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ote on £e Order of Bomesdap Wook.

By HYDE CLARKE, V.P.R.HisT.S.

IN the preoccupation of the Conference, the time of which
was fully occupied, there was no occasion for the considera-
tion of the order of Domesday, and many other topics.

The order in which the entries are made differs in the
counties, and in some respects appears casual, but there are
resemblances to be noted.

The King has his place.

The Bishops and Abbots appear together,

The Comes constitutes a class.

At the end small tenants are grouped.

With respect to those regarded as Barons no general
principle is at once to be recognised.

Among the Norman Rolls!is one headed, ‘Hic incipit
Registrum Domini Illustrissimi Regis Philippi de Feodis.’
It is a registry of the holdings 7z capite in Normardy, without
the details of' Domesday. It contains a proportionately
greater number of names than in Domesday, showing that
the landowners were in direct relation with the Duke, It
may be inferred that the participants in English lands had
been mostly of the status of Zenemtes in capite in Normandy,

! Léchaudé d’Anisy, Magn. Rot. Scaccar. Norman., Société des Antiquaires de
Caen, 2nd series, vol. lvi. &c. 1840.

VOL. IL B
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and that their relations with the king in England were regu-
lated on that footing.

The first entry is ¢ Robertus Bertrand ! tenet Baroniam de
Briquebec per servicium quinque militum.’

Then come ‘Ric* de Harcort,’ with the barony of Saint
Sauveur ; 2 ‘ Ric* de Vernone,’ with barony; ‘Gul* de Hom-
meto,” with barony of Hommet, and a number of other single
fiefs,

Next come ¢ Feoda Ricardi de Harcort,’ with his holdings ;
‘Feoda Ricardi de Vernone, with his holdings ; ¢ Feoda Gul!
de Hommeto,” with his holdings; &c.

Afterwards come a series of headings in this form : ¢ Feoda
de Ballia Rothomagensi,” with the enumeration of a number
of small holdings. :

Then the large baronies commence, and so with the series
of balliages. ;

Thus the general order of the Registrum of Philip is by
balliages, and the general order of Domesday is by shires
and counties. The sheriff was taken as the equivalent of
the bailiff, and the accountability of each appears to have
been placed on the same footing.

The magnates who are barons come first in the Norman
balliages ; and tlie magnates who are Counts come first in
the English shires.

Instead of Domesday Book having been modelled on
some anterior English formula of Edward the Confessor or
his predecessors, as assumed, the appearance is that Domes-
day may have been arranged on some Norman model. The
Norman balliages as divisions existed T.R.E,, and so did
their administrative system. The English shires were assimi-

! These Bertrands, according to the ¢ Historical Memoirs of the House of
Russell,’ by J. H. Wiffen, are the main stock of the latter house, and belong to
the family of Rollo.

2 The well-known house of Harcourt was of the like descent with the
Bertrands.
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lated to the balliages, but the conditions did not correspond.
The Normans in Normandy took possession of territories
which had been administered by the Romans, and provided
with men competent to write Latin, and this foreign language
was adopted by the Normans as their administrative language.
T.R.E. the population of England spoke and wrote English.
When the Normans came here, English was foreign to them,
and for their administration they continued to use Latin,
working by means of continental monks and scribes. This
state of affairs favours a foreign origin for Domesday. An
antecedent record would have been written in English.

With regard to the order in which the body of Zenentes in
capite are entered, they appear to be casually arranged. The
late Earl of Crawford and Balcarres, when engaged in inves-
tigations for the genealogy of his own family in the ¢ Lives of
the Lindsays,’ conceived he had discovered one element of
order in an arrangement of some names according to descent
or alliance of their members.

In the case of Radulphus de Limesi a careful examination
of his possessions in each shire of Domesday shows me that
Lord Crawford is correct in his main proposition. He was a
man of singular industry and scholarship, and of that philo-
sophical judgment which gave him the qualities of a true
historian. His proposition well deserves to be carefully ex-
amined and worked out by the students of Domesday.

In reference to this paper the opportunity occurs of
correcting Lord Crawford as to one point in the position of
Radulphus de Limesi, ‘nepos regis,’ and it may apply to other
Domesday cases. He supposes on later evidence that Radul-
phus was a subtenant in Normandy under the Count of
Tancarville, but from this Norman roll, the Registrum, it
appears that Limesi in the balliage of Rouen was held
direct as much as the county of Tancarvillee. Under the

enumeration of the possessions of the Count of Tancarville no
B2
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part of Limesi is included, though the church of Limesi
appears to have been then divided ‘into moieties as far back
as 1131 (p. 615).

When Limesi was included in the county of Tancarville it
was under a new administrative arrangement, whereby the
lordships were grouped into baronies, and the baronies were
grouped into counties. In this way Limesi came to be
included in the county of Tancarville.

There is no proof that at any time Limesi rendered
homage to Tancarville, or was a true fief of it, but only an
administrative member in the later ages. Thus in ¢ Descrip-
tion Historique et Géographique de la Haute Normandie,
Paris, 1740, vol. ii, which is an ecclesiastical register, it is
stated at pp. 614 and 615 that the bourg of Limesi is in the
Government of Normandy, Parliament &c. of Rouen, Balliage
of Rouen.

At p. 616 it also says that Limesi was a fief de Haubert,
formerly called the king’s fief, and having its manoir at
Brunville. It was supposed to be the first moiety, but its
rights in the church were contested by the Lord of Fronte-
bose.

The second fief was that of Frontebose, held of the barony
of Moreville, or Montville,a member dependent of the county

"~ of Tancarville.

Thus it is clear that only half of the original fief of Limesi
was ever included in the county of Tancarville, which appears
to have had superiority in 1297 (p. 616), but perhaps only in
relation to the Church.

Lord Crawford stated that not only were Limesi and
Toeny lands found in the same shire and registered in
Domesday together, but that in some places lands were
intermixed.

The value of Lord Crawford’s doctrine, as supported by
historical facts largely accumulated by him, shows that such
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examination as in the case of the Limesi and Toeny, effici-
ently illustrates the motives of Domesday. It does more, it
affords criteria for the decision of the obscure questions of
political and social position in the determination of historical
points, as well as their bearing on the genealogies of the in-
dividual tenants and subtenants,

"~ In the way in which Lord Crawford laboriously worked
out his portion of the subject, he showed what is of more
importance even than the connections of the zenentes in
capite, the relations to them and each other of the subtenants.
The material so provided increases the area of Domesday
studies largely, for beyond the shires therein enumerated
materials are found for Scotch history.

The subtenants in England and in Scotland who in time
replaced the great Norman barons and provided a new aris-
tocracy for the island are to be defined by Lord Crawford’s
methods.

In the case of the Toeni and Limesi, he showed that they
brought with them as neighbours in England their neighbours
in Normandy. By these the arms of the chiefs were assumed,
and in Normandy, in England, and in Scotland, these names
are found in common as witnesses of charters. When the
house of Limesi was established in Scotland, the same inci-
dents and the same connections are observable. Asthese con-
ditions extend to other families, so are the materials enlarged
for dealing with an obscure epoch of the history of Scotland.

It may be said that this applies also to that most obscure
part of the history of England, the constitution of the English
people. How far this was purely Norman or purely English
in the higher or middle classes is debatable, as also how far
the main body of the population partakes of Norman descent.

A careful perusal of Domesday shows that the Norman
immigration was limited, as, indeed, it must have been greatly
limited by circumstances. The Normans, largely of Germanic



392 NOTE ON THE ORDER OF DOMESDAY BOOK

descent, were intermingled with Germanic allies from the
north coasts of France and the Low Countries. Some of the
Norman barons coopted for Normandy. Many of their fol-
lowers returned, as they could not practically settle here.
In fact, the Normans were never recruited, and in the Danelage
they must have been absorbed by the Danish element.

Thus the main population of England, after Domesday,
remained as English. With these the Norman cadets had to
intermarry. Some intermarried with Anglo-Norman heiresses,
but the English alliances preponderated. The English thanes
fell in the social scale, and their descendants became sub-
tenants : but what brought them relief was their share in the
Norman wars in Wales, Scotland, Ireland, France, and the
Crusades. In this way warlike relations restored the social
position of the thanes and their children.

The effective influence of the Normans on the population
of England was the displacement of the English thanes and
the Norman barons, and their substitution by a new race of
Anglo-Norman men and of English women. In time some
subtenants became yeomen, the offspring of these farmers, and
so in descent to labourers, so that the whole population has
been brought to unity, and Norman names may be found

-distributed among the peasantry.

It is by the various incidents of association in Domesday
and otherwise that Lord Crawford is enabled to explain the
relation between Radulphus de Limesi, as a Toeny, with
Robertus de Stadfold, ‘ nepos domini,” whom he defines also
as a Toeny in support of Dugdale (Stadfold).

This also illustrates the connection of the house with that
of Rollo.

In the obscure history of Limesi, one point in Domesday
left unexplained is the possession of half the barony of Strigul
by Radulphus. Clutterbuck (‘ Hertfordshire, vol. ii. p. 505)
states that Ralph de Limesi held half by having married a
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sister of Roger Fitzosberne, Earl of Hereford, and that William
de Ow married the other sister. Certain it is that in Domes-
day Radulphus is recorded under Gloucestershire as holding
balf Strigul.

My own suggestion is founded on the circumstance that
the Strigul moiety was not conveyed with his other possessions
to the descendants of Radulphus. There is this further to be
noticed, that lands of the Princess Christina, in Warwickshire,
are recorded as held by her in Domesday, but after 1086 are
found to be in possession of Radulphus and to have passed to
his heirs. Indeed, it was to Ulverley, as stated, one of her
estates, that he transferred the head of his barony, which is
a post-Domesday transaction, say 10g0.

Strigul disappears, and the lands of Christina disappear,
and a possible solution is that the king, a patron of William
Fitzosberne and his house, favoured that line by giving to
Radulphus the possessions of the Princess, for half Strigul, in
cession to William de Ow.

It is to be observed that William de Ow and Radulphus
both held lands in Herts, Somerset, and Devon.

In the early settlement of Hertfordshire also de Limesi
had the first seat of his barony at Pirton, and that established
by Roger de Todeni, or Poeni, at Flamstead remained the
head of the latter barony.

Each of these Barons had a small share in Hertfordshire,
but Roger de Todeni held nineteen lordships in Norfolk.
Radulphus was well endowed there and in Suffolk.

The fact of the relationship of the Toeny or Limesi group
in Domesday discovered by Lord Crawford does not neces-
sarily decide the whole question of association.

The way in which lands in a shire are divided up is capri-
cious to a certain extent, and the case of Radulphus de Limesi
will serve to show this. Although a person of the highest
class, and endowed with more than forty lordships in many
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southern shires, his whole holding was small in comparison
with that of others, and in some instances his portion in a
county was very small. Thus, large as his barony has been
considered, it is nothing to that of his nephew Robert (de
Toeny) de Stadford or Stafford, who held 150 manors, and of
course bears no comparison with the possessions of the uterine
brothers of the king, naturally most largely provided for.

The whole holding of Radulphus de Limesi i evidently
the accumulation of successive grants, as in the case of his
associates, and other fememtes registered. His early grants
must have been in Hertfordshire, together with those of
Rayner de Limesi, the father of Bishop Robertus de Limesi
of Chester or Lichfield and Coventry. In Hertfordshire
Radulphus founded the Priory of Hertford as a cell of St
Albans, but his castle in Hertfordshire is found to be at
Pirton, which appears to have been a later possession than
Amwell in the south. The Hertfordshire grants may have
been in two lots.

The opportunity is afforded by the example of Radulphus
de Limesi to show what the castles of the Zewenles were.
On obtaining greater possessions northwards, Radulphus, who
had one centre for his East Anglian manors at Oxburgh, set
up his main seat at Ulverley or Wolverley near Birmingham
in Warwickshire, which became afterwards the head of his
barony, and he is hence as stated denominated Baron of
Ulverley.

Neither at Pirton nor at Ulverley are there any remains
of what is understood as a Norman castle, but at each place
is a round mound, and this must have been so originally at
Oxburgh, which now represents the site of the castle. That
at Ulverley is called Dood Hill.

These castles must therefore have been ramparts of
earth, perhaps with a ditch. It would have been difficult
for the newly arrived fementes to erect everywhere stone
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castles, an idea founded on the stone castles built by the
king and earls. Quarrymen and masons could not have
been found, and they would have had to be paid in money
wages. Earthworks could be set up with the labour and
tools of the local inhabitants. In such an earthwork
the cattle would be secure against raids. The house and out-
houses would be of wood. Such earthworks would be ample
to enable a tenant to hold out against any common attacks,
and against those of more danger he would take refuge in
the castle of the burgh. It is possible that Amwell was first
obtained by Radulphus as being under the shelter of Hertford
Castle, and that Pirton was his next stage. No licence
appears to have been necessary for the earthen strongholds.

One conclusion to be drawn is that the Normans soon
became on good terms with their tenants. The lord was
greatly dependent on his tenants, and his resident represen-
tative would have a mutual interest in money matters, and
would become Englished.

On the barony of Ulverley passing to co-heiresses the
castles of Maxstoke and Oxburgh were built in stone
and were the work of that generation. By such time the
country had become more settled, and resources were available
for stone castles as well as stone churches.

Instead of simple consanguinity constituting the sole tie
between a group of sharers, it is possible there were other
causes of association. Indeed if consanguinity were the only
basis, then the apportionment of the members of a family
should be regulated by it.

The cause of the formation of groups and their interdis-
tribution is to be attributed to the constitution of a common
expedition for the invasion of England. As there were
individual Normans who contributed so many ships, so must
others of smaller means have associated themselves. Sharing
in the equipment of a ship was a tradition of the Norsemen.
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and kept in full vigour in Normandy in their later expeditions
to Spain, Sicily, &c.

In fact the inland resident would be dependent on the
owner of a ship. The ships and fishing barques would be
secured by the residents on the coast, and they could bring
in inland sharers to supply men, arms, and provisions. Those
of a family would be among the first to become partners, and
the prospective profits of the venture would be apportioned.
Radulphus de Limesi for instance held a small inland lordship
in the Roumois. Thus his share would be inferior to that of
some other partners.

With him, however, were associated those neighbours
designated by Lord Crawford, and whom he would represent
as a chief,

After the invasion the company would still keep together.
They received successive allotments, and one member must
have been left near the person of the king, and who enjoyed
his favour, to look out for portions of lands falling into the
king’s power. Such representative would have his separate
reward, and his share would be enlarged.

The manors so acquired were scattered, and it was for the
interest and safety of the lords to keep together for manage-
ment and protection. There are lands of Radulphus de
Limesi in Devonshire and Somerset so inconsiderable that it
is difficult to conceive what profit they could have given.

An evidence of the breaking up of the Norman grants is
shown by the early disposal of some of the outlying Limesi
lands. In such cases subinfeudation to a subtenant became
4 common process.

After all had been got that was to be got by pressing
claims on the king, about 1086, before or after, the tie between
each group of adventurers would be dissolved, and their
several elements would be no longer in cohesion. Both con-
ditions have to be considered in describing the history of the

o e O
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Norman settlement. Those who were not related in a shire
would stand apart, and those related having no longer any-
thing to seek in common would be left under ordinary
influences,

With regard to the connection of the Norman barons with
Normandy general features are known., In the example of
the Limesi there was only a small lordship in Normandy, not -
to be weighed against the barony of Ulverley. Many of the
Limesi settled in England (see ‘Lives of the Lindsays’ for
some). The lordship of Limesi was not held by the direct
line of Radulphus, as the descent of his barony of Ulverley in
Dugdale and other authorities shows. Who succeeded to the
lordship of Limesi is not clear, but either by division or other-
wise the name of Limesi dropped out in Normandy at length.

To these remarks may be appended a note as to the use
of acre and virgate in Normandy. In the charter of founda-
tion of Ardena in the ‘Gallia Christiana,’ vol. ii,, Instrument
79, A.D. 1138, is recited ‘unam acram,’ and there is also to be
found a‘virgata,’

In Instrument 89, between 1181 and 1190, is to be found
enumerated ‘ duas acras.’






The Church in Domesdap,

WITH ESPECIAL REFERENCE TO EPISCOPAL ENDOWMENTS.

By JAMES PARKER, M.A,

NO ONE can well turn over the leaves of the Domesday
Survey without being struck by the vast quantity of land,
which in one way or another was held by the Church.

On examination it will be seen that the great bulk con-
sists of the endowments of the ancient English Church, which
the Conqueror respected. Some of this is represented by
manors or portions of manors under the control of the two
Archbishops and the Bishops of the several dioceses, and in
most cases the names of the manors are entered beneath
the names of the Bishops as Tenentes in Capite. A still larger
proportion is represented by manors belonging to the several
Monasteries, such being entered beneath the names of these
bodies also as Tenentes in Capite.

To the former, which may be said to represent mainly the
endowment of the Cathedral establishments of England, I
reckon over nine hundred manors or portions of manors. To
the latter, which may be said to represent all other Ecclesiasti-
cal Communities, I reckon somewhat over seventeen hundred.!

' I have thought it best to take the ‘manor’ as the basis of comparison

between one Bishopric and another, in respect of its wealth and importance in
preference to the ¢ hide’ or any special measure. At the same time, although as
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Besides this, there are the endowments of the numerous
manorial churches and priests, now parish churches and parish
priests, of which no estimate can be made ; for their value is
very rarely separated from the total value of the manor, and
the special land of which the endowment consists is generally
included in the general description of the manor to which it
belongs, or in which it lies. Besides which, many churches
then existing are from one reason or another without any
mention whatever.

Nor is this quite all, If the Church as a whole is taken
into account, there must be added the manors granted to the
four Bishops of Norman dioceses (which, including Bishop
Odo’s manors, come to a total nearly as high as that of the
English Bishoprics), as well as a fair sprinkling granted to
monasteries and ecclesiastical foundations situated in Nor-
mandy.

So far as the English Bishoprics and the English monastic
foundations are concerned, a very large proportion of the
manors, as I propose to show, had already been appropriated
to the endowment in King Edward’s time, and it must be
remembered that the Record does not profess to go back
beyond that date. In some few cases additional endowments
seem to have been added for various reasons.

Some of these reasons no doubt were political, and had
nothing to do with honour done to the Church. And if we
take into consideration the endowments of the Norman

a rule the manor is very clearly defined in Domesday, it is not always so. In
the north, too, the Berewics and Sokes are sometimes scarcely to be distinguished
from the manors, and, as regards extent of land, might often well be reckoned as
such. It will be seen that in one or two cases I have explained in the note the
system of computation adopted. But I would say generally that the figures here
given must not be taken to imply that the whole number of manors given were
subject to the Bishop. In several cases he had only certain portions of them ;
and, on the other hand, in a few cases divisions of land are counted which are not
strictly manors. For the purpose of comparison, however, the calculation will be
found, it is hoped, to be fairly accurate,
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Bishops, we are forced to see in them almost entirely con-
siderations of policy, Williarh of Normandy using them as a
means for securing and strengthening his power in the
country. It will be well, perhaps, to deal with the latter first
of all, since they stand on a different footing from the English
dioceses, and other considerations than those connected only
with the Church come in.

Taking the full total of the number of manors in the
hands of the four Bishops presiding over DIOCESES in NOR-
MANDY, I reckon according to my own counting some 800.
But it must be remembered that the great bulk of them are
entered beneath the name of Odo, King William’s half-
brother, the celebrated Bishop of BAYEUX. And, further, it
must be remembered that a very large number came to him
as Earl of Kent, through his succession to Godwin’s property,
and these cannot be reckoned as in any way connected with
the Church. Qdo in fact appears in a double character,
and perhaps therefore it would be, to begin with, only
right to deduct a very large number of the manors, especially
amongst those in Kent, which appear under his name in the
Domesday record. It is difficult to say how many he re-
ceived gud Earl of Kent and as successor to Godwin, since
in some cases the tenure T.R.E. is given obscurely in the
Survey, and in others not at all.

Still, if we make allowance for this, out of some 200 manors
in Kent, and some 300 held by him distributed through seven-
teen different counties ranging from Dorset and Somerset on
the west, Worcester, Nottingham, and Northampton on the
north, and Norfolk, Suffolk, and Essex on the east, as well as
through nearly all the counties included within that area, we
have still remaining a tenure which represents an enormous
power for the Bishop of a foreign diocese to wield : and this is
made clear when it is remembered that the total of the manors
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in the king’s hands throughout the country was only just
over 1,400; In a large number of the cases, where it is given,
the owner of Odo’s lands T.R.E. appears as a free man,
but his holding frequently is described as ‘de rege’ Taken
as a whole, the lands appear to have been bestowed upon
him largely from crown property, partly from property belong-
ing to the Earldom of Kent, and partly from property the
holders of which had borne arms against the king, and so
had been confiscated.

Next, the Norman Bishop of COUTANCES, Geofirey of
Mowbray, whose name appears in the history of the Conquest
as playing a prominent part in aiding William during the
battle near Hastings, is returned in Domesday as holding
some 260 manors distributed through twelve counties, most
of them in the south. In Devonshire he seems to have been
mostly favoured, nearly 100 manors falling to his lot, and
next in Somersetshire, where nearly seventy manors seem
to have fallen beneath his control. In Dorset two; in
Wilts seven ; in Gloucestershire nine ; in Berkshire only one.
Going northward he had in Buckinghamshire twenty given to
him, and in Northants about forty. In Leicester, Warwick,
and Huntingdon he had only one in each county.

But in the cases of these two Norman Bishops it is
obvious that political considerations were paramount. Odo
and Geoffrey were men whom the Conqueror thought he
could trust. It was accidental their holding the Bishoprics
of Bayeux and Coutances, or rather these important positions
had already been conferred upon them on grounds of policy
in their own country by Duke William, and the same confi-
dence was placed in them in another land by King William.

The distribution of the manors as shown in Domesday
touches the keynote of the policy. Kent with the 200, and
the adjoining county of Surrey with 32 mare, were practically
in the hands of his brother Odo, so as to keep open the way
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from Normandy to the Metropolis. In these parts Geoffrey
of Coutances had no manors whatever. In the west the
influence of the Bishop of Coutances was rendered paramount
by 9o manors in Devonshire and 70 in Somerset. In these
counties, except in the solitary manor of Combe in Somerset,
which he may well have acquired by purchase or by some
accidental circumstance, Odo of Bayeux had no influence
whatever ; hence, if one failed him, the Conqueror could fall
back upon the other as regards a large extent of seaboard
of the country accessible from Normandy. In the other
counties included within the area, marked out by their joint
possessions, in six counties Odo alone had manors, in five
Geoffrey alone had manors, and in six they each had manors.
All this, which Domesday brings out so clearly, betokens a
definite policy based upon state reasons, and not out of
respect or honour done to the Church.

Of course, too, the same policy of distributing throughout
the country men on whom the Conqueror could rely, is shown
by the appointment and the distribution of the manors of his
lay nobles, but with that I have not in this paper to deal.
What, however, I wish here to point out is that the manors
above referred to were probably granted personally to the
men themselves, not to their official position as Bishops of
those sees.

The Bishops of two smaller Norman dioceses were also
represented by manors held by them in this country, and
possibly these also may have been given for political reasons ;
perhaps, however, only out of friendship. The Bishop of
LISIEUX seems to have had sixteen manors allotted to him,
distributed through six counties. In Oxfordshire and Dorset-
shire four each, in Gloucestershire three, in Wilts and Bucks
two each, and in Hertfordshire one, and in Herefordshire one.
1 do not think it at all probable that any of the manors were
granted to Hugh of Eu, who was Bishop of Lisieux at the

VOL. IIL C



404 THE CHURCH IN DOMESDAY

time of the Conquest, and who died in 1077, and that they
passed on to his successor in that see, but I think that they
represent a personal grant to Gilbert Maminot, who had com-
bined the double office of physician and chaplain to the
Conqueror before he was appointed to the Bishopric. But
the Survey does not distinctly say this.

The other Norman prelate holding land in England at
the time of the Survey was the Bishop of EVREUX, and in
this case there is no question, as the Survey gives his name,
Gilbert. He was not consecrated till 1070. However, two
manors in Suffolk appear to be all which were granted to
him.

I have not observed that any lands were granted to
Maurice, Archbishop of Rouen, nor yet to his successor
John of Avranches, who succeeded to the Archbishopric in
1069, nor to William Bonne-Ame, who succeeded the latter
in 1079. It is perhaps somewhat strange that the Arch-
bishopric should not be represented in the newly acquired
country. Perhaps it was that William did not put much
faith in Maurice.

Neither have I observed that the Bishopric of Avranches
is represented either by John of Bayeux, or by Michael, who
succeeded him in the Bishopric in 1079. Nor yet that the
remaining diocese of Seez was represented here either by
the ‘learned, wise, and witty’ Ivo of Belesme, as Orderic
Vital calls him, or by Robert of Ry who succeeded about
A.D. 1070 to that Bishopric. Hence the seven dioceses into
which the great province of Normandy was divided were
very imperfectly represented in England, and this fact points
also to the men being selected rather than the Bishops.

Apart, however, from the advantage of having the per-
sonal influence of the Bishops whom he favoured, it was un-
doubtedly an important element in William’s policy to weld as
far as possible the Church of the two countries together, know-
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ing that this would aid more than anything else in welding
together the State. It was Archbishop Theodore’s policy of
uniting in one common bond the several dioceses of England,
and so making one Church, which four hundred years pre- -
viously had not only led the way, but had aided materially in
the work of federation, which in time welded the several
provinces into which England was at his time divided, into
one country and one state.

We now come to the Bishops of the ENGLISH DIOCESES,
and here considerations of a different kind come in. As a
preliminary observation I would say that the lands belonging
to the Bishops, as well as those appropriated to certain
ecclesiastical purposes connected with the See, were for by far
the most part the lands with which the Bishopric had been
endowed from time to time. Some of the endowments had
been lost, but such as remained in the time of Edward the
Confessor were in no case confiscated, or their title even called
in question. As the historian of the Norman Conquest puts
it, *In the case of Ecclesiastical property, the will and seal of
Eadward was as good as William’s.’

The lands of the English Archbishop Stigand, so far as
they belonged to the Archbishopric, passed as a matter of
routine to the Norman Lanfranc simply because Lanfranc
succeeded to the Archbishopric of CANTERBURY. Still, in
the confusion of the time, and the difficulties of administering
justice and distinguishing true records from false, some of the
property may have been lost to a few of the dioceses, just as
it was lost to several of the monasteries and other religious
foundations, but it was not of William’s set purpose that such
should be the case.

Lanfranc, who had been called from his abbacy of St.
Stephen at Caen to succeed to the Archbishopric of Canter-
bury on the deposition of Stigand in 1070, is returned as

c2
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holding land in above a hundred manors,! of which some
sixty are in Kent, the remainder being distributed through
seven counties; and it is not without importance to ob-
serve that, in the Exchequer Domesday, in the eight counties
in which the manors lie, viz. Kent, Sussex, Essex, Surrey,
Middlesex, Hertford, Bucks, and Oxon, the lands of the
Archbishop of Canterbury are always entered after the king’s
in every case, and marked as Number II. in the list which
is given at the beginning of each county, showing the status
of the Archbishop of Canterbury in relation to the other
nobles of the kingdom.

In the Suffolk Domesday, however, the four manors are
entered, not as under the Archbishopric of Canterbury, but for
some reason under ¢ Lanfrancus Archiepiscopus,’ and so appear
towards the end of the list amongst the minor tenants.

It will be at once observed that, while under most of the
manors held by laymen the name of some English Thane,
with the words ¢ tenuit tempore Regis Edwardi,’ is as a rule
given, throughout nearly all the entries of the Archbishop’s
lands this formula is absent. The T.R.E. occurs, but only as
regards the change of value, not as regards the change of tenure.
If any incidents are mentioned they only bring out the fact
of continued tenure more forcibly. Almost the first entry
with respect to the Archbishop’s lands, i.e. on folio 3 of the
Survey, illustrates this. It runs :

Sandwich lies in its own hundred. The Archbishop holds this
borough, and it is appropriated to the cost of the monks’ clothes, and
renders similar service to the king as Dover does. And this the men

! Of these, twenty-four are entered under the heading of ¢ Terra Archiepiscopi
Cantuariensis’ ; 17 under ¢ Terra militum ejus’; and the remainder under ¢ Terra
Monachorum archiepiscopi.” But in the last case the text always runs ¢ Ipse
Archiepiscopus tenet,’ and the knights all hold ¢de Archiepiscopo.’ Ihave there-
fore counted the whole under the archiepiscopal manors. In the Essex Domesday,
however, the lands are entered under ¢ Terra Sancte Trinitatis,’” and they seem to
be all “ad victum monachorum.’




THE CHURCH IN DOMESDAY 407

of that borough testify, namely, that King Edward gave it to the
church of the Holy Trinity.!

This does not necessarily mean that it was then first of all given,
but the fact that it was confirmed by Edward simply affords
a sufficient ##e for Lanfranc to hold it, and indeed is the title
by which he did hold it.

In the first entry in the Sussex Manors, again, we find that

Archbishop Lanfranc holds the manor of Mallinges. In the
time of King Edward it was assessed at 8o hides, but now the Arch-

bishop only has 75 hides because the Earl of Mortain has § hides
without the hundred.?

We are not concerned here with the question of the varia-
tion of the assessment by 5 hides: the only point is that
Archbishop Lanfranc holds them, because they were—as
Domesday duly records—held by the English Archbishop
in the time of King Edward. .

In the case of the solitary manor of Newton, held by the
Archbishop in Oxfordshire, the clerk to the Commissioners
has thought it well to insert ‘ It was and is of the Church’
(‘ De ecclesia fuit et est’)3; but such an entry as regards the
Archbishop’s lands is not common, the fact being always
taken for granted.

Turning to YORK, we find that Thomas was called from
his canonry of Bayeux to the Archbishopric after the death
of Ealdred, the last English Archbishop, and this took place
towards the end of 1069. Heis represented in fewer counties
than Lanfranc, but with a larger number of manors, in which
he held land. His name appears in six counties only, but with

' Domesday, folio 3, col. 1 In the summary of ¢Donationes Maneriorum,’
printed by Dugdale from a Cottonian MS., the gift first appears under A.D. 979—
¢ Ethelredus Rex dedit ecclesizein Dorobernia Sandwick ad vestitum monachorum.’

* Dom. folio 16, col. 1. It may be noted that in Gervase’s Chromicle of Cantes.

bury under the year 838, Mallinges is recorded as being then given to Christ
Church, Canterbury.

* Domesday, folio 155, col. 1.
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130 manors, and of these manors 77 were in the county of
York itself.  Still, as the quantity of land held in several
seems to have been extremely small, the total would not, per-
haps, be greater than that held by Canterbury.! Curiously
enough, some are in southern counties ; i.e. in Gloucestershire
he holds thirteen manors, and in Hampshire one. In the
latter case the words  antecessor ejus similiter tenuit de Rege’
are added, and imply that the single manor of Mottisfont in
Hampshire had already belonged to the Archbishop of York.?
In the case of Gloucestershire, we learn in the Survey from
whom the thirteen manors passed ; and the circumstances are
somewhat singular. Two only of the number are entered as
having been held by Archbishop Ealdred, the preceding
Archbishop of York, who had died in 1069. Five had been
held by Stigand, the Archbishop of Canterbury ; St. Peter’s,
Gloucester, had held two; St. Oswald’s had held two; and
three apparently belonged to laymen, unless the name
Gundulph refers to the Bishop of Rochester. It is possible
that the Archbishop had acquired these latter personally
on his own account from some influence he had through
friends in the neighbourhood, or by purchase, or through the
special friendship of William ; still, the fact that he should
have so many manors, and derived from so many different
sources, in a county so far distant from his own diocese, and
indeed Province, rather points to the conclusion that William
had some definite design in giving him influence in the south,
and not leaving his interests as well as influence to be confined
wholly to the north.

That the Archbishop of York should hold land in nine
manors in Nottingham and five in Leicester and twenty-five

! Several of the places enumerated are perhaps only ¢ Berewics,” but twenty-
three which are distinctly so called have been omitted from the enumeration.

2 A Charter of King William [? Rufus] granted anze 1096 recites, ¢ Notum
vobis facio quod ego reddidi Thomza Eborum Archiepiscopo unam hidam terre quae
pertinet ecclesiz de Motesfunda, sicuti melius habuit Aldredus Archiepiscopus
tempore Regis Eadwardi.’ Ex Registro penes Dec. et Cap. Ebor.
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In Lincoln is less surprising ; for though they are distinctly
in the Southern Province, as afterwards settled, it must be
remembered that there was some question as to the extent
of the relative jurisdiction of the two Archbishops, as well
as to the supremacy of one over the other.

In Yorkshire the estates seem to have belonged to the
Archbishopric, as the clerk often inserts the words ‘/Hoc
manerium fuit et est Archiepiscopi Eboracensts,’ and incidentally,
in denoting the change of valuation, we find such statements
as, ¢ Eldred the Archbishop held this as one manor, now under
Thomas ; the Canons of St. Peter,” &c. His manors in Leices-
tershire and Nottinghamshire give no names of tenants ‘tem-
pore Regis Edwardi, and we may presume by their absence
that the manors previously belonged to the Archbishopric, as
in the case of the entries under Canterbury.

In respect of Lincolnshire, however, there would appear to
have been some reason for Archbishop Thomas to have had
manors assigned to him which had not previously belonged
to the see. The words to some three or four of the manors
are ¢ Habuit Elmer, ‘kabuit Alwin, * kadbuit Turchil &c. ;
names which could scarcely refer to the under-tenants. Some
few other names occur also as holding single manors, but
throughout the twenty-five manors there is no evidence that
any previously belonged to the Archbishopric of York, or
indeed to any ecclesiastical person or body; and it would
appear that, like the manors in Hampshire, they had been con-
ferred on the Archbishop for some special reason or that he
had obtained them through purchase.

All the thirteen Bishops of English dioceses are entered in
Domesday as holding manors qui Zenentes in Capite. Tra-
versing the country from the north, southward, the dioceses
were—Durham ; Chester, Worcester, and Hereford ; Lincoln
and Thetford ; Exeter and Wells; Salisbury, Winchester,
and Chichester; Rochester and London. These with the
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two Archbishoprics made up the fifteen dioceses into which
England at the time of the Survey was divided.

They held manors in different proportion. Two only held
over one hundred manors at the time of the Survey, namely,
Lincoln and Thetford (the predecessor of Norwich). Worces-
ter had just under the hundred. London and Chester follow
‘with about seventy-five. Four dioceses had about fifty
manors each, namely, Hereford, Durham (and this, of course,
only so far as recorded), Winchester, and Exeter. Salisbury,
Rochester, and Wells held each about twenty manors, while
at the bottom of the list stands Chichester with ten. For the
most part the lands lie in or near to the diocese to which they
belonged, but still there are some anomalies, as will be seen.

Beginning with LINCOLN ; of the hundred manors and
more in which the Bishop held lands, about thirty! are in the
county of Lincoln. So far as has been observed, they seem
throughout to be the lands which had belonged to various lay
tenants T.R.E,, but conferred on Remigius, in all probability,
as endowments of the new see. The same applies to the
fourteen manors in Nottinghamshire and the same number
in Leicestershire, and also to most of the remaining forty
manors distributed through the counties of Northampton-
shire, Bedfordshire, Huntingdonshire, Cambridgeshire, Oxon,
and Bucks.?

It must be remembered, however, that in speaking of the
see of Lincoln several historical circumstances have to be
taken into account. It was not a see founded like Canterbury
or Rochester, nor did it grow simply like Winchester. It was
in one sense a new see, appearing first of all in the pages of
Domesday, in another sense a restoration of an old one, and
an amalgamation with other sees. As a new see it is worthy

' Several of these manors have large Sokes and Berewics. They may well

be reckoned as equivalent to forty manors.
2 To the manor of Histon in Cambridgeshire there isthis note : * Hoc manerium
est unum de duodecim maneriis dominicis Episcopatus Lincolniensis.”
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of remark that throughout the Survey Remigius is styled
always ¢ Episcopus Lincolniensis, yet so far as has been ob-
served no document exists in which he styles himself so.
The removal of the see from Dorchester was, no doubt,
decided upon soon after 1070. Indeed, a charter professes
to have been preserved by #nspeximus, though perhaps it may
be said to be somewhat suspicious, in which King William
says he transfers the see by the consent of Pope Alexander,
and this Pope died in 1073. But Remigius had not completed
his new Cathedral at Lincoln till just before his own death,
which did not take place till 1092. There is, however, under
the account of the city of Lincoln in the Domesday Survey,
an entry relating to the Church of St. Mary of Lincoln, and
under this the Commissioners’ clerk has thought it well to
insert the words ‘i1 gua nunc est episcopatus So that the
change may be said to have been authoritatively recognised
by the Commissioners in 1086, and this perhaps is of greater
interest since Bishop Remigius was one of the four Commis-
sioners of the Survey concerning that part of the country, I
believe, which included Lincoln.

But the Dorchester diocese was already joined to or
rather had incorporated Leicester, and had absorbed within it
seemingly the still more ancient diocese of Lindsey. Hence
if the list of manors could be examined in connection with a
sufficient number of pra-Norman Charters we should possibly
find traces of the earlier endowments of three several dioceses,
though the bulk appears to be those obtained by Remigius
himself.

And here, as the Domesday Survey so definitely records
the transfer of the seat of the Bishopric, that is, of the
¢ Bishop’s Stool,’ to Lincoln, it is perhaps the place to refer to
that point in William’s policy which was exhibited so directly
and clearly at the council held in London in 1075, namely,
the removal of the episcopal residences to the chief towns.
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‘This was equivalent to making the chief towns the centres
of the several dioceses. Already, from what his experience in
the west had shown to be needed, the seat of the Devonshire
diocese at Crediton had been removed to the walled town of
Exeter, and quite early in the century the ancient see of
Cornwall had been united to it, so that now, since 1073 or
thereabouts, the episcopal sway over the whole of Devon and
Cornwall could be wielded at Exeter. At this council, there-
fore, held two years later, the see of Sherborne, to which the
ancient see of Ramsbury had been united, was removed to
the strong British fortress known as Old Sarum, then occu-
pied by a flourishing town overlooked by a strong castle on
its summit; there to remain till 1220, when the seat was
again removed to the level ground on which the present
famous Cathedral of Salisbury was then in course of erection.

The old seat at Selsea—on the island, as the name
implies—was at the same council ordered to be removed to the
better position of Chichester. And Lichfield also, then of
no account, was removed, temporarily it seems, to St. John’s,
Chester, but again removed shortly afterwards by Robert of
Limesy to Coventry, from which in after years the seat was
again removed, and restored to the old site of all, associated as
this was with the venerable name of St. Chad.

As a consequence too of the acts of this council, very
shortly afterwards Herfast removed the seat of the East
Anglian diocese from Elmham to Thetford, where we find
it at the time of the Survey; to be again removed shortly
after to Norwich: and before the close of the century, John of
Tours had removed the seat of the Somersetshire diocese
from Wells (as it appears in the Survey) to the ancient
Roman city of Bath; but this again in time, like Lichfield,
was restored-to its pristine site.

Although then it was not directly ordered by this council
that the see of Dorchester should be removed to Lincoln, the
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change must have been decided upon and the removal must
have already been going on, though Remigius probably de-
layed the transfer of his chapter till his new Cathedral was
completed, and meanwhile did not himself adopt the new
title, though others gave it to him. Lincoln perhaps was the
most important of the removals, and one involving the longest
distance ; for while the see of Dorchester, representing the
greater part of the old Mercian province, was perhaps the
largest in the kingdom, the seat was removed from the very
southern extremity to the very northern. The flat lands on
the north bank of the Thames valley at Dorchester, about
fifteen miles below Oxford, may perhaps have been thought
to be not so suitable for the seat of the Bishop as the steep
hill of Lincoln crowned with the remains of the old Roman
occupation, but there must have been further considerations
which decided the Conqueror on so sweeping a change.

Other towns might have been found further south, and
still very suitable for a Bishop’s seat, but what probably
weighed most with the Conqueror was his having a man like
Remigius, on whom he could depend to exert his influence
in the north ; to put down rebellion if need be, and gradually
to unite closer the interest of Normandy with England in
those parts. The story of the bribe of Remigius to the Con-
queror to give him the Bishopric probably has its origin in
the circumstance that Remigius, just as many other wealthy
persons did, subscribed a ship to the fleet which set out from
St. Valery on the eve of the Conquest; but it was made to
assume its more developed form by some one probably who
had suffered from the stern rule of the Bishop. William,
however, depend on it, was too astute to trust a man with
so important a position who had obtained the appointment
by a bribe.

The removal then of Dorchester to Lincoln referred to in
Domesday must be attributed to the policy which guided the
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Council of 1075; and this policy explains how it is that in
the Survey we find a different list of Bishoprics forming the
Province of Canterbury from that which we should have
found if the Survey had been taken a few years earlier.

- And now to speak of some of the other dioceses.

The hundred manors of the see of THETFORD, which had
only just been removed from Elmham, were confined to the
two counties of Norfolk and Suffolk. The Tenens in Capite
appears under the name of William, Bishop, in both the
counties, not Herfast who was consecrated to Elmham in
1075. This shows that these counties at least were not
surveyed till after the commencement of 1086, for in that
year only Bishop William of Beaufeu was consecrated. I
do not think there are means of ascertaining the exact month
when the consecration of William took place ; otherwise this
might limit more closely the date of the compilation of the
Domesday of these parts.

In the first entry in the Norfolk Domesday the title runs,
¢ Terva Episcopi Tedfordensis. Ad episcopatum pertinens’ ; so
that the manors belonged to the see, and all passed at once to
William on his entering upon the Bishopric; the clerk, how-
ever, frequently inserts ‘ fenuit Ailmarus.’' Ethelmar had been
Bishop of Elmham T.R.E. and up to 1070, when he was
deposed and Herfast succeeded, during whose tenure the see
was removed.

! In some few cases the Norfolk Domesday adds notes how the property was

acquired. The following are characteristic instances : —

¢ In Gunetune quam emit Almarus T.R.E. ad episcopatum tenuit die qua fuit
mortuus, . .

In Bigetune tenuit episcopus Almarus per emptionem T.R.E. de Comite
Algaro.

In Blafelde tenuit Almarus . . . Hoc manerium accepit Almarus cum uxore
sua antequam esset episcopus et postea tenuit in episcopatum. Modo tenet Willelmus
episcopus.

Hemeslei tenuit Algarus comes T.R.E. et Alwius emit. Stigandus abstulit et
dedit Almaro fratri suo ; sed hundredus nescit quomodo ex illo fuit in episcopatum
in dominio.
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The Bishopric of WORCESTER was presided over by the
English Bishop, the celebrated Wulfstan, who had been con-
secrated in 1062, and was allowed still to retain his see.
He did not die till 1095. There are nearly eighty manors in
Worcester belonging to this church, but they are entered
under the title of ¢ Terra ecclesie de Wirecestre’ ; the eight
manors in Gloucestershire the same; but in the body of the
entry it frequently runs ¢ Tenet Episcopus, and the lands in War-
wickshire are all entered under the title of ¢ Zerra Episcopi de
Wirecester” In the first entry under Worcestershire the refer-
ence to the Hundred of Oswaldiston is very explicit as to the
antiquity of the Bishop’s rights. The entry begins, ¢ De guibus
episcopus ipsius ecclesie @ constitutione antiquorum lemporum
habet omnes redditiones socharum et omnes consuetudines,’ &c.
Throughout the whole ninety and odd manors or portions of
manors there seems no reason to believe but that they all
belonged to the ancient endowments of the see. We find that
Waulfstan, who was in favour with the Conqueror, having as-
sisted at his coronation, was very active in restoring property
which had been from one cause or another alienated from his
church,' and this, perhaps, helps to account for the long list
recorded in Domesday.

The Bishop of LONDON in one or two cases is mentioned
by name, viz. Maurice, and he was not consecrated till April
5, 1086. The date is valuable, because it shows that it must
have been after the first quarter in the year that the Survey
returns were corrected. It does not appear that William of
Beaufeu above referred to was consecrated to Thetford at the
same time ; and if afterwards, it makes it all the more annoy-
ing that we cannot determine the exact date. Bishop Maurice
is returned as holding land in seventy or eighty manors,

! See Brompton in Decem Scriptores, col. 976 ; also Hemming's Chartulary.
Several charters relating to Wulfstan’s activity in this respect are printed in

Dugdale, vol. i. p. 599, etc.
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and mainly in counties adjoining his see, i.e. in Essex 32, in
Middlesex 20,' in Hertfordshire 21, and one solitary manor in
Dorsetshire.

In Essex and Middlesex and Hertfordshire, there is every
reason to suppose that nearly all the manors belonged to
the Bishopric and were not personally acquired by Maurice.?
Here and there confirmatory notes are introduced by the
clerk, such as ¢ Semper in Episcopatu fuit, or ¢ Tenuit Willelmus
Episcopus, &c.—i.e. the Bishop in King Edward’s time. As
regards the thirty hides at Southminster in Essex, which the
Bishop is said to hold in demesne, there is a very interesting
note, and it is to this effect. ‘This land Cnut the King
seized, but William the Bishop recovered it in the time of
King William." (‘ Hanc terram tulit Gnut Rex, sed Willelmus
Episcopus recuperavit tempore regis Willelmi’) This was a
point which the Commissioners were of course glad to record.

The fifty manors of the LICHFIELD Bishopric, which had
been temporarily removed to CHESTER, and appear under that
Bishopric in Domesday, are distributed through six counties.

! In reckoning the manors I am met with the difficulty that the vill of
¢ Stibenhede * (Stepney) is divided into eleven separate portions. In the first
portion there are thirty-two hides, in the second five hides, in the third five hides,
and so on. Some of the later portions are very small, and are merely referred to
briefly, but the earlier portions have full statistics, and under one of them occur
the words ¢ De hoc manerio tenuit Sired,’ etc. Some appear to be held
with the chief manor, others not. On the one hand, it seems unreasonable to
reckon all the entries as only one manor, and, on the other, equally so to count
the whole eleven ; so I have reckoned them at six., Fulham, again, is divided
into three, and I have reckoned them as such, since to each are given full statistics,
and they are assessed at eleven, five, and five hides respectively.

2 There is an entry in the Domesday for Somersetshire which is puzzling (fol.
9t a). It has the heading (in the place of the ¢ Tenens in capite’) ¢ Quod
Mauricius episcopus tenet.” This must refer to Maurice, Bishop of London. It
is only a brief entry, and it begins as follows : ¢ Episcopus Mauricius tenet de rege
ecclesiam S. Andrez. Brictric tenuit T.R.E.” This, standing by itself, would
mean the cathedral church of Wells. But we know from Bishop Giso himself -
how far the property was confiscated in Edward’s reign ; and this Bishop was still
living at the time of the Survey. It is almost impossible to believe that his
church had been in lay hands, and was now in those of another Bishop. I can-
not explain it myself, and I cannot find that it has been explained.
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In Staffordshire there are twenty, leaving the remaining thirty
divided among Warwick, Shropshire, Cheshire, Derbyshire,
and Hertford.

To one manor in Warwickshire, and to several in Staf-
fordshire, the scribe has added ¢ Hec ferra est de Ecclesia
Sancti Cedde, and in one Cheshire manor also we find the
phrase ¢ Sanctus Cedde tenuit) directly pointing to the fact that
they belonged to the ancient Bishopric. To one or two the
expression ¢ Ecclesia tenust T.R.E.’ is added. In glancing
through the several manors held by the Bishop, I have not
observed any but what may well have belonged to the ancient
Bishopric except those in Hertfordshire.

With regard to one of these manors, we learn that ¢ three
thanes, “men” of Queen Edith, held this manor, and they
could sell it. This manor is not of the Bishopric, but be-
longed to Rayner the father of Bishop Robert.’

Now without this note we might well have supposed that
the land had been confiscated and given to Robert de Limesy ;
but we find he practically had it by inheritance, and this
should lead us to exercise caution in coming to conclusions
respecting other changes of property in which the Commis-
sioners’ clerk had not been so considerate towards our want
of knowledge of the events which were passing and were well
known when he was recording the business of the court.
Incidentally, too, the mention here of Robert the Bishop gives
us additional confirmation of the fact of this part of the
Domesday Survey being compiled not earlier than 1086, be-
cause Robert of Limesy was consecrated Bishop of Lichfield
(or Chester, as it appears here) in 1086, at the same time
that William de Beaufeu was consecrated Bishop of Thetford
as already referred to.

Amongst the Hertfordshire manors also there is a reference
to half a carucate which lay in a manor belonging to the Bishop,
‘ Stigandus Archiepiscopus eam tenuit! and the note is added.
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Probably on his being deposed it was lost, but it may possibly
have been personal property, and not belonging to the Arch-
bishopric. In two other manors entered in the same series,
the land now belonging to Robert Bishop of Chester is re-
turned as having belonged to a ‘/omo’ of Stigand, but in
both cases it is added that the man ‘vendere potuit’ In all
probability it belonged to the personal and not the official
holding of Stigand, which had been dispersed and had been
bought by Robert’s father with the rest, and this is the reason
why in the Survey the manors in Hertfordshire occur as belong-
ing to Robert Bishop of Chester.

But before leaving the Bishop of Chester I would note
that, in the city of Chester, Domesday records that he has
certain ‘ customs.” These, no doubt, were the ancient customs,
and they breathe the spirit of the dooms of King Ine, or of
those ‘which King Alfred and Guthrum chose,’ and so point
to great antiquity in their holding. The first runs: ¢ If any
free man do work on a feast day, the Bishop has from him
eight shillings. But from a serf or maid servant (‘de servo
autemm wvel ancilla’) who breaks a feast day (our northern
friends would describe this as breaking the ‘sauboth’) the
Bishop has four shillings.’ I cannot help wishing, for the
sake of the most learned historian that Chester has ever seen
sitting on its episcopal throne, that the old Domesday custom
was revived, especially if the fines were paid according to the
relative money value of those days as represented by our own,

The fifty manors belonging to the see of HEREFORD are
entered, as regards Herefordshire and Gloucestershire, under
the title ¢ Terra ecclesie de Hereford, but, as in the case of
Worcester, the Bishop’s name is mentioned in the text, and
at the end of the Herefordshire entries there is this note :

Amongst the whole there are in the Ei)iscopate three hundred
hides, although concerning thirty-three hides the Bishop’s Men have
not proved their claim [rationem non dederint).
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Besides these manors the Bishop had three in his neigh-
bour’s county of Worcester, two in Shropshire, and one far off
in Essex. They seem to have always belonged to the Church,
and we find amongst the entries some seven or eight instances
of those incidental paragraphs which the Commissioners, no
daubt, delighted in recording.!

[Earl] Harold held it unjustly, but King William restored it to
Walter the Bishop, because it was of the Bishopric,

This was Walter, by the way, the last of the English
Bishops, who was consecrated in 1061 and died in 1079. At
the time of the Survey the Norman Robert de Losinga was
Bishop. As to the solitary and small manor in Essex, there
is a peculiarity in the tenure. A part is recorded to have
been ‘in the church,’ and part ‘in the fee of Harold.

Next as to DURHAM. It will have been observed that
I had to qualify the number of manors which the see of
Durham possessed with the expression ‘so far as recorded.’
I used these words because the whole of the county of
Durham, as well as of Northumberland, is omitted from the
Domesday Survey, and probably portions of the adjoining
counties. This is not the place to discuss the causes of such
omission, but it may reasonably be allowed that the Bishopric
of Durham possessed probably as many manors in the
county bearing its own name as elsewhere, and if so that
would bring it up to the same level as that of the others, if
not to a higher one, as regards its manorial holdings.

The entries of lands belonging to the Bishop of Durham
under Lincolnshire seem to imply that the thirty manors?
ascribed to the Bishop did not anciently belong to the
Bishopric. We find the expressions ¢ Habuit Stepiot,) ¢« Habuit

' The title is always written over the name, and always Earl—never King,.
* Belonging to these thirty manors are some dozen Sokes and Berewics, etc.
Fhey may fairly be reckoned as equivalent to thirty-five manors.

VOL. II D
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Siward, etc., Nunc Episcopus Dunelmensis.’ 1In all probability
these manors were bestowed by the Conqueror upon William
of St. Carileph personally as a matter of policy—the same
policy which suggested the transference of Remigius to this
large seaboard county, with associations of the occupations
by the Danish strangers and the continued attempts at inde-
pendence made by the inhabitants of the district.

Of the fourteen manors in which the Bishop held land
in Yorkshire, some appear to have already belonged to the
see, for we find in one ¢ Episcopus Dunelmensis habuit et habet,
and several without any name attached to them T.R.E. On
the other hand, in the first two manors recorded, we are told
¢ Hoc manerium tenuit Morcar ; nunc habet Episcopus Dunel-
mensis’; so that we may be sure it belonged to the forfeited
lands of the Northumbrian earl. We can scarcely suppose
that the earl had unjustly possessed himself of it to the
detriment of the Church, and that it was now restored, for in
that case there would have been something in the formula
to imply it, if indeed it would not have been vauntingly
stated in full. Of the third manor we learn this history :
that ‘King Edward himself held it. Now the Bishop of
Durham holdsit’ Thislooks like a grant from King William
to the Bishop for services rendered, and throws a light perhaps
upon the two forfeited manors of Morcar. As no name is
given, we do not know whether the grant was made first of
all to Walcher, who died May 14, 1080, or to his successor,
William of St. Carileph, who was consecrated on January 3,
1081, but most probably to the latter.

With respect to the two manors in Bedfordshire and the
one in Berkshire, held by the Bishop of Durham, the entries
are curious. As regards those in Bedfordshire we are told
the men of the hundred testify that King Edward gave one
of them to the Church of the Holy Cross at Waltham, and
as to the other it is recorded that the Canons of the Holy
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Cross held it ¢in alms’ T.R.E. In Berkshire the Bishop
holds the manor of Waltham, and the historical note to this
is, * Ulwin the Canon (presumably of Waltham Abbey) held
it from [Earl] Harold (the word ‘comite’ being, as is usual,
interlineated), and it belonged to the church of Waltham.
Now in one of the Chronicles of Waltham, William is accused
of robbing the Abbey of certain possessions, but it is a ques-
tion whether he would have been bold enough to take away,
on any plea whatever, lands with which Harold had endowed
his own foundation, It is quite possible that it was the result
of an exchange or bargain of some kind, perhaps made when
the king visited the Abbey in 1077, as he is recorded to have
done. Still the fact remains that the Bishop of Durham for
the first time became Zenens in capite of these three manors
which the Abbey of Waltham had once held. That it was
a case of their selection of the Bishop of Durham as an
overlord, is improbable from the fact that the Abbey appears
itself amongst the Tenentes in capite in Domesday, and there-
fore, as they held two manors in Hertfordshire, they might
reasonably be supposed to be capable of holding two in
Bedfordshire and one in Berkshire.

The Bishop of WINCHESTER, who is generally referred to
by name as well as title, i.e. Walkelin, and who succeeded to
the see on the deposition of Stigand in 1070, is returned as
holding manors in nine different counties.! More than half
the manors, which I reckon at fifty-five in all, are situated in

! In addition to the manors entered under the Bishop’s name as Zenens in
Capite, there are several which are entered under the name of the Aébatia S
Petri, and the Abbas is the ZTenens in Capite. To obtain an idea of the whoie
endowment of the church of Winchester these should be added.

In Hampshire, five are entered under the heading of Aébatia, and twelve
under Abdbas. In Wilts, five under 4bdbastia ; in Dorset and Surrey, eachone. In
Sussex, three under 4bbas. The exact distinctions between the several endow-
ments are not kept very clear in the Survey, since Manors entered beneath the
Bishop as Zemens tn Capite are, as already noted, applied sometimes ad victum
Monachorum &c.

D2
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Hampshire itself, namely twenty-nine, and so, near the seat
of the Bishopric ; nine are in the adjoining county of Wilts,
and the remaining seventeen manors are distributed in seven
counties, two of which have four manors, one has three manors,
two have two manors, and two have one manor each.

Under the manors in Hampshire we find frequently the
phrase * De cpiscopatu est et fuil) or ¢ Semper jacuit in Epi-
scopatu, or ‘Ipse Episcopus tenet; semper tenuil] or again
¢ Godwinus tenuit de Episcopo; non potuit ire aliubi) These
phrases are constantly employed by the clerk to show that the
manors were of old the property of the Church. When no note
is given and when no other owner is named T.R.E., we may
take it for granted words such as the above are understood.

In Surrey the clerk informs us that St. Peter (i.e. the Church
of Winchester) always held the one manor then held by the
Bishop. In Berkshire, against two of the manors we find the
note, ‘Bishop Stigand held it T.R.E.; but as he was Bishop
of Winchester, this is only another method of saying that the
manor belonged to the Bishopric.

In Wiltshire we find in respect of the first manor specified,
that two of the hides did not belong to the Bishop because
they were, with three others, taken away from the Church and
from the hands of the Bishop in the time of King Cnut. As
the Bishop now seems to hold them, it would look as if they
had been somehow restored. 1 observe, too, in Wiltshire
another phrase to occur several times implying the ownership
of a manor by the Church. ‘Godric, who held it T.R.E,,
could not separate it from the Church.’ (¢ Godricus qui tenuit
non potuit ab ecclesid separarve’), and again ‘ Qui tenuerunt
T.R.E. non poterant ab ecclesib separare,

In Somersetshire, the passage relating to the Bishop of
Winchester's tenure is mainly taken up with the customs
which he holds in the vill of Taunton, and at the beginning
of the passage we find that Stigand held Taunton (no doubt
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gud Bishop of Winchester), so that at once we are practically
carried back to Edward’s time.! But further in the course of
the account with respect to certain lands the clerk notes, ¢ Those
who held them in the time of King Edward could not alienate
them from the Church, and again at the end, with regard
to certain lands lying to Taunton, there is the note ‘that of
these lands the customs and service always lay to Taunton, and
King William granted this land to be held by St. Peter and
Walchelin the Bishop.’ The probable reason of the appear-
ance of the note is that the question of tenure having been
raised, the clerk has entered the #psissima verba of the Court.

While certain customs and services had continued to be
paid to the Church of St. Peter at Winchester, the Bishop had
lost his right over the land by the same kind of alienation as
we have seen to take place elsewhere, and which was so con-
tinually the case through neglect on the part of the responsible
officers of the several ecclesiastical institutions or communities
in looking after their interest. Consequently it had been
proved that the lands once belonged and in law actually did
belong to those to whom the customs and services were paid
and done, and this decision of William’s court became then
the title to the land, Not that King William made the grant
de novo, but that he confirmed the Bishop in the enjoyment
of what already by right belonged to him, which right had
been disputed.

In Hertfordshire, again, the solitary manor so far away

' ¢In King Edward’s Time’ was sufficient for the purposes of the Survey, but
we know from other sources that the vill of Taunton was given to the Church of
Winchester early in the eighth century: ¢ Amno Dccxx1 Ethelardus Rex West
Saxonum. Hujus conjux Fritheswitha Regina dedit Wintoniensi Ecclesie Tan-
tonam de suo patrimonio. El ipse Rex Ethelardus de sua parte addidit ad pre-
dictum manerium ad opus efusdem ecclesie sept s.'  (Annales de Winitonia,
subanno. Rolls Series 1865.) It is perhaps difficult to identify exactly the seven
manse here referred to amongst the property held in Somersetshire by the Church,
but on the other hand there is every reason to believe that at the time of the
Survey they continued still as part of the endowment of the Bishopric,
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from the Bishop’s seat appears to have been, curiously, an
ancient tenure of the Bishopric, the note of the Commis-
sioners’ clerk running, ¢ This manor lay and lies in the demesne
of St. Peter’s, Winchester.” In Buckinghamshire, again, to one
of the two manors we find the note, ¢ This manor was and is
for the food of the monks of the church of Winchester [‘de
victu monachorum’]: Stigand held it” To the other we find
the same note as in the Hertfordshire case, ¢ This manor lay
and lies in the demesne of the church of Winchester” The
two Oxfordshire manors in the same way are noted as belong-
ing to the Church originally ; to one we have the expression,
¢ Stigand held it ;’ to the other, ¢ It was and is of the Church.’

Again, to each of the four manors in Cambridgeshire, still
further away from the Bishop’s seat, notes are added, in the
words of one or other of the above formule, showing that
they belonged to the Church of St. Peter of Winchester
originally, and were not granted by the Conqueror.

Turning next to EXETER, we find that thirty-five out
of the fifty manors are in Cornwall and Devon, the two
counties representing the two ancient dioceses of Cornwall
and Crediton. The manors appear without exception to have
belonged to the old sees. The Exon Domesday, though it
gives the statistics more fully, does not appear to give any
historical details touching the question at issue beyond those
which have been copied off into the Exchequer copy of
Domesday. It would only be tedious to recount the various
formula used to show the ancient right of the Church in the
several manors, but there is one note respecting the manor of
Newton which is interesting from its explicit character. It
runs: ‘Concerning the manor, Bishop Osbern exhibits his
charters which show that the Church of St. Peter was seised of
the said manor before King Edward reigned. Furthermore, in
the time of King William he proved his claim to it before the
King'’s Barons, (‘ /nsuper T. R. Willelmi diratiocinavit coram
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baronibus Regis esse suam’). These little details give here
and there an insight into the working of the Commissioners’
court, and bring before our view the venerable Bishop pointing
to his charters which he had produced in court. It is a mis-
fortune that such details are given so sparingly.

The single manor of Bentone (i.e. Bampton) in Oxfordshire,
although so far away, had evidently belonged anciently to
the Bishopric of Exeter also, as the words ¢ Leuric [or rather
Levric] Episcopus tenuit’ are added. This must be the well-
known Leofric whose missal is preserved, and who was conse-
crated Bishop of Creditonin 1046, soon after the two sees were
united, and who died in 1072. It was therefore held by the
Bishop in King Edward’s days, and that was sufficient for the
Commissioners. With respect, however, to the four or five
manors in Norfolk, there is no reason to suppose they had
belonged originally to the Bishopric of Exeter. The name
of the Tenens in capite is not Episcopus de Ezecestrid, but
simply Osbernus Episcopus. Exeter is not mentioned ; -and
this perhaps was of set purpose, just as in the case of the
Suffolk tenures of Lanfranc, already referred to, where he
does not appear as Archbishop of Canterbury, but low down
in the list simply as Lanfrancus Archiepiscopus.! In other
words, the manor belonged to the man—not to the dignitary.

Osbern’s land seems to have belonged T.R.E. to free men,
but I observe that against two of them is the designation ¢ komo
Stigandi’ These entries are to be compared with other
examples, and notably with the case of Lanfranc above
mentioned, where Stigand’s name occurs in the holding T.R.E.
of land now alienated to other ecclesiastical persons: and
there seems good reason to suppose that together with his
disgrace and deposition, his lands of all kinds were trans-
ferred to others. Without going minutely into the cases seve-
rally and comparing them with such charters as may happen

) See ante, p. 406.
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to exist respecting the lands in question, it is dangerous to
come to any definite conclusion. But the probabilities are
that none of the ancient tenures of the see, and of which
Stigand became possessed gud Archbishop of Canterbury,
were alienated : yet those which Stigand may have obtained
personally for himself were confiscated. Still the line, perhaps,
was drawn somewhat loosely, and according to the principle
‘la raison du plus fort c’est toujours la meilleure’ the law
might easily have been made to comprehend lands amongst
Stigand’s personal property which were in the original gift
intended for the Church of Canterbury, and which were
thereby lost to it ; especially in those cases where exchanges
had taken place. The circumstances themselves attending
the deposition of Stigand suggest the kind of law which was
administered. The three charges which seem to have been
formulated would probably not by themselves have in-
volved deposition ; but there was practically a fourth charge
which did not appear on the Record, but which gave a cogency
to the other charges, namely, that he was an Englishman, and
one whose influence stood in the way of the Norman influence,
and might at any moment prove dangerous.

We come next to the Bishop of SALISBURY, the
celebrated St. Osmond, presiding over a see bringing with it
memories of Sherborne and Ramsbury.

It is strange how poor it was in manorial property, holding
only twenty manors in all. In the three counties where we
should have expected it would have held largely, namely Berk-
shire, Wiltshire, and Dorset, the Domesday Record gives only
three, five, and six manors respectively : so far as it appears,
they all originally belonged to the Bishopric.

The precise time, or the special reasons which had caused
this havoc made with the Church property;, is beside the
present point at issue. All that is certain is that it was not
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lost by reason of the Norman Conquest. Of the two manors
the Bishop held in Somersetshire; one, composed of two parts,
seems to have been some personal acquisition, as the Record
goes out of its way to say ‘ These two pieces of land are not
of the Bishopric of Salisbury : Osmund the Bishop holds them
for one manor.’

In Lincolnshire the entry is simply ¢ Z7erra Osmunai
Episcopi, and the land consists of three very small portions,
scarcely to be called manors, and in all three cases belonging
to the church of Grantham. We possess, I believe, no docu-
ments belonging to the older church of Grantham, and therefore
I cannot speak with any confidence, but my view would be
that, as perhaps in some other cases, the community there pre-
ferred to trust their lands in the keeping of a Southern Bishop
rather than that of the Bishop of the Diocese whose court
might be biassed against them in case of encroachment.
Virtually, in this instance as in the others, Osmund became
what we might call a trustee. The solitary manor in Oxford-
shire is described as having originally belonged to the Church,
presumably the church of Salisbury.

The Bishop of ROCHESTER holds eighteen manors in Kent
out of his total of twenty, and from the numerous charters &c.
which are preserved, it is easy to ascertain the date at which
most were assigned to the Bishopric.!

There is an explanation, however, respecting Stoke
which again well illustrates the point insisted on, namely that
alienation of ecclesiastical property was very far indeed from
William’s policy. The record runs—

This manor was and is of the Bishopric of Rochester. But Earl
Godwin in the time of King Edward bought it of two men who held

} For instance, Estoche was granted as early as A.D. 730 or thereabouts;
Frindlesham about 750; Bronlei and Hallinges both about 775 ; Tottesclewe,
780 ; Esnocland in 830; and others later still. One or two of the early grants
seem to have been lost either by sale or exchange.
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it of the Bishop, and without his knowledge the sale was effected (‘ eo
ignorante facta est venditio’). But afterwards, when King William was
reigning, Archbishop Lanfranc proved his claim to the same against
the Bishop of Bayeux, and hence it is now in seisin of the Church of
Rochester (‘diratiocinavit illud Lanfrancus Episcopus contra Baio-
censem Episcopum et inde est modo saisita Rofensis ecclesia’).

The reason of the Bishop of Bayeux being defendant in
the suit, is that gud Earl of Kent, he became lord over all
the confiscated lands of Earl Godwin,and so had to do battle
for the lands of which Earl Godwin had wrongfully possessed
himself.

The insertion of the passage, besides being useful, is inte-
resting. It was not probably prompted so much by the
desire to give information to future generations as to show to
the Church of England that a wrong done by Earl Godwin
was afterwards undone, and right done regnante Willelmo Rege.

Besides the eighteen manors in Kent, one manor is
entered under the Bishop’s name in Cambridgeshire. It does
not seem to have belonged to the church of Rochester, nor
yet does it seem to be a personal grant to Gundulf, for it is
added, he holds it ¢ sub Archiepiscopo Lanfranco. Possibly it
was some land to which Lanfranc had made good claim in
the courts gud Archbishop, and which of old belonged to the
Church, yet with its title obscure it was now settled to belong
to the church of Rochester, but with homage done and cer-
tain service rendered to the Archbishop of Canterbury.

The suits which Lanfranc successfully sustained for his
own diocese and the neighbouring diocese of Rochester,
were determined at Pinenden (Pinenden Heath, as it is gene-
rally called), the old meeting-place of the shire, which is
referred to on the first folio of Domesday, thus :

And if they shall be summoned to meet together at the Shire [mote]
they will go to Pennenden—not further (* S¢ fuerint premonits ut con-
veniant ad scivam, ibunt ad Pennendenc—non longius’).
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It may be added by way of illustration that over one
important Gemot held here in 1076-7, in which the Arch-
bishop and Earl Odo were respectively plaintiff and defendant,
it was necessary to have an independent president,and Geoffrey
of Coutances was chosen; in this case, it would appear that
the Church got justice done, though it was to the detriment
of the king’s brother.!

The Bishop of WELLS, to whom we next come, was at the
time of the Survey still the Lotharingian Bishop Giso, who
had been consecrated in 1061. Not having given any offence,
and not being dangerous (for, if we may judge by the few
lines of autobiography he has left us, he was anything but
an admirer of Harold),? he was allowed to continue on in
the Bishopric. Probably, as regards the individual churches
throughout the diocese, the change from a Saxon king to a
Norman one was not felt at all, everything going on as before.
The seventeen manors (all in Somerset) which he held T.R.W.
he seems to have held T.R.E,, though, as we gather from his
story, some had been lost, but afterwards were recovered.

We have now arrived at the one diocese which stands
at the bottom of the list as the poorest of all in respect of
manorial holding, namely, Chichester.

The ten manors held by the Bishop of CHICHESTER, all
in Sussex, seem to consist of what was left of the endowments
of the ancient Bishopric of Selsea, after the troubles of the
tenth and the early part of the eleventh century. No further
grants seem to have been made to Stigand, who had been
appointed to the Bishopric by William in 1070. He had
been the Conqueror’s chaplain, and is not to be confused with
the deposed Archbishop of Canterbury of the same name.

1 See Thorpe’s Registrum Rofense, 1769, p. 27. I believe the original of the
passage occurs in the Zextus Rofensis, but the facts are referred to by Gervase
and other chroniclers.

2 See Ecclesiastical Documents, Camden Society, 1840, p. 16.
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I have thus completed a summary of the endowments of
the fifteeen ecclesiastical divisions of the country enjoyed by
their ecclesiastical rulers, or devoted to ecclesiastical purposes
over which they had more or less control. As has been observed,
we occasionally find notices of certain lands appropriated to the
victus or the vestitus of the canons attached to the cathedral.
In some cases, lands are found, by reference to the charters,
to have been left for repair of the fabric of the church; at
others, evidently for the Bishop’s personal use. But whatever
their object, the lands were vested in the Bishop, and the
Domesday Survey seldom takes note of anything beyond this
one fact. ’

The eight hundred and odd manors thus accounted for,
it must be remembered, were totally distinct from the seven-
teen hundred manors with which, at the time of the Conquest,
we find that the several religious houses situated within those
several divisions or dioceses were endowed.

" To go through these would take as long as the survey of
the Bishops’ properties has taken, and indeed longer, because
we have more records relating to the monastic foundations
than to the Bishoprics, and therefore one is tempted more
frequently to go out of one’s way to explain the circum-
stances connected with the details of the results Domesday
so very briefly records.

Suffice it here to say, that of the sixty-two English religious
Foundations returned as Zenentes in Capite, 1 find only one
holding above 300 manors, and that is Bury St. Edmund.
Next to that is the Church of Ely (the Bishopric had not
yet been formed), with a roll of exactly 200 manors as I
count them.

These two stand alone far at the head of the list. With
a roll varying from between 50 and 100 manors, we find
Worcester (distinct from the Bishopric), Westminster, Peter-
borough, Glastonbury, Ramsey, Hereford, and Abingdon,
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Varying from thirty to fifty are, Mont S. Michael (Corn-
wall), Croyland, Coventry, St. Augustine’s Canterbury, Eves-
ham, and the monks of Canterbury and Worcester, both the
latter being independent of the episcopal foundation.

. This gives us a total of sixteen, and distributed amongst
them a roll of about 1,250 manors.

Of those holding from ten to thirty manors, I reckon
* thirty-five, and those holding under ten manors, twenty-one.
In other words, these 56 Religious Houses possessed between
them under 500 manors. This shows the unequal disposal of
the manors, not arising always from poverty of original endow-
ments, but mainly from the inability to preserve them during
the Danish and other troubles of the kingdom, from the
beginning of the tenth century to the time of the Conquest.

If I had had an opportunity of treating of these monastic
possessions as exhibited in Domesday, I should also have
had to speak of the endowments which several Norman
monasteries had obtained in England between the Conquest
and the time of the Survey. This roll, however, is not a long
one. I reckon in all only twenty-six foundations, with a total
roll of eighty-one manors.

Rheims stands at the head with ten manors in three
counties ; St. Valery next ; Caen with its two foundations, the
Abbaye aux Hommes and Abbaye aux Dames (i.e. St. Stephen’s
and Holy Trinity)—the one the foundation of William, the
other of Matilda—only appears on the roll with six manors to
each, and those distributed in each case in four counties.

Of parish churches I have said nothing, partly from the
extent to which the paper has extended, partly from under-
standing that they would be treated of by another contributor
to the proceedings of the Domesday celebration.

One of my objects has been to illustrate, by the notes
here brought together, how distinctly the endowments exist-
ing T.R.E. were respected T.R.W.; and more than that,
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how their very existence at that time, proved either by
charter or by oral testimony, was sufficient for them to be
enrolled upon the great Survey of the kingdom, which was in
effect one great ‘title-deed.’

We see in the diminished number of the manors held by
some of the most ancient and once important sees, that much
robbery had taken place, but there is no reason to suppose
that the robbery took place after the Conquest, or that it had
been William’s policy to allow it; and though, as I have
pointed out, there were cases in which perhaps some loss had
occurred, more especially in Stigand’s case, there were to be
set against them those cases where lost lands had been
recovered and fresh grants acquired.

Between 1066 and 1086 personal gifts to the Church, no
doubt, had been as frequent as ever, if not more so—some
to the dioceses, some to the monasteries, some to the village
churches. It is clear too that William encouraged these
gifts, and made many himself.

Details we glean from other sources, but the evidence of
the great respect shown by William towards the Church of
England, whether actuated by mere policy, or more by
admiration of her work, or consciousness of her value towards
ensuring the peace of the nation—the evidence of this fact is
most clearly to be drawn from the pages of the Domesday
Survey.




Parieh EBurches Omitted in (Be
SwrBep. The (Presbyter.

By HERBERT ]. REID, F.S.A.

¢« THE Church in Domesday, together with its higher digni-
taries, formed the subject of a highly interesting paper read
by Mr. James Parker in this Hall last Thursday. Its careful
preparation, and the profound research it exhibited, was so
generally noticed, that I have considerable hesitation in offer-
ing my remarks, bearing a somewhat similar title, although in
effect differing entirely, both in treatment and subject. My
observations are upon ‘Parish Churches omitted in the Sur-
vey, and upon the term ¢ Presbyter,’ by implication held to
denote a church. Although by no means disregarding other
counties, I have, in deference to a suggestion offered by Lord
Aberdare, selected the majority of my examples from that
county with which I am most familiar—viz. Berkshire.

The small number of churches mentioned in Domesday
Book, and the apparently irregular manner of their distribu-
tion, invariably arrest our attention when submitting the
Returns to careful scrutiny. By some it has been inferred
from their being unmentioned that they cannot have existed ;
others reasoning that the term presbyter frequently encoun-
tered where no mention of a church is made, should be taken
to imply the existence of one : while the absence of the words
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ecclesia and presbyter is ofttimes accepted as sufficient or
conclusive proof that the sacred edifice was non-existent.
After all, this is but a hypothetical and negative reasoning
from which definite conclusions should not be arrived at ; and
although it has met with qualified acceptance from, among
others, Dr. Nash, in his ¢ History of Worcestershire, even
he would seem to have rather accepted the hypothesis than
to have based his remarks upon actual investigation.
References are found in early Cartularies to churches, and
also to tithes, before or soon after the advent of King
William, yet to which, in the account of the manors, no refer-
ence is made in Domesday. To this the Rev. Samuel Denne
refers in a letter to the Society of Antiquaries, which is
printed in vol. viii. of the ¢ Arch®ologia,’ and dated June 1,
1786. At this date the first volume of the printed edition of
the Domesday Survey containing all the counties to which he
refers had been published three years; and it is singular he
should have almost invariably taken imperfect extracts from
County Histories as the authorities upon which to base his
arguments, with the original references so easily accessible.
The facts he pointed out are indubitable, but unfortunately his
letter for critical purposes becomes of comparatively little value
from this oversight. I am, however, enabled to select a few
references from this letter in partial illustration of my subject.
The laws of Canute support the presumption that in his
reign there were many churches. These were divided into
four classes : the Heafod-mynster, or head minster, the Me-
demra-mynster, or mediocris ecclesia, the minor ecclesia, where
there was a little service and a cemetery, and the Feld-cirice,
ecclesia campestris, or field church, without a burial ground.
It can scarcely be doubted these greatly increased under so
religious a King as the Confessor, and this view is favoured
by Kemble, who expresses his opinion that their number in
Anglo-Saxon times was very large. To their great numerical
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increase under the Confessor his own laws bear direct testi-
mony, for in a paragraph at the foot of an enactment with
reference to the payment of tithe is the following conclusive
statement :—* in multis locis sunt modo iv vel iii ecclesiz,
ubi tunc temporis non erat nisi una.’

King William, ‘who loved the tall stags as though he was
their father, has been reproached for laying waste a large
portion of Hampshire to form the New Forest. Some
churches unquestionably were destroyed for this purpose.
The fact is attested by no less a person than the King's own
chaplain, William of Jumieges, who, after speaking of the
deaths of William Rufus and his brother Richard, says:
‘ quoniam multas villas et Ecclesias propter eandem Forestam
amplificandam, in circuitu ipsius destruxerat.’

Thirty-six churches are estimated to have been destroyed,
the calculation being based upon those remaining, as recorded
in the Hampshire Survey. There are entered as belonging
to this county some three hundred manors, sharing among
them one hundred and thirty-two churches, so that the pro-
portion of thirty-six churches to sixty villages destroyed will
not be deemed an unreasonable number. All the churches
in this county are found either holding land, or pertaining tc
some manor,

The Survey mentions but thirty churches in Wiltshire,
and these belonging principally to royal manors. The num-
ber recorded in Dorsetshire is marvellously small, only ten
churches being assigned to some two hundred and fifty
parishes in that county, while in Berkshire the number ex-
ceeds that of the above-mentioned two; this is the more
remarkable when we notice that the ecclesiastical bodies in
Wiltshire held fully two-thirds of the land in that county
under their dominion.

Berkshire, comprising in round numbers some two hundred
and forty parishes, is credited with _over fifty churches.

VOL. IL E
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Seventeen are upon royal manors, of which there were forty-
five, while the Church, possessing fifty-five manors, had but
sixteen, the remainder belonging to laymen. The Bishop
and monasteries of Winchester, with six manors, owned one
church, and the Bishops of Durham and Chichester, as also
the Abbey of Amesbury, were seemingly without, although
this last is elsewhere said to have held the church of the
king’s manor of Ledcombe, now Letcombe Regis.

According to the estimation of Sir Henry Ellis, no fewer
than eight hundred and twenty-nine churches are recorded in
the three counties of Norfolk, Lincoln, and Suffolk, one half
the number chronicled in the entire Survey, while in Corn-
wall, Lancashire (between the Ribble and the Mersey), and
Middlesex they are unnoticed, and in the Cambridgeshire
returns but one is mentioned.

It would be an almost hopeless task to ascertain with
exactitude the number of churches existing at the time the
Survey was made, yet diligent search in early records might
obtain an approximate estimate. Here references should be
found to payments made by William Rufus in pursuance
of his father’s will. Ingulphus, a contemporary writer, says,
sub anno 1087, that William Rufus gave ten marks to all the
principal churches, five marks to the lesser, and five shillings
to every country church throughout England. Simeon of
Durham mentions the circumstance, differing from Ingulphus
only in the amount, and in this he has been followed by such
later writers as Ralph de Diceto, Brompton, and Hoveden,
who appear to have all copied from him.

Selden has suggested the number of churches to have
been 4,511, a far more reasonable number than is given in
Sprott, where it is written, ‘fecit (Rex Willielmus) totam
Angliam describi, quantum terre quis baronum possedit . . .
quotque Ecclesiarum dignitates. Et repertum fuit in primo
de summa Ecclesiarum XLV M' XI.
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This chronicle, attributed—on far from sufficient grounds
—to Sprott, an Augustin monk of Canterbury, is by no means
always to be relied on, and it is certainly a remarkable cir-
cumstance that Sir Henry Spelman should receive and adopt
without question in his ‘Glossary’ the outrageous and impos-
sible statement, that when the Survey was made, there were
in England no less than 45,000 parish churches. Then, as
now, the sole authority for any such calculation must have
been Domesday Book, and this grave error can only be attri-
buted to the faulty arithmetic of the monkish writer; but
it is to be regretted his error should have been perpetuated
by so generally accurate a writer as Spelman,

A glance at any county map will show enormous tracts
of country seemingly, at the time of the Survey, unprovided
with a church, yet, by evidence of the returns, well populated.
At the present time it is nearly everywhere possible to recog-
nise, at places mentioned in Domesday Book, churches of
undoubted pre-Norman times, of which the Survey has taken
no account. In Berkshire, Upton and Aston-Upthorpe, ad-
mittedly Saxon churches, are not mentioned. At Burcombe
and Bremhill, Wilts, it is the same, and the Anglo-Saxon
Charter of King Edgar, A.D. 972, may be cited for the men-
tion of the Cyric-Stede, i.e. Church-stead, at West Overton,
although Domesday is silent as to the existence of a church.
Some valuable evidence is offered by Mr. Denne in his
‘ Doubts &c.,’ with respect to these omissions. He says:—
¢ Faversham in Kent, the church to which I allude, the first
William gave in 1070 to the Abbey of St. Augustin, with all
the tenths and products accruing from that manor. There is
also in Sprott’s Fragments a reference to a Bull of Urban III,
dated in 1085, which restrains the monks of that Abbey from
granting to any secular the church of Faversham and four
other churches. And if Mr. Bridges' transcripts are to be

depended on, Domesday is silent as to several churches
E2
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which are said by him to have been appropriated or given to
religious houses very early after the Conquest, viz. Charwel-
ton, Eydon, Newbottle, Grafton, Hardingstone, Moulton, By-
field, and Merton St. Lawrence. The last two were given to
the Abbey of St. Ebrulf, and the grants confirmed by the
Conqueror, A.D. 1081, between which time and the Survey it
is barely probable these churches should have been destroyed.’
' Sarisberie, or Old Sarum, and Dorchester in Oxfordshire,
furnish other instances. It is possible they may have been
included under the possessions of the cathedrals to which
they belonged, but under their several headings in the Survey
they are not mentioned as having churches. Yet it must
have been so; Dorchester had long been an episcopal see,
removed to Lincoln probably only the year prior to the
Survey ; and Domesday speaks of Remigius Bishop of Lin-
coln, and records the translation ¢. . . habet Sancta Maria de
Lincolia in qua nunc est episcopatus.’

In Berkshire, Reading, Windsor, Hungerford, and Wal-
lingford—this last, even at that period, an important borough
—were, according to Domesday Book, without churches; but
this is incredible. Under Wallingford are recorded no less
than ten Archbishops, Bishops, and Monastic Houses having
lands and other possessions there ; three presbyters had gable
of their houses, viz. Elmer, £Almer, and Lanbertus; and a
fourth, Rainbaldus, probably the chancellor of that name, held
one haga. But the mention of these is plainly to record their
private belongings, irrespective of the Church; for in the
paragraph relating to Sonninges, a manor of the Bishop of
Salisbury (which seems also to have been without a church),
there is incidental mention of a church at Wallingford, by
right belonging to Sonninges, but held by Rogerius the pres-
byter—proving not only the existence of one there, but also
that it did not concern any of the priests whose names were
entered as holding other property in that borough. The de-
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duction is clear. The four presbyters were registered, not in
respect of any church, but purely as private individuals; the
casual reference to the church under Sonninges may have been
a mild protest against alienations, while Rogerius having no
property in Wallingford liable to taxation, his name was in-
tentionally omitted. Mr. Parker, in his ¢ Early History of
Oxford,’ explains that most of the houses in county towns
held by tenants ¢z capite were connected more or less with
manors in other counties, so that for the purpose of attending
courts which were held in towns, it was necessary to have
residences set apart for the lords of the manors; there is
little doubt, he adds, that many of those houses were specially
entered upon the geld rolls as appropriated to certain manors,
and the expression ¢ jacet’ or ‘jacuit’ so frequently met with
evidently implies this.

Another incidental notice under Bristoldestone, where
there was both a church and a priest, indicates also a church
at Reading, with land pertaining thereto, which the Abbess
Leuueua had held of King Edward, belonging, at the Survey,
to Battle Abbey.

One reason for the omissions may have been, and in all
probability was, many of these edifices, especially the lesser
ecclesie, capelle, and ecclesiole, were maintained by the parent
church, and without other endowment, so that it was needless
to enumerate them, not being liable to taxation; occasion-
ally some few may have been, with or without reason, admitted
into the Returns, but so rarely as to scarcely need remark,

The Capella finds mention but once in Berkshire, at Har-
uuelle, the manor of Rogerius de Iveri, and but once in the
same county, at Wautham, is noticed an eclesiola, having
nine acres of meadow, but as the entire manor belonged to
Chertsey Abbey, and was valued at 6/, it is probable the
ecclesiole had no maintenance of its own, but was supported
by the Abbey.
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The ministers of the smaller churches or chapels are
rarely mentioned, and in Berkshire they are encountered but
twice, viz. Thatcham, where two clerici held a church and
lands, and Windsor, where Albertus clericus held one hide
and the third part of a dene. Sir Henry Ellis was of opinion
that clerici and capellani were frequently domestic priests, the
term being also used at times synonymously with presbyter,
while ecclesiola has been held to have the same signification
with cagella. ~ Of these, three are mentioned at Dartford,
Kent, and the Abbey of Hortune had one ¢cclesiola at Wim-
borne, Dorset. At Westbury, Wilts, was a church held by a
‘ certain clericolus,” which Canon Rich-Jones inclined to be-
lieve meant sub-deacon, a title not encountered in Berkshire,
although there is mention of one William the Deacon at
Wantage in that county.

Sir Henry Ellis has remarked that the circumstance of
¢ presbyteri’ occurring most frequently in counties where
scarcely any ecclesiz are noticed, gives strength to the pre-
sumption that the officers of the Exchequer who made the
abridgments of the inquisitions deemed the entry of the one
as in most cases implying the existence of the other, citing
Leicestershire as an example, where no less than forty-one
presbyters are enumerated, while the word ecclesia occurs in
the town of Leicester only. Here Hugh de Grentemaisnell
is stated to have held four churches, and the Bishop of Lincoln
two, but in Norfolk, in contradistinction, ecclesie are numeraus,
and presbyteri few.

The term Presbyter is that commonly employed in most
counties to denote the Minister, Diaconus and Capellanus
being used for the same purpose in some portions of the
Survey. It is not unfrequently met with in Wiltshire, where
two presbyteri held ## capite, but at Bromham in the same
county the presbyter held de ferra villanorum. They have
been classed with the bordarii villani and servi, and ¢ England
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under the Normans’ has been cited, for the conjecture that
the tenement of the parish priest or presbyter about equalled
that of the villan, with Mr. Morgan’s reminder that Chaucer’s
*Good Parson’ was the ploughman’s brother. Some portions
of the Survey may be taken to imply they were farmers of
land and stock holders.

While the mention of a church is direct proof of its
existence, the question arises, does the mention of the
presbyter offer equally decisive evidence that a church existed
also? Most certainly not always: nor often, if it ever does.

In Berkshire the presbyter is not unfrequently encountered,
not, as suggested by Sir Henry Ellis, implying the existence
of the sacred edifice, but almost invariably in conjunction
therewith, The intent with which both were entered upon
the returns appears to have been that the presbyteri were not
only priests pertaining in some instances (although not
always) to a church, but that they possessed geldable pro-
perty as well. For the most part they are found upon king’s
manors, and with the exception of Reinbaldus, the Chancellor,
who held the church of Cookham, with land in eleemosynary,
and Edred, who held the church of Sparsholt, with a small
portion of land, were liable to pay geld. As Edred held
his possessions Zempore regis Edwardi, it is not unlikely he
held in Frankalmoigne ; at all events, his holding was of such
trifling importance, it may have been deemed injudicious to
disturb him.

At Bastedene, it is written, two presbyteri held two
churches which they had held tempore regis Edwardi worth
XL.s. At Nachededorne, in the hundred of that name, of
which all trace is at the present day wanting, Radulphus
presbyter held the church, with one hide and half a virgate
worth XL. s, while Reimbaldus, also a priest, had two hides
and half a virgate, worth only XXX.s. In the manor of
Shrivenham was a church with five hides where the share of
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the presbyter was valued at 111 pounds, and at Ferendone it
is said Bishop Osbern held one hide of this manor with a
church, the valuation of the portion belonging to the church,
and the presbyter, being XL. s.

The coupling of the presbyter with the ecclesia is perhaps
nowhere more marked than in the Wapentake of Skyrack, in
the East Riding of Yorkshire ; here are mentioned thirty dis-
tinct places having churches, and no less than twenty-five of
these are said to have a presbyter also. Returning again to
Berkshire, the Royal manor of Celsei (Cholsey) will afford a
final instance. Here the Abbey of Mount St. Michel (i.e. St.
Michel in Periculo Maris, Normandy) held of the king one
church, with arable and meadow land. It is debateable
whether this expression ‘ unam ecclesiam ' should be taken to
imply that there was another church; it is hardly probable,
although the paragraph which follows might be read as
supporting such a contention; it is further remarkable as
containing the only direct reference to tithe in the Berkshire
Survey. ‘Duo etia pbre in ead villa tefi de rege in decima
7 eccla qd vat 1111 1ib.’ It will be seen in all the examples
taken from Berkshire, the presbyter when entered, is in con-
junction with his church (excepting for reasons already given
at Wallingford), and the sole instance of a presbyter in this
county being mentioned without a church is upon the Royal
manor of Windsor, where the presbyter ville had one hide
and a half.

Instances of the subtenancy of churches and church lands
are not of unfrequent occurrence, and it is evident such
churches as were so held had been leased or turned to pro-
fitable account by the actual possessor, while the presbyter
would be not improbably a tenant at will. On rare occasions
he might be independent of the tenant sn capite, as in the
manor of Hamstede, Berks, held by Teodric the goldsmith,
the presbyter is said to have the church in eleemosynary,
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But at Hanlie, one Turoldus, a presbyter, held the church
from Walterius Gifard, with one hide which always paid geld,
and at Estralei (Streatley) Wibertus held the church from
Goisfridus de Mannavilla, At another Hanlie, belonging to
the Abbey of Abingdon, one Nicholaus held one hide of the
Abbey which Eduuin the presbyter had formerly held, and
was not able to remove from it ; Willielmus belfou held the
church of the king’s manor of Blitberie, with five virgates
which Aluric had held of King Edward, and at Stradfeld, one
of the manors of Radulfus de Mortemer, a ‘ Miles’ held land
and a church with 111 bordarii worth in all X pounds X
shillings,

Monks are occasionally found holding land, not only that
pertaining to their own religious house, but independently,
They may have been persons who, having taken religious
vows, were for various reasons indisposed to submit to the
control of their Superior, or to surrender their liberty or
property. The practice was not uncommon, but two instances
selected from Berkshire will suffice. We read that one Edric
had given, during the Confessor’s reign, ten hides of land at
Spersold (Sparsholt) to his son Auschil, a monk of Abingdon,
Dying previous to the Survey being made, the inquisitors
demanded to be shown by what title the Abbey continued to
hold the land. It seems the land of Edric’s gift had descended
to him from his ancestor Zthelie, who had it granted to him
by King Edgar, to whom he had been chamberlain, but in
whatever manner obtained the fact remains that it had been
the private possession of a monk and for his own use ; as such
it was of course liable to taxation. The second instance is at
Bedretone (Betterton), one of the manors of Milo Crispin,
which Leuric, a monk, held ‘Tempore regis Edwardi, et
potuit ire quo voluit” This example is equally conclusive,
Leuric was a free man, and might dispose of his property as
he pleased, notwithstanding he was a monk,
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Before proceeding to analyse the foregoing extracts, it will
be well to recall the actual instructions given to the inquisi-
tors, according to the celebrated Ely MS. in the Cotton
Collection, Tib. A. vi. It has so frequently been quoted at
length that repetition is needless, but its importance in show-
ing the minute instructions given, as also the purpose of the
Survey, cannot be overrated. This last would seem briefly
to have been to ascertain the quantity of each man’s fee to
fix his homage, to discover the revenues which should accrue
to the king, and to determine what land paid or should pay
tax, or, as Mr. Moore prefers to describe it, to estimate the
resources of the country. .

But not one word is said respecting churches ; no direc-
tions were issued for their enumeration or of the officers
belonging. The very writer of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle,
deeply prejudiced though he was, and by no means disposed
to conceal his disapproval of the proceedings, while entering
into minute detail as to the manner in which they were
carried out, and from whom, if from anyone, such complaint
might be anticipated, is silent as to any inquiries respecting
churches.

The inference is plain. There being no instructions issued
to the inquisitors respecting the church or churchmen, they
did not enumerate them unless it became necessary, as for
instance : when either held taxable property as a portion of
the maintenance of the church, or as a private possession, it
became needful to enter this in the Returns, and it was
invariably done, but it was unquestionably done for the sole
purpose of taxation, and without any intent to enumerate
either churches or priests.

Where a presbyter is mentioned, either in conjunction
with a church or without, he is almost invariably found to
have land liable to taxation, and it was for this purpose alone
that he obtained mention, viz. to distinguish the proportion of
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land allotted for his subsistence, not only that his own share
might bear its due proportion of tax, but also that the con-
tribution of the manorial lord might be duly assessed. An
entry under Wantage, Berks, clearly implies this. Bishop
Peter formerly held two parts of the church of this manor
with four hides belonging, and it is added, ‘ they are now in
the king’s hands, because they did not belong to the
Bishopric; they never paid geld. The third part of the
aforesaid church William the Deacon holds of the king with
one hide '—it does not add he paid or did not pay geld, but it
is evidently implied that he did, and the entry was made to
show that although he held one third part of the church, he
was responsible only for the tax upon one hide, the Bishop
having the larger proportion of land attached to his two
thirds.

We have found ecclesiastics of all ranks holding churches
with land, land alone, and houses. We have also found that
laymen held both churches and lands, which they sublet to
priests, but only in the most isolated cases are churches found
to be held by priest or layman without land more or less
belonging ; almost invariably the land is liable to taxation,
and where not it is distinctly stated. It is very evident,
therefore, the inquiry was directed to the land, and what it
might contribute ; this was the primary consideration, not
the sacred edifice or the priest ; and the sole reason that so
many churches fail to find mention in the Survey, is not that
they did not exist, but that it was unnecessary to mention
them unless contributing to the revenue. The inquisitors
followed the instructions in the Ely MS. to the very letter, but
they did not exceed them. It is less easy to-account for the
large number of churches mentioned in Norfolk, Suffolk, and
Lincoln, unless we assume excess of zeal on the part of the
inquisitors; two of these counties are found in the smaller
volume, and different inquisitors may have been employed,
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or they may have been admitted by oversight when that
volume was methodised. This is not improbable, as it shows
less care throughout than had been bestowed upon the larger
volume.

The presbyter, it has been seen, was not only a priest, but
a stock owner, a cultivator of the soil, a holder of private
property : as such he finds mention frequently, as do other
private individuals, so that it may be said he appears in
Domesday Book in a twofold character. We may then safely
conclude that while the Church required a priest to conduct
the services, if not mentioned he is implied, but the bare
mention of the presbyter without a church should not be held
to imply the existence of one, for it has been sufficiently shown
that the presbyter, when he appears in Domesday Book, does
so as frequently in his personal as in his official capacity, and
unquestionably there must have been both many more
churches and many more priests at the time the Survey was
made than are recorded in Domesday Book.



The Scope of Rocal Elucidation of (Be
Domesday SurBep.

BY FREDERICK E. SAWYER, F.S.A.

THE present celebration has been described by one local
newspaper as the climax of absurdity in the way of centenary
observances, but it is strange how little light has yet been
thrown on local history by most writers by their quotations
from the Domesday Survey, as they have generally contented
themselves with bald, and often inaccurate, translations of
fragments of the Survey, which appear in isolated positions in
their histories, and without any apparent connection with
previous or subsequent matters. The public may there-
fore well ask us in a paraphrase of the words addressed
to the Hebrew prophet, ¢ Antiquaries ! can these dry bones
live ?’

It is accordingly for us to breathe some life into this
ancient Record, and make it teach more of the past. There is
little doubt that as regards the greater part of England we
have not as yet obtained a tithe of the information which
Domesday Book might yield us.

During nearly all my spare time in the two years before
March 1886 I was engaged in investigating the Sussex por-
tion of the Survey, with special reference to the volume
recently published by the Sussex Archaological Society on
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‘Domesday Sussex,” and to which I contributed the table of
¢ Identifications of Place-names’ and a map.!

I propose, therefore, briefly to sketch out, as the result of
my researches, the lines on which it seems to me further in-
vestigations can be successfully made.

PRELIMINARY STUDY.

In the first place it is very desirable to have at least a
general knowledge of English real property law, or so much
as may be gathered from Williams’ ¢ Principles of the Law of
Real Property,’ whilst the works of Watkins and Scriven on
¢ Copyholds’ should be carefully perused. Mr. Elton’s
‘ Tenures in Kent’ and ‘Origins of English History’ should
be studied, and also Sir Henry S. Maine’s ¢ Early Law and
Custom’ and ‘ Village Communities in the East and West’;
whilst Mr. Seebohm’s valuable book on ‘ The English Village
Community’ must be thoroughly mastered, as it is one of the
most important of recent works in its bearing on early records
such as the Domesday Survey. It is needless to say that a
thorough knowledge of local history and topography is in-
dispensable, as it is by cross references and comparison that
much of the Survey is elucidated.

PRELIMINARY WORK.

Before discussing the portion of the Survey relating to
any county or part of the country, it is essential to make
(1) * A List of Extinct and Existing Manors,’ and (2) ¢ A Dic-
tionary (or Index) of Local Place-Names and Toponymical
Features' There is not (so far as I know) a complete list of
the extinct or existing manors in any English county, but
such lists could be readily compiled, and would alone form

! By the kind permission of Mr. Sawyer this map is reproduced as the frontis-
piece to this volume.—ED.
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invaluable contributions to county history ; and I have often
wished that the Index Society would publish such an index
for some county as a specimen of what may be done. The
names of present manors, with their lords and stewards, can
be often gathered from post-office and local directories, and
the facts thus obtained should be verified and supplemented
by special inquiry of the lords and their stewards, including
(as solicitors are mostly stewards) all the solicitors in the
district or county under investigation. The annual reports
presented to Parliament by the Copyhold (now Land) Com-
missioners will yield many names of local manors in which
compulsory enfranchisements of copyhold property have been
effected. Local and county histories afford names of extinct
and existing manors. The list, when completed, will be
ready for comparison with the Index of Domesday Manors,
and as it has been impossible since the statute of Quia emp-
tores (18 Edw. 1. cap. 1) to create a new manor, it follows
that all existing manors not mentioned in the Domesday
Survey must have been formed by subinfeudation from the
manors there recorded. It will therefore be necessary to search
so as to discover the chief manor of which these sub-manors
are held, or out of which they were carved. I have fully ex-
plained in ‘The Antiquary’ for July 1884 how to make
¢ Field-Name and Toponymical Collections,” and I will there-
fore only briefly refer to the subject here. All names of
hundreds, manors, towns, parishes, hamlets, physical features,
fields, &c. are entered in an index (or dictionary) with the
varied spellings of the names as given in the Nonarum In-
quisition, the Taxation of Pope Nicholas, Valor Ecclesi-
asticus, Hundred Rolls, and other documents published by
the Record Commissioners, and in fact every spelling of each
name should be indexed, with date and authority. Although
this work may appear somewhat troublesome, it will amply
repay the labour it may involve, and it will be found that
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many of the early supposed mis-spellings are attempts at
phonetic spelling, and some of the most puzzling of the
Domesday place and manor names are identified in this way.
Thus we find a modern hamlet (or manor farm) near Ringmer
in Sussex named Goat Farm, Now in the Sussex dialect
the word goat has two syllables, thus, gv-it or gaw-iit, and in
the Survey it is Gorde, clearly showing the effort of the
Norman scribe to represent phonetically the broad Sussex
dialect. Again, there was a Domesday Manor, near Hastings,
called Fodilant, and by applying the dialectal rules this was
resolved into Footland, a Farm in Seddlescombe parish, the
word ¢ foot ’ being in the Sussex dialect a dissyllable and pro-
nounced foo-#t or faw-iit, which was therefore rendered by
the foreign scribe Fodilant. These singular discoveries proved
two points : firstly, the antiquity of the dialectal forms; and
secondly, that dialect was a key to identifying obscure
Domesday place-names. Attention has of late been directed
to Dialectal Place-nomenclature, and a glossary of dialectal
forms of place-names may well be added to supplement
the dictionary or index I have suggested. I have accord-
ingly compiled such a glossary for Sussex, and this well
illustrates the importance of such a collection. We find the
following amongst the most striking specimens :—

Domesday. Modern dialectal. Modern spelling.
Harrundel. Harndel. Arundel
Hertevel. Hartful. Hartfield.
Peteorde. Pettuth. Petworth.
Bercheham.! Barkum. Barcombe.
Salescome. Selzcum. Seddlescombe.
Montifelle. Muntful. Mountfield.
Framelle. Framful. Framfield.

In one case a singular change in pronunciation is shown,

\ The cA is hard.
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for the large Wealden parish now called Keymer (pronounced
Ky-mur) appears in the Survey as Clhemere (the ¢k being
hard), and was evidently then pronounced Kee-mur. If
Professor Skeat (or some other eminent philologist) would
draw up some brief rules, having regard to the probable
nationality of the Domesday scribes, the Domesday student
would then know, when comparing his ‘ Index of Domesday
‘Manors and Place-names’ with his ¢ Dictionary of Place and
Field-names and Toponymical Features,’ what variations in
spellings to look for or expect, and his identification of names
would be greatly facilitated. The intimate connection be-
tween place- and manor-names and surnames must not be
overlooked ; and great assistance in this may be obtained
from Mr. Ferguson’s two works, ¢ Surnames as a Science,’
and ¢ The Teutonic Name-system.” Thus we have a Domes-
day manor in Sussex named Holintun, now Hollington (near
Hastings), and in the rear of Brighton is a hill-fortress known
as Hollingbury, whilst on the lower slope of the hill in the
adjoining parish of Preston is a tract of land named Holling-
dean, and Hollingham and Hollingdale are not infrequent
Sussex surnames. We shall, therefore, probably not be far
wrong in deriving all these names from a Saxon tribe of
Hollingas. Special attention should be directed to the
Saxon charters given in Kemble’s ¢ Codex Diplomaticus ZEvi
Saxonici,” or better in Mr. Walter De Gray Birch's more
recent edition of the Anglo-Saxon Charters. The place-
names mentioned in these require to be indexed for local
reference, and it is needless to say that in many points
the charters themselves will afford means of comparing and
elucidating the Domesday Record on other points. Norman
influence before the Conquest deserves to be carefully studied,
for it is not only of importance from an historical point of
view in showing how the way for the Conquest was gradually
paved, but by tabulating all grants to Norman abbeys and
VOL. IL F
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ecclesiastical institutions mentioned in the Saxon charters
before the Norman landing, we can check over the list of
Norman landholders in the Domesday Survey. During a
hasty visit to Normandy at Easter 1886, I was much struck
on perusing the map, on seeing the number of names of
places which the Survey connected in some way with Sussex,
and I also observed that the origin of some of the names of
Domesday owners could still be traced ; thus, the holders of
one Brighton (Bristelmestune) manor mentioned in the Survey
was William de Watevile. Now on the south (or left) bank of
the Seine, near Caudebec, I found in the map a hamlet named
Vatteville la Rue,evidently the home of this early Brighton lord.

HEADS FOR DISCUSSION,

Sir Henry Ellis, in his * General Introductionto Domesday
Book,” has summarised most of the principal facts under various
headings, but it is well to peruse several of the separate county
volumes in order to see the various modes in which the re-
corded facts may be grouped and compared. An account can
then be opened in a note-book under the varied heads, and
entries posted into it as in a ledger. Mr. Eyton, in his Dorset
volume,' tabulates all the figures under Fiefs, giving in various
columns (1) the names of the tenants s capite, (2) Tenure,
(3) Hidage, (4) Free tenants, (5) Adult male population, and
(6) Revenue. This is a somewhat laborious task, but may well
be undertaken.

The chief heads seem to be;

Allodial
( Tenures . Ancient Demesne
r LecaL . . ) * Leases for Lives
. 1 Disputed titles
Manors (tabulated)

Land Measures

'poas
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2. Civi . . v 4

3. COMMERCIAL o1
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Population

Boroughs and their Privileges
Hundred

Territorial Divisions . {2‘;; Tifl:‘in;i $

Parks

Villenage

Slavery

Trades

Fisheries . . . Fish stews

Mills

Markets

Agriculture

(

4. MIiLiTARY .

5. ECCLESIASTICAL . {

6. NaturaL HisTory 4

Saltworks

Castles

List of Churches

Progress of Religion since Christianity intro-
duced

Clergy

Tithes

'Physical geography
Geology

Animals

Birds

Fish

Insects (Bees)

7. HisTorICAL .
8. PLacE NaMEs

Forests

{ Devastations by Conquest

General allusions

I purpose now briefly to consider some of these heads, and
to point out how they may be dealt with.

PHYSICAL GEOGRAPHY,

The hundred in which Bristelmestune (now Brighton) is
situated is called in the Domesday Survey Welesmere, but in

the Hundred Roll it i

s named Walesbon (evidently short form
r2
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of Walesbourne or Wellsbourne).  Now can we learn any-
thing from the change in the Hundred name? I think we can,
for it seems that in 1086 the central valley of the town of
Brighton was occupied by a lake caused by a'stream due to
the overflowing of Patcham well (unde nomen Wells-mere).
This mecre must have diminished to a bourne or stream before
the date of the Hundred Roll. The Wellsbourne could still be
traced until about twelve to fourteen years ago, when main
drainage causedit to vanish. It doubtless flowed into the sea at
Pool Valley. Mere and river alike are now lost. The existence
of a stream is further shown in a singular manner by the
Survey, for, under Prestetone (now Preston) manor (the parish
adjoining to Brighton on the north), mention is made of a mill,
and (windmills being then unknown) this mill musthave been a
water-mill and required a stream to supply it with water. Again,
we have between Brighton and Lewes, Domesday manors of
Falemere, Stanmere, and Burgemere, the names evidently de-
rived from meres or lakes which occupied valleys in the
Downs, and another manor, Wintreburne, points to a stream
(still visible) which doubtless drained one or more of these
lakes. The Domesday Record thus shows that this district
must have much resembled the Upper Engadine, with its
small lakes.

POPULATION.

Early records on this subject are very difficult to obtain,
but with care some figures may be deduced from the Domes-
day Survey. Thus, the total number of tenants iz capite,
undertenants, cottagers, villeins, &c.,in Sussex as enumerated
by Sir Henry Ellis, was 10,410. These being males may
probably be taken each to represent a family of ten (perhaps
not an exaggerated number at that date to a household) and
the total population would be 104,100. There is one earlier
statement on the subject, namely that of Bede ¢ Eccles. Hist.’
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Bk. iv. cap. xiii.) in reference to the couversion of Sussex to
Christianity in 681, that the county contained land of 7,000
families. Allowing ten to a family, as before, the total is 70,000.
So that in four centuries the population became half as much
again. As it was customary for manors to have refuge houses
in walled cities and boroughs, we can compute the number of
houses some of them contained. Thus we find 122 houses in
Chichester annexed to 33 manors, whilst Earl Roger (de
Montgomeri), the lord of the rape, had 1574, making the
total 2794. Two manors had also nine burgesses in the city,
and if we take ten to a house and burgess, as before, the popula-
tion will be 2,885. An increase of sixty houses since the time
of King Edward (ie. in twenty  years) is recorded. This
might at first appear strange, but we have a good illustration
how the Domesday Survey may be elucidated by other records,
for in 1075 a council decided on the removal of the Cathedral
from Selsea to Chichester, Probably, therefore, this increase
all occurred after 1075, and accordingly in ten or eleven years.

Applying similar calculations to Lewes, we find 203 houses
held by twenty-seven manors, also thirty-nine houses in
Pevensey Rape (probably those in the Cliffe, a suburban part
separated by the river Ouse from the rest of the town) and
twenty then uninhabited, making a total of 262 houses, Six
manors held fifty-three burgesses also in the borough, King
Edward had 127 burgesses, and although it is not expressly
stated that the Conqueror had any, yet it may reasonably be
inferred this was the case, and this would make a grand total
of 442 households, or 4,420 inhabitants, which is a large
number for that period.

-

PLACE-NAMES.

I have already explained the desirability of making a
Dictionary or Index of place-names &c., and this will prove
of service in many ways. It will be well to prepare a map
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showing the approximate situation of the Domesday manors.
I say approximate, because when the fact of the division of
lands in the Village Community is firmly grasped, it will be
seen that it is impossible to assign an exact spot for each
manor. Thus we find in Sussex most of the Coast and
South Down manors had lands appurtenant in the Weald,
and it will be of great value when we can trace (as I hope
some day to be able to do) how these appurtenant lands,
after the date of the Domesday Survey, became separate
manors and parishes. In the task of identifying the Domes-
day manor and place-names for the recent Sussex volume, the
plan adopted was to make a complete index of Domesday
names, this being made by Mr. Basevi Sanders. I then in
each case added the identification, or such clues as could be
given, and the draft list was printed and a copy sent to the
clergyman of every parish in the county, to many stewards
of manors, antiquaries, and others, with a request for correc-
tions and suggestions. Many such were received, and though
they were not all directly to the point, still they all tended in-
directly to elucidating the work, and they will be of service in
connection with a special volume of the Sussex Archaological
Collections which the Society intends to publish shortly for
the discussion of the Sussex portion of the Survey. In con-
gidering the Sussex place-names I obtained two striking
illustrations of what we can learn from Domesday Book, and
by a curious coincidence they both occur near Eastbourne,
viz, at Beachy Head. It has long been a subject of debate
why this well-known cape had a French name, being assumed
ta be Beau ckef (Fine Head), but when we find from the map
and index a Domesday manor of Beckingetone (now Becking ton)
in Friston and West Dean parishes), and close to the Head, we
may without much fear of contradiction relegate this French
derivation to the region of myth. Again, there were formerly
at Beachy Head seven large masses of rock called #4e Churls,
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and said to be so named from their churlish, inhospitable
aspect ; but when we find a Domesday manor of Cerletone
or Cerlocestone (now Charlston Manor) in West Dean, near
Seaford, Litlington, and other parishes, also near Beachy
Head, we can have little doubt as to whence ‘the Churls’
derived their name,

HUNDREDS.

It is very desirable to prepare lists showing what manors
each hundred contained at the date of the Survey, and the
changes effected before the Hundred Rolls were compiled, and
also since. The modern parishes comprised in any hundreds
can be ascertained correctly by applying to the Clerk of the
Peace for the County in question. The place where the
Hundred Court met should be carefully ascertained and
noted, for as Mr. G. L. Gomme, F.S.A., has shown in his
valuable work on ¢ Primitive Folk-Moots,’ the Hundred Courts
often met on the site of ancient folk-moots, barrows, &c.

Want of time compels me to stop, or I might have given
brief notes on some other heads.






The Domeadap SueBep of Surrep,

By H. E. MALDEN, M.A, F.R.HisT.S.

"THE Domesday Survey for the county of Surrey offers no
very important or curious features, and reveals, I believe, no
customs or tenures peculiar to Surrey. A detailed examina-
tion, however, of the Survey, county by county, and a com-
parison of the facts, may yield some information. I have
examined the matter rather in the hope of such results occur-
ring, than with the idea of presenting any points extremely
important in themselves when regarded alone,

Manning and Bray, in their ¢ History of Surrey,’ have in-
cluded a transcript of the Domesday record, accompanied
with a map. I have found, however, that it was necessary to
draw up a map of my own to gain any idea of the topography
of the county, and I have been obliged to differ here or
there from the map by Manning and Bray. To begin with ;
the borders of the county of Surrey, surveyed in 1086, answer
generally to those of the county now, so far as in 1086 the
county had any definite boundaries at all, and it had, I think,
no definite southern boundary towards Sussex. Similarly an
examination of the Sussex Survey will show that Sussex had
no northern boundary towards Surrey. In some other par-
ticulars the county in 1086 was not quite the same as at
present. Certain houses in London are rated in certain
Surrey hundreds, and certain houses in Southwark in Surrey



460 THE DOMESDAY SURVEY OF SURREY

are rated in hundreds in different parts of the county. One
house in Windsor is rated in Brixton hundred, and so are
two solins in Kent, laid to the manor of Merton, and one hide
at Compton in Sussex is rated in Wotton hundred. The
most important deviations, however, from the present county
boundaries are as follows : ¢ In Cherchefelle hundred Siward
holds of Richard of Tonebridge Orde. Oswol held it of King
Edward. It was and is assessed for half a hide. There is
one villein with half a plough’ This Orde is generally
identified with Wortk in Sussex. The name is no doubt
identical. Worth is not included in the Sussex Survey, but
there is a very old church there, part of which has been con-
fidently dated as before 1086 A.D. Worth is near the present
border of Surrey and Sussex, and is one of the very few
places in the Weald named in the Survey of either county.
If there was a church there, its not being mentioned, probably
as having nothing to do with Richard of Tonebridge, is
noticeable. It would seem that in another instance a place
now in Sussex was then in Surrey. For when we find that
Chetel the huntsman holds of the king Lodesorde, we may be
tempted to identify it with Lodsworth, now in Sussex. There
is no such place in Surrey now. Lodsworth is not named
in the Sussex Domesday, and it lies in the forest, to the
north of the then inhabited part of Sussex, five miles and a
half south of the present boundary of the counties’of Sussex
and Surrey. It was a suitable holding for a huntsman. The
boundaries of Surrey and Sussex must have been extremely
vague when the Weald was still filled with the great forest,
the Andredesleah or the Andredesweald. Indeed, though a
nominal boundary of Surrey may have been fixed further
south, the actual boundary of the inhabited county in
A.D, 1086 ran along the edge of the lower green sand forma-
tion and of the Wealden clay. Similarly in Sussex, though
not with quite such marked regularity, the northern boundary
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of the inhabited county stopped at the Wealden clay, except
in East Sussex where there is a sprinkling of places named
standing on the Hastings beds beyond the clay. In Surrey
there are two places only named in Domesday upon the
Wealden clay. These are Ockley and Eversheds, both upon
the line of a Roman road still in use, the Stone Street cause-
way, which pierced right through the Weald and served to
keep these places in communication with dry and cleared
ground to the north.! When the country was thinly inhabited
the better and drier soil was, unconsciously perhaps, preferred
by the people. Is this the case elsewhere? Worth is on the
Hastings beds, not on the clay. There are local names in
the Weald no doubt older than 1086, such as Itchingfield,
Polinghurst, Friday Street (two). Were they insignificant
and inaccessible, extra-manorial then, and so neglected? If
they were, it appears, as is the case of Worth Church, that
the Survey was not absolutely complete. Of the generally
uninhabited character of the Weald there is further evidence
besides the omissions of Domesday. In the ‘Codex Diplo-
maticus’ of Kemble’s collection, among several places named
in Surrey and not named in Domesday, two only seem to be
possibly in the Weald." Pedanbrycg may be Petridge, and
Leangefeld may be Limpsfield. A Dunresfeld is also named
which may be Thundersfield in the Weald, but may be some
lost place on the sand in the neighbourhood of Eashing, with
which it is classed in Alfred’s will. The names of heathen
gods, Thunor, Frea, Tiw, Woden, are common all about there,

On the west also the boundaries of the inhabited county
were narrower in 1086 than at present, though here the
places named in Berkshire come up to near the present

! Arseste is probably Eversheds, an old manor, now only a farm in Ockley,
near which it is mentioned in Domesday ; but Evershed or Eversheds is a not un-
common local name. There is another Evershed farm, and there is Eversheds
Rough, where the late Bishop of Winchester was killed.



462 THE DOMESDAY SURVEY  OF SURREY"

Surrey boundary. But in a rectangular patch of country in
north-west Surrey, thirteen miles from north-east to south-
west from Chertsey to Aldershot, and seven from north-west
to south-east from Virginia Water to Woking, there is one
manor only named in Domesday, Cebekam, that is Chobham.
Egham, Thorpe, and Chertsey are on one boundary of this
uninhabited district, Woking, Wick, and Worplesdon on
another. This was probably not forest in the modern sense,
but it was all efforested by Henry II., and even in Charles L’s
reign was included in Windsor forest. It is a succession of
barren moors of Bagshot sand, a very poor soil. Only
towards Chertsey there was wood coming down into the
Thames and Wey valleys, and here there are many names
preserved in the (Codez, though not in Domesday, of places
belonging to Chertsey Abbey or bounding its possessions.
The village of Chobham, the sole manor of Domesday, is on
gravel in the valley of a stream. The Bagshot sand was not
quite bare of inhabitants, however, near its edges. On all
the other soils of Surrey, on the London clay, on gravel,
chalk, gault, and upper and lower green sand, there are villages
in 1086, except actually on the alluvium of the Wey and the
Mole. .

Turning to the local divisions within the county we find
that the hundreds of Domesday and of the present time do
not quite correspond. There are now fourteen hundreds.
Chertsey or Godley, Elmbridge or Emleybridge, Kingston,
Brixton, Woking, Effingham, sometimes reckoned with the
following and called the 4alf-Aundred of Effingham, Copthorne,
Wallington, Farnham, Godalming, Blackheath, Wotton,
Reigate, Tandridge. In Domesday twelve of these exist with
the same names. Reigate is called Cherchefelle ; and Farnham
does not exist. The extensive manor of Farnham is reckoned
in Woking hundred ; it was the property of the Bishop of
Winchester, and about corresponded to the present Farnham
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hundred. The boundaries, however, of these hundreds were
not recorded as being exactly as they are now. But some of
the differences I suspect arise from the mistakes of foreign
clerks, who mixed up the hundreds of Wodefone and Wockinges.
For instance, the manor of Ockley has been in Wotton time
out of mind, and is completely isolated from Woking. Im-
mediately after the entry of Ockley, come two places in
Wotton hundred, and I cannot help suspecting that a careless
scribe wrote /n Wodetone hundreao after instead of before
‘Ockley. A confusion of the names Wodetone and Wockinges
is also possible, especially when we find three or four places
now in Woking put into Wotton. These are Worplesdon,
Week, Burgham and Littlefield. The first three are all together
and held by Earl Roger. There can be no reasonable doubt
of their identity ; they are now in Woking hundred, but in
Domesday form an isolated patch of Wotton—unless, as 1
say above, a scribe wrote Wodetone for Wockinges. Are
similar mistakes made elsewhere? Littlefield, identified with
a farm in Worplesdon, is put into Wotton, but it is quite
possible that it may be another place now lost. The mention
of it stands between Anstie and Abinger, both in Wotton
hundred. Chessington, now in Copthorne hundred, was then
in Kingston ; it is on the borders of the two. Banstead
is generally now assigned to Copthorne hundred ; the manors
of Borough and North and South Tadworth in Banstead
parish now are and were in Copthorne in 1086, but Banstead
was then in Wallington hundred. As we shall see, it had a
local usage connecting it with Wallington, and in Speed’s
map, done in the year 1610, it is marked in Wallington.
There are now and were then two manors of Betchworth,
the changes concerning which are rather complicated. At
present East Betchworth, where is a church said to contain
Norman work, is in Reigate hundred. West Betchworth,
where there is, so far as I can gather, no record of a church, is
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in Wotton hundred. 1In 1086 Richard de Tonebridge held a
Betchworth with a church in Wotton hundred, and another
Betchworth in Copthorne hundred. This latter Betchworth
was made over to him witk the manor of Thorncroft in
Copthorne. 1 therefore believe it to be West Betchworth,
now in Wotton, the boundary of which reaches up on to
Boxhill in the direction of Thorncroft, while the Betchworth
with a churck then in Wotton hundred I take to be the East
Betchworth with a partly Norman church, now in Reigate
hundred. Anyhow, there has been some alteration of
boundaries, and I believe that this is the best explanation.
On a variety of other manors there is land rated in different
hundreds. Sometimes, as in the case of Sutton, which is
partly in Wotton and partly in Blackheath, this division still
exists, Sometimes, as in the case of Bramley and Streatham,
it is impossible to tell which parts of a manor were then
counted in different hundreds.

Very few places mentioned in Domesday are sites not now
recoverable. Driteham, Pechingeorde, and Bramselle are such.
Minchin is said to be represented by a farm in Leatherhead,
but my local information has failed to find it. Driteham and
Pechingeorde are traceable within certain limits, Both are
in the small Effingham hundred. Dyitekam is named in a
charter of A.D. 987 as apparently not far from Byfleet, and if
so must have been in the north part of Effingham hundred.
Peckingeorde is named in charters of A.D. 812 and 1062 in
connection with Bookham and Effingham as belonging to
Chertsey. It was held by Oswold, and its former possessor
was A&is brother the abbot. Perhaps he was an Abbot of
Chertsey, by whom the land may have been alienated.
Colonel Sir H. James, R.E., supposes the manor to have been
on the chalk downs, towards the south of Effingham hundred,
and it may have been so. There is a nameless manor in
Tandridge hundred, mentioned between Tillingdon and
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Chelsham, which may probably be Caterham. Other places,
such as Witford and Whattingdon, not now existent, are
historically recoverable.

Of the places named, none except Guildford and South-
wark have any pretension to rank as towns. No castles are
named. Guildford, Farnham, and Reigate castles must have
" been built not long afterwards. The Abbey of Chertsey,!
and a monastery, now the minster church of St. Mary Overie,
at Southwark, are the only religious houses mentioned.
There are churches named at fifty-nine places. At Bramley
there were three churches, perhaps Bramley, Wonersh, and
Chilworth. At Epsom there were two; one was probably
Stamford chapel, now long demolished ; there were two at
Sutton in Wallington, one, perhaps Watendene chapel, now
lost ; and there were a church and chapel at Chobham. The
latter has disappeared.?

The population was scattered fairly generally over the
whole county with the exceptions given above, The whole male
population enumerated is 4,370, with four women, excluding
the tenants-in-chief (36) who were not, generally speaking,
inhabitants of the county. Besides the women and children,
however, we must add to the population the inmates of the
monasteries at Chertsey and Southwark, the clergy of the 64
churches and chapels, and the inhabitants of §232 houses
mentioned in Southwark. In Guildford, in 75 houses,* there
dwelt 175 homagers, so that about 120 probably dwelt in
Southwark, where 16 villeins, bordars, and serfs are also

! With the exception of the Abbey of Westminster, which held Pirford (Peliforde),
the Abbey of Chertsey is the sole landholder in Godelei hundred.

? On an average about one church is named to every 70 mes enumerated, or
at least one church for every 350 of the population all told.

? Of these 52 there are 15 described as in ¢ London and Southwark,’ some
in one, some in the other.

¢ Hage, that is Enclosures, probably surrounding a block of semi-detached
cottages. There are evidently more families than Zage.

Ve
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enumerated. . These were the most populous places mentioned,
but there are 120 people mentioned at Kingston, 110 at
Mortlake, 140 in the large manor of Bramley, 79 at Godalm-
ing, 78 at Cherchefelle (or Reigate), 69 at Battersea, 50 at
Shalford. The whole population, including women and children.
may have been about 20,000, if we multiply the men by
five, and deduct a few for clergy without wives, and for the
waste of a probably not increasing population.

Analysing the character of this population brings us to
some of the most interesting points which I have been
able to notice. There are few English tenants-in-chief, and
the most considerable of these, along with most of the men
who held land in T.R.E., appear as worse off in one way or
another. Oswold, a thane, is the most considerable. He still
holds lands near the borders of cultivation at Fetcham,
Pechingeorde, Wotton, and Wisley which he held T.R.E,
The holder of one virgate in Copthorne hundred put himself
under Oswold’s protection with his land ¢ from the time King
William came into England.’ Joining this with the entry
that Oswold became a tenant of Richard de Tonebridge for
land at Effingham in King William’s time, we may conjecture
that he made his peace early with the king and loyally
supported him. At Mitcham,! however, he had become the
tenant of Richard de Tonebridge for land which he had
himself held of King Edward. Another Englishman, of the
name of Azor, who was dead at the time of the Survey, was
not dispossessed of all his land when King William came.
He held land at Effingham in the time of King Edward, and
bought more land there of a freeman in the time of King
William. He held Henley-in-Ash till he died, and made it
over to the Abbey of Chertsey for the good of his soul. Still
he had other estates which at his death or before it passed
into foreign hands. Teodric the goldsmith, perhaps a

! Or Mickleham.
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naturalised foreigner, held land in the time of King Edward
and at the date of the Survey held the same land of King
William. Ansgot the interpreter held land of King William
which another man had held in the time of King Edward, but
the same or another Ansgot had held other land under King
Edward, and was still an undertenant upon it at the time of
the Survey. Chetel the huntsman holds land which his father
held, and Wulwi the huntsman holds land which he himself held
of King Edward. The huntsmen, goldsmith, and interpreter
were too useful to be disturbed. A certain number of free
Englishmen remained as subtenants in the occupation of land
sometimes since King Edward’s time. Thusan Englishman
held two hides at Chertsey, Edric half a hide at Chertsey since
T.R.E., Godric one hide at Week, Siward at Worth. But
there are two small tenants at Midekam holding land directly
of King William which they held of King Edward, Seman and
Godwin by name. At Wandsworth there were T.R.E. six
sokemen of whom four remained, Ansfrid with a holding as-
sessed formerly for five hides now for one, Heldred assessed
for three now for none, Ulward then and now assessed for
three, Walter the vineyard keeper, no doubt one of King
Edward’s foreigners, then and now assessed for one. There
seem to have been four men in Thorncroft and Betchworth
whoremained degraded from owners to subtenants. A ‘free
man’ remained on his land in Wallington hundred, but now
under the protection of Walter de Dowai. At Carshalton there
was one freeman, Wesman, remaining out of five T.R.E., hold-
ing six hides of Geoffrey Fitz Eustace At the same place
one of the king’s smiths held T.R.E. and holds half a hide.
A certain widow holds and held T.R.E. a hide at Bramley
under Bishop Odo. ¢One Englishman’ holds as a subtenant
one hide at West Horsley. All other Englishmen or tenants
of King Edward mentioned are simply stated ‘to have held
Jand ;’ what had become of them is not added. It is notice-
VOL. IL G
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able that these Englishmen who still hold land live mostly in
the outlying parts of the county, where either land was
less valuable or they were less easy to dispossess. The only
considerable English tenant-in-chief, Oswold, has most of his
land on the outskirts of cultivation.

There are a few notices of wrongful, or at least unwarranted
possession. The king in several cases is said to be deprived
of his rights, as at Ewell, over two hides and a virgate, by
the action of dishonest reeves. However, Odo, Bishop of
Bayeux, the Conqueror’s half-brother, who was, we may re-
member, in disgrace before 1086, is the chief offender. He is
charged with withdrawing the customary payments of a house
in Guildford from the king, of having deprived one of the king's
reeves of the manor of Farncomb, of taking land in Weybridge
with no livery officer nor writ to put him in possession. In
Southwark he is accused of having usurped the King’s share of
wharfage dues, and apparently of having bullied the Sheriff into
withdrawing from a suit for its recovery. He also is said to
have wrongfully laid to his own manor of Bramley two hides
in Clandon belonging to the Abbey of Chertsey. From the
church at Lambeth he has stolen a parcel of arable land.
At Battersea the church of Westminster was seised of two hides
in the time of King William, and afterwards the Bishop of
Bayeux disseised it. In the same manor the Earl of More-
taine holds a hide and a half which, apparently, the church of
Westminster held in the time of King Edward and for some
time afterwards (que 0 erat 7T.R.E. et post aliqguandiu).
Again in the same manor the Abbey of Chertsey is accused
of having wrongfully acquired one hide from Westminster by
the action of a reeve of the town. Chertsey itself however
claims the lordship of two and a half hides which Richard
Sturmid holds directly of the king at Chertsey. Geoffrey de
Mandeville is said to be wrongfully holding Clapham, on the
plea apparently that he had received a grant of Asgar’s land,
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while this was never Asgar’s. Either one Wigot, or the suc-
cessor to Wigot, was in like manner wrongfully claiming Ches-
sington. At Wallington it is said of Richard de Tonebridge
that abstulit rusticum qui sbi manebat. Probably not personal
abduction is meant, but that he deprived him of his rights in
theland. In other cases doubt is thrown upon the right of the
occupier of land, but the question is between foreigners, not
between foreigners and natives.

The distribution of the servile and semi-free population is
very remarkable. There are 2,382 villani, 922 bordarii, 276
cotarii, and 503 serve enumerated.! What is at once remark-
able is the smaller proportion of servi on monastic and chapter
iands. Putting aside the estates of the bishops, on the church
lands strictly speaking, belonging to Westminster, Winchester,
Chertsey, St. Wendrille’s and St. Leutfred’s in Normandy,
Battle, Barking, St. Paul’s, and Lambeth, land which except
in the case of the Norman churches and Battle had been held
almost entirely from King Edward’s time onward, the number
of serviis 42 only to 751 semi-servile, or semi-free, cultiva-
tors. That is to say, on church lands the proportion of absolute
serfs is about 5} per cent. of the population, on the bishops’
and lay lands it is more than 16 per cent. Twenty-three of
the forty-two serfs on the church lands are on the small estates
which had come to them since King Edward, but the newly
endowed Norman churches have no serfs. Either the
monastic houses had been manumitting their serfs, or they
were less hard in the first instance on those who bowed them-
selves to them for need.

Another curious point is the distribution of the dordaris
and cotarii. One tenure or the other would seem to prevail
according to local custom, for they only occur once together
on the same manor, and very seldom in the same hundred.

' These figures are not quite the same as those given by Sir H. Ellis. I can only
say that they are the result of a five times repeated verification by myself and another.

G2
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They both occur with vé/lani and with servi. There are three
hundreds, Godalming, Wallington, and Elmbridge, where the
cotarii are nearly universal, to the exclusion of dordarii. In
the others the dordarii are nearly or quite universal, to the
exclusion of the cotarii. In Godalming hundred there are
cotarti, and no bordarii except at Godalming itself, where
there are dordars: on the part of the manor which is in royal
demesne, an exception which may be compared with the state
of things at Wallington. In Wallington hundred there are
many cofarit, and bordarii at only two places, at Wallington
on King William’s land and at Croydon on the Archbishop’s.
In Elmbridge hundred there are cofarii, and no dordarii except
one dordarius at Weybridge and some at East Moulsey. In
Blackheath hundred there are cofarii at Bramley, along the
borders of Godalming hundred where cofar:i abound, and in
Brixton hundred there are cozarii at Tooting on the borders
of Wallington hundred. In the rest of these and in the other
hundreds there are bordarii and no cofarii. The three
‘cotarian’ hundreds are not adjacent, they are not on some
peculiar soil which might imply some peculiar form of
industry or tenure, they are not in the possession of the same
people. Indeed they represent all the soils of Surrey. Godal-
ming, the sand bordering the Weald and the chalk; Elm-
bridge, the Bagshot sand, London clay and alluvium ; Walling-
ton, the chalk and London clay. Besides the local distribution
of the two tenures, the only rule for their occurrence seems to
be that there are no cofarii on royal demesne. All the land
in the king’s own hand had been held by King Edward, Queen
Edith, Earl Harold, or Archbishop Stigand. It would be
interesting to know whether similar local distributions of the
two tenures are to be found in other counties. It is indeed
chiefly with a view to starting inquiries into such analogies
that I have thought it worth while to submit these purely
local notes to a General Domesday Committee. .



On an alfeged instance of ¢Be
Fallibifitp of Bomesdap in vegard fo
* Ancient Demesne.*

By Sir HENRY BARKLY, K.C.B.

IN the Introduction to the ‘History and Cartulary of the
Monastery of St. Peter’s, Gloucester,’ published under authority
of the Master of the Rolls, the learned editor, after adverting to
a charge brought therein against the first Roger de Berkeley,
of having caused Nympsfield, in that county, to be wrongly
described in the Survey of 1086 as ‘among the king’s lands,’
‘unknown to Abbot Serlo,’ proceeds, on the strength of this
alleged inaccuracy, to argue that the doctrine, that there can
be no appeal from Domesday Book, requires qualification,
and that, although a valuable record, it is not infallible.!

I venture to suggest that if Mr. Hart had looked more
closely into the matter, he would, instead of arriving at such
a conclusion, have satisfied himself that the charge referred to
is not merely unsupported by, but inconsistent with, the
evidence presented.

The following are the entries in the Calendar of Donations
appended to the History, viz,,

1. ‘Nimdesfelde datur, aufertur, et hinc?® revocatur.” ‘A. D.
millesimo octagesimo septimo, Rogerus, Senior, de Berkelee, in

3 See Appendix A for passage at full length.
* Mr. Hart has ¢ Auic,’ but I follow the Monasticon version as preferable,
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descriptione totius Anglize, fecit Nymdesfeld describi ad mensam
regis,! Abbate Serlone nesciente.’

De eodem.

2. ‘A. D. millesimo nonagesimo tertio, Eustachius de Berkelee
reddidit Deo et Sancto Petro Glouc. Nymdesfeld, tempore Serlonis
Abbatis.’ .

De eodem.

3. ‘Rex Willielmus primus concessit terram de Nymdesfeld,
ecclesie S4 Petr. Glouc. et AbY Wistang, ad habendam tam plene et
tam perfecte sicut fuit in primordio, et in diebus Edwardi regis
cognati sui, cum saca et soca in omnibus rebus, et noluit ut aliquis
faciat illi injuriam.’

A fourth entry, having an important bearing on the
others, occurs at another place under the heading

De Clehangra.

‘Rogerus de Berkeleye, Junior, A. D. millesimo nonagesimo
quarto, dedit Deo et S* Petr. Glouc. quandam terrulam Clehangrd
nomine, consensu et confirmatione regis Willielmi junioris. Abstulit
vero Nymdesfeld, tempore Serlonis Abbatis.’

The twofold question arises, at what period was the register
containing the History and Calendar of Donations compiled,
and on what authority do the statements in them rest?
Their compilation is generally ascribed to the latest Abbot
they mention, Walter Froucester, who ruled from 1381 to 1412,
and who is indeed expressly named therein as having ¢ made
the Register anew.’? Mr. Hart however is of opinion that he

1 Mr. A. J. Ellis (Transactions of the Bristol and Gloucestershire Archzo-
logical Society, vol. iv.) considers these words to mean ‘bound to supply
provisions for the king’s table,’ an explanation which would reduce the charge
against Roger to one of having ignored the exemption of abbey lands from the
usual corrody. Mr. Hart’s translation however is more in accord with the
accepted signification of the phrase (see Ducange : Mensa regalis), and Domesday
besides shows clearly that Nymdesfeld was actually included as a portion of the fee
which Roger de Berkeley held from the crown.

¢ ¢« Ut patet in registris de novo factis tempore domini Walteri Froucestre
Abbatis.’ — Historia, vol. i. p. 50.
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merely re-arranged what had been previously recorded from
time to time by successive inmates of the monastery, and
cites one passage—as to Abbot Walter de Lacy—which
could only have been written by a contemporary, and there-
fore in the twelfth century.

As a rule, nevertheless, whatever original materials existed
would seem to have been entirely recast in the composition
of the History. This is well exemplified in the case of the
passage recounting Abbot, Serlo’s acquisitions (Nympsfield
included), which winds up by referring for fuller information
to the Calendar of Donations annexed,' arranged under the
letters of the alphabet.

That this alphabetical Calendar, which includes all dona-
tions up to the beginning of the fifteenth century, was the
work of Walter Froucester himself, is rendered highly probable
by the doggrel Latin rhymes interspersed throughout the
manuscript,? for the abbot was so proud of his skill in this
respect, that he took care to affix his name as composer to a
poetical history of the Abbey which he caused to be inscribed
in the cloisters.®

It may perhaps be urged, as before, that he did little more
than furbish up the old records of the Monastery, but any one
who will take the trouble to go through the Calendar will find
so many blunders in it both as regards dates and names, as

' ¢ Domnus Abbas Serlo . . . terras multas et pecunias acquisierat, . . . Sotte-
shore, Nymdesfelde, Cleyngre, . . . et alia multa quz continentur in Kalendario
donationum juxta litteras Alphabeti inde confecto ut infra patebit.” 5. vol. i. p- 12,

2 The distich as to Nympsfield has been already quoted, p. 1. A few other
examples are given to show the identity of style.

¢ Hic Sotteshora, gratd largitur in hord.’

¢Hic templum clari Martini Lundoniarum datur cum terraque, velut inferius
memoratur ’ (p. 94).
¢ Terra potest cerni, templum datur benigni Paterni’ (p. 106).
* It concludes—
¢ Walterus studuit Froucestre, et haec memoranda
In scriptis posuit claustralibus, enucleanda.’
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to preclude the idea that the entries were made at or near the
periods to which they relate. Some of these blunders are
pointed out in a footnote as specimens.!

No doubt, in spite of such minor inaccuracies, the substance
of the entries was in most cases derived from documents which
had either been copied into the Cartulary—a finely written
manuscript of the thirteenth century, ascribed to Abbot John
de Gamages (1284 to 1306)—or which were preserved in
original ; but where such corroboration is wanting, it is plain
that allegations in conflict with other evidence ought to be
received with the utmost caution.

Now this is the case with the entry as to the gift of
Nympsfield to the Abbey by King William the First, which is
not only unvouched for by any deed, but is indirectly impugned
by the silence of a general charter of confirmation from that
monarch, dated in the last year of his reign, copy of which is
entered in the Cartulary?

Moreover the story is so told as to excite grave suspicion.
The gift is said to have been made to Abbot Wlstan, thus
placing its date between the beginning of 1068, when William
visited Gloucestershire after its subjugation, and the beginning
of 1072, when Wilstan died on his road to Jerusalem.

It is hard to believe, in the first place, that the Saxon

' To take the Berkeley family only ; the first Roger’s restoration of Shofover,
A.D. 1091, is stated to have been confirmed by the Conqueror (Rege Willelmo
Seniore confirmante), whilst the gift of the church of Cam by his grandson, A.D.
1186, is said to have been confirmed by Henry the ¢4i»d. Similarly as to names,
Roger, son of Maurice de Berkeley, appears as donor of the mill of Berkeley, in-
stead of Robert, the third Baron, a blunder not likely to be committed till long
after his decease. A far graver mis-statement is made in an entry about Mays-
more, which concludes— Wille/mus Comes Gloucestriz confirmat, tempore Serlo-
nis Abbatis, Serlo having died in 1104, up to which date the Earldom had been
held by no one save Robert Fitz Hamon, whose grandson William did not succeed
to it until 1148,

2 The way in which this important charter is inserted is very strange. It is
headed ¢ ccexvi De hyda de Aspertone,’ a title which, as remarked by the Editor

in a footnote, is quite inapplicable. That place is not even mentioned in it, al-
though the Aéide there is confirmed under the name of its donor.
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Abbot of Gloucester stood so high in the favour of the Con-
queror as to obtain the retrocession of lands seized since the
Conquest, and harder still that, being able to exercise such
great influence, he immediately afterwards deserted his post
to set out on a pilgrimage, leaving the affairs of the Monastery
in such confusion that, as William of Malmesbury reports,
there were only three monks remaining when his successor
was appointed. Conscious apparently that the alleged gift
to Wistan could not hold water, the acquisition of Nymps-
field is credited in general terms in the History to Abbot
Serlo, his successor, who, having accompanied the Conqueror
from Normandy as chaplain, was of course far more likely to
have obtained the boon.

~That one of Serlo’s earliest acts was to use his influence
with the king towards securing the recovery of manors of
which the Abbey had been deprived, would be clear if we
could admit the authenticity of another charter,! purporting
to be from that king, restoring certain manors alienated in
Saxon times for the endowment of the Archiepiscopal See of
York ; but this it seems impossible to do in consequence of
its being addressed to Bishop Wulstan of Worcester, and
William FitzOsborne, the latter of whom was slain in
Flanders in February 1071, whereas Serlo, in whose favour
it is granted, was not installed as abbot till September
1072 !

This, however—except in so far as it shakes confidence in
the Cartulary—has nothing to do with Nympsfield. It isthe
absence of any mention of that manor in the charter pre-
viously alluded to, which conclusively proves that it was never
given nor confirmed to the Abbey by the Conqueror.

That charter? is dated in 1086, and as we know from
history that William held his Court at Christmas in that year,

! See Appendix B. * See Appendix C.
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the last of his life, within the precincts of Gloucester Monas-
tery, it was presumably executed on that solemn occasion.
The execution was certainly subsequent to the comple-
tion of the Survey in the previous October, for the first
clause is devoted to confirming to St. Peter’s the lands that
Archbishop Thomas of York had held, which (despite the
alleged restoration of 1072) stand in his name in Domesday
Book.

The preamble recites that this was done on the petition
of Serlo himself and certain of the chief nobility, a sufficient
proof that the astute and energetic abbot was well aware of
the contents of the volume, and lost no time in endeavouring
to get whatever was contrary to the interests of his house
rectified. Yet, although this post-Domesday charter of the
first William goes on to confirm the donations, not only of
himself, but of more than a dozen of his Barons—including
that of Clehanger (another portion of the Berkeley lordship),’
by Roger de Berkeley—it says not a word of Nympsfield,
which apparently remained unchallenged as described in the
Survey.

Nor, in spite of the attempt made by the abbot some
years after the Conqueror’s death, as chronicled in the
Calendar, did the monks ever succeed in establishing a valid
claim to that manor. It is not named among the possessions
of the Abbey in the long list confirmed by King Stephen in
1138, and it must have been retained by the Berkeley family
down to the forfeiture of the third Roger in 1152, since it was
then settled by Robert FitzHarding on his second son,
Nicholas,? whose descendant is recorded as having exhibited
the confirmatory charter of Henry the Second at the guo
warranto inquiry at Gloucester in 1287 ; and whose issue male

1 Shoteshore is not mentioned, thus confirming the statement that it was not

restored by Roger until he entered the Monastery in 1091.
3 See copy of grant in Smyth’s ¢ Hundred of Berkeley,’ under ¢ HilL"
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continued to hold it from the crown until the death of Sir
Thomas FitzNichol in sixth Henry the Fifth.!

In face of these facts, it seems not unfair to assume that
the entries giving a contrary version were made in the fifteenth
century manuscript, with a view of accounting for and justi-
fying the attempt of Abbot Serlo already referred to, which
had given rise to much litigation. The allegations in them
as to the gift of Nympsfield by the Conqueror, and the con-
sequent misdescription of it in Domesday, have already been
sufficiently refuted ; but as those concerning its subsequent
cession to the Abbey by Eustace de Berkeley are more spe-
cific and appear to give some colour to the claim, it may be
well before concluding to trace the story to its origin.

It is not to be denied that from an early date the Church
of St. Peter's had an interest of some sort in Nympsfield.
The very name testifies that Nuns (Nymphs or Brides of the
Church, in Saxon phrase) were once the principal landholders
in the parish, and we are informed in the History that
not long after the foundation of the Monastery, Aldred, sub-
regulus of the Wiccii, gave, among other endowments, to
St. Peter’s, Gloucester, and the Nuns of the place, three tene-
ments ? in Nymdesfeld.

This was during the time of the Abbess Eva (735 to 767),
but as we are told by the same authority that on her death
the Nuns left the Monastery, which remained desolate for

! Cal. Inquisition. post mortem, 6 Hen. V. Thomas Fitz Nicholl, Chivaler.

Nymdesfeld Manor } Glouc.
Kynlege Advoc Cantuar. '

* ¢ Tres manentes.” So translated by Mr. Hart, and doubtless correctly, for
although Du Cange defines as ¢ Manentes *—¢ quiin solo alieno, in villis : quibusnec
liberis suis, invito domino, licet recedere,’ the word here evidently refers to their
place of abode, for the sentence ends ¢ has terras dedit Aldredus.” Moreover King
Burgred confirms more than a century afterwards these ¢tres manentes,’ so that
they cannot have been three serfs, but the tenements in which they dwelt. It has
been suggested that the Z4r¢e ¢ manentes’ were represented by the #4ree hides of

Domesday, but if the entire manor was given, why describe these three tenements
‘as # Nympsfield ?
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more than half a century, this grant must have lapsed. In
823 Bernulph, King of the Mercians, appropriated part of its
possessions towards the maintenance of married Secular
priests, and one of his successors, Burgred, in 862, when con-
firming these priests in their lands, refers to the three tene-
ments in Nympsfield, which appear to have developed into a
Priory or College called (though not in the Cartulary) Kinline
or Kinley! What was the fate of that establishment when
King Canute in 1022 turned the Seculars out of the Monastery
at Gloucester to make room for Benedictine monks, is not
recorded. A few families may have been suffered to linger
on in so remote a locality, but these had apparently died out
long before the Conquest, as Nympsfield had, according to
the evidence of Domesday, fallen into the hands of Edward
the Confessor, together with the rest of Berkeley Hernesse.

It was therefore a bold stroke of Abbot Serlo’s to lay
claim to that and other manors on behalf of the Benedictines,
as heirs general of the despised Secular priests, whom they
had ousted from their headquarters at Gloucester half a
century earlier. He apparently took the opportunity of
doing so very soon after he had induced the first Roger de
Berkeley to assume the cowl in 1091, and the design was no
doubt facilitated by the dangerous illness of William Rufus
two years later at Gloucester, when that king made a vow
to surrender all Church lands if he recovered.

It can hardly be questioned that the restoration of the
lands of the ancient Priory of Kinley to the monks in 1093,
by Rufus, of which Bishop Tanner speaks, was the same
transaction as the restoration of Nympsfield in that very year
attributed in the Cartulary to Eustace de Berkeley, nor could
the revocation of the latter grant in the following year by the
second Roger de Berkeley have taken place except with the

* See Tanner’s Notitia Monastica, edit. 1787. He refers to Prynne’s Records,
vol. iii. p. 247.
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King's sanction, which is indeed implied in the announcement
preceding the notice of it, that Roger’s confirmation of his
father’s gift of Clehanger was made with zke consent of King
William Funior.

It seems not improbable that the act of repudiation was
occasioned by an attempt on the part of the monks, availing
themselves of the looseness of phraseology as to manors then
prevalent, to contend that the w#kole of Nympsfield had been
restored to them, instead of Kinley only. The latter, com-
prising the ancient chapel, together with a virgate of land in
Nympsfield, must have been again relinquished by Roger de
Berkeley (I1.) before the death of Abbot Serlo, probably
through the intervention of their diocesan, for by a charter
dated in 1100, Sampson, Bishop of Worcester, was able to
secure to the Abbey of Gloucester an annual stipend of two
marks in the Chapelry of Nimesfeld, whilst we find it recorded
in an agreement dated in 1185, between Abbot Thomas and
Nicholas, son of Robert (Fitz Harding) as to the endowment
by the latter of a Chantry within this Chapel, that he en-
gaged to restore ‘a certain virgate of land which it possessed
of old time from the gift of his predecessors,’ * who were, of
course, of the earlier house of Berkeley.

Notwithstanding this agreement, constant disputes regard-
ing the right of presentation, visitation, &c., occurred between
the monks and the Fitz Nichol family, the only noteworthy
point being that the former’s tenure of property in the parish
was invariably declared to be of a subordinate character; or,
to use the words of Smyth, ‘the old and rich Chantry of
Kinley, often written as the manor of Kinley,” was holden of
the manor of Berkeley Hernesse by fealty only for all service?

V Cartulary of St. Peter's, vol. ii. p. 41.
2 25 p. 42
* Smyth’s Hundred of Berkeley, p. 301 : ¢ Prafatus vero Nicolaus quandam

virgatam terree quam antiquitus capella ex donatione antecessorum suorum pos
sedit eidem in elemosinam perpetuam restituet.’
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To conclude, it has been shown that the Cartulary of St.
Peter’s, Gloucester, furnishes no proof that Nympsfield was
-granted by King Canute to the Benedictine monks whom he
established in that Monastery in 1022 ; nor that they held it
in the time of Edward the Confessor; whilst the fact of its
not being mentioned in the general charter of confirmation
from William the Conqueror in the last year of his reign,.
affords the strongest possible presumptive evidence that that
king never gave nor confirmed the manor to the Abbey.

It has been further shown that the account of its alleged
restoration to Abbot Wistan cannot be traced further back
than the Calendar of Donations compiled under Walter
Froucester, who was abbot from 1381 to 1406; and also,
that the small portion of land in Nympsfield conceded to
Abbot Serlo in the reign of William Rufus was held by the
monks as soccage tenants of the lords of Berkeley.

There is no reason, therefore, for doubting that the three
hides in the berewick of Nympsfield were rightly described
in the Survey of 1086 under the head of ‘ Terra Regis;’ nor
for discrediting, in this instance at all events, the authority of
Domesday in the determination of ‘ancient demesne.’

APPENDIX A.

EXTRACT FROM THE INTRODUCTION TO THE CARTULARY OF THE
MoNASTERY OF ST. PETER’s GlLouc. vol iii. pp. xx, xxi.

¢The method in which Domesday was compiled receives a curious
illustration from the Gloucester Cartulary ; in fact, one of the returns
in that grand and memorable record is alleged to be incorrect, and
this in no unimportant degree. We are told that William I. granted
to St. Peter's and to Abbot Wilstan, Nympsfield (Nymdesfeld)
in Gloucestershire, with sac and soc; but in 1087 Roger de
Berkeley the elder caused it to be described in Domesday as among
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the king’s lands, * ad mensam regis ” unknown to Abbot Serlo ; how-
ever, in the year 1093 it was restored to the monastery by Eustace
de Berkeley, “tempore Serlonis abbatis ;” thus showing evidently
that whether the false return was made wittingly or not, at all
events Serlo did not allow it to remain unnoticed or unremedied.

¢ To many persons this misstatement in Domesday and its subse-
quent correction may seem of little moment ; but it really involves an
important legal point, as I shall endeavour to show. It is some-
times necessary in a court of law to adduce evidence in support of
land being of that peculiar tenure called *“ancient demesne,” and the
only way in which it can be established is by an appeal to Domesday.
‘ The tenure of ancient demesne,” says Scriven in his work on Copy-
holds, “is confined to such lands as were held in socage of manors
belonging to the crown in the reign of Edward the Confessor and
in the reign of William the Conqueror ; and whenever a question
arises as to the particular lands being ancient demesne, it is to be
decided by the production of Domesday Book ; wherein the lands
which were in the possession of King Edward are called #erre regis
Edwardi, and those which were in the possession of William the
Congqueror are called lerre regis.”

¢ Now, supposing a dispute arose at the present day as to whether
Nympsfield were ancient demesne or not, it is a matter for con-
sideration how far our courts would allow the statements ‘in this
monastic chronicle to influence their decision. I am quite aware of
the doctrine that there can be no appeal from Domesday Book, and
no averment made against it, but is this rule never to admit of
qualification or relaxation ?

¢If the averment be supported strongly by collateral evidence,
I see no reason why Domesday may not receive correction ; it is a
valuable record, but it is not infallible.’

APPENDIX B.
DXCVIIIL De eodem (Stanedis).

Willelmus, rex Anglorum, Wistano episcopo Wygornie, et
Wlillelmo) filio Osberni, et omnibus baronibus et ministris suis de
Gloucestria et de Wyrecestresyra, Salutem, Sciatis me concessisse et
reddidisse, atque confirmasse, Deo, et Sancto Petro de Gloucestria,
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et Serloni abbati, et monachis ejusdem ecclesize, omnes terras quas
Thomas Archiepiscopus Eboracensis injuste tenebat,! scilicet,
Leecha, Ottintone, Stanedis, &c.

Testibus Lanfranco Archiepiscopo, Galfrido episcopo de Con=
stantia, et Roberto Comite de Moretane.

APPENDIX C.

CONFIRMATION OF WILLIAM THE CONQUEROR. CARTULARIUM
S. PETR. GLouc. f..8sb, vol. i. p. 334.

Anno Incarnationis Domini millesimo octogesimo sexto, ego
Willelmus rex Anglorum, petitione Serlonis Abbatis de Gloucestria
et quorundam optimatum meorum, concessi Deo et ecclesizz Sancti
Petri in Gloucestria, possidere terras quas Thomas Archiepiscopus
tenuerat de eadem ecclesia, scilicet, Leeche ; Otindona ; Stanedisse ;
ecclesiam Sancti Cadoci cum terra quam Robertus filius Hamonis
dedit eidem Abbatiz ; scilicet et in Hamptesyra unam terram quam
Hugo de Porth in suo obitu monachus effectus ipsi ecclesie dedit et
vocatur Luttletone ; similiter et terram Plumtreu in Devensyre
quam Odo filius Hamelini pro anima sua ibi traddidit ; terram
etiam que vocatur Clekangra in Gloucestresyra de dono Rogersi de
Berkeley pro animi sui et parentum suorum ; et in Herefordsira
unam hidam de Roberto Curto ; et aliam de Willelmo de Ebroycis ;
et in eadem syra in Erchenfelde unam terram Westwode vocatam
quam dederat Walterius de Gloucestria ipsi ecclesie pro animi
patris sui ; et item in Gloucestresyra quandam terrulam quam Geri
de Loges cum sua uxore dedit Sancto Petro in Getinges ; scilicet et
molendinum de Framilade quem reddidit Abbati Wynebald de
Baledon ; et item in Gloucestresyra Clifforde de dono Rogerii de
Buseleye ; et item terram qua vocatur Rudeforde ex dono meo, item
Rudelai de dono Radulfi Bloyet; ecclesiam quoque de Hadrop
cum decima et terra presbiteri et ibi unum molendinum cum terra
pertinente : alteram etiam ecclesiam Kynemereforde cum decima et
terra sacerdotis, has [quas?] dederat ipsi [ecclesiz] Ernulfus de

' As Thomas only became Archbishop of York in 1070, the statement that ¢ he
used to hold’ these lands, is almost enough to show that this charter, if authori-
tative, was not granted till a considerably later period. Lanfranc was made Arch-
bishop of Canterbury in the same year 1070.
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Hesding ; scilicet et dimidiam hydam in Omenay quam Thovi Je
me lenebat in elemosinam ; decimam etiam de Cestertone de dono
Nigelli de Oilly ; et quandam partem silvae cum tribus bordariis de
dono Elyz Giffardi. Hiis testibus.

DISCUSSION.

MR. J. HORACE ROUND, having expressed his entire agree-
ment with Sir Henry Barkly’s vindication of the Survey, laid
stress on the fatal contradiction between the story as told on
p- 72 and on p. 101, the alleged culprit being Roger de Berkeley
¢ junior’ in this former version, but his predecessor Roger de
Berkeley ‘senior’ in the latter. Observing that William’s
alleged charter purported to confirm the estate to the Abbey,
as it had been held before the Conquest, he contended that the
¢ 111 manentes’ which Sir Henry had rendered ‘tenements’
were certainly intended to represent the ¢ 111 hide ’ of Domes-
day, ‘ manens’ being found in such charters for ‘hide.’ As
to the view that the whole story was a concoction of the
fifteenth century, rather than derived from some earlier docu-
ments, he thought there was internal evidence to the contrary
in the use of the remarkable phrase, ¢ descriptio totius Anglize,’
which would seem to have been only applied to Domesday at
the time of its compilation and for a short while afterwards.
This certainly looked to him as if the story was based on
some much earlier document. In that case the expression
¢ abbate Serlone nesciente’ might become of some interest, as
bearing on the manner in which the Survey was, or was
believed to have been made.
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Ehe Materials for (Be Resedifing
of tfe Domesday Wookk,

AND SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FORMATION OF A
DOMESDAY BOOK SOCIETY.

By W. pE G. BIRCH, F.S.A.

THE extensive popular interest in the Domesday Book, of
which we are now engaged in commemorating the eight
hundredth anniversary, will, I trust, long survive the present
series of meetings and exhibitions, highly instructive as they
have been. Among the benefits which commemorations such
as this confer upon the community, I think the two greatest
are, first, that we are enabled by the kindness of custodians
and public authorities to inspect valuable historical relics
which have been arranged .with special intention of educating
us, and of which we should know little—and that little could
only be learned with the cost of great pains and trouble—
were it not for reunions such as these; secondly, our ideas
are attracted towards subjects of which we never rightly
estimate the interest until they are forced upon our attention,
and we increase in ardour and admiration for them in pro-
portion as their charms are unfolded to us. It will perhaps
be a matter of surprise to some among us that the papers and
discussions which have hitherto been heard, have been con-
fined almost entirely to the statistical contents and the arith-
H2
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metical calculations of the Domesday Book, and but very little
has been brought forward relating to the national, historical,
and biographical aspects which it presents. This is to be
regretted, because after all it is, to my mind, unprofitable to
enquire the exact dimensions which conflicting critics would
assign to a hide, an acre, or carucate, to the neglect of entries
which strike down deeply into the history of our country,
such as the causes which blended the British or Celtic, the
Danish or Saxon, and .the Norman elements into the one
homogeneous Englishman of the present day. These influ-
ences are written in Domesday plainly, but between the lines,
and have yet to be defined and illustrated before they can be
fully understood.

In the spring of last year I had the honour of suggesting
in the columns of the Azkeneum the formation of a Domes-
day Book Society, the members of which would be enabled to
possess by degrees, as published, a handy and uniform series
of Domesday literature, both texts and essays, and I propose
on this occasion to show, with your permission and as briefly
as may be, of what kind and quality the materials are that are
ready to hand for the work of the proposed Society, if my
suggestion should find favour with a number of adherents
sufficient to warrant its establishment.

I. First among MSS. of value for collation must be taken
into consideration the pre-Domesday manuscripts, and here we
must take cognisance of the Imguisitio Comitatus Cantabri-
giensts, the ‘ Inquest of Cambridgeshire,’” published in 1876 by
Mr. N. E. S. A. Hamilton, then of the British Museum, under
the auspices of the Royal Society of Literature. This is the
original return made by the jurafores of the county of Cam-
bridge in obedience to the king’s mandate, from which the
Exchequer Domesday for that county was afterwards com-
piled by the royal secretaries. ‘It is much,’ says Hamilton,
‘to be regretted that the only MS.’ (British Museum, MS.
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Cotton.,, Tiberius A. vi.,, which we were enabled by the kindness
of the authorities of the British Museum to inspect) ‘in
which this important document is known to exist, has been
injured by time and neglect, and above all, has lost several of
its leaves. The Return is consequently defective at the end.’
The greater part, however, has come down to us, and the text,
printed by the above-mentioned editor for the first time, and
side by side with the corresponding entries extracted from the
Exchequer Domesday (to which I shall direct your attention
presently), contains abundant evidence that we have in this
Cottonian MS. the original source from which the Exchequer
Domesday for that county was derived. ‘It is singular,’ con-
tinues Hamilton, ¢that so important a document should have
been extant only in a solitary M S., unpublished, and exposed in
consequence to many risks of being lost or destroyed. Doubt-
less, numerous historical and literary treasures still exist among
our ancient MSS. which are unknown to students and anti-
quaries. Butinregard to this particular MS. the strange part is
that from the days of Selden to those of Ellis—that is for a
period of about 250 years—its existence had been known and
its importance as elucidating Domesday history understood,
and, in part at least, acknowledged.” Even the indefatigable
Sir Thomas Duffus Hardy, late Deputy Keeper of the Public
Records, has omitted all notice of this MS. in his account of
the Exchequer Domesday Book, the Inquisitio Eliensis, and
the Exon Domesday, in his ¢ Catalogue of British History,’
vol. ii. Thus Hamilton, though not pretending to have dis-
covered this important fragment, was the first to bring its
importance to light, and to give it to the learned world. It is
doubtful if any previous student of Domesday had distin-
guished the essential difference between the Jnguisitio
Comitatis Cantabrigiensis, or ‘ Inquest of Cambridgeshire,” and
the comparatively far less important Inguisitio Elensts, or
¢ Inquest of the Lands of the Monastery at Ely,’ a mere record
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of the landed property belonging to the monks of Ely, de-
scribed therein as the lands of St. A3el3ry’, the founder of the
nunnery of Ely in the seventh century, which latter had been
quoted over and over again, and printed in the folio Commis-
sion edition of 1816, vol. iii. ; while the still more valuable
portion containing the description of the lay as well as the
ecclesiastical lands, in the shape of a copy of the original
Domesday return as made by the juratores on the Conqueror’s
order, had been overlooked by everyone, although it occupies
the folios adjacent to the ‘Inquisitio Eliensis’ in the Cotton
MS. already mentioned. Selden in 1596, Gale in 1722, Philip
Carteret Webb, 1756, and R. Kelham, 1788, all well known
and conscientious writers on the Domesday, appear to have
been strangely ignorant of the true nature of this MS.; and
the illustrious author and antiquary, Sir Henry Ellis, whose
indispensable Introduction to Domesday Book,! and folio edition
of the /ndices to the Exchequer Domesday for the Record
Commission, and Additamenta, forming vols. iii. and iv.
of the Record edition, and published in 1816, connect his name
for ever with the great work of William the Conqueror, incre-
dible as it may seem, merely prints that portion of the MS.
which relates to the monastic lands of Ely, and omits, without
even reference or mention, the most valuable portion Mr.
Hamilton gave to the world.?

Even Mr. S. Moore, a writer on the Domesday, criticising
in the Atheneum of April 25, 1885, my proposed Society and
remarks previously made by me on Domesday MSS,, failed to
distinguish these differences.

The manuscript from which Hamilton’s text is taken, and
which, so far as is still known, is the only remaining

} In 2 vols., 1833, 8vo (now ripe for revision and republication, notwith-
standing the inability of Canon Taylor to accept some portions of it).

2 Ellis knew of the MS. (see his own copy of Webb, with annotations on inter-
leaved pages, in possession of his grandson, Mr. H. J. Ellis, of the British Museum).
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exemplar, is numbered Tiberius A. vi. among the Cottonian
MSS. in the British Museum. Its contents are: 1. A copy
of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, to the year g77. 2. A memo-
randum entitled ¢ De portione crucis reperta a Sergio Papa,’
etc. 3. ‘Nomina Paparum qui miserunt pallium archiepis-
copis Cantuariensibus ab Augustino ad Anselmum.” 4. ¢ The
Inquisitio Eliensis’ 5. The Inquisition of Cambridgeshire.
6. A collection of charters and early documents relating to
the monastery at Ely; and 7. A chronicle of England from
Hardacnut to the 20th year of Edward III. in French.

The Inquisition of Cambridgeshire is contained between
folios 76 and 113, one folio being lost between 111 and 112,
It is written on vellum in double columns, thirty-one lines to
a page, and in a fine bold hand of the concluding years of the
twelfth century, perhaps about A.D. 1180. It is ornamented
with capital letters in blue and red colours, and had occasion-
ally floriated initials. The facsimile of the first folio, here
exhibited, containing the Inquisition (f. 76), is a faithful repro-
duction of the manuscript page. The Ely Inquisition is in
the same manuscript and in the same handwriting, but has
been placed out of its order (by those who arranged the MS.
for binding), before the Cambridge Inquisition. It will be
found in folios 38-70.

This work should form an integral part of the publications
of the new Society if copyright were not thereby infringed. It
would form a portion, naturally, of the volume containing the
Cambridgeshire Domesday, and I feel sure that Mr. Hamilton
would cooperate with the Society in the work on this county.
This contribution made by Hamilton to Domesday literature
constitutes, as he truly says, a real contribution to historical
knowledge, and he proceeds to give numerous examples show-
ing how the facts recorded in the Domesday Book have been
therein abridged or extended, sometimes imperfectly, from the
original return.
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I1. 7he Exon Domesday, the second member of the Domes~
day trilogy, is so called because it belongs to the Cathe-
dral Library of Exeter. The Dean and Chapter have with
great kindness lent the MS. to the British Museum authori-
ties, and we all had the opportunity of examining it when that
institution was visited. The MS.! resembles the Cambridge-
shire Inquest inasmuch as it contains an exact transcript of
the original returns made by the Royal Commissioners of
William the Conqueror, and from which the Exchequer
Domesday, or Liber Censualis, was compiled or abridged.
One important fact with regard to the MS. is the near
approach which it makes to Domesday Book in its general
form and palaography. There are (in like manner as has been
described in the account of the Cambridgeshire Inquest) many
variations between the Exeter and the Exchequer MSS,, the
chief of which, according to Hardy, are as follows :—

"1. The Exeter MS. furnishes more detailed information
than the Exchequer volume, which is especially apparent in
the enumeration of the live stock on the several estates.

2. There is a marked difference in the diction of the two
MSS., even where they agree in sense.

3. The variation in the spelling of proper names is re-
markable. In the Exeter MS. the names of places have
almost invariably a Latin termination, which is not usual
in the Exchequer Book ; and the names of persons frequently
differ, though not to the same extent as those of places.

4. The names of the tenants in the time of Edward the
Confessor are more numerously preserved in the Exeter than
in the Exchequer Domesday.

This Exon Domesday is unfortunately confined to a de-
scription of the south-western parts of the kingdom, compris-
ing the five counties of Wilts, Dorset, Somerset, Devon, and
Cornwall (one of the groups of counties into which the Domesday

! There are some useful notices of this MS. in MS. Lansd. 320.
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Return seems to have fallen). It is a small folio MS. of the
eleventh century, consisting of §32 folios, and appears to have
been the work of at least three, probably more, different scribes,
and at various times,—a fact made evident by the variation in
the mode of making the marks of abbreviations, and more
particularly in the contraction of the word ez. It was printed
for the Commissioners on Public Records, under the editor-
ship of Sir Henry Ellis, in 1816. But nevertheless the text of
this MS. furnishes abundant material for future editors of the
counties over which it extends, and the mere publication in
parallel columns of the Domesday Book and the Exon Domes-
day would enable readers to glean a great deal of education and
enlightenment in the prosecution of their Domesday studies.

1I1. T/e Domesday Book itself, that is, the Exchequer
Domesday Book, now preserved in the Public Record Office
at Fetter Lane, where it was inspected (side by side with
numerous other MSS. which illustrate its many aspects) on
the opening day of the Commemoration by the kindness of the
authorities of the Record Office, is the central light of the sub-
ject. Itisa vellum folio of the eleventh century, the first volume
being larger than the second. The whole of the MS. was
printed, in the last century, in consequence of an address by
the House of Lords to the King in 1767. This great and ex-
pensive work was commenced in 1772, and the two volumes
folio of which it consists were completed in 1783. It is now
scarce, and fetches a considerable price. Sir Henry Ellis, as I
have already stated, printed two more volumes (iii. and iv.)
containing indices and supplementary pieces. Portions of the
Domesday Book have been printed, as I shall presently show,
in almost every county history; and a complete facsimile
has been made by means of photo-zincography,—a process
eminently and notoriously ill adapted to the faithful repro-
duction of ancient MSS. (because of the artificial manipula-
tion required to complete the work),—under the direction of
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Colonel Sir Henry James, F.R.S., of the Ordnance Survey at
Southampton A.D. 1861-3. The price of this production is
187,

The work of Domesday was commenced about A.D. 1084
(the exact time being unknown, and variously stated). It was
finished in 1086. As soon as each ‘Inquisition’ was com-
pleted it was forwarded to Winchester, where, after being ab-
stracted, all ‘ Inquisitions’ were digested into one body ; and
thus was formed the existing transcript. That this is fuller
in some places than others is no doubt owing to the fact that
this same difference characterised the original returns, and
also to the fact that some of the scribes who drew up the final
state of the work were more strongly actuated by the desire
of brevity than others. The very character of the handwriting,
technically called ‘set minuscules,” has been said to bear but
little resemblance to either the book-hand or the Chancery
charter-hand of the period, and with great probability may
have been introduced by some of the foreign ecclesiastics of
the Conqueror’s court. The writing has been thought by
some to resemble an Italian hand ; and if the conjecture be
correct, that the scribes were indeed of that country, it is
possible that Lanfranc, the Lombard Archbishop of Canter-
bury, whom William of Malmesbury calls ‘/itteratura per-
insignis, had supervision of the work.

We learn from the copy of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle
preserved among Archbishop Laud’s MSS. in the Bodleian
Library at Oxford (which contains later historical notices
than the other copies in the British Museum), under the
year 1085, the following particulars of the manner in which
Domesday originated :—A.D. 1085. ‘Then, at midwinter,
the King was at Gloucester with his wifan, and there held
his court five days, and afterwards the Archbishop and
clergy had a synod three days. After this, the King had
a great council, and very deep speech with his wifar about
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this land, how it was peopled, or by what men. Then sent
he his men over all England, into every shire, and caused to
be ascertained how many hundred hides were in the shire,
or what land the King himself had, and cattle within the
land, or what dues he ought to have in twelve months from
the shire. Also he caused to be written how much land his
archbishops had, and his suffragan bishops, and his abbots,
and his earls ; and—though I may narrate somewhat prolixly—
what or how much each man had, who was a holder of land
in England,—in land or in cattle, and how much money it
might be worth. So very narrowly he caused it to be traced
out that there was not one single hide, nor one ‘yard’ (virgate)
of land, nor even—it is shame to tell, though it seemed to
him no shame to do—an ox, nor a cow, nor a swine, was left
that was not set down in his writ. And all the writings were
brought to him afterwards.’!

And again, under A.D. 1087, the same Chronicle relates :
‘ He (William) reigned over England, and by his sagacity so
thoroughly surveyed it that there was not a hide of land
within England that he knew not who had it, or what it was
worth, and afterwards set it in his writ.’?

Its compilation then, as we gather,® was determined on at
Gloucester by the King in council, in order that he might
know what was due to Az in the shape of taxes from every
subject, and that they, in their turn, might know what each
had to pay. Thus it was calculated to be as much for the
protection of the subject as for the benefit of the sovereign.
The nobles and the people had been, as we know, grievously
distressed by the immigration, under royal auspices, of large
numbers of French and Bretons, who were, so to speak, billeted
on the natives according to the extent of their land, ostensibly
for the purpose of resisting the apprehended Danish invasion.

! Thorpe’s Translation for the Master of the Rolls.
2 [bid. This is not strictly correct. * Hardy, Cat. ii. 34.
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The commissioners appointed to take the survey were to
inquire into the numerous points which I had intended to
read, but they were detailed by Mr. Moore in his paper the
other evening :—1, the name of the place; 2, who held it in
the time of King Edward the Confessor ; 3, the present pos-
scssor ; 4, of how many hides the manor consisted ; §, how
many ploughs there were in the demesne; 6, how many
homagers ; 7, how many villeins; 8, how many cottars; 9,
how many serving-men ; 10, how many free tenants ; 11, how
many tenants in socage ; 12, how much wood, meadow, and
pasture there was ; 13, the number of mills and fish-ponds ;
14, what had been added to or taken away from the place;
15, the gross value in the time of King Edward (returned as
‘T.R.E,’ or ‘quando rex Edwardus fuit vivus et mortuus’);
16, the present value ; 17, how much each freeman or socman
had or has, and whether any advance can be made in the value.

Thus it could be ascertained who held any specified estate
in the time of King Edward the Confessor, who then held it,
what was the value in the time of the late King, and the value
at the moment of taking the particulars. To the minuteness
of this survey the concluding portion of the translated extracts
given above bears sadly graphic testimony.

It has not yet been satisfactorily explained why many
districts were left unnoticed in the great survey which was
manifestly intended to embrace the whole territory of Eng-
land. The four important and extensive northern English
counties of Northumberland, Cumberland, Westmoreland,
and Durham, are not described in the survey. Possibly these
counties were not in a satisfactorily settled condition to en-
able the emissaries of the King to visit the ground they
were to report upon.! We know that in 1080, only a few

1 1 am also reminded by a correspondent that : ¢ As to the English counties of
Northumberland, Cumberland, Westmoreland, and Durham, the fact is, that
. the undescribed district comprised the Earldoms of Northumberland and Cumber-
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years before the commencement was made, the King had
desolated the province of Durham, which was just begin-
ning to recover from the baneful and destructive effects of a
foreign invasion. The murder of Walkere, Bishop of Dur-
ham, in May of that year, it is related, ‘occasionem dedit
regi ut provintiz illius reliquias, qua aliquantulum respirave-
rant, funditus exterminaret’! Lancashire does not appear
under its proper name; but Furness and the northern parts
of the county, as well as the south of Westmoreland, with a
part of Cumberland, are included within the West Riding of
Yorkshire. That portion of Lancashire which lies between the
Ribble and the Mersey, and which at the time of the surveys
comprehended 688 manors, is subjoined to Cheshire; and
part of the county of Rutland is described in the account of
the counties of Northampton and Lincoln.

Sir Thomas D. Hardy does not speak very enthusiastically
of the historical value of Domesday Book. He says, ‘ Very
few historical occurrences or illustrations of ancient manners
are noticed in the Survey. Those which occur have been
collected by Sir Henry Ellis in his “ General Introduction to
Domesday Book.”’? This copy is in two volumes. Vol. 1 con-
tains the survey of thirty shires: that is to say of all that
were surveyed except Essex, Norfolk, and Suffolk, the fuller
reports of which are contained in a second volume. This
consists of 382 leaves, vellum, measuring 14§ by 9} inches.
It is written in double columns. The arrangement is in
quires, generally of eight leaves ruled on one side, with
double vertical lines bounding the columns. The writing is
in ‘ set minuscules,” with frequent changes of hand. Running
titles and headings are in red.

land, both dependencies of the English Crown, but neither of them merged in the
general polity of England, whose kings did not interfere with the internal con-
cerns of either province.” Zhe Pipe Rolls of Cumberiand, Westmoreland, and
Durkam. Newcastle, 1847. Introduction, p. iv.

' Will. Malm. Gesta Pontificum, p. 271. * Cat. Brit. Hist. ii. 38.
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Vol. 2 contains the full reports for the counties of Essex,
Norfolk, and Suffolk. This contains 450 leaves, vellum,
measuring 10§ by 7§ ins. At the end is the following
memorandum, ¢ Anno Millesimo Octogesimo sexto ab in-
carnatione domini, vigesimo vero regni Willelmi facta est ista
descriptio non solum per hos tres comitatus, sed etiam per
alios” The arrangement is in quires, generally of eight
leaves ruled on one side ; some of the sheets being remnants
without corners, or otherwise defective. The writing is in ‘set
minuscules,” with frequent change of hand. Running titles
are in red, and the initial letters are filled with patches of red.

IV. There is a nicely written fragment containing part of
the Domesday Survey for the county of Kent in the British
Museum, Cotton. MS, Vitellius, C. viii. ff. 143-156. It was
exhibited to us the other day in the King’s Library of the
British Museum. This was probably at first carried about
in a pocket, for it is worn in places, and has a few deficiencies.
It was a roll, and is now cut up and inlaid intofourteen leaves.
It is in a handwriting of the twelfth century, and written,
as rolls should be, only on one side of the page. The text
agrees pretty closely with that of the Exchequer Domesday,
but is deserving of a careful collation by the editors of a Kent
Domesday Book for the Society.

Of the late paper copies and manuscript extracts of
Domesday Book in the British Museum and other places
of deposit, I do not propose to say anything in this paper,
but there are several unpublished documents of the highest
importance, contemporary with the period of the Domesday
Book, among the British Museum Manuscripts. This is clear
from the fact that only just recently an original record of the
plea, or suit tried at Penenden Heath about the year 1070,
whereat Archbishop Lanfranc recovered (by process of the
ancient popular court of the Anglo-Saxon Witenagemot, with
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special permission of the King then held pro Adc vice) nume-
rous lands in Kent which had been unjustly detained by Odo,
the powerful Bishop of Bayeux, from the Cathedral Church
of Canterbury. I think the reader of the previous paper
had no knowledge of this document, but I should be happy
to show it to him at any time. The Chronicler Eadmer of
Canterbury, and others, have given notices of this great suit, and
William of Malmesbury points out its beneficial result on the
condition of the Church in England. The document is still
unpublished, but I hope to print it in the course of a few days,
and with others that will come to light to reward patient
searchers, now that public attention has been directed to the
Domesday Book, and interest stimulated, it will form valuable -
illustrations of the Domesday in the hands of commentators
and editors. Similar in many respects to the foregoing is the
Worcester lawsuit between Bishop Wilstan and the Abbot of
Evesham, of which a record exists in the Chartulary com-
piled by the monk Heming for the Bishop, British Museum,
Cottonian Library, Tiberius, A. xiii. It has been printed in
the old days by the indefatigable antiquary Hearne, but,
as Mr. Round recently showed, has escaped the notice of
a modern professor. These are two examples out of many
to indicate the need of annotating Domesday Book more
fully than it has been treated heretofore.

A very fertile class of documents which have been hitherto
much neglected by Domesday students is that of the ANGLO-
SAXON CHARTERS. These charters, or grants of land, are in a
large proportion of instances accompanied by a perambulation
or description of the boundaries of the land conveyed by the
grantor, generally the king in his public capacity as head of the
state, to a lay or ecclesiastical corporation or to an individual.
The paragraphscontaining the boundaries are writtenin Anglo-
Saxon, notwithstanding that the body of the deed is written in
Latin. They form a species of survey, although inexact and not
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so precise perhaps in point of plotting as a modern surveyor
would desire, yet suited to the remote antiquity of the time
when land was not valued for its extent so much as for the
capabilities it possessed for sustentation of a family, naturally
a variable number of persons, and equally naturally varying
in proportion to the excellence of its position and the fer-
tility of its soil. These boundaries I recommend to future
Domesday Book editors as affording material of considerable
value in connection with the Domesday Record of many
estates. In most instances the notices of places which are
given in the Anglo-Saxon Charters are the oldest strictly
topographical notices which we are able to obtain, hence the
need of comparing the evidence they present with the com-
paratively more recent Domesday Book evidence of from three
hundred and fifty years less remoteness.

The value of the Anglo-Saxon Charters, of which there are
about two thousand extant, and more than half this number
with boundaries and topographical notices, has hitherto been
underrated by those who have studied the statistical and geo-
desical aspectsof the Domesday Book. Theseboundaries afford
evidence of such a character as to compel us to modify very
materially the pleasant theories of Canon Taylor, who would
have it that agriculture was in rectangular plots, with slightly
S-shaped bounding lines, whereas it is far more natural to
assume that the area cultivated was of irregular dimensions,
regulated by convenience, proximity to dwellings, the natural
course of streams and rivers and other obstacles, the cropping
up of sterile strata, and the stubbornness of forests to yield
to the first efforts of the pioneer. The extensive number of
points along which the boundaries ran is clear proof against
the rectilinear and right-angle theory. I would also say here
that the Charters possess extremely little evidence in favour
of ‘common-field’ co-operative system, two-shift, three-shift,
or any other kind of agriculture except that of absolute
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possession by way of three-lived, four-lived, or of freehold,
possession, and it is impossible to concede that the Norman
occupation of the land suddenly changed the universal
method current in Saxon time, which must have been inde-
pendent of the rule Canon Taylor lays down, and rather
governed by the local exigencies and peculiarities bound to be
taken into account. Some of the Anglo-Saxon Wills con-
tain notices of rent in kind which cannot fail to be of inte-
rest. The recent discovery! of a Saxon Survey taken of the
districts or territories of England in the days before Alfred,
or the 8th century at latest, indicates that even in that re-
mote date, 400 years before Domesday Book, the arability of
the land had been estimated in round numbers, but whether
with a view to taxation, or as a comparative tabulation of
military strength, we cannot yet determine. Probably both
objects were served by the taking of the Survey. This MS,,
which was exhibited at the British Museum, shows that the
Domesday Survey was no new thing to which the inhabitants
of England were then subjected for the first time,

Contemporary drawings and illuminations must not be over-
looked, for the explanation they afford of Domesday manners
and customs is great. At the British Museum, for example,
we saw four Anglo-Saxon MSS. with the operation of plough-
ing depicted in such a manner as to compel us to receive
with considerable hesitation Canon Taylor’s theory of eight
oxen yoked to a very large plough worked on the co-operative
system, for contemporary pictures in MSS. tell us there were
two, or at most four oxen, to a diminutive plough. Most ancient
tools, indeed, were puerile ; the granite colossi of Egypt were
worked, as is known, with copper or bronze tools as weak, and
apparently as inefficient, as the contents of a schoolboy’s tool-
box would be, to a modern cabinet-maker. We may see an

! See the List of MSS, exhibited at the British Museum to the Commemora-
tion, No. 1 (post p. 651).

VOL. I I
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Egyptian carpenter’s tool-bag figured in Wilkinson’s Egyp¢,
and their seeming uselessness strikes us at once. Hence, and
from the few extant implements of the Domesday period, we
may assume that agricultural implements in Domesday Book
period were small and comparatively weak. Human muscle
in the old days everywhere did the greater part of the work.

ABRIDGED DOMESDAY.

There are three abridged copies of the Exchequer
Domesday Book :(—

I. Record Office, formerly in Chapter House, for the use
of the Chamberlains of the Exchequer.

2. Record Office, formerly in the Office of the King's
Remembrancer, for the use of the Treasurers, and afterwards
in the custody of the Lord Treasurer's Remembrancer.

3. British Museum, Arundel MS. 153.

1. This is a folio volume, well written, and of beautiful
appearance, with some spirited initial letters and illuminations.
It is reputed to be of the time of Edward I., and agrees com-
pletely in respect of arrangement, and almost verbatim et
literatim with the second MS. (of which I have been fortunately
able to obtain a very detailed account), and from which this
was most probably compiled. The two MSS. are evidently
not of coeval creation, although the writing of both is some-
what homogeneous. In the fly-leaf of this MS. is an absurd
memorandum of Peter le Neve, Norroy King of Arms, and
one of the Vice-Chamberlains of Queen Anne’s Exchequer,
stating his opinion that the MS. was written and illuminated
in the time of Henry VII. Sir Henry Ellis appears to have
been unaware of the existence of this MS.

2. The Breviate, a copy of the Domesday Book in the
Office of the Remembrancer of the Exchequer. The following
is mainly derived from an account in a Catalogue of Records
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remawning in the office of the King’s Remembrancer of the Ex-
chequer by an official hand : —

DOMESDAY BOOK.

The earliest Record as regards subject-matter, though
perhaps not compilation, removed from the King’s Remem-
brancer Office to the Record Office, is that which forms the
greater portion of a volume passing under the denomination .
of DOMESDAY BOOK. Itis a small folio volume, in the ori-
ginal oak binding with bosses. By comparison with the
printed copy of the Domesday Book in the Public Record
Office, and the Exon Domesday, the Record in question ap-
pears to be a very partial abridgment. In this abstract the
villani, bordarii, and stock are omitted. The object for
which it was compiled for the use of the Treasurer of the
Exchequer is not apparent, and it cannot be stated with cer-
tainty to what extent the abridgment is carried until a precise
investigation has been made between the several Records, yet
some idea of the variations may be gained from the following
extracts. The incipient sentences of each volume are taken,
and the corresponding portions of the Exchequer Domesday
underlined.

Domesday of the Remembrancer's Office.

KENT.—Terra Regis. Tempore Regis Edwardi Burgenses
Dovere inveneriit . XX, naves Regi una vice in anno ad . xv.
dies 7 1 unaq®q, navi erant homines . Xx%. 7 un®. Hoc facie-
bant p eo qd eis pdonaverat sacam 7 socam. Q*®ndo Missatici
Regis veniebant ibi¢ dabat p Caballo t*nsducendo. 111 . deft
in hieme 7 duos in estate. Burgenses v° inveniebat Stiremanni
7 unil alit adjutorem. Et si plus op® &t: de peccunia ej®
conducebat".

In dimidio lest de Sudona in Athestani hundred. Rex
Wills tefi Tarentefort . p uno solino 7 dimidio se defendit.

De hoc maiiio tenet Hugo de Port dimid solin in Hagelei.
12
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In lest de Flesford in Laverochesfeld hund . Elefford p uno
solifl.

In dim lest de Mideltune in Middeltune hund . Middeltune
p q*er . xx". soliii se defend. Extra hos? sunt i dominio .
111 . solii. Dehoc @ . tefi Hugo de Port . vIII sot 7. L jugi.

In lest de Wiwarlet in Faveresham hund: Favereshant .
p . VIL sol se defendit.’

Exchequer Domesday.

CHENTH.—Dovere Tépore regis Edwardi reddebat . xvIr1,
libras . de quibus denariis habebat rex . E. duas partes 7 comes
Goduin® tercia. Contra hoc habebant canonici de sGo Martino

medietaté aliam. Burgenses dedef . xxH, naues. T una uice in
anno ad . xv. dies. 7 in una quag, naui erant hdes . Xx" 7 un®.
Hoc faciebant pro eo qd eis pdonauerat sacca 7 soci. Quando
missatici regis ueniebant ibi - dabant pro caballo transducendo .
111, denarios in hieme . 7 I, in estate. Burgenses u° in-
ueniebafi stiremannd 7 una alid adjutoré . 7 si plus opus . &
de pecunia ej° conducebat® . [ A festiuitate S’ Michaelis usq,

ad festi S€ Andrez: . ... [Five columns omitted before
the relative portions appear in the copy of the Remembrancer’s
Office.]

Terra Regis. In Dimidio Lest de Svdtone. In Achestan
H#&.— . 1. Rex Willelmvs tefi Tarentefort . p uno solino 7
dimidio se defd. T’ra.&.XL.carud. In dfio sunt . IL caf .
7 CXLIL uilti c@ . X. bord hfit . LIIL caf. Ibi sunt . IIL serui.
7 1. mold . p*ti. XX.IL acra. pasture.XL. a€. De silua. VIIL
denz paruz . 7 III. magna. 1bi. IL hed= . id est . 11° port>,

T.R.E: ualuit. Lx. 1ib. 7 tiitd gdo haimo recepit. Modo
appciat® ab anglis. LX. lib. P'posit® u° franci§ qui tefi ad
firma . dicit q'a ual @*t xx%.lib. 7 x. lib. Ipse tam reddit
de isto @ . LXX. lib pensatas. 7 CXIL soli? de defi . XX*. in
ora. 7 VIL lib 7 XXVI defi ad numef. Sup hac reddit uice~ .
c. sot. Homines de Hund testificant”. q@ de isto @ regis
ablatii . & und p*i. 7 ufi alnetdi. 7 uit mold. 7 Xx4. acrae
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fre . 7 adhuc tant pti quanti ptifi ad . X. ac*s fre . qua oia
eraf in firma regis . E. di uiueret . h uat. xx% sol. Dicunt
aut qd Osuuard fc uicecofi prastitit ea Alestan pposito Lundofi.

7 m° tefi helt® dapifer 7 né,;;::)'s. Testant™ quog, q@ Hagelei
de isto @ ablata.&. quae se defd p did solii. Hanc tra
tenebat uicecom . 7 gdo uicecomitati amittebat? in firma
regis remaneb. Ita pmansit 7 post morté R. E. Modo teil
Hugo de port. cii . L.IIIL acris fre plus. Toti hoc uat. xv.
lib. y De eod @ regis adhuc sunt ablate . VL acre tr. 7
quada silua qua isd Osuuard® posuit ext®* @ . p qdda uadimof .
XL. solidog. [ Acctam huj® ® tefi eps de Rouecestre . 7
ual LX. sol. Extra hanc suft adhuc ibi . III. ®cclesiole.

In Lest de Elesford. In Lavrochesfel Hvnd.—Rex W.
tefi Elesford . p uno solifi se defd. T’ra €. XV. caf. In dftio
sunt . III. caf . 7 XL. uilli cii . v. bord hiit . XV. caf . Ibi . VIIL
serui . 7 I. mold. XL. defi. 7. XLIIL ac p°ti . Silua. LXX.

poré . Int tof ualeb. T. R. E. xv. lis. 7 intd qdo haimo
recep . m® ual. xX. lib. Tam redd . XXXI lib. 7 uice¢ inde
ht 111 lib. De hoc ® tefi Ansgot® juxta rouecestre tanti
fre . qd appciat. VIL lib . Eps etia de Rouecest p excabio tre
in qua castelld sedet . tantd de hac ira teii . qd . xvII*" sot 7
I, defi ual.

In Lest de Middeltvne. In Middeltvn Hund.—Rex . W.
teit Middeltvne . p quat XXx". solins se defd. Extra hos: sunt
in dfiio ITIL solins . 7 ibi . IIL caf in dfiio. In hoc ® . ccch,
7 I1X. uitti c@i . LXXIIIL bord . hfit . CLX. VIL caf . Ibi sunt . VI.

mold de . XxX. solid . 7 XvII*. ac p°ti. Ibi. XXVIL saline
de . XXVIL. solidis . Ibi . XXXII. piscari® de . XXII sot 7 VIIIL
deii . De theloneo XL. sot. De pastura . XIIIL sot 7 1III. defl .
Silua . cC.XX. poré . 7 hdes de Walt reddunt . L. sot pro
Ineuuard 7 Aueris. Inhoc @ sunt. X. serui. Inttotii. T. R. E.

uicecom’

naleb cc. lib ad numeri . ; titd gdo Haimo recep. 7 m°
similiter. f De hoc ® teft hugo de port . VIIL solins 7 uni

jugii . qui T. R. E. erant cu alijs solins in €suetudine. Ibi.
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ht. 111 cat in dftio. H’ fra qua tet Hugo de port . uat. xx.
lib q® coputant® in, cct. lib toti® @ Middeltvn . qui tefi reddit .
CXL. lib ad ign€ et ad pensa. 7 insup. xv. lib 7 VI sof . 1L

uicec
denat min® ad numerii . Haimoni dat pposit®. XIL lib. ([ De

silua regis ht Wadard® tant qd redd xv1. defi p anfi . 7 dimidia
deni tenet qua T. R. E. q'da uillan® tenuit. 7 Alnod cild duas
partes cuida uitto p uim abstulit. [ Acctas 7 decimas huj® ©
tefi abb S’ Augustini . 7 XL. sot de. IIIL solins regis exeunt ei.

In Lest de Wiwarlet. In Favreshant Hvnd. — Rex W. tefi
Favreshant . p VIL solins se defd . T'ra . & XVIL cat . In diiio
sunt . 11® Ibi . xxx. uilli ci. XL. bord . hfit . XXI1II. caf. Ibi.
v. serui . 7 I. molifi de. XX. sot. 7 II® ac p°ti . Silua . C.
poré . 7 de pastura siluz . XXXI. sot. 7 II. defi. Mercati .
de. 1L lib . 7 11® salinz de. IIL solid 7 II. defi . 7 in cantuat

de xx. denar’

ciuitate . 111°*, hagz | ad hoc ® ptifi. In totis ualent T.R. E.
ualeb. LX. lib . v. solid min®. 7 post ¥ LX. lib . Modo uat q*ter.
xx* . lib.

Domesday of the Remembrancer's Qffice.

MIDDELSEX.—Terf S’ Pet' Westmofi. In Josulvestane
hd . 1 villa ubi sedet eccta S¢i Pet' tei Abb ej°dem loci. XIIIL
hi¢ 7 diM. In eadem villa tefi Bernard®. 111 hid de Abbe .
Hamstede tefi Abb S¢i Petri. p 111 hid. In eadé villa tefi
Rannulf? Pevrel de Abbe . 1. hid. In Speletone hd. Stanes
teit Abb p . XiX. hid. Suneberie p . viI. hid. Scepertone p .
vul hid. In Helertone hd. Greneforde p . xI. hid 7 dif.
Hanewelle p . viiL. hid. Covelie p . 1. hid. In hund de
Gare . tenet Wilts Camerari® 8b Abbe . 11. hid 7 dim in
Chingesberie . Handone tefi Abb p. xx. hid. Hermodes#wrde .
tefi abb S’ T'nitatis Rotomag de Rege.p xxX. hid. In
Speletorne hd . 1. hid.

Exchequer Domesday.

MIDELSEXE.—Terra Sc¢i Petri Westmofi. In Osvlvestane
ht . ® In Villa ubi sedet mccta S’ Petri . tenet abb ej°dé
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loci . x111. hid 7 dif . T'ra € ad XI. cat . Ad diiium ptifi . IX.
hide 7 L uirg . 7 ibi sufi . IIIL caf . Villi hiit . VL. cat . 7 L caF
plus pot fieri . Ibi . 1X. uilti q!sq, de . I. uirg . 7 1. villsde . 1.
hida . 7 1X. uilli g'sq, de dim uirg . 7 I. cot de. v. aC. 7 XL.L
cot q' reddt p anii . XL. sot p ortis suis. P XI cai . Past™a
ad pecuil uille . Silua . C. por¢ . 7 XXV. dom® militd abbis 7
alioy houm . qui reddt VIIIL sol p annii . In totis ualentuat. x.
lib . Q’do recep . similit . T. R. E.?¥ XII. lib . Hoc ® fuit 7 est
in diiio accle S’ Petri . Westmonasterij . In ead uilla tefi
Bainiard®. 111. hid de abbe’. T’ra €. ad . II. caf. 7 ibi sufl in
ditio. 7 L cot. Silua. C. poré. Past'a ad pecufi. Ibi. 1ir
arpenni uinez . nouit plani. In totis ualent uat.LX. sof .
Q'do recep? xX.sol T. R. E. VL lib . H’ fra jacuit 7 jacet in
®ccta S’ Petrii. ® Hamestede tefi abb S’ Petri. 1111 hid .
T’ra . 11 caf . Ad dnii ptifi . I1L hid 7 did . 7 ibi . €. L caf.
Villi hiit . L caf. 7 alia pot fieri. Ibi. L uilt de . 1. virg . 7 v.
bord de . I. uirg . 7 1. seru®. Silua. C. poré. Int totd uat. L.
sot . Q’do recep . simit. T. R. E.7 C. sot. In ead uilla tefi
Ranfi peurel sub abbe . I. hida de tra uiltoy . T'ra difi cai. ;
ibi est . H' tra ualuit 7 uat v. solid . Hoc ® totd simul jacuit
7 jacet in diiio ®ccle S’ Petri.

In Speletorne Hvnd. @ Stanes tefi abb S’ Petri p . X1X,
hid . T'ra est ad XXIIIL caf.Ad diia ptifi . XI. hide . 7 ibi
sunt XUL caf . Villi hiit X1 caf . Ibi. 1L uifli . q'sq, dif h .
7 . IIL uit de . 1. b . 7 v, uilt g'sq, de dif virg . 7 XXXVI
bord de . 11L. h . 7 I uilt. de . I uirg . 7 1111 bord de . XL. a&.
7 x. bord . q'sq,. v. at. 7 v. cot. q'sq, . de. I1IL a€. ; VIIL bord
de . L uirg . 7 1IL cot de . IX. a€. 7 XIIL serui.7 XLVL burg
q' reddt p anni . XL. sot. Ibi. VL. molini de . LXIIL sot. 7 1,
guort de . VL. sot . 7 VIIL deifi . 7 I. guort q& nil redd . Pasta
ad pecuil uille . P*td . XXIIIL caf. 7 xx. sot de sup plus.
Silua xxx. poré . 7 . IL arpenii uinez . Ad hoc @ ptinefi 1111

. bereuii . 7 ibi fuef . T. R. E. In totis ualentijs uat xxxv. lib .
Q’do recep . simit. T. R. E.7 XL. lib. Hoc ® jacuit 7 jacet
in dfiio ®ccte S' Petri. ® Sviieberie tefi abb S’ Petri . p vII.

hid . T’ra . VL caf . & ibi . Ad dnid ptiii . 1L h . 7 L caf ibi.
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€. Villi hitt . 1111. caf.. Ibi pbr ht difi uirg . 7 VIIL ui*i. g'sq, .
L uirg. 7 IL. uiltide . L. uirg . 7 v. bord de . L uirg . 7 V. cof .
7 L seru®. p*id . VI caf . Past'a ad pecufi uille . In totis
ualentijs ualet . VL. lib . Q'do recep? similit. T. R. Ev vIL
lib . Hoc ® fuit 7 est in dfiio =ccle S’ Petri. @ Scepertone
tefi abb S’ Petri p. vIIL hit. T'ra € ad . VIL caf . Ad dfiii
ptifi . 1L b 7 dim . 7 ibi est. 1. caf. uilli hiit. VL. caf. Ibi.
xVviL uithi qisq . de. 1, uirg . Pbr . xv. ac*s . 7 1IL. cof . de. IX.
ad. 7 1L cot 7 II. serui.p*d. VIL &. Past’a ad pecuil uille .
7 1. guort . de . Vi.sol 7 VIIL defi. Int tof uat. vL lib. [ Q'do
recep . simit . T. R. E: viL lib. Hoc ® fuit 7.é& in dpio
®ccle S’ Petri.

In Heletorne hvndret. ® Greneforde teii abb S’ Petri .
p XL hid 7 dimv . T'ra . €. VIL caf . Ad diid gti. v. hid. 7 1.
cat . ibi. & . 7 alia potest fieri . Vilti hiit . v. caf . Ibi . 1. uilfs
ht 1. hi1. 7 1. virg . 7 . L uitli q'sq, de difii hid . 7 1L uilti
de. 1 hid. 7 VIL. bord de. 1 hid.Q'da frané. 1 hidi ;7 I
uirg . 7 IIL cot 7 VI serui . Silua . CCC. por¢ . Pastta ad pecuit
uille . In totis ualent . ual vIL lib . Q’do recep . similit .
T.R.E? x.lib . Hoc @ jacuit 7 jacet in dfiio ®ccte S’ Petri.
® Hanewelle tefi abb S’ Petri . p viIL hid . se defend . T’ra v.
cat . Ad dfid ptifi . 1I1L k 7.1 uirg. 7 L caf.ibi &. Vit
hfit . 1111, cat . Ibi I uills de . 11. hid . 7 1 uifti . de . 1. hit
7 VI bord de . III. uirg 7 IIL cot. 7 IL serui. Ibi. I molif
de.IL sol 7 IL den.Ptd I caf . Silua.L. poré. In totis
ualent uat . . 7 x. sot . Q'do recep . simit . T. R. Ez VIL lib.
Hoc ® fuit 7. € in ditio S’ Petri. ® Covelie . tefi abb S’ Petri .
p 11 hid sc defend. T’ra. €. I caf . Ad diia ptifi . 1. hida 7
dim. 7ibi.é&. L caf. Ibi. IL uilti de dim h.7 I cot. Pad
dim caf . Past™a ad pe¢ uille . Silua . XL. por& 7 molin . de V.
sol. H’fra ual. xxx.sot. Q’do recep. similit. T. R. E: xL.
sol. Hanc ird tenuit 7 tenet in dilio S’ Petr® Westmoii. In
Hvnd de Gare . tedt Witls camerari® sub abh S’ Petri . 11. hit

Zd_iﬁ'\_ _i‘l g]_illg_esberie .Tra.IL caf In diiio. L caf . 7 uithi

I caf . Ibi v. uilti g'sq, de . I uirg . 7 L. cot. Silua . cc. poré .
H’ tra ual . XXX. sot . Q’do rece} . similit . T.R. Ev LX. sol.
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Hanc #ra tenuit Aluuiu® horne teign® regis . E. in uadimonio
- de q°da hde S’ Petri. ® Handone . tefi abb S’ Petri . p XX.
hid se defend. T'ra . XVI. caf . Ad diia ptifl . X. hide 7 ibi
sufi . IIL caf . Vifti hiit . vIIL caf 7 v adhuc pos3 fieri . Ibi
pbr ht . 1. uirg . 7 111, uithi q'sq dim h 7 vIL uilli q'sq 1. uirg .
7 XVI. uitli g's} difh uirg . 7 XI1I. bor q' tenefi difh hid . 7 vI.
cot 7 I seru®. P*tii . IL boii . Silua . mille poré. 7 X. sot. In
totis ualent uat. viiL lib . Q'do recep similit . T. R. EY X1
lib . Hoc ® jacuit 7 jacet in dfiio eccte S’ Petri.

Teira Sée Trinitatis De Monte Rotom. @& Hermodes-

worde . tenet abb S’ Tr?r:li‘g}‘is de rege . p XXX. hid se defend .
T'ra . € XX. cat . Ad diia ptifi . VIIL hidae. 7 ibi sufi. IIL caf.
Int frané ;7 uiltos sufi X. cai . 7 VII. adhuc poss . & . Ibi q'da
miles ht . 11. hid. 7 11. vitti g'sq,. L. h 7 1. vilti de. 1. h . ;
Xl uithi g'sq de . L. uirg . 7 VI. uilli q'sq, de dif uirg . 7 VL
bord q'sq,. V. a. 7 VIL cot 7 VI serui. Ibi. III. molini. de
LX. sol. 7 ¢'ngent anguilt. 7 de piscinis . mille Anguille .
Petii . XX. cat . Pastta ad pecuil uille . Silua g'ngent por¢ 7 1.
arpefi uinez . In totis ualent uat. xX. lib . Q’do recep . XIL
lib. T. R. E¥ xxv. lib . Hoc ® tenuit com Herald® . ; in hoc
® fuit qda sochs teft 1. hil de his. xxX. b . fi potuit dare t
uend& ext* hermodesworde . T. R. E. In Speletorne hvnd

tef Ii:::ﬁga m° de rege I hid . T'ra diia car. Ibi.&. un®
uitls q' tenet ea . Pt di caf . H’ ira ual X.sot . Q’'do recep .
similit . T. R. E. similit . Hanc tra tenuit Goldin® hé comitis
Heraldi . i potuit uendg 1 dare sine ej° licentia.

The variations between the three Domesdays may be
readily perceived in the following arrangement :—

(1.) Remembrancer’s Domcsday.  (2.) Exchequer Domesday

(p- 117.)
DEVENESCHIRE. TERRA NICOLAI BALISTAKI]J.
Nicholaus Balistari® teil de Nicolavs tefi de rege
Rege Wiberic p dim hid. Wiberie. OrdrictenebT.R.E.

7 geldb p did hida . T'ra . €.
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IIL caf . Ibi. IIIL bord hfit . I
caf . 7 IIII. ac siluz . 7 XX.ac
pasture . Olim . XII. defi .
Modo uat xv. sof

Grennelize p III V', Ipse . Ni.' Grennehze .
Quattuor taini teneb T. R. E.

in parag’

| 7 geldb. p. 1L uirg fre .
T'ra.€.1IL caf.§ ibi st cl L.
seruo 7 IIIL uitli 7 111. bord . 7
1L ac p*i . Oli . x. solid .
Modo uat xX. solid.

Stoches p 11. v T dif. Ipse N. tefi Stoches . Ord-
ric teneb T. R. E. 7 geldb p .
1L uirg .7 dimid. T'ra.& v.
caf . Ibi.st . IIIL car. 7 VI
uitti 7 viL. bord . 7 v. serui %
IIL ac.p™i.7 XX.ac pasture.
Oli 7 m® uat xxX. solid.

(3.) Exon Domesday (p. 434, etc.)
TERRA NICOLAI ARBALESTARII IN DEVENESIRA.

archibalistarius

i Nicholaus ht . 1. mansioné qua uocat® Wibeberia. qua
tenuit Odriti®. ea dieq*rex E.f.u. 7. m. 7 reddndlt Gilda p

m° ten& reger’ aculeus de Nicholao
difh hid. hanc posst arare 1L carf. Inde hi Nxcholaus_ I. uirga

7 difii in dnfo 7. I.carf. Ibi hi. N. 1111. bordarios. 7 XXX. oues.
7 IIIL agros nemoris. 7 . XX. agros pascu. 7 ual& p annii Xv.
sol. 7 q®do N. recep ualebat XI1. deii.

T Nicolaus hi I. § uocat™ Grenneliza q tefi IIIL tagni parit.
eadie q* E. rex f’. ii. & m. & redd gild p. 1. uirg. has poss
arare IIL cari. Inde ht. Nicolaus in dnio. I. uirga. & I. carft.
& vill 11. uirgas &. IL carf. Ibi ht N. 111°r . uilt & 111. bord.
&. 1 serui & II. ag p*i. & ual xX. sol. p anfl. & gqdo recep.
ual. X. sot. Ista mans ht nicolaus p escanbiis.

f Nicolaus ht. I. mansioné que uocat® Stoches. qua tenuit
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Ordritius ea die qua rex E. f u 7 . m. 7 reddidit Gildii p dim
hida. 7 dif uirga. hanc posst arare v. carrucé. Inde hi
Nicholaus in dnio. I. uirga. 7 11. carf. & uillani. hfit II. caf.
Ibi ht Nicholaus VI. uillanos. 7 VII. bord. 7 v. seruos. 7 IL
animalia. 7 1x. oues. 7 IIL. agros prati. 7 xx. agros pascuz. 7
uval& p anni XXxX. sol. 7 quando Nicholaus recepit ualebat
tantade.

The MS. of the King’s Remembrancer’s Office appears,
from the character of the writing, to have been made about
the twelfth century; but there is not sufficient evidence to
determine the actual period. It does not appear that either
of these MSS. is noticed in the published Dissertation on
Domesday by Sir Henry Ellis. But Ellis most certainly knew
of both these MSS. from his notes in Webb’s tract. This
volume probably, at some period, formed one of the muniments
of a Welsh religious establishment, or was possessed by the
family of Breuse; and there are no reasons which satis-
factorily account for its appearance in its present repository.

3. The Arundel Domesday, which is the third abridged
text, is a folio volume of the twelfth century, consisting of 85
vellum leaves. It contains the returns for only twenty-four
counties, and is otherwise imperfect by the omission of notices
of payments due to the king. But it has a great value as an
ancient text, and should be collated with the Exchequer
Domesday, in any new edition of the Domesday Book for the
projected Society.

The counties are taken in the same order as in the pre-
ceding volume, but the following are wanting :—Kent, Sussex,
Surrey, Hampshire, Berkshire, Derbyshire; and after Rut-
landshire follows only the civitas et comitatus Eboraci. A
leaf is wanting between f. 47 and f. 48, and another between
f. 77 and 78. The illustrious author Gale has written some
Domesday notes at the beginning of the volume, and con-
siders the MS. to be a copy of the abbreviatio or abridged
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Exchequer Domesday Book No. 1 of my present class. This
MS. formerly belonged to the abbey of Margam in Glamorgan-
shire, a monastery which has also contributed other valuable
MSS. to our native collections. It is curious that No. 2, the
Breviate, comes apparently from S. Wales.

Among the many comprehensive works on subjects con-
nected with Domesday which demand the consideration of
the future editor, with a view to their republication either
wholly or in part, is the Dom-Boc, a translation into English
by the Rev. Wm. Bawdwen, Vicar of Hooton-Pagnell. The
MSS. of Mr. Bawdwen are preserved in the British Museum
MS. Department. In 180y the portion relating to Yorkshire
was printed, and in 1812 a second volume containing the
counties of Middlesex, Hertford, Buckingham, Oxford, and
Gloucester, was published. The whole of the Bawdwen MSS.
ought to be edited by a Society such as that which I desire to
see established.

Separate counties have attracted individual students, and
in the promised bibliography in preparation by Mr. Wheatley
which is to form one of the literary features of this Com-
memoration, we shall no doubt find a very complete list of
Domesday publications. The Library of the British Museum
is very rich in them, and a selection of the finest has been
already exhibited to us by the Keeper of the Printed Books.

Among those which demand a passing notice are :—For
CAMBRIDGESHIRE, the /nguisitio Cantabrigiensis of Hamilton,
edited in relation to the Ely Domesday, as I have already
stated. There is also a treatise by the Rev. Bryan Walker on
the ¢ Measurements and Valuations’ in the ‘Cambridge Anti-
quarian Society,” 1881, vol. v. p.95,and a supplement in 1884.

Cheshire attracted an early antiquary, Sir Peter Leycester,
who published in 1673 a folio transcript in his ¢ Historical
A ntiquities” Ormerod also in 1851-6 gives in his ‘ Miscel-
lanea Palatina’ a memoir of the Cheshire Domesday.
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These works are fairly within the scope of the Domesday
Book Society’s work for examination, and possibly for re-
printing. Beaumont’s recent labour on Lancashire and Cheshire
Domesday Book is a work worthy of highest commendation.
Cornwall has no separate and distinctly local edition of
Domesday Book. Derbyshire has however two exponents of
her Domesday. J. P. Yeatman published an octavo, and the
late well-known archaologist, Mr. Llewellyn Jewitt, in 1871,a
folio Domesday of that county.

For Dorsetshire reference must be made to the important
collections of the late Rev. R. Eyton in the British Museum,
and also to that author’s ‘ Key to Domesday,’ written with
especial reference to the Dorset Survey. Hutchins’ ¢ History
of Dorsetshire,” and J. R. Planché’s ‘ Family of Robert Fitz-
Gerald, the Domesday tenant of Corfe, a paper in the Journal
of the * British Archzological Society’ (vol. xxviii.), may also
be consulted with advantage by the student of Dorsetshire
Domesday.

In Essex, we have the work of Chissenhale ; for Gloucester
that of Alfred S. Ellis and Rudder’s History ; for Hampshire
the names of R. Warner, 1789, and Henry Moody, a folio
published in 1862.

J. Duncumb’s_ Herefordshire collections will be found to
contain useful notices of Herefordshire Domesday Book.

For Hertfordshire the county histories of Clutterbuck and
others must be examined, there being, as far as my research
extends, no separate work on the Domesday Book for this
county. Huntingdonshire Domesday has been illustrated by
Robert Ellis in 1864, and for Kent there is the fine large folio
work of the Rev. L. B. Larking, with notes of high value, and
Mr. Elton, a well-known writer on antiquarian manners and
customs, has given in his Tenures of Kent, vi,, the Domesday
Survey of Kent.

The work of Henshall and Wilkinson in 1799, in 4to, con-



st2 MATERIALS FOR RE-EDITING DOMESDAY BOOK

taining the Domesday of the counties of Kent, Sussex, and
Surrey, is worthy of consideration and research. It is not,
however, very often to be met with.

The Lancashire Domesday Book of Beaumont is already
mentioned.

Leicestershire Domesday must be studied in the pages of
Nichols’ ¢ History of Leicestershire” Lincolnshire and Rut-
land have formed the theme of a work by C. G. Smith in 1870.

Middlesex, strange to say, still lacks a commentator.
About 1876 Gen. Pl. Harrison published a poorly executed
facsimile.

Norfolk Domesday has been made the subject of an
analysis by the Rev. G. Mumford, in 1858, 8vo. For North-
ampton there is the folio ¢ Natural History of Northampton-
shire, by J. Morton, in the early years of the eighteenth
century. Of another class is the work of Mr. S. A. Moore,
published in 1863 in folio.

Somerset and Stafford Domesday attracted the attention
of Eyton, whose exhaustive works upon thein leave nothing to
be desired. Itshould be a source of regret to us all assembled
here to-day that that gifted author was not spared to carry on
to its completion his great work of scientific analysis and in-
vestigation of Domesday, county by county.

Surrey Domesday was treated by the Rev. Owen Man-
ning, Vicar of Godalming (an intelligent antiquary of his
day, as shown by his edition of King Alfred’s will), as well as
in Manning and Bray’s ¢ History of Surrey,’ 1773.

Sussex has, perhaps latest of all the English counties, been
illustrated as to its Domesday by the excellent work of Rev.
W. D. Parish, Vicar of Selmeston, an antiquary of reputation.
This work, published in 1886, corresponds to that of Larking
for Kent, and that of Beaumont for Lancashire and Cheshire.
Warwickshire has had its Domesday Survey discussed by W.
Reader in 183§, with a second edition in 1879, and by Chas.
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Twamley in the 21st vol. of the ¢ Arch®ological Journal’ for
1864. Wiltshire had a critical editor for its Domesday Survey
apart from the work on the subject by H. Penruddocke
Wyndham, in 8vo, 1788. The late Rev. W. H. Jones, Vicar
of Bradford-on-Avon, and Canon of Salisbury (to whom
archaologists owe a large debt for the discovery of the early
Saxon Church of St. Lawrence, near his parish church). care-
fully edited the Wiltshire Domesday Book in 1865.

Worcestershire still wants an editor for the Domesday of
the county. In the Cottonian MS. of Heming in the British
Museum, Tiberius, A. xiii., is a portion which should be collated
with the original MS. at the Record Office. It has been
printed by Hearne in Heming’s Chartulary of Worcester, 1722,
pp- 481-512. Nash also, in his ‘* County History,’ 1782, has
printed parts of the Surveys.

The Domesday Book for the extensive county of York-
shire is still inadequately represented, notwithstanding the
labour of A. S. Ellis in ‘ Yorkshire Archzological Journal,
1878, and the earlier dissertation of Whitaker in his ¢ Rich-
mondshire.’

In addition to these detailed works on portions of the
Domesday, there are the essays and brochures of Carteret
Wells in 1756; Kelham, 1788 ; Nichols, 1795; Hutchins,
1815 ; Grose, 1773 ; Ellis, /ntroduction ; ]. Burtt, 1861 ; J. F.
Morgan, 1858; Toulmin Smith, 1861-3; Brady, Maseres,
Sir Thomas Phillipps, T. Gale, G. Hickes, Paine, and many
others, the titles of which Mr. Wheatley has carefully gathered
up in his Bibliography recently distributed among us. Many
of these require and deserve re-issue for the sterling worth
of their contents.

‘No other country in the western world,’ says Beaumont in
his ¢ Domesday Book of Cheshire and Lancashire,’ 1832, ‘can
produce such a book as Domesday, a register containing the
names of its landed proprietors, with their properties, tenures,
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laws, and customs eight hundred years ago (for the year
1886 is the eight hundredth anniversary of its compilation), and
which, remaining in perfect preservation, still forms the great
mine to which the topographer, the legal antiquary, and the
historian must repair for light in their various inquiries. A
document so old and so venerable, and compiled in an age so
unlike our own, might be expected to present many diffi-
culties. Since it appeared, society has undergone vast
changes, and very many of the terms of Domesday, having
either obtained new and different meanings, or become obso-
lete, have given rise to controversies which are not yet
ended. Notwithstanding this drawback, however, it has an
interest for the general reader, either in the notices which it
contains of familiar places, or of events and persons known
to him by history, and in its occasional glimpses of the
manners, laws, and customs prevailing among our ancestors
which time and distance have now rendered quaint and
picturesque. When the Conqueror, to whom the idea of this
great national rent-roll is due, saw the achievement of his work,
he regarded it as a beacon tower from which he could survey
at one view, as it were in all their length and breadth, the
resources of his new kingdom, and doubtless his heart swelled
with pride when he thought of their extent and of the ready
means it afforded him to avail himself of them at his pleasure.
But to us, to-day, the Domesday Book presents itself in
another and nobler light, for we have learned to look upon
that Book not as a badge of bondage, but as our proudest
national monument, which shows how, one by one, feudal
fetters have yielded to the swelling germ of freedom innate in
the English breast ; and as a landmark pointing to the place
whence our ancestors started on that long and steady march
which has led to the constitutional liberty that our country
now so pre-eminently enjoys.’

Much might be said here as to the necessity for a new
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edition of the texts. Grand and comprehensive as it is, the
Record edition is to most a sealed book of insurmountable
mystery. I fear that it, indeed, has many weak points, viz.
the unhandy size of this edition, its great price, its rarity, and
its want of collation. Its indexes require much revision if it
is to be brought up to the standard which Eyton has erected
in the case of the Domesday for Dorset and Somerset and
Stafford, of which his so-called Studies (really exhaustive dis-
section and tabulation) are examples beyond praise. In these
days of the rapid multiplication of new societies for specialised
scientific work, there is no subject that one can conceive more
thoroughly national and universally attractive and interesting
than the Domesday Book ; and if the Society could be formed
(as I have every encouragement to hope that it will be, @ progos
of this eight hundredth anniversary of the completion of the
original Domesday,) not only of workers who would undertake
to edit and collate the texts,and prepare tabulations, dissections,
indexes, glossaries, and even maps, but also of helpers and
annual subscribers who would be pleased to derive instruction
from these works when published, and to foster the systematic
efforts of their associates, I feel convinced that in a few years
we should have a uniform series of authoritative Domesday
publications, each complete in itself, which would be a credit
to the literary reputation of our country and a perennial
monument to those who have in any part aided in its produc-
tion. I will say in conclusion that a preliminary meeting of
the friends and supporters of the Society will be duly
announced, and I shall be glad if any of those here present
who desire to join will favour me with their names or com-
municate with me at the British Museum.

- VOL. IL K






The
Official Eustodp of Bomesdap Wook.

By HUBERT HALL, F.S.A,, F.R.HisT.S.

THE Domesday Survey as a record is to be regarded as a
return made to a Commission of Inquiry, both into the tenures
and customs of Norman England, and into the resources of
the crown and the value of land throughout the kingdom.

The mode of procedure prescribed to the Commissioners
may be further regarded as a schedule to the Commission
itself; as ‘forma inquisitionis, quomodo justiciarii regis
inquirent” For though it would be difficult to prove that
this or any other inquest of the period depended upon aught
save an informal precept of the crown, issued perhaps verbally
to the Commissioners before the Witan or Curia, the official
nature of the transaction cannot be disguised. Here we have
only an actual expression of the royal wishes upon a certain
occasion instead of the legal fiction of a more elaborate stage
of official development, in which the king salutes his faithful
minister, and requires such and such a return to be forthwith
made for his official information.

The result of this Commission, then, however authorised,
was Domesday Book, compiled from evidence collected by the
Royal Commissioners and their subordinates. As Domesday
Book was of official origin, so it was thenceforth preserved in

K2
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official custody, being probably at once deposited in the
Royal Treasury. And this is supported by an ancient MS.!
quoted by Madox which states that ‘ Quand ceste chose fust
enquis, fust mis en escrit et porte au Roy, et sont encore
gardez cum en Tyesor’ Therefore from 1086 till the reign
of Henry 1. we may suppose that Domesday Book lay in
the King’s Treasury. We next find it as a Record of the
Exchequer.

The subject of the earliest resting-place of Domesday
Book has been one of continued interest to several generations
of antiquaries, and the uncertainty which has always prevailed
thereon is an excellent example of the almost insuperable
difficulties encountered in the pursuit of an apparently simple
piece of information connected with the practice of antiquity.
Ayloffe and Palgrave, and before them ‘the elaborate Mr.
. ‘Madox,’ who perhaps investigated the matter more deeply
than others, were unable to arrive at any definite conclusion,
and the evidence which they collected has been merely re-
peated by later writers to still less purpose. '

Three theories may be mentioned as chiefly entertained
by modern scholars upon this subject :—(1) The ¢ Winchester®
theory, or that in favour of the preservation of Domesday
in the Winchester Treasury from 1086 to an indefinite date
not earlier than the close of the twelfth century, or even later.
(2) The ‘Westminster’ theory, depending on the statements
of pseudo-Ingulphus and other chroniclers. This theory is
in effect that the book was preserved continuously at West-
minster. (3) The ‘Winchester-Westminster’ theory, which
insists on its removal from the former to the latter place at a
comparatively early date, probably about the commencement
of the reign of Henry II.

These three theories, which have in fact a common origin,
may be briefly detailed as follows. '

' Ex MSS. Trin. Coll. Cambr.
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“ Exchequer’ is a word loosely used to denote a place of
Receipt or custody of Treasure or Records, or for the transac-
tion of business touching the king’s revenue. There were
several such Exchequers during the early period, but two only
of importance, those at Westminster and Winchester. At
first the regular Exchequer seems to have been held at Win-
chester, probably because the royal Treasure was deposited
there with the Regalia, &c. It was here doubtless that Domes~
day Book was first kept as the nucleus of a collection of official
records following the organisation of the Curia in the reign of
Henry I. Here it would be joined by the Great Pipe Rolls of
that reign (of which one only survives) and such official com-
pilations or deposited charters as we find in greater abundance
in the reign of Henry II.

As late as the thirty-first year of Henry I. it is believed
that the Exchequer, together with the Treasure and Records,
was still at Winchester. It does not of course follow that
the Exchequer of the Barons was permanently located at
Winchester, but it seems most probable that the Receipt of
the Exchequer, ¢4 est Treasury, Records, and clerical staff was
usually to be found there.

Early in the reign of Henry II. the Exchequer of the
Barons was apparently removed to Westminster, which con-
tinued to be its headquarters until the permanent location of
the Law Courts. It is probable, however, that the treasure
and ancient records were not removed to the capital for many
years after the reorganisation of the Exchequer under Bishop
Nigel. It even appears that the business of the Exchequer
was still occasionally transacted at Winchester. An Exchange
was made there ‘ad scaccarium’ before the King and Barons
in the lifetime of the younger King Henry, and therefore
later than 1170. The evidence of the Pipe Rolls tends to
show the presence of a Treasury at Winchester as late as the
twenty-third year at least. It would seem that treasure was
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constantly conveyed thence to different parts of the kingdom,
or- to follow the Court, or by land-carriage to Southampton,
whence it was shipped for the king’s use when he was abroad.
In the seventh year we have a notice of the removal of an
arca or chest such as was chiefly used for the custody of
Records.!! The entry reads thus: ¢ Et ad conducendam arcam
de Wintonia ad Lundoniam. Now some have thought it
possible that this @rca was the same one that is known to
have contained Domesday Book together with the King’s Seal
in the twenty-third year of the reign. It is true,indeed, thatan
arca was a Record-chest, and not, as is generally supposed,
a Treasure-chest ; for, although we sometimes have notices of
the removal of treasure or of its custody in chests called
‘huchiz,” which seem to have been also used for the con-
veyance of Records, arca is never used except in the above
sense. So the arca thesauri frequently mentioned in the
Pipe Rolls was of this nature, for had it not been so it would
have been described as ‘arca cum thesauro.” Again, we have:
the repeated definition of the nature and use of such arce by
a contemporary Treasurer of the Exchequer, who also gives us
quite another account of the method of preserving the buHion
in sacks or cases. We may consider, too, the parallel case of
the ‘arca judazorum,” which was exclusively used for the
preservation of the Records of the Judaism. So, too, in the
very next year after the removal of the Winton arca we read
in the Pipe Roll? ‘et pro conducenda arca cum rotulis de
Hurdfordia ad Lundoniam." These might have been the rolls
of the Justices Itinerant. We sometimes, too, find arcz used
for the custody of Tallies, which were a species of Records,
and even of the dies of the king’s moneyers. Therefore it
appears fairly certain? that when the scribe (who may have

' Pipe Roll, 7 Hen. II. Hants. 2 Pipe Roll, 8 Hen. II. Hants,

* Pipe Roll, Hen. II., showing the despatch of the arca thesauri from Win-
chester for use at both the Easter and Michaelmas Exchequers. This evidence is
especially relied on by the advocates of the Winchester theory.
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been writing under the eye of the author of ¢ Dialogus ’ himself,
for he was about that time filling the place of Bishop Nigel
the Treasurer, then disabled by illness, and we know that the
Great Roll was penned by the scribe from the Treasurer’s
dictation) entered in the Roll the removal of an arce from:
Winchester to London he meant a Record-chest and not
a Treasure-chest, for he enters the latter throughout ina
totally different form, as ‘ad conducendum thesaurum, or
‘pro huchid ad thesaurum portandum,’! although this is
not evidence as to the transfer of Domesday Book from
Winchester to Westminster in the seventh year of the
reign. This Winton grca would have been quite capable of
containing the ancient Records of that period, which would
comprise only Domesday Book itself and the few early Pipe
Rolls which had escaped the havoc of Stephen’s reign, and
which Swereford very little later speaks of as being few in
number. On the other hand it may be contended by some

V lllustyations of the distinction between Arca and Hugya.

(A) Area.
1. Arca cum talliis from Winchester to London . . . 1158
2. Arca cum rotulis from Hertford to London . . . . 1162
3. Arca conveyed from Winchester to London . . . . 1161
4. Arca thesauri from Winchester to London . . . . 1164
. Arca thesauri from Winchester to Northt . . . 1164
6. Arca monetariorum cum cuneis from and to Wmchcster . 1180
(B) Hugia.
1. For 1 hugia to preserve the Barons’ charters when the
Exchequer was in Wilts . . . . . . 1166
2. For carrying the king’s harness . . . 1168 -
3. Treasure and the hugiz of the Treasury (abroad) . . 1169
4. The hugia of the Treasury to London from Wycombe . . L1170
5. The hugia of the Treasury from London to Winchester . . 117t
6. For 2 great hugiz and repa.mng strong door of Treasury
at Winton . . . . . 1179
7. For 1 hugia to put treasure in at North' . . . . 1179
8. For 1 hugia to carry treasure in to Northt . . . 1179
9. For 2 hugiz and 2 vats for treasure from London to Wmdnor . 1183
10. For 1 hugia and 2 vats for treasure at Salisbury . . . 1188



522 THE OFFICIAL CUSTODY OF DOMESDAY BOOK

that Domesday Book was never preserved at all at Winchester,
but at London. It has been thought possible, too, that there
were two Domesday Books, in common parlance, in use at
either centre ; and that the great Register itself was preserved
at Westminster, whilst the Winton Book, or the originals of
the Survey, were equally consulted at Winchester for local
evidence. Nevertheless, in the face of the evidence from
Records as to the existence of the main Treasury at Win-
chester, and the subsequent practice of preserving Domesday
Book with the Seal and other Records in an arca similar to
that which appears to have been used for the conveyance of
Records from Winchester to London and other places, as well
as the evidence of Swereford,! who styles it ¢ Rotulus Wintoni=
sive Domusdey vel liber hidarum,’ and lastly that of the book
itself, in which it is described as ‘ Liber Wintoniensis,” not to
mention the local tradition, as old as the seventeenth century,
of the existence of a ‘ Domesday vault’ in the church? of
Winchester : it is more probable that it was not removed to
London till late in the reign of Henry II. In the twenty-
third year of that reign, or perhaps somewhat later, since the
¢ Dialogus’ seems to have been antedated by its author, we
find the Exchequer firmly settled at Westminster with the
Treasure and Records, including Domesday Book.?

Haviné given the substance of the above kindred theories
as being those hitherto entertained by Madox and other
authorities, I will venture now to advance a fourth theory,
which, while it differs from all the above, will be found, I
believe, to reconcile the conflicting evidence of each.

The city of Winchester was both the natural capital of
the West-Saxon kingdom and the place of coronation and

V Liber Rubeus Scaccarss, fo. XLVIIL.
* Or more probably Castle of Winchester.
-3 Dialogms de Scaceario, 1. 14.
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burial of West-Saxon kings as well as the official seat of their
court and treasury. Here we may suppose the king’s ‘hoard’
was deposited, together with the regalia and plate, and such
official records as existed for the period. These would pro-
bably include the standard work of Alfred, known as the
Domboc, and those counterparts of charters which served the
purpose of a primitive enrolment. William 1. made at least
such use of Saxon laws and regal customs as to justify the
belief that the royal Treasury and official importance of Win-
chester continued through the early Norman period, and that
the record of Domesday Survey was naturally deposited in
the Treasury there.

Perhaps even in Norman times the transfer of the
coronation ceremony to Westminster has a greater signifi-
cance than we have imagined, that is to say, as indicating the
displacement of Winchester as the financial centre in favour
of a new official organisation at Westminster twenty years
before the accepted date.

At this earliest period of its existence, however, we must
not suppose that the Domesday register formed any part of
an Exchequer system at Westminster. There is every reason
for believing that the audit machinery of the ancient Treasury
at Winchester was sufficient for the purpose, and that Domes-
day was merely consulted on these occasional translations for
the king’s personal information in his curia or council. It is
true, indeed, that the earliest germ of the Exchequer is per-
ceptible in these accounts, which were, however, audited not
‘ad scaccarium,’ but ‘ad taleas,’ i.e. in the Treasury or Receipt
at Winchester. The Exchequer proper, consisting of two
chambers—Exchequer of the Barons (in two compartments,
¢ Thalamus’ and ¢ Solium’) and Exchequer of Receipt (in two
divisions also, ¢ Scriptorium’ and ‘ Thesaurus’)—was elabo-
rated in its full perfection in the reign of Henry I. at West-
minster, which became henceforth its headquarters. At the
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same time we find in the Pipe Rolls the old Treasury at
Winchester used as a permanent storehouse for the reserve of
treasure, regalia, and records, and we even find Exchequer
business transacted there by way of audit of accounts, which
formed a special office or ‘ ministerium’ as late as 1130.! It
might even be supposed that early in the reign of Henry I. the
Seal and Records, including Domesday Book, were removed
from Winchester to the Treasury of the new Exchequer at
Westminster. This depends partly on our knowledge of the
conservative character of Exchequer procedure and partly on
the authority of the “ Dialogus de Scaccario,” a nearly con-
temporary official record. In the reign of Henry II., having
been suspended probably during the whole reign of Stephen,
certainly since 1139, the Exchequer was revived at West-
minster under the auspices of Bishop Nigel, the ex-Treasurer
of Henry I., and at Westminster we find the Seal, Domesday
Book, and other working records still deposited, on the same
authority. There is, of course, the alternative theory that
Dcmesday Book was still preserved at Winchester, at least
during the reigns of Henry I. and Stephen, partly because
what is considered as an Exchequer existed there and partly
because of the common opinion that the Exchequer was not
established until late in the reign of Henry I, while the.
official importance of the Bishop of Winchester and the unrest
of Stephen’s reign may have rendered the further detention of
these invaluable records in the stronghold of Winchester
Castle desirable. Against this we have the evidence (which
is here most explicit) of the ‘ Dialogus,’ as well as that of the.
chroniclers, that the Exchequer was established quite early in.
the reign of Henry L., and that there were numerous annual
Pipe Rolls is a necessary consequence of this early existence.
~ Now it is a fact of the greatest importance that the bulk
- of these rolls had been destroyed before the reign of Henry

! Pipe Roll, 31 Hen. L
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II., during the civil wars of Stephen’s reign. The author of
the ¢ Dialogus’ alludes to the surviving rolls as a rarity, and
he describes a scene at the Exchequer early in the reign of
Henry IL,! in which one of these venerable rolls is.produced
with startling effect. Besides this we have the explicit words
of Swereford? very little later, that he had seen ‘some few’
rolls of that reign, and it is hardly possible that they could
have been destroyed between the date at which he wrote and
that of the ¢ Dialogus ’ during the best days of the Exchequer.
If these rolls were destroyed, how is it then that any survived,
and that Domesday Book did not share their fate? Because,
it may be answered, these surviving rolls and Domesday Book
were preserved in the Treasury of the Exchequer at West-
minster, being required for constant reference ; and strength
is given to this supposition by the date of the surviving roll
which we still possess, viz., that of the thirty-first year. It is
possible, then, that the last few year rolls (being required, as
we know, for the compilation of the current roll) and Domes-
day Book (in constant use for estimating the ferms of counties,
&c.), being still at Westminster when the Exchequer came to
a standstill at the beginning of Stephen's reign, escaped and
were preserved until the re-establishment of the Exchequer
under Henry II.; whilst the earlier records, together probably
with the original rolls of Domesday, were destroyed at Win-
chester when the town was occupied and fired (and the
Treasury doubtless sacked) by the rebels in 1141. One fact
at least can be adduced which renders any such conjectures
as the above highly plausible, namely, that in the second year
of Henry II. there were Exchequer Houses at Westminster
so old as to be in need of repair.?

This theory does unfortunately dispose of the supposed
removal of Domesday Book from Winchester to London,

Y Dial. . 11. 2 Liber Rubeus Scaccarii, fo. XLVIIL
* Pipe Roll, 2 Henry II. London and Middlesex.
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either in 1161, or 1164, of 1170, in an Arca such as was
employed for the conveyance of records from 'Winchester to
London on those and other occasions during the reign of
Henry II. On the other hand, it is far more satisfactory to
be able to submit a definite date (say 1138 or thereabouts)
for the removal of this and other needful records to the
Westminster Exchequer. Once established there, we need
trouble ourselves little about its future position. The ¢ Dia-
logus’ (which asserts the existence of an ancient Exchequer
at Westminster, and distinguishes between it and the mere
Treasury at Winchester in two remarkable passages) tells us .
further that it was an established usage of the Exchequer
that the Seal, Domesday Book, the great year rolls, and other
records, ‘ qua, consedente scaccario, quotidianis usibus neces-
saria sunt,’ should never quit the Exchequer of Receipt. Of
course this does not prevent Domesday from having to take
casual journeys ‘post regem,’ that is, when the Exchequer
followed the king. It may even have crossed the Channel
under these circumstances, when the Exchequer staff, with a
shipload of treasure and records, was summoned abroad on
financial business more than once. But it is far more likely
that the great book dragged on an uneventful career between
the Thesaurus and Scriptorium at Westminster from the reign
of Henry II. at least down to the times of Madox, the great
historian of the Exchequer of the kings of England.

In conclusion, it will be evident from the above statement
that the origin of the mystery is to be found in the existence
of a double Treasury at Winchester and Westminster, while
its solution depends on the identification of Domesday, from
Henry 1. onwards, with one of these, the Westminster.

We may therefore summarise this new theory in the
four following propositions. (1) That the working Records
(with the Seal and Domesday) were preserved in the Exche-
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quer. (2) That this Treasury was situate in the Exchequer
of Receipt. (3) That this Exchequer of Receipt was annexed
to the Exchequer proper. (4) That this Exchequer was at
Westminster from early times. The evidence that I have
collected in support of this view may be condensed as
follows.

A. NoTices IN THE P1PE ROLLS OF A TREASURY AT WESTMINSTER
AND WINCHESTER IN CONNECTION WITH THE EXCHEQUER.

WiINCHESTER—Geoffrey de Clinton pays 310 marks for the
ministery of the Treasury of Winchester in the 31st year of Henry I.
Westminster Treasure conveyed to Shoreham. For the repair of the
houses of the Exchequer 76s. 84. in the 2nd year of Henry II.
For the livery of Roger Usher of the Treasury, in the same year.
WiNcHESTER—Treasure conveyed to Cricklade in the same year.
Remitted to Gervase of the Treasury in the same year. WINCHESTER
—The king’s crown conveyed to St. Edmunds in the 4th year and to
Worcester in the 5th year. The Regalia to London in the 16th
year. WESTMINSTER—Roger Usher of the Treasury receives 2
marks to go .to Normandy in the 8th year. WiINCHESTER—The
king’s plate conveyed to Berkhamstead against Christmas in the gth
year. The ‘arca’ of the Treasury conveyed to London against
Easter, and to Northampton against Michaelmas in the 1oth year.
A treasure chest conveyed to Southampton in the 1s5th year.
Treasure and Regalia and Rolls and Tallies of the Treasury con-
veyed to London in the 16th year. WesTMINSTER—Treasure
conveyed in carts to Winchester and elsewhere in the 1g9th and 20th
years. WiNcHESTER—Treasure conveyed to the seaports for trans-
port abroad in the 1gth and 2oth years under the charge of
‘servientes de thesauro.” WESTMINSTER—Treasure conveyed to
Gloucester ‘post regem’ in the 21st year. WINCHESTER—25th
year, the King’s plate conveyed to Woodstock ; Treasure many times
conveyed to London and elsewhere by the ‘servientes thesauri’;
for repairing the ¢Ostium’ of the ¢ Zreasury of Winchester.
WESTMINSTER — 25th year, Treasure many times conveyed to
Winchester and elsewhere ; for treasure chests and sacks. WIiN-
cHESTER—Treasure conveyed in carts to London (Tower) to be
recoined in the 26th year. The moneyers’ chest with the dies
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conveyed to Oxford and Northampton and returned to Winchester
in the same year. WEeSTMINSTER—Treasure conveyed in carts to
Winchester and elsewhere in the 27th year, and throughout
England in the 31st year. WiNcHESTER—For the charge of count-
ing and weighing the Treasure at Winchester, and for new boxes to
lay up the same treasure in and for conveying treasure from Win-
chester throughout England in the 32nd year. WESTMINSTER—
Treasure conveyed to Winchester and elsewhere in the 34th year.
WINCHESTER—Treasure conveyed to the seaports for transport
abroad in the 34th year.

B. NOTICES IN THE ‘ DIALOGUS DE SCACCARIO’ OF A TREASURY AT
WESTMINSTER IN CONNECTION WITH THE EXCHEQUER.

¢Anno xxiij. .. cum sederem ad fenestram specule qua est
juxta fluvium Zamensem.” (* Dialogus,’ Proém.) *Est enim inferius
scaccarium, quod et recepta dicitur, uds pecunia numeranda traditur
ut de eisdem postmodum #n superiori compotus reddatur.’ - (* Dial.
i. 2.) ‘Zlic est miles . . . argentarius . . . fusor . . . quatuor computa-
tores . . . ostiarius thesauri et vigil’ (/Jbdd. i. 3.) °Clericus the-
saurarii cum fuerit numerata pecunia ... pecunie saccis et archis et
forulis in quibus rofwli vel tallie collocantur . . . apponit sigillum.’
(Z6d.) ¢ Commune est eis [camerariis] cum clerico thesaurarii ut per
brevia regis vel precepto baronum thesaurum susceptum expendant.’
(/bid.) ‘Hii tres...cum thesauro mittuntur cum oportuerit.’
(/bid.) *Licet [thesaurum expendere]. .. de liberationibusservientum
inferioris scaccarii et de minutis necessariis scaccarii emendis.’
(£%1d.) ¢Qui vero breve regis. . . detulerit pro pecunia. . . antequam
exeat susceptam pecuniam numeret quod si quid defuerit redeat
ad scaccarium . . . ethoc facto solvaturei.. . numerata prius eadem. ..
a constitutis computatoribus. Si vero .. . ostium thesauri egressus
fuerit ... non ei respondeatur.’ (/47d.) Quatuor computatorum
officium hoc est, cum.sn scaccarsum numeranda pecunia mittitur.’
(Jbid.) *Ad ostiarii curam spectat ut... diligens sit in custodia
omnium qua osfe concluduntur.’ (/%4d.) *In termino eodem pro
incausto totius anni ad wutrumgue scaccarium ij solidi debentur,
quos sib1 de antiguo jure vindicat sacrista majoris Ecclesize West-
monasteris. (Ibid.) ‘Quatuor computatores quisque iij denaries, si
Londonie fuerint ; si Wintonie, quia inde solent assumi, duos
quisque habet.” (/47d.) ‘Ad ipsum [cancellarium] pertinet custodia
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sigille regii quod est sm thesauro, sed inde non recedit nisi cum . . .
ab inferiore ad superius scaccarium . . . defertur.’ (/did.i.s.) ‘Verum
plura sunt in sepositoriss archis Thesauri, quae circumferuntur et
includuntur et custodiuntur a thesaurario et camerariis, sicu¢ supra
plenius ostensum est : qualia sunt sigillum regis . . . liber judiciarius. ..
magni annales ... et pleraque alia que, consedente scaccario,
guotidianis usibus necessaria sunt’ (lbid. i. 14.) ‘Porro liber ille
[Domesday] sigilli regii comes est individuus in thesauro. (Ibdd. i. 15.)
¢ Numerata pecunia . . . intuto loco reposta non efferuntur nisi
cum ex Regis mandato in necessariis usibus distribuenda sibi
mittantur.’ (/85d.) ¢Cum regis thesaurus de loco in locum majorum
consideratione deferendus, vehiculis et hujusmodi minoribus indi-
guerit. (Jédd. ii. 7.)

In the Exchequer of Receipt at Westminster, according to
the description given by the author of the ‘Dialogus,’ the
money was placed in rowleaux in binns or sacks, and was de-
posited with the royal plate, &c., in a strong chamber or
other place of safety. The Tallies were laid up in binns for
the divers counties, and the Records were deposited in arce
or chests. The appearance of such an arca as has been
before alluded to is minutely described in the ¢ Dialogus.” It
was secured with two dissimilar locks, the keys of which
were kept by the two Chamberlains’ knights, and it was also
girded with a riveted band which was sealed for additional
'security with the Treasurer’s seal. Receptacles of this kind
are still further particularised by the author of ¢ Dialogus’ as
‘ repositoriz arce’ ; and it is noticeable that the very building
in which the book is now kept is commonly called the ¢Re-
pository,” to wit, of Records, and that the word archive to
this day has a similar signification.

Of course, by this date the list of Exchequer Records
would be greatly swelled, both by a score more of Great
Rolls and many other subsidiary documents (spoken of in the
‘Dialogus’ as ‘numerosa multitudo’), so as to justify the use of
the plural arce by the author of that treatise. The latter,






