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CHAPTER 1 | .OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS

THE THESIS

This is a thesis on the line of Edward Norwood, Theophilus 1
Norwood and Theophilus 2 Norwood. I have suffixed the name
"Theophilus" with numerical suffixes, 1 and 2, for ease of
discussion; I do not contend that the suffixes were part of
‘the name.

By definition, this thesis is a statement put forward and
supported by arguments. -

The statement supported by this thesis is that (1) Edward
Norwood, son of William, the Emigrant, married Naomi Smith and
then Ann Townson, (2) Theophilus 1 Norwood of Carteret County,
NC was the son of Edward and Ann, and (3) Theophilus 2 Norwood
of Darlington, SC was the son of Theophilus 1.

I do not contend this thesis proves these relationships in
accordance with the 1limitations of a narrow criteria of
"proof". I do contend this thesis is plausibly true and that
it is supported by considerable  persuasive and compelling
documentary and circumstantial evidence.

CONTENTION: NO "PROOF" WITHOUT SPECIFIC DOCUMENTS
_§ng_g§§§ggg,tha; there is no proof of the relationships at
issue here j

Lf they are not supported by specific, original,

L
archival, and documented evidence of such relationships. I ,QVM“*?
I

agree that such specific documents have not been found; but

quickly assert that the absence of such records does pnot
0es b

disprove the relationships, eithev: i —uoo.__—

Paradoxical, though it may seem, the absence of a record can
be as likely to prove a stipulation as it may be to cdisprove
it. Denial of the relationships at issue, based on such
narrow grounds as the absence of a hoped for record, is not
"proof" that these relationships did not exist. This is
particularly true if other substantial and credible documenta-
ry evidence relevant to the issue is available; as it is here.

LOGICALLY VALID CONCLUSIONS BASED ON DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE

I contend that logically valid conclusions, based on credible
documentary evidence, or documented circumstances;, give
credence, beyond any reasonable doubt that the relationships
at issue are, indeed, true.

Given the paucity of archival evidence in this colonial
period, reliance on self-imposed narrow grounds to contest the
relationships, subverts the objective of finding the truth.
Other rationale, such as logically valid conclusions based on
relevant and credible documented evidence, is more likely to
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achieve the objective of finding the truth. This thesis is a
search for the truth; whether or not it conforms to a narrow
definition of "proof"

MYOPIC NARROWNESS DENIES TRUTH; BUT IT CAN’T ALTER TRUTH

:Search” for the truth is not well-served if one relies on
. myopic narrowness to disprove a:relationship that may plausi=-
-bly be true. I prefer to look for the truth by taking the

totality of evidence into consideration, arriving at a
destination which is accurate; although it may not comport
with the tidiness of a contrived standard of so-called
"proof"

After all, a standard of so-called "proof" is not absolute.
If it is simply a standard which someone narrowly sets; the
standard may, indeed, obfuscate the truth. It may get in the
way of truth, rather than reveal truth. Search for the truth
may be frustrated if the standard is unreasonably adhered to
without tolerance for other facts which may be beyond the
framework of the standard. Failure to meet a contrived
standard of "proof" may superficially denigrate what may be
plausibly true; but the logic stands, nevertheless.

I prefer not to confuse "process" with substance; to elevate
"process" to a level that thwarts.finding the truth. I can
say, with confidence, that the sun was shining at the moment
I looked out of my window on a cloudless day at high noon and
saw the brightness of sunshine and shadows cast by trees. The
truth is that the sun was shining; although my proof is only
circumstantial. The simple logic of what I see is so compel-
ling that I accept it as being true. Notwithstanding that it
would not meet an astronomer’s standard.

FAMILY TRADITION & CIRCUMSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

Family Tradition is described as "hearsay". It should not be
denigrated by a label. Circumstantial evidence is just that;
it is evidence. Neither should be cavalierly dismissed out of
hand. Both famlly tradition and circumstantial evidence are
evidence that is entitled to be evaluated on their merit and
given weight in consonance therewith.

After all, a headstone is hearsay It is hearsay that a body
lies thereunder and that body is the one whose name is inscri-
bed on the stone. May I assume that the body rests face up,
rather than face down, or standing, because that would conform
to family tradition?

In China one night, as I sought safety during an air raid, I
curled up around a mound of dirt that looked like an ice cream
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cone turned upside down. I later learned that it was a grave
and the custom in that region was to bury the dead standing
up. May I accept tradition that the body was not buried face
up? I can’t prove a word of it and had I known it at the time
I would have sought refuge in another direction!

Even my own parentage is hearsay, supported by family tradi-
tion. True, I can cite a birth certificate that bears the
same name as mine. A clerk recorded it on hearsay. I was not
present at the moment of conception and only family tradition
and circumstantial evidence tells me that my father was my
mother’s husband. I am confident that he was; but the point
is only family tradition and circumstances prove that I am the
body whose name was shown on the birth certificate; and I am
not someone "whose name’s the same", another label of denigra-
tion. .

Do I have to be a pall bearer in the funeral or a bride’s maid
at the wedding to prove those events took place?

So...family tradition and circumstantial evidence can be
worthy of "proof".

FINDING THE TRUTH IS PARAMOUNT TO MEETING SOMEONE’S STANDARD
The point I am making is this: If one is seeking the truth,
and the totality of all the credible and relevant evidence
(either documented, undocumented, family tradition, circum-
stantial or otherwise) leads to a plausible and reasonable
conclusion; that conclusion is tantamount to proof, even
though that conclusion may offend a purist’s definition of
proof. The important criteria is that the truth be found,
without a reasonable doubt--not that the finding fails to
comport with a narrow definition of "proof".

ANOTHER OPINION

Paul Drake in Heritage Quest Magazine #40, pages 12-15 makes
this commentary: "the diversity to be found in the quality of
the evidence which results from human conduct is so vast that
all evidence must be considered, assessed and evaluated, even
if in a most subjective way". He goes on to say:

Maybe "evidence which is satisfactory to us" is the
most candid, honest, and realistic description of
what really happens when others judge our work, and
if so, just as we must require the same of our-
selves, we should hope, advocate, and insist that,
having been placed in a position to weigh, evalu-
ate, and judge our research and proof, such persons
exercise the utmost understanding and integrity.






















































































































































































































































































































































