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Abstract

The second half of the twentieth century saw a revision imtleaning of
Plantagenet. The 1950 edition of the Encyclopedia Britzahiad mentioned
only a traditional sprig-wearing story, which can be untierd in terms of
an archaic sense to the wopthnt but then an invented story of planting
broom was added as a ‘more likely explanation’ by the timeshef 1974
edition. Rather than supporting this revision, recent Dsuits endorse the
traditional story for Plantagenet which is consistent, oy with evidence
for other Plantagenet-like names, but also with a DNA-sujgglomeaning for
plant
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1 Introduction

For an understanding of the surname Plantagenet, it isaieid¢w understand the
meaning oplant DNA testing has added just one extra piece of evidence. thene
less, this tips the balance between competing senseglémt-based’ names.

Much controversy has raged without recourse to the full@evig. A nineteenth-
century account failed to mention any supporting eviden&a.early twentieth-
century view added some evidence for Plantagenet-like saimg, then, a mid
twentieth-century revision selected only some of it. Tdifg¢hese shortcomings,
| shall describe the documentary evidence more fully.

In Section 2, | shall briefly outline the nature of the docutaenevidence for
the Plantagenet name. | then compare competing meanin@edtions 3 to 5,
specifically for the different senses plfant, which were assumed before and after
the mid twentieth-century revision opfantbased names’. | then go on in Sec-
tions 6 to 8 to consider the implications of the DNA evidensjch supports a
‘generative’ sense tplant— that is, a sense that relates to generating fresh life.

To try to mollify at least some of the controversy, | shall ksigly debunk
the nineteenth-century contention that there was a bloatioeship between the
Plantagenets and the Plants (Section 6). My objective idetar ¢he way for a
less emotive appraisal of the most recent evidence (Segjiovhich supports an
early twentieth-century view and weakens the case for tleetmentieth-century
revision. In Section 8, | summarise the wider implicatiohthese findings.



2 Significance of Plantagenet-like names

The name ‘Plantagenet’ was originally spelt Plante GereBlamtegenest and later
Plauntegenet or Plantaginet. It originated as a nicknam&€éunt Geoffrey of
Anjou, father of King Henry 1l who ascended the English tream 1154.

There is no contemporary evidence that Geoffrey Plante &§smeyal descend-
ants used Plantagenet as an hereditary surname before dhi#fiteenth century;
and so evidence for the development of similar names in tiggviening centuries
is amongst the best available evidence when seeking onigroksds for the signif-
icance of the Plantagenet name.

For a rational consideration of the evidence, it is impdrtarconsiderall the
medieval Plantagenet-like names. This may seem obviousrdiher remissly, it
has hitherto been the custom to pick and choosespusieof them to suit a particular
line of argument.

The trend for selecting just some of the medieval Plantag@dm@enames ev-
idently began as a nineteenth-century claim that Plant moaruption of Planta-
genet’. This evidently prompted a particular rebuff, inwnb two different names.
By selecting only the names Plantebene and Planteroses iasg®rted in Surname
Dictionaries that Plant means a ‘gardener’ or a ‘planterasfous plants®. This led
on to a revised meaning ‘broom planter’ for Plantagenet.

Possibly initially, in the mid twentieth-century, this isn was intended to
distance Plant from Plantagenet; but, the ‘planter’ megmias then carried over
to the Plantagenet name itself. Thus, it came to be mairddirat Plantagenet and
Plant are both related, not to the archaic meaning ‘sprigslaht, but to modern
meanings inferred from the thirteenth-century by-namastebene and Planterose.

However, in a more complete appraisal, the thirteentheecgrEnglish names
comprise: Plauntegenet; Plantebene; Plantefolie; RFtamgeand Planterose. These
do not all construe ‘gardener’. Instead, they can all betedlao the medieval
concept of ‘generation’ which, in medieval belief, was a powf man’s vegetable
soul?

It is in keeping with this better-informed understandingttkthere is a sense
of ‘fresh generation’ for Plant; and, such a sense was pexpbefore the fashion
for ‘gardener’. Ernest Weekly's early twentieth-centugok on Surnames offered
such opinions as ‘sprig’, ‘cudgel’, or ‘young offspring’rfthe meaning of the sur-
name Plant;and, having studied the matter for many years, | believettisasug-
gestion ‘sprig’ or ‘young offspring’, which relates backttee medieval concept of

1P.H. Reaney (1958 Dictionary of British Surnames

2In Further Reading, see Plant (2007) and the first paragriafsppendix C of Plant (2009). For
example, Plantefolie literally means ‘plant wickedneskiah invokes the archaic meaning ‘procre-
ate’ of the verlplant (see, for example Samuel Johnson’s eighteenth-centutioDary). Clearly,
this could refer to a philanderer and Names of Philanderieghat uncommon amongst medieval
by-names. A similar argument applies to Plantefene, medpiant eagerly’. It seems rather more
a stretch of the imagination that Plantefolie could refeandncompetent gardener and Plantefene to
a happy gardener. Philandering meanings can also be attaxwRéantebene and Planterose, though
a detailed explanation involves certain obscenities whrehdescribed elsewhere.

3Ernest Weekly (19165urnamesp. 185.



generation, should not be ignored.

The meaning ‘sprig’ for Plant tallies directly with the tradnal ‘sprig of broom’
meaning for Plantagenet. The symbolism of a fresh shootryg &ps at the heart
of ontological beliefs that were held when life’s originsreeiewed in a different
light, around the times when the Plantagenet and Plant n&omesd.

3 Context for the traditional meanings

There is evidence for Old Aquitanian Gods and Goddesses hatidhe names of
plants and animals. This predated the n&ttantapilosaof a famous ninth-century
Aquitanian duke. Early medieval beliefs were beginningead on to scholastic
writings about man’s vegetable soul with its powers of riatni, growth and gener-
ation when the noble name Plantapilosa led on to the n&aede Genesandde
la Plantain neighbouring Anjou.

It accordingly seems relevant to note that Plantapilosansiéaairy shoot’,
which symbolised robust growth and regeneration. The nda@d&yenet has tra-
ditionally been taken to mean ‘sprig of broom’, which is astance of a ‘hairy
shoot'.

The traditional explanation, dating back to 1605, for thenfhgenet surname
is that Geoffrey Plante Genest wore a sprig of broom filamta genistain his
bonnet. However, this tradition was broken in the second dfathe twentieth
century by the ‘gardener’ contention and a claim in the Elapedia Britannica
that the Plantagenet name ‘more likely’ arose because fegaffipposedlyplanted
broom to improve his hunting covers.

My contention is that the evidence for the traditional spmgaring story should
not be overlooked. The sprig of broom was symbolic of an ealtical nobleman
and developing scholastic teachings about the vegetable sm particular, the
most salient of the vegetable soul’'s powers was evidergtlgatver of generation —
this could have fired the fashion for some similar names.

Deviation from the pre-revision meanings of PlantagendtRlant can be laid
mostly at the door of late twentieth-century Surname Diwiges and their partially-
evidenced account of the Plant surname. Weekly's earlytietircentury book on
Surnames, had proposed the meaning ‘sprig’ for Plant. Thie,Larench and En-
glish wordsplanta/plante/plantn early times meant a shoot or sprig or scion. The
early meanings, including another ‘sole of foot’, can bated back to ancient be-
liefs about life’s foundations in the emergence of soul fittvnland. This evidently
carried through to late medieval writings about man’s valletsoul which are con-
sistent with listings in English Dictionaries of the wotsrigandscion where they
have human ‘offshoot’ as well as vegetable meanings.

4see Plant (2007) in Further Reading.



4 An embarrassing aspect of the archaic meanings

Unlike the modern idea of a ‘gardener’, medieval understamd not easily ex-
plained to a modern audience. One needs to point out that duteral mindset
was different. An understanding of archaic literature ieded to appreciate how
generation was believed to have worked in man’s soul and thant generation was
salient as a metaphor for the human procreation of childfemeveal the extent of
evidence for the pre-revision sense plant-based’ names, one might more simply
point out, for example, that the Welsh meaningotdntais ‘to procreate’ and the
Welsh wordplantmeans ‘children’.

Around the mid twentieth century, when the ‘gardener/m@éntevision was
proposed for Plant and Plantagenet, there was much corggoabout whether to
lift the censorship on D.H. Lawrence’s novehdy Chatterley’s Lover The said
lover was a gardener/gamekeeper — his passion for genemiended beyond
just plants and animals. His full range of activities spahtiee scope of medi-
eval belief in the power of generation in the vegetable sehich extended from
plants to animals and man. In keeping with the vegetable pof\generation, there
are meanings of the Welsh and archaic English wataet concerning procreation.
Censorship has stood in the way of a full and frank debate @f sueaning. It has
been ignored that philandering senses can provide a censistplanation of the
full set of the English, thirteenth-century, Plantagelilet-names.

5 Pros and cons of omitting the archaic meanings

Even without the DNA evidence, it can be questioned why Wgeldre-revision
meaning — ‘sprig’ or ‘young offspring’ — for Plant has beenaged. We might look
for excuses for the post-revision fashion of omitting thagrative senses glant,
why did late twentieth-century Surname Dictionaries orhé tsprig’ symbolism
whereby man’s vegetable soul held the power of ramifyingftesh shoots of a
new generation? The possible excuses for omitting thisgspymbolism can be
listed as follows.

e Omitting generative senses avoids any possible embareag$rom the ‘hairy
shoot’ symbolism for Plantagenet though the ‘sprig’ or ‘pguoffspring’
meaning for Plant is not particularly offensive in itself.

e Alternatively, the mid twentieth-century revision may bdeen partly due to
an over-zealous determination to overturn the nineteeetitury contention
of a royal connection for Plant (Appendix A.1) by emphagisinstead the
most obvious modern meanings of just the names Planteberélanterose.
However, there are other ways of debunking the contentimye claim (Ap-
pendix A.2).

e A simpler explanation of the mid twentieth-century disraisef the pre-
revision meanings of Plant and Plantagenet is that theltagzcmeanings



are not well understood by the majority, who more readilysgra simple
(albeit partial) modern explanation yielding the ‘gardépkanter’ meanings.
Rectifying this can be a difficult hurdle to overcome.

It is convenient to choose only the simplest explanationt the writers of Sur-
name Dictionaries, the idea of a metonyisisimple, albeit linguistically non-linear.
Moreover, in their world, the post-revision meanings ‘péhor ‘gardener’ for
Plantagenet and Plant can be categorised instantly as tfiasscupational sur-
names. This might seem elegant to those whose main interdstaretical ono-
mastics, such as the writers of Surname Dictionaries.

Onomastic theory also states, however, that many surnamestdit one par-
ticular surname category neatly. A more basic truth is thexte are other surnames
with a similar meaning to the pre-revision meaning ‘sprig’*young offspring’
of Plant. Examples are Boyce, Boyes, Child, Childers, Chiigd Jeune, Jevons,
Soanes, Son, Vaughan, Young, Younger and Youngson. Thés&osgely can be
categorised, perhaps as names of relationship, perhagisitrpptronymics, or per-
haps as nicknames. However, this ambiguity should not bevad to detract from
the fact that the pre-revision meaning ‘young offspring’Rdént tallies, not only
with the Welsh literal meaning ‘children’ gflant, but also with the archaic mean-
ing ‘sprig’, ‘scion’ or ‘young person’ oplant that is listed in the Oxford English
Dictionary.

6 Revisiting the nineteenth-century controversy

Ambiguity about competing sensesménthas been partly resolved by some DNA
evidence. However, | shall mention the DNA evidence firsthia tontext of the
nineteenth-century debate (Appendix A.1), if only with am af disproving that
there is any genetic evidence for a blood relationship betviiee Plants and Planta-
genets.

The nineteenth-century contention appears, at first sightave begun as an
unsubstantiated fancy — to wit, that the Plants had royativuels through male lines,
seemingly simply because they had a ‘similar’ name. Howekieugh no evidence
is cited in this debate, as recorded in Appendix A.1, it migatrelevant to note
that in 1835 some circumstantial documentary evidence kad branscribed into

®Surname Dictionaries list Plant as a metonym whereby thera@planting) can stand for the
person (gardener). However, in another type of metonymgri(plant soul) can stand for the whole
(child). This latter type of metonymy was reinforced by nea@il belief by which a father planted
his seed and the child’s soul remained purely vegetativiéitiréceived an intellectual component
of soul from God. In keeping with the other Plantagenet-fieenes (Plantefolie and Plantefene),
which the Surname Dictionaries conveniently omit, benedmmote a seed (Plantebene) and rose
symbolised either the Virgin or female sexuality (Plangseno These and other seedy connotations
can help to explain how the particular ancestral nickn&tsente Genestwhich was just one of
many for the royal ‘Plantagenets’, could have attainedi@aler currency at times of conflict, albeit
impolite. This helps to explain a long delay before this n@ie became accepted as an official
royal surname — see Plant (2007) in Further Reading.



print. This was for the Angevin landholder Eimeric de la RP#(1202)¢ We may
never know whether he had a direct connection with the Amgewsunt Geoffrey
Plante Genest (1113-51). There are tantalising hints, abh @eoffrey has been
tentatively associated with the old French wptdntatmeaning ‘shoot’; add to this
thatde la Plantacan mean ‘from the shoottf. offshoot or offspring). Given only
such circumstantial evidence (Appendix A.2) however, alaynt of a male-line
relationship is easily debunked.

e There is no evidence that a connection between the AngeviresBlante
Genestandde la Plantawas any more than ‘cultural’ — for example, both
names could have derived from developing belief in man’'stedge soul.

e Nor is it clear that subsequent thirteenth-century namesouth-east Eng-
land, such asle Plantesand Plante belonged to direct descendants of the
Angevinde la Plantawho was also known age Plant.

e Also, there is doubt that these in turn were the genetic amsesf the many
Plants evidently emanating from the fourteenth-centugnPhomeland in
the north-west midlands of England, not far from Wales, whiie Welsh
sense of the worglant along with archaic English senses could have been
prevalent.

It is tempting to seek DNA evidence to examine this furthemiinciple, DNA
can throw light on family connections but no clarity has beehieved so far in
connection with the nineteenth-century claim of a familpection between Plant
and Plantagenet. There is so far just a limited number of YAD&kults for Plant
and these are widely scattered well beyond their main hamdel& significant
fraction of these living males have matching Y-signatusegigesting that they be-
long to an abnormally large single family. The branches o krge family were
quite widely spread from early times, according to the gkngges of those who
have been DNA tested. The intrigue of whose children theel&ignt family were
remains unanswered.

The nineteenth-century contention that the Plants wemntBfenet’ children
(Appendix A.1) remains open to intense scepticism and idaiekcule by some.
However, to test it, one might set out to compare the modaNARignature for
the Plants with one for the Plantagenets. Such attemptsri@veeen fruitful so
far.

More widely, it would be useful to have a Y-DNA signature ftwetPlanta-
genets which could then be compared with those of their pleseiale-line living

6Rotuli Normanniae, 1200-1205 and 1417-1418, ed. T.D.H&t@35) p. 62. A translation of
the abbreviated Latin of an entry before 21st August 120R is:ordered the Constable of Chinon’
to have William de Ponte put into possession of all the lanéclwvivas of Eimeric de la Planta,
which (land) he (the king) has committed to him in custodye Ttanslation of an entry between
30th August and 9th September is: Land granted - The king ivas d§y his letters close to John
Malmorun that land which was of Eimeric de Plant’ in the itk of Loud[un], just as the same
Eimeric had it. The same has given the same the land of thelshidin the bailiwick of Chin[on]
in the same manner.



descendants. However, there is as yet no ‘Plantagenegnasire in the public
domain to enable any such comparison. My initial hope wasdbie consistent
evidence would emerge from amongst those who have varidgsn offered as
possiblemale-line descendants from the Plantagenets. That milgiw al hypoth-
esis to be formed whereby some set of matching Y-signatuigistine considered
to represent a descent from the medieval Plantagenets. \doweNA tests have
so far only uncovered variousignatching Y-signatures.

It has often been held that the illegitimate male-line deséem the royal
‘Plantagenet’ family is to be found amongst bearers of the@ames Somerset
(Beaufort relatives), Cornwall, and Warren. In so far as D&NAdence is yet avail-
able, it has been found that there is no known Y-DNA signastnared by the sur-
names Cornwall and Warren. For the surname Warren, theral@ady several
DNA results; but, so far, they do not indicate that there islamormally large fam-
ily with a particular modal signature (Appendix A.12). Atk so far, the surname
Warren does not reveal any one Y-DNA signature as an obvionogender for a
Y-signature from the ‘Plantagenets’.

There are instances of the surname Plantagenet itselfcydarty in France,
though these have typically been held to be ‘pretendergelated to the royal
‘Plantagenet family’. As yet, no Y-DNA result is availablerfthe modern bearers
of the Plantagenet surname.

Perhaps the best hope for obtaining a Y-signature for thal r&lantagenet
family’ would be to seek that of the Duke of Beaufort and hide¥lae relatives.
Even for this however, the sceptics question whether thatdvoe a true signature
of the royal ‘Plantagenet family’ since even that reputedeniae descends through
two illegitimacies. | have written to the Duke of Beaufortoalh the prospects for
obtaining such a signature ‘for the Plantagenets’ but | mageived no reply.

7 DNA dismissal of the twentieth-century revision

Rather more progress has been made with understanding #rengef the Planta-
genet name. The way in which DNA has helped is subtle but hehets signifi-
cant. Adding a better understanding of the documentaryeede can certainly help
with the deliberations of Plantagenet-like names. Mor¢i@aarly, progress with
understanding these names has received an extra fillip waént technological
advances.

The scene has changed rapidly this first decade of the newrgentith DNA
techniques. This is evidenced in, for example, articles g popularisers of
methods for the DNA testing of surnamed-ere, | shall restrict myself to men-
tioning just a few details of a relevant DNA approach and eeadre referred to
Section 9 for further reading about DNA approaches to snglgurnames.

A further clue to the contemporary meaningpddint, occurring in Plantagenet-
like names, relates to how best to explain the large pomuat the surname Plant.

"see Susan Meates (2008) and Chris Pomery (2009) in FurtlagtifRe



This surname was believed to have had very many separatasrighis offered
sustenance to the twentieth-century revision of the PladtRlantagenet names.
These names were claimed to have meanings ‘gardener/plarstead of ‘sprig’
and, it was believed that the large population of Plantseabesause they descended
from very many unrelated gardeners, albeit that the doctemgrevidence gives
various other occupations. However, this multi-originlex@tion is not confirmed.
Instead, the DNA evidence indicates that the Plants mosthyrig to an abnormally
large single family. This throws the twentieth-centuryisesn into doubt. It can
now be said with some conviction that there is an alternai@anation for the
large population of the Plant surname and this alternaes chot endorse the mid
twentieth-century revision.

This turns the spotlight onto the DNA evidence. In Y-DNA tegt different
strategies are appropriate for frequent and infrequemtasnes. Plant, for exam-
ple, is particularly frequent amongst the million or morer&umes in England and
Wales, being the 617th most common. Studying every genigaldgee is a mam-
moth task for such a populous surname. The most telling agprat least to start
with, is to consider a random sample of males bearing theasuen This DNA
approach, which is outlined further in the Appendices, hasided the extra clue
to the meanings ofplantbased’ names: to wit, there is an abnormally large Plant
family.

The DNA evidence makes a ‘many children’ hypothesis viabid?iant though
the parentage of these children is unknown. The sense fehildf plantis largely
self-sufficient, not only linguistically, but also for exdhing the large fraction
matching for the populous Plant surname. This is becausg@py (that is a man
taking many women) was practised by some in the early timessigfame forma-
tion (Appendices A.3 and A.4) and polygyny implies that ip@ssible for one man
to father abnormally many children (Appendices A.7 and A.8)

Computer simulations (Appendix A.6) indicate that monogaeimen, remain-
ing faithful their wives, will produce typically around 1Q@ffspring from each
medieval male ancestor after 20 generations. Sometimesirulations predict,
more offspring will result for a ‘single-ancestor’ surnafmg monogamy but not
nearly enough to explain the large population of the maimt®&mily. By impreg-
nating many womeni.g. polygyny), a single ancestor can get a surname off to a
much faster start and apply a large multiplier to the wholéhefsubsequent pop-
ulation of his family. This would be augmented still furthiéphilandering were
practised through a few generations.

Returning to the pre-revision sense ‘offspring’ or ‘chédr for Plant, a few ad-
ditional remarks can now be ventured about how such a surnagtehave arisen.
Patronymic surnames usually give the forefather’s foremaxrplicitly though some
surnames, such as Son, might be classifienngicit patronymics. Omitting the
father’'s forename might have been held to be adequate ieXample, the father
was known only by rumour. For example, there could have begrriously many
children and keeping their paternity clandestine mightehbgen encouraged to
avoid any implied challenge to the father’'s more legitinteges (Appendix A.8).

The Plant surname does not reveal the parentage of theahilohplied by an

9



‘offspring’ meaning to this name. Hence, we can do no beltanto consider its
onomastic relevance to the more important Plantagenet .ndimeaugh the mean-
ing ‘children’ of Plant is not precisely synonymous with fgp, these words are
semantically related. One needs to bear in mind that there medieval concepts

of generation, as summed up by the overlapping meaningsofitindssprig, off-
springandchildren The ‘sprig of broom’ meaning of Plantagenet was suggestive
of, amongst other things, generating a fresh generatiohitafren. For the sake of
the dignity of the Plantagenets however, it can be addedtbet were also seman-
tic extensions of the generating sens@laitto such meanings as ‘establishing’ or
‘founding’.

8 Summary

The contribution of DNA testing so far, in connection withdaenstanding the Planta-
genet name, has been indirect. It has cast doubt on a tweggetury reinterpreta-
tion of plantbased names — this revision took the view that the Planesoetom-
prised many separate families descending from many ueckgrdeners. Instead,
the very large, widely spread population of this surnamebsaexplained simply as
arising from many polygynous children. This does not andhveiquestion of their
parentage. However, it shifts the semantic interpretadibiplantbased’ names
back to a generative sense of the wplant, involving the generation of ‘sprigs’ or
‘offspring’, albeit that such sense is archaic.

The wealth of information that is available for the royalikgenets is relevant
for the way in which it provides clear documentary evidentpadygyny (i.e. phi-
landering with many women) — this evidence shows that poipgyg behaviour was
practised by some of the English medieval nobility (Appemi3). However, it
should not be imagined that this restricts the abnormattyel@lant family to be-
ing genetic descendants of the Plantagenets. The Laws asVéald the Welsh
Marches (Appendix A.4) suggest that there was a similarapligring behaviour
amongst others more native to Britain. Early polygyny istipatarly helpful for
explaining the initial Y-DNA findings for the Plant surnam&ppendices A.5 to
A.9) though this should not be confused with less certaiediof argument that are
based on ‘clustering’ (Appendix A.10).

More generally, for other names, there has been much camfirsiconnection
with DNA clustering. For example, there have been fallasiolaims that several
clusters in the DNA results show that themeist have beemultiple origins to a
surname. So far, for Plant(t), there is no evidence of an e@midumber of clusters
though the results leave an ambiguity of whether the Plsnit@d one or several
origins (Appendix A.9). In a more extensiven-randomstudy of the surname
Pomeroy, though unsurprising, rather more clusters hage fiaind. However, an
over-simplistic clustering argument (Appendix A.10) shimot be used to limit the
possibilities for the origins of such a surname, as | outloxéhe Pomeroy name in
Appendix A.11.

It is important to stress that my interpretation of the PIANA results does not

10



rely on the number of clusters of matching Y-DNA signatur@pgendix A.10).
Rather, it relies on the finding that the majority of Plarst(t)atch. There is a large
Y-cluster and, given the large population of Plant(t)ss thdicates that there is an
abnormally large single family (Appendix A.9). It ikis that diminishes the cred-
ibility of the ‘gardener’ revision for Plant and this, in turmakes redundant the
‘boroom planter’ revision for Plantagenet. This leaves tstesit sense in emblem-
atic ‘sprig generation’.

The sprig of broom represents a fitting generative emblenGiwffrey Plante
Genest. As such a symbol, it echoes evidence for his phitargdéAppendix A.3).
Salacious sense to its vegetable soul helps to explain tigedelay before Planta-
genet appears as an official royal surname. The traditicgramtive ‘sprig’ em-
blem need not necessarily detract too much from the grarafdbe royal Planta-
genet family however, since the Oxford English Dictionargludes evidence for
various early ‘generative’ senses for the veptant, such as ‘to establish’ or ‘to
found’. Eventually, it seems, the nicknarRé&antagenetttained sufficient dignity
to become accepted as a royal surname; and, indeed, in this @ Angevin
count is most remembered for founding a legitimate royakdynand establishing
the Angevin Empire.

9 Further Reading

e Susan Meates (2008)dding DNA to Your One-name Studypurnal of One-
Name Studies, Vol 9, Issue 12, pp 9-11.

e Chris Pomery (2009)he Advantages of a Dual DNA/Documentary Approach
to Reconstructing the Family Trees of a Surnadwairnal of Genetic Geneal-
ogy, 5(2), pp 86-95.

Recent Y-DNA and other evidence has added support to thegememean-
ing for Plant: ‘offspring’. This is outlined in the acadenpaper: John S Plant
(2005)Modern methods and a controversial surname: Pl&dmina 28, pp. 115-
3319 This and other evidence suggests that generative and athecta of man’s
vegetable soul could have played a key role in the developofahe Plantagenet
surname, as outlined further in the academic paper: Joharg 007)The tardy
adoption of the Plantagenet surnapdomina, Vol. 30, pp. 57-84. More recently
still, more DNA evidence has accumulated to indicate thatRtants are an abnor-
mally large single family and this reinforces the Welsh megn‘[many] children’.
| have discussed the technical background to this in mo@aigs detail in the
article: John S Plant (2009urname studies with genetidSuild of One-Name
Studies, DNA Sectior?

8htt p: // www. one- nane. or g/ j our nal / 9- 11- Addi ngDNA. pdf
http://ww. j ogg.info/52/files/pomery. pdf

Ot t p: // cogpri nt s/ 5985/

HUhttp://cogprints/ 5986/

2htt p: // cogpri nt s/ 6595/
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A Appendices

A.1 A nineteenth-century debate

The nineteenth-century debate concerned a simplistic wietie connection be-
tween the Plant and Plantagenet names. Its repercussipaarap have coloured
subsequent interpretations of these names in a ratheoirehivay.

Though | do not endorse it, an old story is exemplified by M.Awler's 1860
Surname Dictionary? which asserts:

A family in humble circumstances at Kettering bear the amcieyal
name Plantagenet, though now it is commonly corrupted totPla

This has met scepticism. With a little more caution, an 186@kt' noted that the
name Plant ‘is supposed to be corrupted from Plantagehét’bbok refers to the
parish of Leek at the northernmost tip of Staffordshire mtfmain Plant homeland.

In 1897, some further discussion appeared in a volumgatés and Queries
published by Oxford University Pre'Ss

PLANTAGENET. - Some time ago | read an account of a boy nhamed
Plant (residing in Warwickshire, | believe), whose graickahad borne
the royal name Plantagenet, but had changed it to Plankitigrihat

the full name too grand for a poor man. The note proceededate st
that this boy, if Salic Law had been in force, would have beiag lof
England. Can anyone tell me more of this, or inform me as tor&vhe
should obtain the note in question? ... PELOPS.

There were replie§:

PLANTAGENET - Some such note as this, of the name Plantagenet
shortened to Plant, may be found in Burke’s ‘VicissitudeBarilies.’

But there is no kind of verification, and the statement thathblder

of the name would be king by Salic law must be taken with vegagr
caution. ... C.F.S. Warren, M.A., Longford, Coventry.

13Mark Anthony Lower (1860 Dictionary of the Family Names of the United Kingdom
14John Sleigh (1862A History of the Ancient Parish of Legh 149, see footnote.

Notes and Queries, 8th S., XII, Aug 28, '97, p. 167

160p. cit., Sept. 25, '97, p. 258
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The Rev Anthony Bathe wrote from Paull, Yorks, the accounthef
boy Plant that PELOPS enquires about. It appeared in oneeafathy
papers - thé&tandard | think - and Mr Bathe mentioned that the boy at
that time was living at Paull. - R.H., Ely.

A.2 Debunking the nineteenth-century contention

In pursuit of a more level-headed opinion, | shall debunk elaym of a blood
relationship between the Plantagenet and Plant namesdssstg the limitations
of the onomastic evidence, point by point, as follows:

¢ the ‘Plantagenet’ forefather Geoffrey, Count of Anjou wasknamedPlante
Genestand, following his 1151 death there is a 1202 record of Eicra la
Plantaowning land in Anjou;

— however, as far as | have found, there is no clear geneticraajegical
evidence of a connection between the namksite Genesandde la
Plantain Anjou — the namele la Plantawas also written ade Plant’
but there is no certainty that there was a genetic connetbi@ubse-
guent by-names such de PlantesandPlantein England, which could
have led on to the prolifielantsurname;

¢ the ‘plantbased’ nam®lantynor Planteng’(ca. 1250) belonged to a servant
of the noble ‘Plantagenet’ descent; and, like the place nlani®anteland
these names can be related to some known illegitimate deésctnof Geof-
frey Plante Genest;

— however, though this perhaps hints at a cultural tradition‘plant
based’ hames stemming from Anjou and carried through by tiggefin
domination of England, there are only sparse referenceh,asiones to
Plantegenest, Planteng’, Plauntegenet gtelatable to thélantagenet
name around the times when tAlntsurname was forming in England
(ca.1250-1400);

e there is strong evidence that the so-called ‘Plantagemets®2 womanisers
(Appendix A.3); and, they presumably had many illegitimetédren;

— however, a ‘putative’, thriving, illegitimate descent finahe so-called
‘Plantagenet family’ does not constitute an adequate asidaiming
that descent was the Plants;

e the namePlanteor Plont or Plantis found in particular near the illegitimate
Warren descent of Geoffrey Plante Genest — also, there indication of
illegitimacy in thePlantblazon;

— however, there may have been many philanderers (Appendixaid
illegitimacy in itself implies very little;

13



e such illegitimacy might have been associated with polygfthgt is a man
taking many women) and the DNA evidence shows that the maint Pam-
ily is sufficiently large for a hypothesis ehanypolygynous children to be
helpful in explaining the origins of the abnormally largenidy with the Plant
surname (Appendix A.5);

— however, though the Welsh meaningpdéntis ‘children’ and could re-
fer to many polygynous children, we can not simply presuna¢ tihe
namePlant referred to the generated (illegitimate) children of a gene
ator of the realm;

¢ the spellingPlantt (a possible abbreviation) is found after the times of the
royal House of York (for whom there is definite evidence tlmytused the
surnaméPlantagenetca.1450-1500); to this, it can be added that recent DNA
evidence shows th&tlanttbelongs to the same male-line familyRlant,

— however,Plantt could simply have reflected the pronunciation of the
coexisting spellind’lante

A.3 Plantagenet polygyny

A particular point to be made is that along with the Plantagethere could have
been many others, lost to the historical record, who werelgidg in similar prac-
tises and who may have sired many illegitimate children. oddimg to Laura
Betzig'”, rich men throughout the Middle Ages and in modern Englaradried
monogamously buthatedpolygynously, having sex with as many women as they
could afford: they have almost certainly produced moredchit as a result. She
adds that, in the past several hundred years, the tide haesdtim England from
despotism to democracy, and polygyny started to give waydnagamy. For this
view, she depends not least on the following evidence foPtaatagenets.

The best-known bastard son of Geoffrey Plante Genest ofulAnps Hamelin,
who became the Warenne earl of Surrey. Plante Genest'st éddggmate son,
Henry Il of England, had two well known, well placed bastar@eoffrey, Arch-
bishop of York; and, William Longspée, earl of Salisburglentifying his other
bastards is clothed in mystery though Henry’s reputationmfomanising is clear.
He is supposed to have coveted the sister of Roger of Clareofedertford. A
little later, Eude de Porhoet, who had been Brittany’s cotminplained that Henry
held his daughter hostage in 1168 and got her pregnant. heesymably fathered
another bastard - Morgan, a provost of Berkeley and bishegt-ef Durham. And
there were rumours that Henry debauched his own daughtawino-be, Alice
who had been meant to marry his legitimate son Richard. Twere undoubtedly
other concubines of a lower class, of whom we know relatiligihg, such as ‘fair
Rosamund’ Clifford and a ‘Bellebelle’ who is recorded in &84 pipe roll. Gerald
of Wales said the king ‘became an open violator of the magriagnd.” Another

7Laura BetzigBritish polygynyin Biology and Historyed Malcolm Smith, pp 30-87.
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contemporary, Ralph Niger said the king’s vassals ‘hidrtdeughters and wives
when the king was in other towns’ since Henry ‘was a corrupfechastity, and

followed his father in committing crimes.” Ranulf de Broc sveeeper of the king’s
whores.

Henry’s youngest legitimate son John is even more notoffimulis womanis-
ing. According to Roger of Wendover, John was very fond oftife; and, accord-
ing to Matthew Paris, he was fond of other men’s women. Adogytb more than
one source, John made his magnates mad: he ‘seduced theiattractive daugh-
ters and wives.” Among the king’s known women were: Suzatiggee{domicella,
amica domini Regith a Misac roll); ‘queen’ Clementia (hamed by a Tewkesbury
monk); Hawise (the widowed countess of Aumale); another isawAlpesia, the
gueen’s damoiselle’; and the wife of Hugh Neville, chiefdster. John’s philan-
dering resulted in bastards, some of whose names are appBoerexample, one,
John, was supported by the see of Lincoln; Henry FitzRoy washdands in Corn-
wall in 1215; Richard captained troops in a baronial revG&pffrey emerged from
obscurity to command troops and mercenaries in 1193; O&h#ard’s fate is not
clear.

A.4  Welsh polygyny

Welsh Law applied in the Welsh Marches as well as areas ryl&ddish princes. In
a dispute, for example, between Gruffydd ap Gwenwynwyn aogeR Mortimer,
Gruffydd wanted to apply English Law but, in 1281, the roysitjces upheld Roger
Mortimer’s wish that Welsh Law should apply as the lands eoned lay in Wales.
In Welsh property Law, illegitimate sons were entitled toesqual share with the
legitimate sons, provided they had been acknowledged byather. This was
the provision which differed most from Canon law. The reatign of polygyny in
Wales may have been drawing to a close in the thirteenth gertut there was still
recognition of the rights of the male offspring of such nelaships. The lorwerth
text (Appendix A.8) is relevant in this regard. Also relevanthe list preserved
in several law books of nine sexual uniodaw Cynyweddi Deithiag The Naw
Cynyweddilists nine unions which seem unlikely to have met with Edelstical
approval. This is because some of them may plainly coexit ather unions in
which either or both parties are involved. In other wordg, likt (similar to Irish
lists) seems to presuppose a society which permitted polygy

A.5 The large Plant family and polygyny

The new DNA evidence indicates that there is an abnormatfjel®lant family and
this raises the question: how could this have come about?eXplanation seems
likely to relate to polygyny, that is a man taking many womethis can lead to an
unusually large family down the male lines. Many polygynasidren’ in early

times can apply a large multiplier to the whole of the subsagopulation of a

BHuw Pryce (1993Native law and the church in medieval Walps109.
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descending family. Surnames generally descend down nmags; land, a surname
may, at least in some instances, trace out the descent ohannaally large family,
provided that the same surname adheres to many male-lgr@sshg from many
polygynous ‘children’.

Some recent, relevant, academic publications relate tovemmirish surnames,
for which several have been found by Y-DNA studies to belangiinormally large
single families. The DNA-inspired line of argument for ke can be outlined as
follows. Irish Brehon Law allows polygyny (albeit while g the authority of the
Old Testament) and other actions which Canon Law expresshid.!® Brehon
Law was effectively outlawed by the Statutes of Kilkenny B6X and the policy
of Surrender and Regrant. This lends support to a curremiapthat very large
single-surname families in Ireland may have originatedrasalt of early polygyny.

A similar line of argument to that for populous Irish sindgémily surnames can
be developed, in connection with late-medieval Welsh lawtlie Plant surname in
the Welsh Marches. Here, polygyny may have intermingleti wie English fash-
ion for hereditary surnames; and, so, the same argumentrasand can be carried
through to the Plant surname. | have presented numericdtese to support this
‘polygyny’ hypothesis for the Plants in an article entitl&lirname Studies with
Genetics™

A.6 Including polygyny in a computer simulation

The standard ‘Sturges and Hagget’ computer simulation samogvhere close to
explaining the large size of the main English Plant famillgisisimulation assumes
typical distributions for the numbers of children that ntighise in a monogamous
family and computes how surviving male offspring can be etgxtto die out or
thrive down the generations.

Slight changes to the distribution of family numbers do nghgicantly affect
the results, which are constrained by the consideratiarthieatotal population for
all families should not grow any faster than the populatibElgland as a whole,
since medieval times. The effects of many children for eachilfy can be expected
to be bounded, in the simulation, by not all sons survivingrimduce sons of their
own.

To explain exceptionally large male-line families, it cam ¢onjectured that a
few males fathered families by polygyny and these grew aettpense of other
families. This would not break the constraint on the growftthe total population.
Including this hypothesis of ‘early polygyny for a few’ in amputer simulation is
complicated, however, by the fact that several arbitraspagtions would need to
be made. This makes the predictions rather arbitrary. Tisare way of knowing
how many families were of polygynous intent, how many morié&cén than other
families they fathered, and for exactly how many generatidial their polygyny
persist.

19D.A.Binchy, Introduction inCorpus luris Hibernicj p. ix.
20see Further Reading.
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However, though quantitative predictions are difficult onoection with poly-
gyny, there is some evidence to suggest that a small pegeotfathe medieval
families may have had disproportionately many survivingdeln, either because
they were rich and privileged and more likely to survive, ecuse, near Wales,
they adopted the Welsh custom of recognised polygyny tegetith a developing
English custom to transmit surnames down male lines. Sudtuaisn seems to
have occurred in the early times of surname history and sadi practise can be
expected to have greatly enlarged the subsequent pomdatioheir modern male-
line descendants. Other possible causes have been caasideabnormally large
single male-line families; but, so far, none seems as ptoduas early polygyny!

It can be expected that, though most male-line families igl&md would not
have seen an effect from polygyny, some families could haeeine considerably
larger than most families, as a result of early polygyny —\a & these excep-
tionally large male-line families could have retained aggnsurname. The vast
majority of surnames are far rarer than the Plant surnamiehwias around 15,000
members in the UK and others overseas. Most of the most coninglsh sur-
names €.g. Smith) seem, according to the emerging DNA evidence, torfgeto
many different male-line families. The available Y-DNA dence so far suggests
that it is unusual for so common an English surname as Pldrgltmg largely to a
single male-line family. The general picture can be expktdebecome clearer as
more of the frequent English surnames are randomly tested.

A.7 The polygyny hypothesis for Plant

The main concentration of Plants is found near the Welsh Meg@and the Welsh
meaning ofplantis ‘children’. This, together with the DNA evidence, canfgd
for a ‘many children’ hypothesis.

It is reasonable to suppose that the Plant name could havedog®ed for the
‘many children’ of a single family. Alternatively, the narnseuld have been coined
elsewhere and then circumstances in the Welsh Marches bawklled on to its
proliferation throughout an abnormally large male-linefly. There are other early
instances of the Plant name elsewhere; but, there is no faeithis surname, to
consider its inheritance by a large number of polygynoukictm away from the
Welsh Marches.

The name could have been coined in Anjou, for exampldeda Plantamean-
ing ‘from the shoot’ or ‘offshoot’ or ‘offspring’. It seemsKely that there was a
coincidence of a shared culture involving mamégetablesoul such that that the
meaning ‘from the shoot’ (or ‘offspring’) overlaps with thiéelsh meaning ‘child-
ren’. We can not be sure that the nantesla Plantaand Plant belonged to the
same family. The safest assumption is that they didn’t. Bivémey did, it could
have been that it was when this family reached the polygyNélsh Marches that
Plants sharing the same surname began to proliferate to wuahextent. This

21see Appendix B of Plant (2009) in Further Reading.
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would be enough to explain the Plants’ surprisingly largegld-surname, single-
family population, particularly in the Welsh Marches.

A.8 Aresponse to critics of the polygyny hypothesis

For completeness, however, it should be added that thesoare people who have
disagreed with this explanation, based on polygyny. Thbjedion potentially
applies to other surnames besides my explanation of theriaatly large Plant
family. Their objection is that the different polygynousldren would have adopted
different surnames. | believe that their argument is midgdi Their argument can
be questioned on the basis that it is speculative to assenptbperty laws dictated
how surnames had to descend. Quite apart from this, theisituar the property
rights of bastards was not as clear-cut as it is often preduifi@s is evidenced as
follows.

e There is evidence of a practise for the French nobility thas w general
disagreement with the Canon Law of the church. The histpfodulfus
Glaber, was a monk at Cluny in eastern France, who died cé.184 ap-
proved of the Norman dukes and seems to have accepted teentssion of
their office through 'concubines’ which he defends by Oldtaesent prece-
dence and that of the illegitimate birth of Constantine tmea#*

¢ In Wales and the Welsh Marches, polygynous children coutddaged equally
with those who were ‘legitimate’ in the eyes of the church.eThrwerth
thirteenth-century text states:

The law of the church says that no-one is entitled to patrymon
save the father’s eldest son by his wedded wife. The law ofélyw
adjudges it to the youngest son as to the eldest, and judgethéh
father’s sin and his illegality should not be set againstsie for
his patrimony.

e English and Canon Law favoured primogeniture whereby tdestllegiti-
mate son had sole rights to inheritance. However, even ugdglish Law,
no-one questions that others, besides the eldest legéisw@i, could in-
herit a surname. In Blackstone’s 18th cent@ymmentaries of the Laws
of England3, it states:

Yet he [a bastard] may gain a surname by reputation thoughse h
none by inheritance. All other children have a settlemenhair
father’s parish; but [for] a bastard [it is] in the parish wéaéorn,
for he has no father.

22Rodulfi Glabri Historium libri quinquetr. John France, Oxford Medieval Texts, Oxford,
Clarendon Press, 1989, pp. Ivii, 164-5, 204-5.
23\ol. I, ed. W. Morrison (London, 2001) pp. 352-53.
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In short, despitesomecustoms of property law, there is substantial reason to
doubt that there was a universal restriction on bastardsritiing a paternal sur-
name. In particular, a Welsh father could recognise theritdree rights of his
sons by other women, despite the fact that they were ‘ili@gite’ according to
Canon Law. It seems misinformed to deny that a surname casddeshd to poly-
gynous children, particularly in the Welsh Marches, esgcwhen surnames were
first forming, particularly for a name that simply meant idnen’ in Welsh. Poly-
gynous Plant ‘offspring’ could have shared this surnampeeslly as the general
meaning ‘children’ does not identify a father and so couldiheoffend the father’s
‘more legitimate’ issue under Canon Law.

A.9 Reliability of the Plant DNA result

At the time of writing, sixteen out of twenty-eight with tharemame spelling Plant
or Plantt have matched one another (574\mongst the remainder, there are two
matching pairs and eight singletons. In addition, six outioE French Canadians
with the surname spelling Plante have matched one anoti#s)(@ough not with
any with the spelling Plant or Plantt.

It is important to stress that each of those tested has \exdued independently.
There is no bias towards American participants for PlaatiRland no evidence
of any associated ‘founder effect’ whereby the geneticrdiyg might be expected
to be less than in England. Nor is there any evidence of statidias towards
volunteers with known genealogical connections. | haveudised this more fully
elsewheré?

It is possible that there is some statistical bias, amomgsiet who volunteered,
towards those who are rich enough to take the test and towlode who have
an interest in technical aspects of family history. It mi¢jeihce be argued that
there is a bias towards the middle classes and some peopie ttlat these are
likely to have a lower rate of cuckoldry than those in lowetieeeconomic groups
and hence a lower than average rate of the so-called ‘falsgniy events’ that
affect the fraction of volunteers that are expected to Y-DiNatch. However, this
argument does not take account of the fact social norms Heeged throughout
history and, in particular, there is likely to have been edesable ‘social mobility’
down the generations, in most lines of descent, making atisstal skewing of
thelong-termfalse paternity rate seem questionable even if there i®ohdeniddle-
class bias in the modern volunteers.

Aside from this debatable reservation, it seems reasoralileat the sample
of Plant(t)s tested as ‘random’. Statistical calculatitmen suggest that there is a
likely error of around 10% in the percentage of Plant(t)sfto match, due to the
limited sample size. The extent of this error can be expecteelduce as and when
morerandomPlant(t)s come forward to take the test. For the particutaagon of
around half of a sample matching, the sample-size uncgrtamthe 50% matching

24nt t p: / / www. pl ant - f hg. or g. uk/ dna. ht m lists the latest data.
25see Appendix C of Plant (2009) in Further Reading.
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is 10% for a sample size of 25, falling to 7% for 50 random vdeans, and to 5% for
100 random volunteers. Though this demonstrates that ihargradual advantage
to increasing the number of random volunteers, any advanvtagld be more than
offset if sample bias were introduced by targeting paréic@lant(t)s for testing.

When around 50% match, it can not be ruled out that the surfiasa single
male ancestor for its origir’S. That is not to say that it is proven that the surname
has a single origin, since descent from some other origing lma&e died out or
have been swamped in the results by volunteers from the nogatigus family.
Either way, the DNA results indicate that a substantialtfeecof Plant(t)s match
indicating that there is an unusually large Plant(t) family

A.10 DNA clustering and a surname’s uncertain origins

There has been much discussion about how the number of ®figira surname
might relate to the number of clusters of matching Y-DNA sigmes that are found
for the surname. Much of such discussion is fallacious. &hgmot a simple
correspondence between the number of clusters and the naindegins, for the
following reasons. A single origin can give rise to sevetasters, due to Y-DNA
being introduced from males not bearing that single-orggimame. On the other
hand, as already mentioned, several origins can give rigeltominant single clus-
ter because the descent from the other origins may have diegitber almost or
entirely.

That is not to say that the extent of Y-matching for a surnanghtmever be
taken as avery roughindicator of whether it might have had just severalyery
many(i.e. hundreds of) separate origins. This is particularly thecasor example,
the absence of any significant degree of matching helps tiirgoa linguistically-
based theory. Such a situation arises for the surname Satitbh likely descends
from local smiths for whom there was no doubt at least one &ochefvery many
localities.

Computer simulations of the number of clusters expected feurname have
been carried out by Turi King and Mark JobliAgThey define a descent cluster as
being at least two matching Y-DNA signatures, in a sampleodiyftwo volunteer
descendants.

King and Jobling do not consider the case of a very large sifaghily due to
polygyny. Also, they only consider cases where there aresst lone hundred male
descendants of a surname after twenty generations thoegé ih no surviving
descendant at all in 90% of cases from each single ancesigat.oFor the case
of a hundred origins for a surname for example, only aboutatenexpected to
produce modern issue and not all of these will appear in ao@shmple of forty-
two volunteers.

26see Appendix A of Plant (2009) in Further Reading.

2TT.E.King and M.A.JoblingFounders, drift and infidelity: the relationship betweenhfamo-
some diversity and patrilineal surnamedolecular Biology and Evolution;
htt p: // nbe. oxf ordj ournal s. org/ cgi / cont ent/ abstract/ nsp022.
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King and Jobling do not consider a larger number than thisgfernumber of
origins of a surname. As extremes, they consider surnantésowe, or one hun-
dred, origins. Though this has some effect on the expectetbauof clusters seen,
the effect is somewhat limited. For one hundred origins cttraputer simulations
indicate that the most likely number of clusters to be seem, iandom sample of
forty-two, is around three to seven:

number of clusters| 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
chance ofoccurring 1% 8% 21% 30% 24% 11% 3% 1%

For a single origin, there are likely to be no more than foustgdrs:

number of clusters| 1 2 3 4 5 6
chance ofoccurring 22% 37% 25% 13% 2% 1%

A proviso needs to be added, however. The simulation assartgsical’ modern
rate of false paternity events of only 2%. The number of elisstan be expected
to be higher for larger assumed values.

A.11 Early times and the surname Pomeroy

There are particular uncertainties for early times. Reddyilittle is known about
social customs in late medieval times and common behaviouidchave differed
from that ‘typical’ of today. Early practises of surname énitance could produce
a large effect on the ensuing Y-DNA results for a surname. o result is that
an abnormally large male-line family can arise as a resultasfy polygyny, as
has already been discussed in some detail for the Plantraern@here are also
particular uncertainties about false paternity rates ntydanes, particularly for a
noble name such as Pomerai.

The scope for comparison with the King and Jobling clustepredictions is
limited. For example, Chris Pomery’s results for the suredPomeroy/Pomery
arenotfor forty-two randomvolunteers. Some attempt to extract a random sample
would be needed before a direct comparison could be made&ivithand Jobling’s
theoretical predictions.

One suggestion is that the surname Pomeroy/Pomery demrastie old French
for an apple orchard and some resulting French place namese particularly
however, the name is found concentrated in Devon and camabediback to Ralph
de la Pomerai, a close associate of William the Conquerogsetamily lived
for almost 500 years in the castle of Berry Pomeroy, nearégtdevon. Chris
Pomery’s DNA study has found that other bearers of the Poyfileoonery surname
do not match with the Viscount Harberton line, which tracaskao the noble fam-
ily, though false paternity events might provide an explenma The surname shows
several clusters.

In particular, King and Jobling’s simple computer modeluasss a ‘typical’
false paternity rate of only 2%. The uncertain reliabilifytliis assumption means
that the Y-DNA results do not rule out that several of the Pay#omery Y-
clusters could have descended from an early ‘affinity’ toribble Pomeroys or,
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indeed, through mixed male-and-female lines from a singla@enancestor. Sur-
name transmission could have been more commonly than &ypilcough daugh-
ters or by polyandryi(e. a woman taking more than one man) in the early history
of this name. An early, high false paternity rate for the P@mypeame could have
arisen as a result of female descendants being amenabl&iodion to the noble
name for progeny who were not geneatiale-linedescendants of the noble family.
Such ‘false paternity’ occurrences could have led to extramatching clusters of
Y-DNA signatures amongst the modern bearers of the Ponfeooyéry name.

For the nobility, there is evidence that they did not alwaykeae to the social
custom of inherited male-line surnames but were oftenmedito adopt aliases to
suit their current prestige.

A.12 Uncertainty for the surname Warren

Turning to the surname Warren, there have been various stigge for its origins.
One is that it could have originated, as many separate fsniliom the common
Norman forename Warin. Another suggestion is that it coakehderived from the
de Warennearls descended from Geoffrey Plante Genest, though thexeeearlier
de Warennearls of a different male-line stock.

The population of the Warren surname is very large; butkenlant, it dis-
plays many different clusters of Y-DNA matches togethemhwvather ‘singleton’
y-signatures that do not match any other. This provides stsldar a polygyny
explanation, since there is no evidence for an abnormatbelaingle family to
suggest that. Instead a ‘many origins’ hypothesis suffioesplain the large pop-
ulation of this surname.

That is not to say that it can be ruled out that a few of the Werraight have an
intact male-line descent from thiee Warennearls. For an interesting case, we can
consider some comments that Roger Warren has kindly sulgdbeut the Marnhull
Warrens:

| am far from clear that we shall regress successfully beyamd
ancestor born in Marnhull, Dorset in 1623. Our little grosgentirely
certain of the documentary trail back to that date and [tlaeeealso]
four previously unknown cousins who have [Y-DNA matchedpt [
that date, we reach] a currently insurmountable obstacle.ak¥ en-
tirely certain that the Marnhull Warrens descended fronrangfe fam-
ily which changed its surname over the course of a century érosn
Sidling to Sydling alias Warren, to Warren alias Sidling aveéntually
to plain Warren (of which our proven ancestor Christopherréfg b
ca.1623, was the first to carry the surname Warren withouedisi-
ment). Documentation for the period earlier than 1600 issead,
for the first identifiable Sidling alias Warren in around 15@@ks any
reference to his parentage. Curiously, the surname Sidkeagns to
have died out. We are left with only speculation that illegacy was
involved and that the first “errant” mother adopted the soma&idling
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from that of her native village some 20 miles from Marnhulle \8&n
only speculate that the father had a surname homologousne\and
that the Sidling successors knew of the parentage and adgshm@/ar-
ren surname when the founding father died without legitenisgue.

There are three possible candidates with Warren-like suesan-
volved in and around Marnhull in the 1500s/early 1600s: ®irFitz-
Warine (descended from Fulk de Guarine of Metz); one of ther&vis
of Fifehide (descended from King John and his concubinellegiti-
mate daughter of the earls of Warren and Surrey); and, Sir\Mzreyn
(a caNON of Wells Cathedral who appears to have had associations
with Marnhull).
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