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������

'U\YHU��0DUJDUHW��)DPLO\�VWRU\���WKLUG�JHQHUDWLRQ
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$SSHQGL[

� � Y�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��RQ�
���-DQ�������+H�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ������LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V��

7KHUH�ZDV�DOVR�
� � YL�� 6XVDQD�ZKR�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�0DU������LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V����1R�

EDSWLVP�IRXQG�IRU�6XVDQD�EXW�VKH�LV�VWDWHG�WR�EH�WKH�GDXJKWHU�RI�
-RKQ�'U\YHU�

-RKQ�GLHG�LQ������DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V����+LV�ZLIH�(OL]DEHWK�DSSHDUV�WR�
KDYH�KDG�DQ�LOOHJLWLPDWH�FKLOG�DIWHU�KLV�GHDWK��7KH�FKLOG�ZDV�FDOOHG�5REHUW��EDSWLVHG�
LQ������ZKHUH�WKH�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU�VWDWHV�FOHDUO\�WKDW�WKH�SXWDWLYH�IDWKHU�RI�WKH�FKLOG�LV�
7KRPDV�0DJJHV����,QWHUHVWLQJO\��7KH�VDPH�SDJH�RI�WKH�UHJLVWHU�VKRZV�WKDW�7KRPDV�
0DJJHV�PDUULHG�+HOHQD�,VEHOOHV�D�IHZ�PRQWKV�SULRU�WR�WKH�ELUWK�RI�KLV�LOOHJLWLPDWH�VRQ����

,Q������(OL]DEHWK�UHPDUULHG�WR�D�ZLGRZHU��-RKQ�6KHSKHUG�ZKRVH�ZLIH�KDG�GLHG�D�IHZ�
PRQWKV�SUHYLRXVO\�DQG�WKH\�KDG�WKUHH�FKLOGUHQ��RQH�RI�ZKRP�GLHG�D�IHZ�PRQWKV�ODWHU��
EHIRUH�(OL]DEHWK·V�GHDWK�LQ���������-RKQ�VXEVHTXHQWO\�UHPDUULHG�D�IHZ�PRQWKV�ODWHU���

����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG�0DUFK�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������%XULDO�UHFRUG����)HEUXDU\�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG����-XQH�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����$SULO�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG�)HEUXDU\������DQG�EDSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV������������
IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�
DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���'HFHPEHU�������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

&HQVXV�HQWU\��5REHUW�+ROORQG�RI����\HU��FDUSHQWHU��	�0DUJHUL��KLV�Z\IH��WKDW�VS\Q�ZKLWH�
ZDUSH��	�$JQHV��DQ�LQIDQW��>KDEOH@�1R�DOPHV�

$W�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV�5REHUW�+ROODQG��KLV�ZLIH�0DUJHU\�DQG�GDXJKWHU�$JQHV��ZHUH�
OLYLQJ�LQ�D�KRXVH�RZQHG�E\�$QGUHZV�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�SDULVK��%HU�6WUHHW�:DUG���
-RKQ�$QGUHZV�KDG�WKUHH�KRXVHV�LQ�%HU�6WUHHW�:DUG�WKDW�ZHUH�OHW�WR�KRXVHKROGV�QRWHG�LQ�
WKH�FHQVXV��FRQWDLQLQJ�D�WRWDO�RI�QLQH�LQGLYLGXDOV���+H�ZRXOG�ODWHU�EHFRPH�D�FRPPRQ�
FRXQFLOORU�RI�WKH�ZDUG�IURP�����������7KH�+ROODQG�IDPLO\�ZHUH�WKH�RQO\�RFFXSDQWV�RI�
WKH�KRXVH�

5REHUW�KDG�EHHQ�DQ�DSSUHQWLFH�WR�WKH�FDUSHQWHU�-RKQ�&KDQGHOHU��+H�ZDV�QRW�D�IUHHPDQ�DW�
WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV�EXW�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�VRRQ�DIWHU��LQ��������7KH�IDFW�WKDW�KH�ZDV�
DEOH�WR�DIIRUG�WR�WDNH�XS�KLV�IUHHGRP�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�5REHUW¶V�FLUFXPVWDQFHV�KDG�LPSURYHG�
DIWHU�WKH�FHQVXV��1R�PDUULDJH�KDV�EHHQ�IRXQG�IRU�5REHUW�DQG�KLV�ZLIH�0DUJHU\�EXW�WKHLU�
\RXQJ�DJH�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�WKH\�KDG�RQO\�EHHQ�WRJHWKHU�IRU�D�VKRUW�WLPH��7KH\�ZHUH�OLYLQJ�
LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�SDULVK�ZKLFK�ZDV�DGMDFHQW�WR�WKH�SDULVK�RI�$OO�6DLQWV��7KH�UHJLVWHU�
RI�$OO�6DLQWV�RQO\�VXUYLYHV�IURP������VR�LW�LV�SRVVLEOH�WKDW�WKH\�ZHUH�PDUULHG�LQ�WKDW�
SDULVK��RU�WKDW�WKH\�GLG�QRW�JHW�PDUULHG��7KHLU�GDXJKWHU�$JQHV�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�
7LPEHUKLOO�FKXUFK�LQ�������$QRWKHU�GDXJKWHU�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ������DW�WKH�VDPH�FKXUFK��
WKHQ�WKHLU�IROORZLQJ�VL[�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�EDSWLVHG�DW�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK�LQ�WKH�QH[W�SDULVK�
EHWZHHQ������DQG�������$�IXUWKHU�WKUHH�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�
EHWZHHQ������DQG�������

�� �-��)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������9RO��;/��1RUZLFK��1RUZLFK�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\�9RO��
;/��������S�����
�� �0DU\�5RGJHUV�DQG�0D\�:DOODFH��1RUZLFK�/DQGJDEOH�$VVHVVPHQW����������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�
6RFLHW\�9RO��/;,,,��������S������3RXQG��&HQVXV��$SSHQGL[�9,,,�
�� �7LPRWK\�+DZHV��,QGH[�WR�1RUZLFK�&LW\�2I¿FHUV������������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������
S����
�� �3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�DQ�
LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������S�����
�� �152��135��3'����EDSWLVP�UHFRUGV���������������������IURP�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\�������152��135��
3'����EDSWLVP��UHFRUGV����������IURP�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�
,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������

���� +ROORQG��5REHUW

&HQVXV�HQWU\

+ROORQG��5REHUW��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ
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$SSHQGL[

7KHLU�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�

� �� L�� $JQHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG����0D\������LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�
� � LL�� 0DU\H�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ���0D\�������

0DULH�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���0D\������LQ�$OO�6DLQWV�
� � LLL�� +HQULH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����)HEUXDU\�������
� � � ,�EHOLHYH�+HQULH�PDUULHG�+HVWHU�6WRWWHU�LQ������LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��

DQG�DJDLQ�WR�6DUD�:DUUHQ�LQ������LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��

� �� LY�� :LOOLDP�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV�RQ����)HEUXDU\������
� � Y�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����$XJXVW������� �

�,�EHOLHYH�-RKQ�PDUULHG�WR�0DUJDUHW�%ODQG����$XJXVW������6W�
6WHSKHQ·V���

� �� YL�� &KULVWRSKHU�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV�RQ����$SULO������
� � YLL�� 3UXGDQFH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ���0D\�������
� �� YLLL�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����-DQXDU\�������
� � L[�� 0DUJDUHWW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ����-XO\�

�����
� � [�� -RKDQH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ���)HEUXDU\�

�����
� � [L�� *HIIHU\H�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ���$SULO�

������+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���6HSWHPEHU������LQ�WKH�VDPH�
FKXUFK�

5REHUW·V�ZLIH�0DUJHUL�GLHG�LQ������DQG�VKH�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV���
,Q������5REHUW�GLHG��DQG�LQ�KLV�ZLOO�KH�OHDYHV�D�FXSERDUG�WR�KLV�VRQ�7KRPDV��WKHQ�DOO�KLV�
RWKHU�JRRGV�ZHUH�WR�EH�VROG�DQG�WKH�PRQH\�XVHG�WR�SD\�KLV�GHEWV�ZLWK�DQ\�OHIW�RYHU�WR�EH�
GLYLGHG�EHWZHHQ�VRQV�7KRPDV�DQG�&KULVWRSKHU���'HVSLWH�EHLQJ�OLVWHG�DPRQJ�WKH�SRRU�LQ�
WKH������FHQVXV�WKLV�IDPLO\�FRQWLQXHG�RQ�LQ�1RUZLFK�IRU�DW�OHDVW�WKUHH�PRUH�JHQHUDWLRQV��

���$JQHV�+ROORQG��
,Q������ZKHQ�$JQHV�ZDV�����VKH�PDUULHG�7KRPDV�)RVWHU�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�
1RUZLFK����7KRPDV�ZDV�WKH�VRQ�RI�-DPHV�)RVWHU�DQG�ZDV�ERUQ�LQ�*LJJOHVZLFN�LQ�

�� �152��135��3'�����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����1RYHPEHU������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\�������152��135��
3'����0DUULDJH��UHFRUG���-XQH������IURP�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�
,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �152��135��3'�����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����$XJXVW������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �152��135��3'����%XULDO�UHFRUG����$XJXVW������IURP�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �152�$1:�ZLOO�UHJLVWHU��'HZSOHHW��������IR�������QR������
����152��135��3'����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���$XJXVW������IURP�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\�����

+ROORQG��5REHUW��)DPLO\�VWRU\���VHFRQG�JHQHUDWLRQ
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<RUNVKLUH����7KRPDV�KDG�PRYHG�WR�1RUZLFK�LQ������WR�EHFRPH�DQ�DSSUHQWLFH�ZLWK�WKH�
PDVRQ�-RKQ�$QGUHZV��ZKRP�KH�ZDV�WR�VHUYH�ZLWK�IRU�HLJKW�\HDUV����,Q������7KRPDV�
EHFDPH�D�IUHHPDQ���

$JQHV�DQG�7KRPDV�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ����
� � L�� +HQU\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ���-XO\�������+H�GLHG�

DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����2FW������LQ�$OO�6DLQWV�
� � LL�� (OL]DEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����$XJXVW�������6KH�

GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���2FW������LQ�$OO�6DLQWV�
� �� LLL�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV����-XO\������
� � LY�� $QQH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ���$XJXVW�������
� � Y�� -DPHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ����-XO\�������
� � YL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ����-XQH�������

+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����0D\������
� � YLL�� 5LFKDUG�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ����1RYHPEHU�

�����
� � YLLL�� -DPHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ���'HFHPEHU�

������

$JQHV�KHUVHOI�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���0D\������LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO���

7KLV�IDPLO\�ZDV�QRW�IROORZHG�IXUWKHU�

���:LOOLDP�+ROORQG��
5REHUW�DQG�$JQHV�+ROODQG¶V�VRQ�:LOOLDP�EHFDPH�D�IUHHPDQ�FDUSHQWHU�E\�SDWULPRQ\�LQ�
��������2Q����6HSWHPEHU������KH�PDUULHG�0DUJDUHW�/\QHV�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK��7KLV�
FRXSOH�KDG�DW�OHDVW�QLQH�FKLOGUHQ�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK���

� � L�� 5REW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����-XQ�������
� � LL�� 0DU\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ���2FW�������
� � LLL�� 6DUD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����6HS�������6KH�GLHG�

DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���'HF������LQ�$OO�6DLQWV�
� � LY�� 5RJHU�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����)HE������
� � Y�� (GYDUGXV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ���$XJ�������
� � YL�� :LOOP�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ���6HS�������

��� �0LOOLFDQ��7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S������
����0LOOLFDQ��7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S������
����0LOOLFDQ��7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S������
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'����EXULDO�UHFRUG���0D\������IURP�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�����
����152��135��3'����PDUULDJH�UHFRUG�����6HSWHPEHU������DQG�EDSWLVP�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�$OO�
6DLQWV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����
)HEUXDU\������
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� � YLL�� -DQH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����$SU������
� � YLLL�� &KULVWRSKHU�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����-XQ�������
� � L[�� .DWKHULQJ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����$XJ�������6KH�

GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���-DQ������LQ�$OO�6DLQWV�
7KLV�IDPLO\�ZDV�QRW�IROORZHG�IXUWKHU�

���&KULVWRSKHU�+ROORQG��
5REHUW�DQG�$JQHV�+ROODQG¶V�VRQ�&KULVWRSKHU�PDUULHG�(PPD�6FRWWRZ�LQ������DW�$OO�
6DLQWV�FKXUFK����7KHUH�LV�QR�UHFRUG�RI�KLV�IUHHGRP��EXW�KH�LV�OLVWHG�DV�D�FDUSHQWHU�RQ�KLV�
VRQ�-RKQ¶V�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUH�RI���������&KULVWRSKHU�DQG�(PPD�KDG�DW�OHDVW�VHYHQ�
FKLOGUHQ��DQG�DOO�ZHUH�EDSWLVHG�DW�$OO�6DLQWV��(PPD�GLHG�LQ������VRRQ�DIWHU�WKH�GHDWK�RI�
KHU�\RXQJHVW�VRQ�5REHUW����&KULVWRSKHU�UHPDUULHG�WR�/\GLD�)XUQLFH�LQ������EXW�GRHV�QRW�
DSSHDU�WR�KDYH�KDG�DQ\�RWKHU�FKLOGUHQ����&KULVWRSKHU�ZDV�D�FKXUFKZDUGHQ�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV�
��������

&KULVWRSKHU�DQG�(PPD�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L�� :LOLD��%RUQ�FD�������$W�WKH�DJH�RI�����:LOLD�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�
6DLQWV��RQ����$SU�������

� � LL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����$SU�������
� � � -RKQ�ZDV�DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�WKH�ZRUVWHDG�ZHDYHU�6WHSKHQ�+HLJKDP�

RI�1RUZLFK�LQ��������

� � LLL�� 5LFKHDUG�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����$SU�������+H�
GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����$XJXVW������

� � LY�� &KULVWRSKHU�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����-XQ�������+H�
GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����-XQH������

� � Y�� &LVFHO\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����-XQ������
� � YL�� 5REHUW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����-XQ�������+H�GLHG�

DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����$SULO������
7KLV�IDPLO\�ZDV�QRW�IROORZHG�IXUWKHU�

����152��135��3'����PDUULDJH�UHFRUG���-XQH������IURP�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����:LQLIUHG�0��5LVLQJ�DQG�3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HGV���$Q�,QGH[�RI�,QGHQWXUHV�RI�1RUZLFK�$SSUHQWLFHV�HQUROOHG�
ZLWK�WKH�1RUZLFK�$VVHPEO\�+HQU\�9,,�*HRUJH�,,��1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\�9RO��;;,;��������S��
���
����152��135��3'����EXULDO�UHFRUG����0D\������IURP�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\�����
����152��135��3'����PDUULDJH�UHFRUG����)HEUXDU\������IURP�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'����EDSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����5LVLQJ�DQG�0LOOLFDQ��,QGH[�RI�,QGHQWXUHV�RI�1RUZLFK�$SSUHQWLFHV��S�����
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���7KRPDV�+ROORQG
2Q����1RY������ZKHQ�7KRPDV�ZDV�����KH�PDUULHG�$QQH�6KLWWOH��LQ�6W�3HWHU�0DQFURIW����
6KH�ZDV�WKH�GDXJKWHU�RI�:LOOLDP�6KLWWOH��DQG�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�3HWHU�0DQFURIW��RQ���
-XQH��������

7KRPDV�DQG�$QQH�KDG�RQH�VRQ�EDSWLVHG�LQ������LQ�6W�3HWHU�0DQFURIW��EXW�,�KDYH�IRXQG�
QRWKLQJ�IXUWKHU�RQ�WKLV�IDPLO\���

���7KRPDV�)RVWHU��
7KRPDV��WKH�VRQ�RI�$JQHV�DQG�7KRPDV�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�DV�D�MRLQHU�E\�SDWULPRQ\�LQ�
��������1R�PDUULDJH�KDV�EHHQ�IRXQG�EXW�WKH�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU�RI�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�QRWHV�
EDSWLVPV�WR�7KRPDV�DQG�(OL]DEHWK�KLV�ZLIH�LQ������DQG��������

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� � L�� (OL]DEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ����$XJXVW�

�����
� � LL�� -DPHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO��RQ���-DQXDU\�

������

7KLV�IDPLO\�ZDV�QRW�IROORZHG�IXUWKHU�

����152��135��3'����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����1RYHPEHU������IURP�6W�3HWHU�0DQFURIW�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUG���-XQH������IURP�6W�3HWHU�0DQFURIW�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUG���1RYHPEHU������IURP�6W�3HWHU�0DQFURIW�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�����
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�6W�6W�-RKQ�7LPEHUKLOO�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������

+ROORQG��5REHUW��)DPLO\�VWRU\���WKLUG�JHQHUDWLRQ
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&HQVXV�HQWU\��

5REHUW�.QRWW�RI����\HUH��GRUQHNHV�ZHDYHU�LQ�ZRUNH��	�0DUJDUHW��KLV�Z\IH��RI����\HUH��
WKDW�VRZH�	�VHOO�EUHG�	�YLFWXDOO��	���FKLOGUHQ�RI���������\HU��WKH�HOGHVW�NHSH�WKH�VKRS��	�
KDWK�GZHOW�KHUH����\HU��>KDEOH@�1R�DOOPV��,QGHIHUHQW�

,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�D�PDUULDJH�IRU�5REHUW�DQG�0DUJDUHW��7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� � L�� +DPRQG�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��6DYLRXU·V·V��RQ����)HE�������
� � LL�� -RDQQH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��6DYLRXU·V·V��RQ���1RY�������6KH�

GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���1RYHPEHU������LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V·V��
� � LLL�� (OL]DEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V��LQ�1RY�������6KH�

GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�1RY������LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V�
� � LY�� $OLFH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V��LQ�1RY�������6KH�GLHG�

DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�1RY������LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V�
� � Y�� 3HWHU�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6DYLRXU·V��LQ������
� � � 0&�����6YW�WR�5REW�'LQJOH�ZKLSSHG�ZLWK�URGV�IRU�"�PLVXVLQJ�

\DUQV"
� � YL�� :LOOLDP�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��6DYLRXU·V��RQ���$SU�������
� � YLL�� 0LFKDHOO�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW��RQ���0DU�������
� � YLLL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW��LQ�������
� � L[�� 0DULD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��3HWHU�SHU�0RQWHUJDWH��RQ����-XO�

�����
$W�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV��5REHUW�.QRWW��KLV�ZLIH�0DUJDUHW�DQG�WKUHH�\RXQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
ZHUH�OLYLQJ�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW¶V�SDULVK�LQ�)\HEULGJH�:DUG���5REHUW�ZDV�LQ�ZRUN�DV�D�GRUQL[�
ZHDYHU�DQG�KLV�ZLIH�0DUJDUHW�VHZHG�DQG�VROG�EUHDG�DQG�RWKHU�YLFWXDOV��'RUQL[�ZDV�
PDGH�IURP�\DUQV�VSXQ�IURP�LQIHULRU�JUDGHV�RI�FDUGHG�ZRRO��ZKLFK�PDGH�D�WKLFN�FORWK�
XVHG�LQ�FRYHUOHWV�DQG�EODQNHWV���7KLV�FRXSOH�ZHUH�QRW�UHFHLYLQJ�DOPV�DQG�ZHUH�FODVVHG�DV�
µLQGHIHUHQW¶���7KH\�ZHUH�OLYLQJ�LQ�D�KRXVH�RZQHG�E\�(OL]DEHWK�$OERQ�ZKR�ZDV�SUREDEO\�
SDUW�RI�WKH�$OERQ�IDPLO\�ZKR�ZHUH�SURPLQHQW�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK��

�� �-��)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������9RO��;/��1RUZLFK��1RUZLFK�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\�9RO��
;/��������S�����
�� �(ULF�.HUULGJH�7H[WLOH�0DQXIDFWXUHV�LQ�(DUO\�0RGHUQ�(QJODQG��0DQFKHVWHU�DQG�'RYHU�1��+���
0DQFKHVWHU�8QLYHUVLW\�3UHVV��������S����
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����

����.QRWW��5REHUW

.QRWW��5REHUW��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ



$���

$SSHQGL[

7KH�KRXVH�ZDV�VKDUHG�ZLWK�WZR�RWKHU�KRXVHKROGV��RQH�FRQWDLQHG�WZR�VLQJOH�PHQ��ERWK�
ZRUNLQJ�FREEOHUV��5LFKDUG�%DNHU�WKH�HOGHU��ZDV�VHYHQW\�HLJKW�DQG�WKH�RWKHU��$OH[DQGHU�
3ODWHU�GHVFULEHG�DV�KLV�VHUYDQW��ZDV�DJHG�WKLUW\�VL[���7KH\�ZHUH�FODVVHG�DV�SRRU��EXW�
ZHUH�QRW�UHFHLYLQJ�DOPV��7KHUH�LV�DQ�LQWHUHVWLQJ�HQWU\�UHJDUGLQJ�5LFKDUG¶V�IUHHGRP�LQ�
0LOOLFDQ�

5LFXV�%DNHU�QRQ�DSSU��DVVLJQHG�WR�SD\H�;;V�DQG�\W�\V�WR�EH�XQGHUVWDQGH�
EHFDZVH�KH�\V�SRUH�DQG�ROGH�DQG�KDYH�GRQH�VHUYLFH�IRU�WKH�&LWWLH�LQ�WKH�.LQJ�
DQG�4XHQHV�DVVD\HUV�WKHUIRU�WKH�0D\RU�6KUHYHV�DQG�FRPRQDOWLH�GR�UHP\WW�
DQG�IRUJHYH�WKH�VD\GH�6XPH�RI�;;V��7KXUV�)HDVW�6W�0DWW�(YDQ���(OL]�I���F��

7KH�RWKHU�IDPLO\�ZDV�D�PLGGOH�DJHG�FRXSOH��5DOSK�DQG�0DUJDUHW�0ROOH��5DOSK�ZDV�DQ�
XQHPSOR\HG�ZRUVWHDG�ZHDYHU��DQG�0DUJDUHW�VHZHG��7KH\�ZHUH�QRW�UHFHLYLQJ�DOPV�DQG�
FODVVHG�DV�µLQGHIHUHQW¶��

5REHUW�.QRWW�KDG�FRPSOHWHG�DQ�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�DV�D�GRUQL[�ZHDYHU�ZLWK�&KULVWRSKHU�
6RPH�DQG�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�LQ��������6RPH�ZDV�D�FRPPRQ�FRXQFLOORU�LQ�8OWUD�$TXDP�
:DUG�����������DQG�DOGHUPDQ�IRU�&RVODQ\�:DUG�IURP�����������DQG�0D\RU�LQ������
DQG���������6R�5REHUW�.QRWW�KDG�D�ZHDOWK\�FRQWDFW"��$V�ZHOO�DV�WKH�WKUHH�FKLOGUHQ�OLVWHG�
LQ�WKH�FHQVXV��5REHUW�DQG�0DUJDUHW�KDG�DW�OHDVW�DQRWKHU�VL[�FKLOGUHQ�EDSWLVHG�LQ�WKH�
DGMDFHQW�SDULVKHV�RI�6W�6DYLRXU¶V�DQG�6W�&OHPHQW¶V���

7KH�FHQVXV�UHFRUGHG�WKDW�5REHUW�KDG�EHHQ�LQ�1RUZLFK�IRU�WZHQW\�\HDUV��7KH�GRFXPHQW�
GRHV�QRW�JLYH�HLWKHU�KLV�SODFH�RI�RULJLQ�RU�KLV�IDWKHU¶V�QDPH��7ZR�RI�5REHUW�DQG�0DUJDUHW¶V�
VRQV�ZHUH�FDOOHG�+DPRQG�DQG�RQH�0LFKDHO��%RWK�RI�WKHVH�IRUHQDPHV�ZHUH�QRW�FRPPRQ�
LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUIRON��2WKHU�LQGHQWXUHV�LQ�1RUZLFK�VKRZ�WKDW�+DPRQG�.QRWW��D�
KXVEDQGPDQ�LQ�&DWWRQ��ZKLFK�LV�D�YLOODJH�WKUHH�PLOHV�QRUWKHDVW�RI�1RUZLFK��VHQW�KLV�VRQ�
7KRPDV� WR�1RUZLFK� WR� EH� DSSUHQWLFHG�ZLWK�0LFKDHO�.QRWW�� D� URXJKPDVRQ�� LQ� ��������
7KLV�VWURQJO\�VXJJHVWV� WKDW�5REHUW�ZDV� UHODWHG� WR� WKH�.QRWW� IDPLO\�RI�&DWWRQ�DQG�PD\�
KDYH�KDG�KLV�RULJLQV�LQ�WKDW�YLOODJH��3DWWHQ�KDV�GLVFXVVHG�DQ�REVHUYDWLRQ�E\�JHRJUDSKHU�
5��/��0RUULOO�WKDW�RQH�RI�WKH�FRQWUROV�RQ�PLJUDWLRQ�LV�DIIHFWHG�E\�WKH�NQRZOHGJH�EHWZHHQ�

�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�DQ�
LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������SS�������
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �:LQLIUHG�0��5LVLQJ�DQG�3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HGV���$Q�,QGH[�RI�,QGHQWXUHV�RI�1RUZLFK�$SSUHQWLFHV�
HQUROOHG�ZLWK�WKH�1RUZLFK�$VVHPEO\�+HQU\�9,,�*HRUJH�,,��1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\�9RO��;;,;��
������S�������0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�)UHHPHQ��S�����
�� �7LPRWK\�+DZHV��,QGH[�WR�1RUZLFK�&LW\�2I¿FHUV������������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������
S������
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�6W�6DYLRXU¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\�������152��135��3'���
%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�6W�&OHPHQW¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��
DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
��� �0LOOLFDQ��5HJLVWHU�RI�)UHHPHQ��S������



$���

/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

VHWWOHUV�DQG�LQFRPLQJ�PLJUDQWV��WKH�³LQIRUPDWLRQ�NQRZQ�DERXW�RSSRUWXQLWLHV´����7KLV�LGHD�
VXJJHVWV� WKDW� LQFRPLQJ�PLJUDQWV� WR�1RUZLFK�PD\�KDYH�KDG� UHODWLYHV�RU� IDPLO\� IULHQGV�
ZLWK�FRQQHFWLRQV�ZKR�ZRXOG�KDYH�DVVLVWHG�WR�VHWWOH�WKHP�LQWR�VHUYLFH�RU�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�
DQG�WKH�VWXG\�RI�WKH�.QRWW�IDPLO\�DERYH�FRUUHVSRQGV�ZLWK�WKLV�REVHUYDWLRQ�

5REHUW�ZDV�¿QHG�IRU�EDG�ZRUNPDQVKLS�LQ�WKH�0D\RU¶V�FRXUW�VHYHUDO�WLPHV�LQ������EXW�QR�
IXUWKHU�LQFLGHQFHV�ZHUH�IRXQG����

5REHUW�UHPDUULHG�LQ������WR�$JQHV�%DOH����,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�D�EXULDO�IRU�KLV�¿UVW�ZLIH�
0DUJDUHW��+H�GLHG�LQ������DQG�KLV�ZLOO�KDV�D�SDJH�RI�UHOLJLRXV�SLHW\�HQGLQJ�ZLWK�KLV�
GHVLUH�WR�EH�EXULHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW¶V�FKXUFK\DUG�EHVLGH�WKH�ERG\�RI�KLV�¿UVW�ZLIH�VR�LW�
VHHPV�VKH�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�&OHPHQW¶V����7KH�UHJLVWHU�RI�WKLV�FKXUFK�KDV�UDWKHU�D�VPDOO�
QXPEHU�RI�EXULDOV�GXULQJ�WKH������SODJXH�\HDU��DV�ZHOO�DV�RQO\�DSSHDULQJ�WR�QRWH�WKH�
EXULDOV�RI�KLJKHU�VWDWXV�SDULVKLRQHUV�LQ�WKH�\HDUV������������7KLV�VXJJHVWV�D�QXPEHU�RI�
WKH�EXULDOV�DUH�PLVVLQJ�GXULQJ�WKDW�WLPH�ZKLFK�PD\�DFFRXQW�IRU�0DUJDUHW�.QRWW¶V�EXULDO�
QRW�EHLQJ�OLVWHG��

5REHUW¶V�ZLOO��VKRZV�WKDW�KH�VHHPV�WR�KDYH�SXOOHG�KLPVHOI�RXW�RI�SRYHUW\�WR�D�FHUWDLQ�
H[WHQW�DOWKRXJK�WKLV�GRHVQ¶W�VHHP�WR�KDYH�VWUHWFKHG�WR�RZQLQJ�DQ\�SURSHUW\��+H�JDYH���G�
WRZDUG�WKH�UHSDUDWLRQ�RI�6W�&OHPHQW¶V�DQG��V�DQG��G�WR�EH�GLVWULEXWHG�DW�KLV�H[HFXWRUV¶�
GLVFUHWLRQ�WR�WKH�SRRU�SHRSOH�DW�KLV�IXQHUDO����7KH�UHVW�RI�KLV�JRRGV�DQG�FKDWWHOV�ZHUH�OHIW�
WR�$JQHV�KLV�ZLIH�ZKR�KH�PDNHV�VROH�H[HFXWRU�DQG�D�IULHQG�:LOOLDP�2UVEXUJK��D�JURFHU�
LV�PDGH�VXSHUYLVRU�WR�DVVLVW�KLV�ZLIH�DQG�JLYHQ��V��G�IRU�KLV�WURXEOHV���

,�EHOLHYH�WKLV�ZLOO�VKRZV�WKDW�5REHUW�KDG�QR�VXUYLYLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�DV�QRQH�DUH�PHQWLRQHG�
DQG�,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�DQ\�IXUWKHU�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW�DQ\�RI�WKHP��,W�GRHV�VKRZ�WKDW�
NLQVKLS�QHWZRUNV�ZHUH�UHYHDOHG�EHWZHHQ�WKH�.QRWW�IDPLO\�PHPEHUV�E\�H[DPLQLQJ�
QDPLQJ�SDWWHUQV�

����5��/��0RUULOO��µ7KH�'HYHORSPHQW�RI�6SDWLDO�'LVWULEXWLRQV�RI�7RZQV�LQ�6ZHGHQ��$Q�+LVWRULFDO�
3UHGLFWLYH�$SSURDFK¶��$QQDOV�RI�WKH�$VVRFLDWLRQ�RI�$PHULFDQ�*HRJUDSKHUV�����������SS�������GLVFXVVHG�
LQ�-RKQ�3DWWHQ��µ5XUDO�8UEDQ�0LJUDWLRQ�LQ�3UH�,QGXVWULDO�(QJODQG¶��2[IRUG�8QLYHUVLW\�6FKRRO�RI�
*HRJUDSK\�5HVHDUFK�3DSHUV�����������S�����
����0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRNV������1&5�&DVH���D��0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRNV�����������1&5�&DVH���D�
XQSDJLQDWHG��$SULO������IURP�)+/&�¿OP���������
����152��135��3'����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���)HEUXDU\������IURP�6W�3HWHU�0DQFURIW�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152�$1:�:LOO�UHJLVWHU�+ROPHV��������IR����
����152��135��3'���%XULDO�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�6W�&OHPHQW¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152�$1:�:LOO�UHJLVWHU�+ROPHV��������IR����
����152�$1:�:LOO�UHJLVWHU�+ROPHV��������IR����
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

�����/LYHE\ORYH��$OLFH

&HQVXV�HQWU\

���8QNQRZQ�/\YH�E\�ORYH��

/LVWHG�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�ZDV�D����\HDU�ROG�ZLGRZ��$O\FH�/\YH�E\�ORYH��6KH�ZDV�OLYLQJ�
ZLWK�KHU���VWHS�GDXJKWHU�0DJGHO\Q·V�IDPLO\�LQ�D�KRXVH�RZQHG�E\�WKH�DOGHUPDQ�7KRPDV�
*OHDQH��6KH�ZDV�ZRUNLQJ�DW�ODFH�ZHDYLQJ�DQG�ZDV�VDLG�WR�KDYH�´FRP�WR�WRZQH�ODWHO\�
IURP�'LVVµ��D�WRZQ����PLOHV�66:�RI�1RUZLFK�DQG�LV��LQFLGHQWDOO\��WKH�WRZQ�WKDW�7KRPDV�
*OHDQH¶V�IDPLO\�RULJLQDWHG���$�PDUULDJH�KDV�QRW�EHHQ�IRXQG�IRU�$O\FH�DQG�KHU�XQNQRZQ�
/\YH�E\�ORYH�SDUWQHU��$V�IDU�DV�LV�NQRZQ��KH�EURXJKW�RQH�FKLOG�WR�WKH�PDUULDJH�

� �� L�� 0DJGHO\Q�ZKR�ZDV�ERUQ�DERXW�������

$W�¿UVW�JODQFH�LW�ZRXOG�DSSHDU�WKDW�$O\FH�LV�QRW�UHODWHG�WR�0DJGHO\Q�EXW�ORRNLQJ�DW�WKLV�
KRXVHKROG�LQ�D�PLFUR�KLVWRULFDO�ZD\�VKRZV�WKDW�WKLQJV�DUH�QRW�DOZD\V�DV�WKH\�VHHP�RQ�
¿UVW�HQFRXQWHU��)RU�LQVWDQFH��3DXO�*ULI¿WK�KDV�XVHG�$O\FH�DV�DQ�H[DPSOH�RI�WKH�FRQFHUQV�
WKDW�WKH�DXWKRULWLHV�KDG�DERXW�WKH�PRUDOLW\�RI�ZRPHQ�ZLWKRXW�PHQ�³ZRPHQ�ZKR�GULIWHG�
WR�WKH�FLW\�OLNH�WKH�ZLGRZ�µ$O\FH�/\YH�%\�/RYH¶���ZKR�KDG�MXVW�PDGH�WKH�WULS�IURP�'LVV��
$ORQJ�ZLWK�RWKHU�VHHPLQJO\�VHOI�VXI¿FLHQW�ZRPHQ��µ/\YH�%\�/RYH¶�OHW�ORRVH�IHDUV�DERXW�
WKH�DSSURSULDWH�DOORFDWLRQ�RI�VFDUFH�ZRUN�DQG�WKH�µLQHYLWDEO\¶�VKDOORZ�PRUDOV�RI�ZRPHQ�
ZKR�OLYHG�ZLWKRXW�D�IDWKHU��KXVEDQG�RU�PDVWHU�´�

�� �6HH�&KDSWHU�7ZR�3��""
�� �&DOFXODWHG�IURP�DJH�JLYHQ�LQ�FHQVXV��VHH�-��)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������9RO��;/��
1RUZLFK��1RUZLFK�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\�9RO��;/��������S�����
�� �3DXO�*ULI¿WKV�µ,QKDELWDQWV¶�LQ�&DUROH�5DZFOLIIH�DQG�5LFKDUG�:LOVRQ��HGV���1RUZLFK�6LQFH�������
/RQGRQ�DQG�1HZ�<RUN��+DPEOHGRQ�DQG�/RQGRQ��������S�����

&HQVXV�HQWU\��7KRPDV�&RS>HU@�RI����\HULV��FDUSHQWHU�QRW�LQ�ZRUNH��DQG�0DJGHO\Q��KLV�
Z\IH��RI����\HU��WKDW�ZHDYH�ODFH��	�KDYH�GZHOW�KHUH���\HU��	�FDP�IURP�0YOEDUWRQ��	�
WKH\�KDYH�$O\FH�O\YH�E\�ORYH��ZHGRZ��ZLWKLQ�WKHUH��RI����\HUH��WKDW�ZHDYH�ODFH��	�LV�
FRP�WR�WRZQH�ODWHO\�IURP�'\VVH��1R�DOPV��3RUH�

/LYHE\ORYH��$OLFH��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ
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$SSHQGL[

$O\FH�PD\�ZHOO�KDYH�EHHQ�D�ZRPDQ�RI�LOO�UHSXWH�EXW�DSDUW�IURP�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�VKH�KDG�
PRYHG�WR�1RUZLFK�IURP�'LVV��,�KDYH�IRXQG�RQO\�RQH�LQVWDQFH�ZKHUH�VKH�FRXOG�EH�
FRQVWUXHG�DV�D�OHVV�WKDQ�KRQHVW�ZRPDQ��ZKHQ��DORQJ�ZLWK�WZR�VLQJOHZRPHQ��VKH�ZDV�
LQYROYHG�LQ�D�FDVH�RI�VWHDOLQJ�DW�WKH�TXDUWHU�VHVVLRQV�LQ��������2QH�RI�WKH�ZRPHQ�ZDV�
VWDWHG�WR�EH�KHU�GDXJKWHU�5RVH�DQG�WKH�RWKHU�ZDV�QDPHG�0DJGHO\Q�/LYHE\ORYH��ZKRP�
WKH�GHSRVLWLRQ�UHYHDOV�WR�KDYH�EHHQ�$OLV¶V�VWHSGDXJKWHU��$OO�WKUHH�ZRPHQ�ZHUH�FHUWDLQO\�
PLQRU�ODUFHQ\�RIIHQGHUV�EXW�,�KDYH�IRXQG�QR�UHDO�HYLGHQFH�WKDW�WKH\�PD\�EH�RU�KDYH�
EHHQ�KDUORWV��7KHUH�LV�QR�PRUH�PHQWLRQ�RI�WKLV�IDPLO\�LQ�WKH�FRXUWV�XS�WR�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�
FHQVXV

7KH�QDPH�µ/\YH�E\�/RYH¶�LWVHOI�LV�SHMRUDWLYH�DQG�DOWKRXJK�QRW�FRPPRQ�,�KDYH�IRXQG�
RWKHU�LQVWDQFHV�RI�LWV�XVH�ERWK�LQ�1RUIRON�DQG�/RQGRQ�ZLWK�QR�JHQGHU�GLVWLQFWLRQ��$�
3HWHU�/LYHEHORYH��ZRUVWHDG�ZHDYHU�KDG�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�LQ������DQG�ZDV�WDNLQJ�
DSSUHQWLFHV�LQ�1RUZLFK�EHWZHHQ������DQG��������$V�ZHOO��$OH[DQGHU�/LYHE\ORZ�PDUULHG�
5RVD�$OO\Q����0D\������LQ�6W�-RKQ�0DGGHUPDUNHW�FKXUFK����6R�WKH�QDPH�PD\�QRW�EH�
/LYH�E\�/RYH��EXW�FRXOG�EH�/LYHEHORZ��$OH[DQGHU�DQG�5RVD�WKHQ�ZHQW�WR�'LVV�DQG�D�VRQ�
-RKQ�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�WKHUH�LQ�-XO\�������WKHQ�GLHG�LQ�WKH�SODJXH�\HDU�RI��������$OH[DQGHU�
GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�'LVV�LQ��������,W�VHHPV�WKDW�$OLFH�UHWXUQHG�WR�'LVV�DV�WKH�SDULVK�
UHJLVWHU�RI�'LVV�VKRZV�WKDW�$OLFH�/LYHEHORZH�DQG�:LOOLDP�%RWKH�ZHUH�PDUULHG�WKHUH�LQ�
�������7KHUH�LV�DOVR�RQH�FDVH�QRWHG�RQ�WKH�,*,�RI�1LFKRODV�/\YHE\ORYH�ZKR�ZDV�PDUULHG�
LQ������LQ�:HVWPLQVWHU��/RQGRQ���

7KH�QDPH�µ/LYH�%\�/RYH¶�LV�QRW�FRPPRQ�DW�WKLV�SHULRG�DQG�DOWKRXJK�LW�PD\�KDYH�
RULJLQDOO\�EHHQ�D�GHVFULSWLYH�QDPH�IRU�D�KDUORW�LW�FDQ�DOVR�EH�IRXQG�DV�D�PDOH�VXUQDPH�
RFFDVLRQDOO\�LQ�SDULVK�UHJLVWHUV�

�� �152�4XDUWHU�6HVVLRQV�0LQXWH�%RRNV�&DVH���D�������������IR����Y��0)�������
�� �3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�DQ�
LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������SS�����������DQG������
:LQLIUHG�0��5LVLQJ�DQG�3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HGV���$Q�,QGH[�RI�,QGHQWXUHV�RI�1RUZLFK�$SSUHQWLFHV�HQUROOHG�
ZLWK�WKH�1RUZLFK�$VVHPEO\�+HQU\�9,,�*HRUJH�,,��1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\�9RO��;;,;��������SS��
�������������DQG�����
�� �,�EHOLHYH�WKLV�ZDV�SUREDEO\�WKH�5RVH�IURP�WKH�FRXUW�GHSRVLWLRQ��152��135��3'�����PDUULDJH�
UHFRUG�����0D\������IURP�6W�-RKQ�0DGGHUPDUNHW�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�
,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �&KDUOHV�:��)DUURZ��HG���1RUIRON�*HQHDORJ\�9RO��;,;��µ7KH�3DULVK�5HJLVWHUV�RI�'LVV����������¶��
1RUIRON�DQG�1RUZLFK�*HQHDORJLFDO�6RFLHW\��1RUZLFK��������7UDQVFULEHG�E\�-DFNLH�&URVELH��'LDQD�
6SHOPDQ��3DPHOD�&ROH��-HQQLIHU�(GPRQGV��&DUROLQH�6PLWK��'DZQ�7KRPDV�DQG�LQGH[HG�E\�3DWULFN�
3DOJUDYH�0RRUH��SS���������
�� �)DUURZ��1RUIRON�*HQHDORJ\�9RO��;,;��S�����
�� �)DUURZ��1RUIRON�*HQHDORJ\�9RO��;,;��S�����
����([WUDFWHG�PDUULDJH�UHFRUG���6HSWHPEHU�������FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��
DYDLODEOH�DW�)DPLO\6HDUFK��DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

/LYHE\ORYH��$OLFH��)DPLO\�VWRU\���VHFRQG�JHQHUDWLRQ

���0DJGHO\Q�/HYHEHORYH��

0DJGHO\Q�ZDV�IRXQG�PHQWLRQHG�LQ�WKH�0D\RU¶V�FRXUW�DQG�TXDUWHU�VHVVLRQV�LQ�������
6KH�KDG�EHHQ�LQ�WURXEOH�DW�WKH�TXDUWHU�VHVVLRQV�IRU�VWHDOLQJ�KDQGHUFKLHIV�DQG�ERWK�KHU�
VWHSPRWKHU�DQG�VWHSVLVWHU�KDG�ERUQ�ZLWQHVV�DJDLQVW�KHU����7KHQ�IRU�VWHDOLQJ�FRUQ�IURP�
WKH�PLOO�VKH�ZDV�ZKLSSHG�ZLWK�URGV�LQ�WKH�FRXQFLO�FKDPEHU�DQG�DVVLJQHG�DV�D�VHUYDQW�WR�
5REHUW�0XQGH����
7KHUH�ZHUH�QR�IXUWKHU�PLVGHPHDQRXUV�E\�0DJGHO\Q�DIWHU�WKDW�WLPH�DOWKRXJK�LW�VHHPV�
VKH�PD\�KDYH�OHIW�1RUZLFK�IRU�D�WLPH�DV�WKH�FHQVXV�VWDWHV�WKDW�VKH�DQG�7KRPDV�KDG�FRPH�
IURP�0XOEDUWRQ�ZKLFK�LV�DERXW���PLOHV�66:�RI�1RUZLFK����2Q����$SULO������VKH�ZDV�
PDUULHG�WR�WKH�FDUSHQWHU�7KRPDV�&RSDU�LQ�+HLJKDP����+HLJKDP�LV�D�ODUJH�SDULVK�MXVW�
RXWVLGH�WKH�ZDOOV�RI�1RUZLFK��0DJGHO\Q�VHHPV�WR�KDYH�DPHQGHG�KHU�ZD\V�E\������DV�
VKH�ZDV�VHHQ�ÀW�WR�KDYH�D�\RXQJ����\HDU�ROG�0DUJDUHW�7RZQVHQGH�DVVLJQHG�WR�WKH�IDPLO\�
DV�D�VHUYDQW���

7KRPDV�DQG�0DJGHO\Q�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� � L�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�+HLJKDP�1RUIRON��RQ����-XO���������
� � LL�� 6XVDQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�+HLJKDP�1RUIRON��RQ����$XJ������
� � LLL�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�+HLJKDP�1RUIRON��RQ����-XQ�������

��� �152�4XDUWHU�6HVVLRQV�,QWHUURJDWLRQV�DQG�GHSRVLWLRQV�&DVH���D�E�����������IR����Y��0)�������
����152�1&5�0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRNV�&DVH���D������������IR�����U��0)�����,WHP���
����3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
����152�135�'1�35*����7UDQVFULEHG�PDUULDJH�UHFRUG�E\�6KLUOH\�+RZHOO�DQG�LQGH[HG�E\�.HLWK�
+RZHOO�RI�6W�%DUWKRORPHZ¶V�&KXUFK�+HLJKDP�1RUIRON�����$SULO�������FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�
*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DYDLODEOH�DW�)DPLO\6HDUFK��DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152�4XDUWHU�6HVVLRQV�0LQXWH�%RRNV�&DVH���D��XQSDJLQDWHG�DFFHVVHG�IURP�)+/&�)LOP�1R����������
,WHPV�����������
����7KLV�7KRPDV�SUHVXPDEO\�GLHG��DV�WKH�FRXSOH�EDSWLVHG�DQRWKHU�FKLOG�ZLWK�WKH�VDPH�QDPH��1R�EXULDO�
LV�QRWHG�EHFDXVH�WKH�,*,�GRHV�QRW�FRQWDLQ�IXOO�EXULDO�LQIRUPDWLRQ�IRU�DOO�SDULVKHV��7KH�V\VWHP�FKDQJHV�
WR�DFFHVVLQJ�¿OPV�IURP�WKH�/'6�)DPLO\�+LVWRU\�/LEUDU\�KDV�PHDQW�,�FRXOG�QRW�JXDUDQWHH�REWDLQLQJ�WKLV�
LQIRUPDWLRQ�EHIRUH�WKH�GXH�GDWH�RI�WKLV�WKHVLV�
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/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

�����3HSHU��5LFKDUG

&HQVXV�HQWU\

���(GPXQG�3HSHU�

(GPXQG�3HSHU�GLHG�LQ������DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����$XJ������LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK���+H�ZDV�ERUQ�DQG�
PDUULHG�SULRU�WR�WKH�VWDUW�RI�IRUPDO�SDULVK�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�SURFHGXUHV��7KHUH�LV�QR�LQGLFDWLRQ�LQ�DSSUHQWLFH�RU�
IUHHPDQ·V�UHFRUGV�RI�(GPXQG·V�RFFXSDWLRQ�
(GPXQG�DQG�KLV�ZLIH�0DUJDUHW�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� �� L�� 5LFKDUG�
� �� LL�� $O\V
� �� LLL�� $JQHV�

1R�EDSWLVPV�ZHUH�IRXQG�IRU�WKHVH�FKLOGUHQ�DQG�DW�OHDVW�WZR�ZHUH�ERUQ�SULRU�WR�IRUPDO�UHJLVWUDWLRQ��EXW�DOO�
ZHUH�PHQWLRQHG�LQ�(GPXQG·V�ZLOO�RI��������7KH�ZLOO�VWDWHV�WKDW�(GPXQG�LV�IURP�3RFNWKRUSH��DQG�
KH�ZDV�WR�EH�EXULHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�FKXUFK\DUG���(GPXQG�EHTXHDWKHG�DOO�KLV�JRRGV�WR�KLV�ZLIH�
0DUJDUHW�DQG�VWDWHG�WKDW�VKH�ZDV�WR�GZHOO�LQ�(GPXQG¶V�KRXVH�LQ�3RFNWKRUSH�DV�ORQJ�DV�VKH�
UHPDLQHG�D�ZLGRZ���7KH�KRXVH�LWVHOI�ZDV�OHIW�WR�WKHLU�VRQ�5LFKDUG�DQG�VPDOO�DPRXQWV�RI�PRQH\�
DUH�OHIW�WR�WZR�GDXJKWHUV��$JQHV�DQG�$O\V���(GPXQG¶V�ZLIH�0DUJDUHW�DQG�VRQ�5LFKDUG�ZHUH�PDGH�
H[HFXWRUV�DQG�WKHUH�ZHUH�WKUHH�ZLWQHVVHV��+HQU\�5HGH��7KRPDV�6NHSSHU��DQG�:DOWHU�6KDUSH��

$�IHZ�\HDUV�DIWHU�(GPXQG·V�GHDWK�0DUJDUHW�PDUULHG�-RKQ�:HJPDQ�LQ�6W�-DPHV·V�FKXUFK�LQ�1RUZLFK���
-RKQ�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�1RYHPEHU������LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK���1RWKLQJ�IXUWKHU�ZDV�IRXQG�IRU�
0DUJDUHW�

�� �152��135��3'����%XULDO�UHFRUG����$XJXVW������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �152�$1:�:LOO�UHJLVWHU��������+\FKHNRFNH�IR������
�� �152�$1:�:LOO�UHJLVWHU��������+\FKHNRFNH�IR������
�� �152�$1:�:LOO�UHJLVWHU��������+\FKHNRFNH�IR������
�� �152�$1:�:LOO�UHJLVWHU��������+\FKHNRFNH�IR������
�� �152�$1:�:LOO�UHJLVWHU��������+\FKHNRFNH�IR������
�� �152��135��3'����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����6HSWHPEHU������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
�� �152��135��3'����%XULDO�UHFRUG�1RYHPEHU������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������

&HQVXV�HQWU\��5LFKDUG�3HSHU�RI����\HULV��ZHDYHU�LQ�ZRUN��	�$OLFH��KLV�Z\IH��RI����\HULV��WKDW�VS\Q�	�FDUG��
	���FKLOGUHQ�RI�������������\HUH��	�WKH�HOGHVW�JR�WR�VNROH��	�KDY�GZHOW�KHU�HYHU��>KDEOH@��1R�DOOPV��9HUL�
SRUH

3HSHU��5LFKDUG��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ��SUH�
FHQVXV�
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$SSHQGL[

���5LFKDUG�3HSHU

5LFKDUG¶V�IDWKHU�(GPXQG�KDG�OHIW�KLV�KRXVH�WR�5LFKDUG�LQ�KLV�ZLOO�RI��������7KH�KRXVH�ZDV�
VLWXDWHG�LQ�6W�0DUWLQ�DW�3DODFH�SDULVK�LQ�(DVW�:\PHU�ZDUG����7KH\�ZHUH�UHFHLYLQJ�QR�DOPV�DQG�
FODVVHG�DV�YHU\�SRRU��DOWKRXJK�WKH\�ZHUH�ERWK�LQ�ZRUN��5LFKDUG�DV�D�ZHDYHU�DQG�$OLFH�DW�FDUGLQJ�
DQG�VSLQQLQJ����7KH�/DQJDEOH�$VVHVVPHQW�RI������VKRZV�WKDW�5LFKDUG�VROG�KLV�WHQHPHQW�WR�
5REHUW�'DZHV��QR�GRXEW�WR�DVVLVW�LQ�KHOSLQJ�WKH�IDPLO\�WR�VXUYLYH��

:KHQ�5LFKDUG�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP������DV�D�OLQHQ�ZHDYHU��KH�ZDV�QRWHG�DV�D�QRQ�DSSUHQWLFH��
VR�KLV�IUHHGRP�ZDV�SUREDEO\�E\�UHGHPSWLRQ�DQG�PD\�KDYH�FRVW�PRQH\�KH�FRXOG�LOO�DIIRUG�DW�WKH�
WLPH�EXW�ZDV�QHFHVVDU\�LI�KH�ZLVKHG�WR�SUDFWLFH�KLV�WUDGH�ZLWKLQ�WKH�ZDOOV�RI�1RUZLFK����

,Q������5LFKDUG�KDG�PDUULHG�WR�$OLFH�+DUGLQJKDP�LQ�WKH�FKXUFK�RI�6W�-DPHV�LQ�3RFNWKRUSH����
7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� � L�� +HQU\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��RQ���0DU�������,Q�

�����IRU�JUHDW�GLVREHGLHQFH�WR�KLV�IDWKHU�DQG�PRWKHU�+HQU\�ZDV�ZKLSSHG�ZLWK�
URGV�LQ�WKH�JUHDW�&KDPEHU����,Q������WKH�0D\RU·V�FRXUW�LVVXHG�D�ZDUUDQW�IRU�
KLP�WR�EH�IRXQG�DQG�SXW�LQWR�SULVRQ�EXW�,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�D�UHFRUG�RI�WKH�UHDVRQ�
EHKLQG�WKLV�RUGHU�

� � LL�� 6WHSKHQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��RQ����'HF������
DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�)HE������LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK��

� � LLL�� 5LFKDUG�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��RQ����1RY�������
� � LY�� $�FKLOG�RI�XQNQRZQ�JHQGHU�ZDV�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�LI�DQ�DJH�WKDW�VXJJHVWV�KH�

RU�VKH�ZDV�ERUQ�LQ�������7KLV�FKLOG�ZDV�SUREDEO\�DOVR�QDPHG�6WHSKHQ�DOWKRXJK�
D�EDSWLVP�KDV�QRW�EHHQ�IRXQG��7KLV�FRXOG�EH�WKH�6WHSKHQ�ZKR�PDUULHG�WR�
-RDQ�6SUDWW�LQ������DQG�GRHV�QRW�DSSHDU�WR�KDYH�KDG�DQ\�FKLOGUHQ����+LV�
ZLIH�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�LQ��������

� �� Y�� 5HE�HFFD��ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK����6HSWHPEHU�
�����

� � YL�� :LOOLDP�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��0DUWHQV�DW�WKH�3DODFH��RQ����1RY�������
� � YLL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��0DUWHQV�DW�WKH�3DODFH��RQ����-DQ�������+H�GLHG�

DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�LQ�6W�0DUWHQV�DW�WKH�3DODFH��RQ����)HE������
� � YLLL�� 0DUJDUHW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��0DUWHQV�DW�WKH�3DODFH��RQ���6HS�������
�� �152�$1:�:LOO�UHJLVWHU��������+\FKHNRFNH�IR������
�����3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
��� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
����3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�DQ�
LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������S�����
����152��135��3'����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRNV�����������1&5�&DVH���D�XQSDJLQDWHG��$SULO������IURP�)+/&�¿OP���������
����152��135��3'����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���-DQXDU\������IURP�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'�����%XULDO�UHFRUG����0D\������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������

3HSHU��5LFKDUG��)DPLO\�VWRU\���VHFRQG�JHQHUDWLRQ�
�FHQVXV�



$���

/LIH�H[SHULHQFHV�RI�WKH�SRRU�LQ�VL[WHHQWK�FHQWXU\�1RUZLFK�±�D�ORQJLWXGLQDO�VWXG\

)RXU�RI�WKH�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV¶V�EXW�WKH�IDPLO\�WKHQ�PRYHG�WR�6W�0DUWLQ�DW�
3DODFH����7KUHH�RWKHU�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�0DUWLQ�DW�3DODFH��D�SDULVK�MXVW�DFURVV�WKH�ULYHU�
IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH����
5LFKDUG�KDV�EHHQ�IRXQG�PHQWLRQHG�LQ�WKH�0D\RU·V�FRXUW�DQG�TXDUWHU�VHVVLRQV�GRFXPHQWV�+H�ZDV�QRW�
FKDUJHG�IRU�XWWHULQJ�VODQGHURXV�ZRUGV�WRZDUG�:P�,YHV�DV�KH�DSRORJLVHG�IRU�KLV�ZRUGV����,Q������KH�KDG�
EURXJKW�LQ�D�FRPSODLQW�DERXW�D�'XWFKPDQ�ZKR�KDG�JLYHQ�KLP�D�FORWK�WKDW�ZDV�DQ�LQFRUUHFW�VL]H����,Q�
�����KH�DSSHDUHG�DW�WKH�TXDUWHU�VHVVLRQV�LQ�WKH�FRPSDQ\�RI�RWKHUV�IRU�WLSSOLQJ����$V�ZHOO��WKH�0D\RU·V�
FRXUW�LQ������UHODWHV�RYHU�D�IHZ�GD\V�WKH�FRQYROXWHG�FDVH�RI�D�NHWWOH�VHHPLQJO\�VWROHQ�IURP�-RKQ�.DUVH\��
$SSDUHQWO\�.DUVH\�VHHV�5LFKDUG�3HSHU·V�ZLIH�$OLFH�ZLWK�WKH�NHWWOH�RU�VRPHKRZ�ÀQGV�RXW�WKDW�VKH�KDV�LW��
$OLFH�VD\V�VKH�ERXJKW�LW�IURP�D�'XWFKPDQ�VKH�GLG�QRW�NQRZ�DQG�GRHVQ·W�NQRZ�ZKDW�VKH�SDLG�IRU�LW��7KH�
FRXUW�HQGV�XS�EHOLHYLQJ�$OLFH�DQG�DOWKRXJK�VKH�KDV�WR�KDQG�WKH�NHWWOH�EDFN�WR�-RKQ�.DUVH\��KH�KDV�WR�SD\�
KHU�IRU�LW���

5LFKDUG�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����2FW������LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH��$OLFH�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����-XQ�
�����LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH��

���$O\V�3HSHU��
,Q������VRRQ�DIWHU�KHU�IDWKHU·V�GHDWK��$O\V�ZDV�PDUULHG�WR�:LOOLDP�&KDSPDQ�LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK����

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� � L�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK��RQ����$SU�������7KLV�-RKQ�

SUREDEO\�GLHG�DV�WKH�SDUHQWV�EDSWLVH�DQRWKHU�-RKQ�LQ�������1R�EXULDO�KDV�EHHQ�
IRXQG�

� � LL�� 5REHUW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK��RQ����$XJ������
� � LLL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK��RQ����-XQ������
7KHVH�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�DOO�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�LQ�1RUZLFK����1R�IXUWKHU�LQIRUPDWLRQ�KDV�
EHHQ�IRXQG�RQ�WKLV�IDPLO\�

���$JQHV�3HSHU��
,Q������$JQHV�PDUULHG�&KULVWRSKHU�&KDSPDQ�LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK����&KULVWRSKHU�ZDV�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�
RFFXSDWLRQDO�FHQVXV�RI�1RUZLFK�LQ������DV�D�ODERXUHU���

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� � L�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK��RQ����1RY�������7KLV�-RKQ�

SUREDEO\�GLHG�DV�WKHUH�LV�DQRWKHU�FKLOG�EDSWLVHG�DV�-RKQ�LQ������
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�6W�0DUWLQ�DW�3DODFH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152�1&5�0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRN�&DVH���D������������IR������O��
����152�1&5�0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRN�&DVH���D������������IR������U��
����152�4XDUWHU�6HVVLRQV�0LQXWH�%RRNV�&DVH���D��XQSDJLQDWHG�DFFHVVHG�IURP�)+/&�)LOP�1R����������
,WHPV�����������
����152�1&5�0D\RU¶V�&RXUW�%RRN�&DVH���D������������IRV������U�������U������U�DQG�����U��
����152��135��3'����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����1RYHPEHU������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�
RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'�����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����0D\������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152�1&5�7KH�$\OVKDP�3DSHUV���WK�FHQWXU\���WK�FHQWXU\�$</�����XQSDJLQDWHG�
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� � LL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK��RQ����-XO������
� � LLL�� +HQU\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK��RQ���2FW������
7KHVH�FKLOGUHQ�ZHUH�DOO�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH����$JQHV�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���-XQH������LQ�
6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK����$Q�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�IRU�&KULVWRSKHU�&KDSPDQ������VXJJHVWV�KH�PXVW�KDYH�GLHG�WKHQ��
EXW�QR�EXULDO�UHFRUG�KDV�EHHQ�LGHQWLÀHG���

���5HEHFFD�3HSSHU��

,Q������ZKHQ�5HEHFFD�ZDV�����VKH�PDUULHG�-RKQ�:KHWOH\��LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK����
7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�ZKR�ZHUH�DOO�EDSWLVHG�DW�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH���

� � L�� 5LFKDUG�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��RQ����$SU�������
+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���$XJ������LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK�

� � LL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��RQ����0D\�������+H�
GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����$XJ������LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK�

� � LLL�� 0DUJDUHW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��LQ�)HE�������6KH�
GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����$XJ������LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��

� � LY�� +HQU\�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�1RUZLFK��RQ���$SU�������+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�
EXULHG�RQ���-DQ������LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��

� � Y�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��RQ����0D\�������
� � YL�� 0LFKDHO�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK��RQ����-XO�������
5HEHFFD�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ����$SU������LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK���

5HEHFFD·V�KXVEDQG�-RKQ�:KHWOH\�KHOG�FLYLF�RIÀFH�DV�D�FRQVWDEOH�LQ�3RFNWKRUSH�LQ������DQG�DJDLQ�LQ�
�������������-RKQ�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���'HF������LQ�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�1RUZLFK����,�EHOLHYH�-RKQ�
:KHDWOH\�LV�FRQQHFWHG�WR�WKH�:KHWOH\�IDPLO\�RI�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�ZKR�DUH�DSSHDU�WR�EH�ZRUNLQJ�DV�
ZRUVWHDG�ZHDYHUV�DQG�DW�OHDVW�RQH�EUDQFK�VHHPV�WR�KDYH�KDG�SURSHUW\�LQ�WKH�SDULVK�

����152��135��3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'�����%XULDO�UHFRUG���-XQH������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU�LV�H[WUHPHO\�LOOHJLEOH��152�1&&�DGPLQLVWUDWLRQ�DFW�ERRN��������
IR������
����152��135��3'�����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����-DQXDU\������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�
WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����152��135��3'�����%XULDO�UHFRUG����$SULO������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������
����7LPRWK\�+DZHV��,QGH[�WR�1RUZLFK�&LW\�2I¿FHUV������������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������
S������
����152��135��3'�����%XULDO�UHFRUG����$SULO������IURP�6W�-DPHV�3RFNWKRUSH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����)HEUXDU\������

3HSHU��5LFKDUG��)DPLO\�VWRU\���WKLUG�JHQHUDWLRQ��SRVW�
FHQVXV�
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�������:DUORZ��7KRPDV

&HQVXV�HQWU\

&HQVXV�HQWU\��7KRPDV�:DUORZ��VLOYHUVP\WK��RI����\HULV��WKDW�ZRUNHWK��	�0DUJDUHW��
KLV�Z\IH��RI����\HUV��WKDW�VSLQ�ZHE\QJ��	���FKLOGUHQ��WKH�HOGHVW���\HUH�WKDW�VS\Q�ZKLWH�
ZDUSH��	�KDWK�GZHOW�KHUH�HYHU��>KDEOH@��>JRQ�WR�6W��3DXOHV@�1R�DOPV��,QGHIHUHQW�

7KRPDV�:DUORZ¶V�IDPLO\�LV�RQH�RI�WKH�PRVW�LQWULJXLQJ�WKDW�ZHUH�OLVWHG�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV��
1RW�LQWULJXLQJ�EHFDXVH�WKH\�ZHUH�XQXVXDO�EXW�LQWULJXLQJ�EHFDXVH�WKH\�ZHUH�MXVW��ZHOO��
RUGLQDU\��7KH�IDPLO\�ZHUH�FODVVHG�DV�³LQGHIHUHQW´�DQG��DV�D�VLOYHUVPLWK�7KRPDV�ZDV�LQ�
D�JRRG�WUDGH��VR�ZK\�ZHUH�WKH\�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV"�7KH�QDPH�:DUORZ��DQG�LWV�YDULDWLRQV��
LV�QRW�FRPPRQ�LQ�1RUIRON��7KH�,*,�OLVWV�RQO\����HQWULHV�IRU�WKDW�QDPH�LQ�D�WLPH�SHULRG�
WKDW�FRYHUV������WR�������$�VHDUFK�FDUULHG�RXW�RQ�WKH�,*,�IRU�PDUULDJHV�RI�PHQ�ZLWK�WKH�
VXUQDPH�:DUORZ�EHWZHHQ������DQG������VKRZV�WKDW�7KRPDV¶V�PDUULDJH�WR�0DUJDUHW�
*\QVRQ�LQ�1RUZLFK�LQ������LV�RQH�RI�RQO\�WZR�:DUORZ��:DUOR��:KRUOR��:KDUORZ��
:RUORZ��:KRUORZ��PDUULDJHV�UHFRUGHG�RQ�WKH�,*,�IRU�WKH�ZKROH�RI�(QJODQG���,W�LV�
WHPSWLQJ�WR�LQIHU�IURP�WKLV�WKDW�7KRPDV�FDPH�IURP�HOVHZKHUH��SRVVLEO\�WKH�/RZ�
&RXQWULHV��DV�GLG�WKH�JROGVPLWK�1LFKRODV�,VERUQH��KRZHYHU�KLV�FHQVXV�HQWU\�VWDWHV�WKDW�
KH�³KDWK�GZHOW�KHUH�HYHU´���7KRPDV�PD\�KDYH�EHHQ�WKH�VRQ�RI�DQRWKHU�7KRPDV�:RUORZ�
ZKR�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�DV�D�JROGVPLWK�LQ��������7KH�HQWU\�VWDWHV�WKLV�7KRPDV�KDG�
EHHQ�DQ�DSSUHQWLFH���+LV�PDVWHU�KDG�EHHQ�)HOL[�3XWWRFN��D�JROGVPLWK�DQG�DOGHUPDQ�
ZKR�KHOG�D�QXPEHU�RI�FLYLF�RI¿FHV�EHWZHHQ������DQG�������ZKHQ�KH�EHFDPH�PD\RU�
DQG�GLHG�LQ�RI¿FH���,W�LV�SRVVLEOH�WKDW�WKLV�UHFRUG�UHIHUV�WR�WKH�7KRPDV�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV��
EXW�LI�KLV�DJH�JLYHQ�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�LV�FRUUHFW��KH�ZRXOG�KDYH�EHHQ�RQO\����ZKHQ�KH�
UHFHLYHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�ZKLFK�LV�UDWKHU�\RXQJ�WR�KDYH�FRPSOHWHG�DQ�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS��7KHUH�
LV�QR�PHQWLRQ�RI�WKH�7KRPDV�LQ�WKH�FHQVXV�EHLQJ�HLWKHU�DQ�DSSUHQWLFH�RU�D�IUHHPDQ��

�� �152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���-XO\������IURP�6W�$QGUHZ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO�������7KLV�,*,�VHDUFK�ZDV�
FDUULHG�RXW�XVLQJ�WKH�¿IWHHQ�PRVW�FRPPRQ�QDPHV�IRU�PHQ�LQ�WKLV�WLPH�SHULRG�WDNHQ�IURP�6FRWW�6PLWK�
%DQQLVWHU��1DPHV�DQG�1DPLQJ�3DWWHUQV�LQ�(QJODQG������������2[IRUG��&ODUHQGRQ�3UHVV��������S������
�� �-RKQ�)��3RXQG��7KH�1RUZLFK�&HQVXV�RI�WKH�3RRU�������1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������S�����
�� �3HUF\�0LOOLFDQ��HG���7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK������������D�WUDQVFULSW��ZLWK�DQ�
LQWURGXFWLRQ��DQ�DSSHQGL[�WR�WKRVH�IUHHPHQ�ZKRVH�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQGHQWXUHV�DUH�HQUROOHG�LQ�WKH�FLW\�
UHFRUGV��DQG�LQGH[HV�RI�QDPHV�DQG�SODFHV��1RUZLFK��-DUUROG�DQG�6RQV�/WG��������S�����
�� �0LOOLFDQ��7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�����
�� �7LPRWK\�+DZHV��,QGH[�WR�1RUZLFK�&LW\�2I¿FHUV������������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������
S������

:DUORZ��7KRPDV��)DPLO\�VWRU\���¿UVW�JHQHUDWLRQ
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8QIRUWXQDWHO\�QR�ZLOOV�KDYH�EHHQ�LGHQWL¿HG�IRU�WKLV�IDPLO\�DQG�WKH\�KDYH�QRW�KDG�
RFFDVLRQ�WR�DSSHDU�LQ�WKH�FRXUW�UHFRUGV�VR�OLWWOH�LV�NQRZQ�H[FHSW�ZKDW�FRXOG�EH�JOHDQHG�
IURP�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU�DQG�IUHHPHQ�DQG�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�UHFRUGV��7KLV�KDV�OHG�WR�GLVFRYHULQJ�
DW�OHDVW�¿YH�JHQHUDWLRQV�RI�WKLV�IDPLO\�

7KRPDV�DQG�0DUJDUHW�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ��

� �� L�� (OL]DEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�RQ����6HSWHPEHU������LQ�6W��*HRUJH�
7RPEODQG�

� �� LL�� 1LFKXV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�RQ���$SULO������LQ�6W��*HRUJH�
7RPEODQG�

� � LLL�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�RQ����-DQXDU\������LQ�6W��3HWHU�SHU�
0RXQWHUJDWH��+H�GLHG�DQG�ZDV�EXULHG�RQ���$SULO������LQ�6W�3HWHU�
SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH��

� � LY�� 0DUJDUHW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�RQ����6HSWHPEHU������LQ�6W��3HWHU�SHU�
0RXQWHUJDWH��

7KLV�IDPLO\�ZHUH�OLYLQJ�LQ�D�KRXVH�RZQHG�E\�0U�6WHZDUG�LQ�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�
SDULVK�DW�WKH�WLPH�RI�WKH�FHQVXV���6WHZDUG�PXVW�KDYH�EHHQ�RQH�RI�WKH�SURPLQHQW�6WHZDUG�
IDPLO\��DQG�LW�LV�QRW�FOHDU�ZKLFK�RQH��7KH�KRXVH�ZDV�LQ�1RUWK�&RQHVIRUG�ZDUG�DQG�DV�
ZHOO�DV�WKH�:DUORZ�IDPLO\��WKHUH�ZHUH�VL[�RWKHU�KRXVHKROGV�LQ�WKH�VDPH�KRXVH�ZKLFK�
FRQWDLQHG�LQ�WRWDO�VHYHQWHHQ�LQGLYLGXDOV��7KH�FHQVXV�QRWHG�WKDW�WKH�IDPLO\�ZDV�´JRQ�WR�
6W��3DXOHVµ�VR�SHUKDSV�WKH\�KDG�IRXQG�EHWWHU�DFFRPPRGDWLRQ�DFURVV�WKH�ULYHU�DV�WKHLU�
IRUWXQHV�GR�VHHP�WR�LPSURYH�RYHU�WKH�QH[W�GHFDGH��

,�KDYH�QRW�IRXQG�IXUWKHU�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�WKLV�FRXSOH��,I�WKH\�KDG�UHPDLQHG�LQ�6W�3DXO·V�
SDULVK��DQ\�IXUWKHU�OLIH�HYHQWV�WKDW�WRRN�SODFH�LQ�WKH�SDULVK�ZRXOG�QRW�EH�IRXQG�EHFDXVH�
WKH�SDULVK�UHJLVWHU�RI�6W�3DXO·V�GRHV�QRW�FRPPHQFH�XQWLO�������

:DUORZ��7KRPDV��)DPLO\�VWRU\���VHFRQG�JHQHUDWLRQ

���(OL]DEHWK�:DUORZ��

,Q������(OL]DEHWK�PDUULHG�WKH�IHOWPDNHU�,VDDF�*XPOH\H�LQ�6W�$QGUHZ¶V¶V���

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���
�� �152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG������������IURP�6W�*HRUJH�7RPEODQG�FKXUFK�DQG�3'�
�����%DSWLVP�DQG�EXULDO�UHFRUGV�����������IURP�6W�3HWHU�SHU�0RXQWHUJDWH�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �3RXQG��&HQVXV��S�����
�� �7KH�HDUO\�UHJLVWHU�RI�6W�3DXO¶V�ZHUH�GHVWUR\HG�GXULQJ�WKH�����������ZDU�
����152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����-XQH������IURP�6W�$QGUHZ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
��� �152��135��3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUG����-DQXDU\�������IURP�6W�*UHJRU\¶V�FKXUFK�DQG�3'�����%DSWLVP�
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� � LL�� )UDXQFHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�$OO�6DLQWV��RQ����0DUFK������
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� �� LY�� -RKHV�QR�EDSWLVP�IRXQG�
,VDDF�ZDV�D�IHOWPDNHU��7KHUH�LV�QR�UHFRUG�RI�KLV�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�RU�IUHHGRP�EXW�KH�PXVW�
KDYH�JDLQHG�IUHHGRP�DV�KLV�VRQ�-RKHV�ZDV�DSSUHQWLFHG�WR�KLV�IDWKHU����

���1LFKXV�:KDUORZH��

7KH�HOGHVW�VRQ�RI�7KRPDV�DQG�0DUJDUHW��1LFKRODV��EHFDPH�D�IUHHPDQ�JROGVPLWK�E\�
DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�LQ���������+H�KDG�PDUULHG�0DULD�&REEH�LQ��������

7KH\�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ�
� � L�� -RKDQQHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$QGUHZ·V��RQ���$SULO�������
� �� LL�� 1LFKRODXV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$QGUHZ·V�����1RYHPEHU������
� � LLL�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$QGUHZ·V��RQ����'HFHPEHU������
� � LY�� -RVHSKXV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$QGUHZ·V��RQ����1RYHPEHU�

������
� �� Y�� 0\OHV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$QGUHZ·V��RQ����2FWREHU������
� � YL�� 'DQLHOO�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$QGUHZ·V��RQ����$XJXVW�������
� � YLL�� %DVVLQJEXUQH�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$QGUHZ·V��RQ����-XO\�������

1LFKRODV�DQG�0DULD�KDG�DW�OHDVW�VHYHQ�FKLOGUHQ��LQFOXGLQJ�RQH�ZLWK�WKH�XQXVXDO�QDPH�
RI�%DVVLQJEXUQH��:KHUH�WKLV�QDPH�FDPH�IURP�LV�D�P\VWHU\�EXW�ZDV�SRVVLEO\�IURP�D�
JRGSDUHQW��1LFKRODV�HQWHUHG�LQWR�WKH�FLYLF�OLIH�RI�1RUZLFK�DV�D�FROOHFWRU�DQG�FRQVWDEOH�
IRU�PLGGOH�:\PHU�ZDUG�LQ�������WKHQ�EHFDPH�D�FRXQFLOORU�IRU�:\PHU�ZDUG�IURP������
�������

:DUORZ��7KRPDV��)DPLO\�VWRU\���WKLUG�JHQHUDWLRQ

���-RKHV�*XPEO\��

-RKHV�JDLQHG�KLV�IUHHGRP�RQ�WKH����-DQ������DIWHU�VHUYLQJ�DQ�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�ZLWK�KLV�

UHFRUGV�����������IURP�$OO�6DLQWV�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�
IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����0LOOLFDQ��7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�����
����-RKQ�/¶(VWUDQJH��HGLWHG�E\�:DOWHU�5\H��&DOHQGDU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ�RI�1RUZLFK�IURP������WR�������
/RQGRQ��(OOLRW�6WRFN��������S������
����0DULD¶V�SDUHQWV�DUH�XQNQRZQ��152��135��3'������0DUULDJH�UHFRUG���$SULO�������IURP�6W�*HRUJH�
7RPEODQG�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG�
���$SULO������
����7LPRWK\�+DZHV��,QGH[�WR�1RUZLFK�&LW\�2I¿FHUV������������1RUZLFK��1RUIRON�5HFRUG�6RFLHW\��������
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WLPH�WKDW��WKH�6W�3DXO·V�UHJLVWHU�ZDV�GHVWUR\HG�

-RKHV�DQG�(OL]DEHWK�KDG�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L�� 0DU\H�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ���$SULO������
� � LL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����$XJXVW�������-RKQ�

ZDV�DOVR�WR�EHFRPH�D�IUHHPDQ�IHOWPDNHU�E\�SDWULPRQ\���

� � LLL�� 8UVXOD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ���6HSWHPEHU������
� � LY�� (OL]DEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����6HSWHPEHU�

������
� � Y�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�6WHSKHQ·V��RQ����1RYHPEHU�

������

7KLV�IDPLO\�ZDV�QRW�IROORZHG�IXUWKHU�

���1LFKRODXV�:KDUORZ��

$�PDUULDJH�KDV�QRW�EHHQ�IRXQG�IRU�1LFKRODV�EXW�KH�DQG�KLV�ZLIH�KDG�VHYHUDO�FKLOGUHQ���

� � L�� (OL]DEHWK�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W��3HWHU�0DQFURIW��RQ����-XO\�
������

� � LL�� 6X]DQQD�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ����)HEUXDU\�
������

� � LLL�� -RKQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ����$SULO�������
� � LY�� $QQ�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ����-XO\�������
� � Y�� 7KRPDV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ���-XQH�������
� � YL�� 'DQLHOO�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ���)HEUXDU\�������
� � YLL�� 1LFKRODV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V��RQ����'HFHPEHU�

������
� � YLLL�� )UDQFLV�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$XJXVWLQH·V����$XJXVW�������

7KLV�IDPLO\�ZDV�QRW�IROORZHG�IXUWKHU�

����0LOOLFDQ��7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�����
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�6WHSKHQ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����0LOOLFDQ��7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��S�����
����152��135��3'�����%DSWLVP�UHFRUG����-XO\�������IURP�6W�3HWHU�0DQFURIW�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO�������152��135��3'������
%DSWLVP�UHFRUGV������������IURP�6W�$XJXVWLQH¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�
,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
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���0\OHV�:KRUORZ��

0\OHV�VHUYHG�DQ�DSSUHQWLFHVKLS�DV�D�WDLORU��WKHQ�EHFDPH�D�IUHHPDQ�WDLORU�E\�SDWULPRQ\�
LQ���������
0\OHV�PDUULHG�WR�$QQ�:DUGH�LQ�6W�0LFKDHO�DW�3OHD�LQ���������

7KLV�FRXSOH�DSSHDU�WR�KDYH�KDG�RQO\�RQH�FKLOG���

� � L�� 5REHUW�ZKR�ZDV�EDSWLVHG�LQ�6W�$QGUHZ·V��RQ����-XQH������
7KLV�IDPLO\�ZDV�QRW�IROORZHG�IXUWKHU

����0LOOLFDQ��7KH�5HJLVWHU�RI�WKH�)UHHPHQ��SS������DQG�����
����152��135��3'�����0DUULDJH�UHFRUG����-XQH�������IURP�6W�0LFKDHO�DW�3OHD�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
����152��135��3'������%DSWLVP�UHFRUG����-XQH�������IURP�6W�$QGUHZ¶V�FKXUFK�FRQVXOWHG�RQ�WKH�
,QWHUQDWLRQDO�*HQHDORJLFDO�,QGH[��DW�ZZZ�IDPLO\VHDUFK�RUJ�DFFHVVHG����$SULO������
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