
 

Arnold of Great Yarmouth: A Tale of Two Issuers? 
 

Adrian Marsden 
The Norfolk Token Project, a collaborative venture set up by the author in 2014 to 

investigate the county’s seventeenth-century token series, has begun work on the 

biographies of various issuers. A previous article in this bulletin focused on the career 

of Stephen Tracey, a pilgrim father who travelled back to Yarmouth in the 1650s and 

issued a token very soon afterwards. This piece looks at another of the town’s issuers, 

John Arnold, and discusses which of two men, father and son, might have been the 

issuer. 

The token (Williamson 291, figure 1), struck in both brass and what is generally called 

mixed metal, is not common. Dickinson does not ascribe a value to it, suggesting rarity, 

but it certainly cannot be described as very rare. Norwich Castle Museum has three 

examples and four others are known, one in the holdings of the British Museum, two 

formerly in the Norweb collection and another previously in the Neville Rolfe 

collection. Two more are known as finds recorded by metal detectorists, one from 

Burgh Castle and another from Postwick. A few others are known to the author from 

private collections or from examples noted that have surfaced in the trade. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       Fig. 1: Farthing token of John Arnold of Yarmouth (Norwich Castle Museum) 

The obverse shows a bunch of grapes encircled by the legend IOHN ARNOLD IN and 

the reverse a triad of initials, A above I and M, with the legend NORTH YARMOVTH.  

Two different die axis orientations are known, a six o’clock orientation appearing to be 

that encountered on the brass examples and a twelve o’clock on those of mixed metal. 

Thus, two coining runs occurred. Nearly all examples known to the author have weak 

areas, particularly at the centre of the reverse, suggesting either poor striking or a 

slightly concave reverse die surface. It seems certain, on the basis of a study of the 

examples known to the author, that the earlier coining run was that in brass with a six 

o’clock die axis. 



There are a number of John Arnolds who appear in the records of the time relating to 

Yarmouth, such as a son of Cornelious and Sara baptised on March 4th 1616 and a John  

Arnoll, son of Francis and Lydia, baptised on 22nd October 1637. However, for one 

reason or another we can discount these individuals as being the token issuer and 

concentrate on three men. 

One of these is a John Arnold recorded as having been buried at Great Yarmouth on 

15th September 1661. He is described in that record as an Inn Keeper. Given the sign of 

the Grapes on the token, presumably an Inn sign, he cannot be entirely discounted as 

the token issuer. However, there is no other evidence to connect him to Williamson 291 

and, assuming he is one of the John Arnolds attested in the Yarmouth marriage records, 

then his wife’s initial cannot fit the ‘M’ on the token. It is most unlikely that this 

individual was the issuer. 

Williamson ascribed the issue to John Arnold, Bailiff of Yarmouth in 1652(1) but the 

author’s research suggests that there is another possible issuer, Arnold’s son of the same 

name. In the light of this it is pertinent to look into the histories of the two men and to 

attempt to work out which may have been behind the issue of Williamson 291. Online 

searches and further research at the Norfolk Record Office have uncovered a goodly 

amount on the careers of the two men. 

John Arnold Senior 

A baby of this name was baptised on June 12th 1597 at Yarmouth, the son of Humfry 

and Rose Arnold. The parents had been married at Great Yarmouth on November 26 th 

1587. The name of John had previously been given to another son of Humfry and Rose, 

baptised on December 4th 1588 and it seems likely that this child had subsequently died 

and the name given again to a later-born son. This was a common practice at the time. 

Humfry and Rose had other children baptised at Yarmouth in the 1590s, those recorded 

being Ruthe, baptised on 1st June 1590, Thomas, baptised on 10th June 1592, and 

Judethe on 23rd June 1594.  

There do not seem to be any records surviving of how, whether by apprenticeship, birth 

or purchase, or when John Arnold Senior attained the freedom of Yarmouth. Most likely 

it was in the very last years of the second decade of the century, probably in 1618 or 

1619. 

John Arnold – spelt as Arnall in the marriage register - married Margaret Roberts, at 

Great Yarmouth on 24th January 1620(2). The baptism registers record that they had 

several children baptised there, Ezechias and Ruth, presumably twins (6th June 1622), 

Margaret (25th December 1625)(3), Elizabeth (23rd September 1627), John (16th 

September 1631)(4) , Marie (February 1633), Elizabeth (14th May 1637)  and Sarah (12th 

February 1639).  



 

This man is clearly the John Arnold who was Bailiff of Yarmouth in 1652. The date of 

his birth fits perfectly with a marriage date in 1620 when he would have been 22. 

Likewise, at the age of 54, he would have been of a suitable age to hold the most 

important position in the Corporation, that of Bailiff. He is attested as a member of the 

Corporation from 1640 when he was elected to the Common Council. In 1651 he 

became an alderman. 

Described as a merchant in the register, John Arnold Senior is recorded as having been 

buried on the 5th December 1662. His nuncupative will, proven at the Prerogative Court 

of Canterbury on 13th January 1663, is in the Public Record Office(5) and also describes 

him as a merchant. It runs as follows (with modernised spelling and punctuation): 

Memorandum: that John Arnold the elder, late of Great Yarmouth in the County of 

Norfolk, Merchant, deceased, did upon the sixth day of December in the year of our 

Lord one thousand six hundred sixty and two, being then in sound mind and perfect 

memory, made and declared his Testament and last will nuncupative in presence of 

Abigail Smith, widow, and Elizabeth Nicholls, widow, in words following or to the like 

effect viz. I will that my children shall have one hundred pounds apiece and my 

grandchildren, I mean, he said, my own children’s children, ten pounds apiece to be 

paid in money and shipping. And the residue of my estate I hand to my wife to be wholly 

at her disposal. And I will that my son shall be executor with my wife and be assistant 

to her in the managing of my estate. Abigail Smith & Elizabeth Nicholls her mark. 

St. Nicholas’ was the only church in Yarmouth where burials might have taken place 

at this period and many token issuers are recorded as having been buried there. John 

Arnold was one of these. Tragically, St. Nicholas’ was heavily bombed in the Second 

World War and reduced to a burnt-out shell. As a result, practically none of the 

memorials or grave markers inside the church survive today. However, John Arnold’s 

memorial was recorded in the early 1830s as having been near the altar rails in a 

handwritten volume held by the Norfolk Record Office (figure 2). What is striking is 

the dreadful quality of the monument, crudely cut on a small piece of stone. Some of 

the letters are back to front and the record makes note of this. Yet it is clearly John 

Arnold Senior’s memorial since his position as Bailiff is noted. 

Admittedly, a position near the altar rails would have been a place of honour, befitting 

a former bailiff, but the poor appearance of the stone raises questions which we will 

return to later. One would expect a former Bailiff of Great Yarmouth to have been 

commemorated in a grander style.  

 



 

Figure 2: Manuscript entry giving a transcription of John Arnold Senior’s memorial. 

John Arnold’s wife Margaret remarried shortly after his death. The marriage, recorded 

as having happened at Burgh Castle or Bradwell on 22nd September 1663, was to one 

William Bridge, described as a clerk. Bridge was rather more than a ‘clerk’; he was the 

pastor to the Congregational Church, also known as the Independent Church of Great 

Yarmouth  

Margaret died in 1675, aged 76. Her tombstone was placed in St. Nicholas’ church, an 

apparently rather grand affair that was listed with a transcription by the Norfolk 

antiquary, Francis Blomefield(7).  

HERE LYETH THE BODY OF MARGARET/ SOMETIME THE WIFE OF JOHN/ 

ARNOLD, MERCHANT, AND ONCE/ BAILIFF OF THIS TOWNE, AND LATELY/ 

THE WIFE OF THE REVEREND/ AND FAMOUS WILLIAM BRIDGE/ 

MINISTER OF THE GOSPEL AND/ PASTOUR TO THE CONGREGATIONALL/ 

CHURCH IN YARMOUTH. SHE WAS/ AGED 76 YEARS, AND DIED ON THE/ 

FIRST DAY OF NOVEMBER IN THE YEARE 1675/  

Her soul in glory, and her body staies/ The time ‘till Christ to union it doth raise 

Margaret’s elaborate tombstone must have stood in some contrast to that of her first 

husband. It is time to look into the career of her son, John Arnold Junior. 

 

John Arnold Junior 

John Arnold Junior was clearly the son of John Arnold the elder. As we have seen, he 

is recorded as having been baptised at Yarmouth on 16th September 1631, the son of 

John and Margaret. The lists of freemen of Yarmouth show that he attained the freedom 



 

of the town by birth on 29th August 1651. This accounts for the lack of any record of 

his being indentured as an apprentice although these records are very incomplete in any 

case. As his father’s son, John Arnold junior would have qualified for the freedom of 

Yarmouth by birth – on payment of the usual fee. In 1657 he was admitted to the 

Common Council. 

John Arnold junior married Mary Peckover at St. George Colegate, Norwich, on 31st 

October 1655. She must be the Mary Peckener, daughter of Matthew, baptised at the 

same church on 10th January 1632. The surname – Peckover is the standard spelling - 

of his new wife is possibly significant in terms of the religious politics of the time and 

John Arnold junior’s connection with the family raises some interesting questions. 

After the Civil War, the Peckovers became famous as Quakers. Some were based in 

Norwich whilst others settled at Fakenham where Edmond Peckover, after an initial 

career serving as a trooper in the army of Parliament and then the Commonwealth, later 

issued a token (Williamson 42, figure 3) in 1667. His certificate of discharge, dated 

1655, is quoted in full by Williamson(8). On his tokens his surname is rendered as 

Peckoner and displays the Merchant-Tailors’ Arms. Williamson records that he 

‘suffered frequently for his religious principles.’ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3:Farthing token of Edmond Peckover of Fakenham (Norwich Castle Museum). 

It is uncertain whether the Norwich branch of the Peckover family were Quakers or not, 

or even if they had any sympathy with nonconformist groups. But, if they did have 

connections, then it was not a very great step idealogically between Quaker belief and 

the Independent Church of Great Yarmouth. Indeed, it was hardly a step at all. Was 

John Arnold junior’s desire to marry Mary influenced by possible Quaker tenets held 

by his wife’s family or was it only after his marriage that he came to believe in a more 

Independent form of Christianity?    

Certainly, John Arnold must have joined the Independent Church of Great Yarmouth 

very soon after his marriage to Mary since several of his children by his new wife were 



baptised there. The first recorded is John (23rd November 1658), followed by Hezekias 

(19th March 1668), Samuel (27th December 1670), Joseph (3rd September 1672), 

Margrett (8th September 1674) and Elizabeth (21st January 1678).  

The burial of Eliza, daughter of John and Mary, was registered on 21st August 1657; 

presumably she was their first daughter who died very young. An infant Arnold, 

daughter of John, was buried on 28th February 1660, followed by Mary on 21st January 

1662 and Sidda on 4th August 1665. These seem likely to have been children born 

between the baptism of John in 1658 and that of Hezekias in 1668. There does not seem 

to be any surviving will for John Arnold junior. 

John Arnold junior’s membership of the Independent Church is interesting and brings 

us back to the question of why his father was so poorly commemorated in terms of his 

memorial and why his wife Margaret had such a fine stone set up in her memory. Plainly 

– by her remarriage to Pastor Bridge – Margaret had come to sympathise with 

Congregationalist beliefs. It might be that her son, John Arnold junior, followed her 

into her new faith. Or, perhaps more likely given his marriage to Mary Peckover and 

the baptism of at least one of his children at the Independent Church before his father’s 

death, it may have been the son who led his mother into his new faith.  

It seems unlikely that John Arnold senior would have had much to do with the 

Independent Church or its minister, William Bridge. It is true that Independent belief 

was relatively strong in Yarmouth but it is also a fact that the senior members of the 

Corporation had invariably looked down on the Congregational church and its members 

as religious upstarts since the ministry was founded in the early 1640s. The Restoration 

of Charles I in 1660, with its increased emphasis on a more elaborate and showy 

performance of religious observance, must have made membership of a very Puritan 

body even less attractive to men seeking preferment in a post-Commonwealth society(9).  

Was this the reason why John Arnold senior was given such a poor memorial on his 

death? Were his wife and son firmly in the Congregationalist camp and, because of this, 

relations between them and John Arnold senior somewhat strained? Certainly, shortly 

before his death, he had not made a will, implying that he was unsure of where or how 

to leave his money. It might be that he felt himself in good health and that making a 

will could wait a few years but he had passed sixty years of age in 1657; given life 

expectancy in the seventeenth century, one might have expected him to have made a 

will by that date. In the event, as we have seen, his quick death meant that a nuncupative 

will was necessary.  

The nuncupative will does not reveal anything of note but it is maddeningly brief and 

mentions no name of any family member. The only notable point is that John Arnold 

Senior is at pains to make sure that only his children’s children are eligible for the ten 

pounds he stipulates as a payment for his grandchildren. This strongly implies that there 



 

were earlier children born to his daughters’ husbands by earlier marriages which he had 

no desire to include in his will.  

We can imagine the circumstances in which this nuncupative will was dictated. The 

testator plainly had little energy to elaborate very far on his intentions and seems to 

have settled on the path of least resistance, leaving everything to his close relatives. The 

failure to mention names – particularly those of his wife and son - might simply reflect 

the urgency of the occasion, the desperate attempts of a dying man trying to gasp out 

his last wishes.   

In any case, John Arnold Senior would, realistically, have had little other choice in how 

to dispose of his estate. Divorce of a wife was, quite simply, not the done thing in 

seventeenth-century England. Nor was the disinherinting of a son. Perhaps he felt that 

this family scandal, with his son – and probably his wife - clearly associating with the 

Independent Church of Great Yarmouth was better ignored in the hours before his 

death. 

These speculations might be quite unfair. Indeed, there is no evidence to suggest that 

John Arnold Senior did not feel sympathy with the Independent Church of Yarmouth. 

But the circumstantial evidence, in particular the poor monument set up to 

commemorate his life, suggests that his death was not a cause of enormous grief to his 

wife and son. The speedy remarriage of his wife to William Bridge and the continued 

worship of his son at the Independent Church certainly demonstrate that they continued 

steadfast in their belief. 

 

Conclusions 

This discussion has raised several questions on how religious politics may have 

furnished a subject for debate – or argument – in the Arnold family in the late 1650s 

and early 1660s. But it has not got us any nearer to determining who was the issuer of 

the token in question. Both John Arnold senior and his son, married as they were to 

wives whose Christian name began with an ‘M’, remain contenders. It is time to 

examine the token further in an attempt to decide which of the two men was behind its 

issue.  

Stylistically, the token appears to belong to the 1650s. Everything about it marks it out 

as a Ramage product, dating it to the period 1649-62 but no token produced from a die 

prepared using the same puncheon depicting a bunch of grapes has been traced by the 

author. Michael Dickinson, studying the lettering, states that ‘I am confident that the 

John Arnold token is not earlier than 1658 and probably not later than 1660.’(10) This 



dating is extremely useful, providing a narrow window of issue. We can compare it 

with what we know of the two John Arnolds’ careers at this time.  

Often, tokens seem to have been commissioned by young men setting out in business, 

providing a useful way of advertising that new business as well as furnishing small 

change to make lower value transactions easier to accommodate. This was clearly the 

case with a number of Yarmouth issuers. For example, from interpretation of the 

records, we can be reasonably certain that the tokens of Thomas Crane, John Curtis, 

Richard Flaxman, Samuel Manthorpe and Jonas Neave were produced very early in 

their business careers.(11) Probably there are more issuers who fall into this category; 

the NTP’s ongoing research hopes to discover them.  

As we have seen, John Arnold junior attained the freedom of Great Yarmouth in 1651. 

In the light of this, the issue of a token in the years 1658-60 would place it in a relatively 

early stage of his career although by no means at the start of it.   

However, the issue of tokens was not always confined to young men embarking on a 

career in trade. In Yarmouth, both John Ames and George Spilman were clearly well 

into their fifties when they issued tokens.(12) Stephen Tracey was of a similar age.(13) 

Evidently some old dogs could learn new tricks. There is no firm reason to exclude 

John Arnold Senior from this group of token issuers who were getting on in years.  

A study of the Town Books of Yarmouth and the lists of aldermen and common council 

men from the late 1650s and early 1660s does not help us further though it does show 

that both John Arnolds were regarded as staunch Parliamentarians and suffered for this 

when Charles II returned to England at the end of May 1660. In the list for 1657 Arnold 

senior is recorded as an alderman and Arnold junior as a common council man. John 

Arnold senior resigned from his position as an alderman on 9th July 1660; clearly he 

had fallen foul of the new regime ushered in by the Restoration and was forced off the 

Corporation’s membership. Later, in July 1662, John Arnold junior was one of thirteen 

men removed from their positions as Common Council men by order of the 

Commissioners appointed to regulate Corporations in Norfolk.(14) 

Investigating Williamson 291 has been an interesting journey but, at the last, there is 

no conclusive evidence to clarify whether the token should be ascribed to John Arnold 

senior or to his son. It is to be hoped that something may surface in the future to 

determine which of the two men was behind its issue but the author would suggest, 

given the father’s age when the token was issued, that the son, John Arnold Junior, is 

the more likely contender.    
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