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ABSTRACT

This thesis identifies how the early medieval Church developed in Somerset;
the relevant date range being from the post-Roman period, or the mid-seventh
century in Somerset, to the eleventh century. The key objective of the thesis
being to use Somerset as a case study in order to contribute to a wider
understanding of how the early Church evolved across the British Isles. It
achieves this by developing a systematic, multi-disciplinary approach using a
broad range of data including for example, archaeological, historical and
topographical evidence. Whereas the starting point for previous research into
the early Church was the known or probable minster churches, this thesis uses
an inclusive approach so that the starting point is a list of every pre-sixteenth-
century church and chapel in Somerset. Adopting this approach has ensured
that any early medieval minsters which lost significance over time have been
identified. Without this approach it would have been impossible to understand
how the Church developed. A major issue to be faced in understanding Church
development in Somerset is the paucity of historical, architectural and
archaeological evidence. This thesis therefore focuses on identifying the early
great estates and how they divided into the early parochiae and shows that by
building on the work of other researchers it is possible to use topographical
evidence to identify early great estate and parochiae boundaries. The
topographical evidence, coupled with historical and morphological data also
facilitated the development of criteria to identify when sites were chosen as
religious focal points including the sites of Somerset's post-Roman churches.
This then made it possible to establish the principles and criteria by which
Somerset's early medieval parochial minsters can be identified and how the
evolving structure of the early Church in the county and across the South-West
can be understood.
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Chapter 1 Introduction
Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 RESEARCH CONTEXT

This thesis explores the question of how the early Church developed in England
through a case study of how the ecclesiastical landscape of Somerset was
transformed between the sixth and eleventh centuries. This is not a new
question and it is difficult to answer, not just for Somerset but across the British
Isles. Previous researchers have shied away from trying to understand how the
Church developed, particularly when, how and why churches were established
in particular locations. Instead they have concentrated on answering only
specific questions such as which churches were minsters. By concentrating on
these more tangible and understandable elements, the question of how they
fitted into the overall development of the Church has been ignored to a greater
or lesser extent. Consequently, key questions have not been addressed. The
most important of these with regard to Somerset being: what was the
geographical framework within which the Church was organised, were early
churches sited on pre-existing post-Roman sites and how can the county’s early
medieval minsters be identified, particularly those which had lost significance by
the eleventh century? In order to answer these questions it was clear that a new
research approach was needed. Therefore a systematic, multi-disciplinary
methodology was constructed which facilitated understanding of the multi-
factorial relationships between the landscape and churches, and between
churches and royal villae. Consequently, the questions listed above in relation
to Somerset’s early medieval Church have been answered. In addition, this
thesis demonstrates how this new research methodology can be used to

understand the early development of the Church elsewhere.

How the identification of early medieval churches could be approached was
summarized by Charles Thomas in commenting on how to find churches in late
Roman Britain, that it is the ‘high importance of continuity — of working

backwards from the known to the unknown’ (Thomas 1980, 135). Initially, a
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retrogressive approach was used for this research, the starting point for which
was the churches and chapels existing in the nineteenth century but it did not

assist in answering the key questions detailed above.

This thesis demonstrates the importance of acknowledging when traditional
approaches and sources of data are inadequate and the necessity of
considering what other methodologies and evidence can be used. In particular,
that it is essential to research a specific area solely using evidence relative to
that area, however sparse, rather than using a comparative approach based on
research models derived from regions with rich early medieval architectural,
archaeological and/or textual evidence. To successfully address the objectives
of this thesis would have been impossible if the starting point, as used by other
researchers, was those churches which had remained important and were
‘known’ or presumed minsters. Therefore, an alternative approach was used: to
look for the early churches which had lost status using a methodology based on
systematic analysis of a broad range of evidence. This enabled the construction
of a robust comparative assessment process which facilitated the identification
of the various stages or ‘layers’ by which Somerset’s early medieval Church
evolved as discussed by Jonathan Pitt (2003, 62) in relation to Wiltshire. He
made the crucial point that the anomalies and difficulties in understanding how
the ecclesiastical pattern developed ‘preserve relics of changes over the entire
Anglo-Saxon [early medieval] period’ and that they may preserve evidence of

successive ‘layers’ of ecclesiastical organisation.

The key point that must be made is that the term ‘developed’ in relation to
Somerset’s early medieval Church is not about stability but about a process
involving continuous change. In particular this thesis demonstrates that within
individual parochiae that process of change varied considerably, there was no
one trajectory by which the Church developed across Somerset. This underlines
why using a comparative research approach based on theoretical models of
Church development would not have enabled the development of Somerset’s
Church to be understood. This is the major difference between this and other
research into the early Church. The difficulties in attempting to analyse and
document how the Church evolved were manifold but it is important to begin by

considering the wider historical context.
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1.1.1 The formation of Somerset

Establishing a geographical context for this research was key and without doing
so it would not have been possible to establish how the Church developed in
Somerset. The boundary of the county is largely topographically defined but
there is no evidence as to when the geographical area known as Somerset was
first delineated. Somerset contains diverse types of landscape as shown in
Figure 1.1 with areas of high ground rising to 518 metres above sea level to the
Somerset Levels in the centre of the county which in many places is below sea
level. Understanding the internal topography of the county was key to identifying

Somerset’s early great estates and its early medieval parochiae.

Relatively little is known about the pre-Roman tribal divisions within the
South-West. The only evidence indicating how Somerset might have been
divided between three Iron Age tribes is the distribution pattern of the Dumnonii,
Durotriges and Dubonni coinage. Reviewing this evidence thirty years ago
Michael Costen (1992, 22, figure 1.7, 23) noted that the coinage for each tribe
had been found in distinct and separate areas of the county and beyond its
current borders. The implication is therefore that during the Iron Age Somerset

did not exist as a discrete geographical entity.

Susan Pearce, renowned for her work on the history and archaeology of the
early medieval South-West (Pearce 1978; 1981; 1982b; 1985; 2004; 2012),
has proposed that during the late second-century Roman reorganisation ‘a new
administrative area was created, centred on lichester [the only Roman town in
central Somerset], giving the divisions which became, broadly, the later shires
of Devon, Dorset and Somerset’ (Pearce 2004, 23); this view was later
endorsed by Costen (2011, 12-3). This implies that Somerset was administered

as a separate entity within the post-Roman kingdom of Dumnonia.
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There is no written evidence which identifies the existence of Somerset as a
political entity until Asser wrote his life of King Alfred in 893 AD (Keynes and
Lapidge 1983, 83) and it also appears retrospectively in the late-ninth century
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle for the year 845 AD (Swanton 1997). The modern name
of Somerset is derived from Sumor saeton or Sumortiin-sé&éte meaning the
people who are dependent on Somerton which is in the centre of the county
close to lichester (Watts 2004).

1.1.2 Historical background to the research

The traditional view of British Christianity in the fourth century sees it as being
well organised (Collingwood 1937, 271) and in 314 AD three British bishops
attended the Council of Arles and three the Council of Rimini in 360 AD
(Collingwood 1937, 271; Blair 2005, 11). In the 1930s it was thought that British
Christianity was deeply rooted in the population remaining in the ‘shrunken and
impoverished towns’ (Collingwood 1937, 272). Consequently, it was believed
that ‘Christianity in Late Roman Britain was minimal, entirely urban ... and
insufficiently rooted to withstand the disruptions of the post-400 age’ (Thomas
1998, 37; see also James 2001, 66). However, the extent to which Roman
Christianity should be described as urban has been reconsidered by David
Petts (2003, 161-72). He concluded that the development of Christianity in
Britain was based on a semi-rural rather than a semi-urban infrastructure. The
degree to which the Church establishment remained intact has been
demonstrated by Thomas Charles-Edwards (2000). In his study of Christianity
in Ireland he established that by the fifth century the politically dominant religion
in Britain and Ireland was Christianity and that the Church was unaffected by
the withdrawal of the Roman authorities (Charles-Edwards 2000, 185; see also
Quensel-von Kalben 1999, 94-5; Petts 2009, 158-61). Susan Oosthuizen (2019,
19-41; see also Higham 2008, 79) in her recent review of post-Roman historical
and archaeological evidence reached a similar conclusion. Indeed, John Blair
(2005, 11) is quite clear that this ‘episcopal hierarchy, with which Germanus and
Patrick dealt in the fifth century’ was still in existence in the early sixth century

when Gildas was exhorting various ‘tyrants’ to be better Christians.
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We know, for example, that the bishop of the West Saxons attended the 672
AD Council of Hertford, along with three other bishops, Archbishop Theodore of
Canterbury and representatives from Northumbria (Cubitt 1995, 249-50). No
doubt there were also synods and meetings for which there is no surviving
written evidence. Bede for example, discusses a meeting between Augustine
and the bishops in the early seventh century but apart from his detailed
description there are no extant records of the meeting (Bede, 104-7; Cubitt
1995, 247). It is therefore quite clear that the prevailing religion in sixth-century
Britain was Christianity and that the post-Roman Church had a well-established

and functioning administrative structure.
1.1.3 Terminology

Before discussing the development of the early Church in detail it is important to
consider the terminology adopted in this thesis so there is clarity about how and
why certain words, such as royal villa(e), are used. The term ‘royal villa(e)’
refers to a royal landholding or estate with a central ‘vill' or settlement. Several
terms are used which relate to how the early Church was organised, the key
ones being ‘parochia(e)’ and ‘minster’, these are discussed below in order to
understand their usage within this thesis compared to how other scholars have

interpreted them.

In 1983 Peter Sawyer identified the location and importance of early
medieval royal tuns or royal palaces and the concept of royal villae has been
considered by other researchers (Haslam 1984b, xvi; Aston 1984; Bassett
1989; Blair 2005). Across Somerset in the eleventh century there were a series
of large royal estates. At the heart of each would have been a royal settlement
or villa from which the estate, and the regione around it, would have been
administered by the kings reeve. It would also host the king and the royal
household as they travelled around the kingdom. For example, in 860 AD the
king of Wessex probably held a witan, or royal assembly, at the royal villa of
Somerton (charter S329; Hill 1989, 83) but there is definite evidence that one
was held there in 949 (charter S549; Roach 2013, 241-2, table 3).
Unfortunately, the precise site of the villa is unknown and the only physical

evidence of a royal villa in Somerset is the late tenth-century royal palace at
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Cheddar (Rahtz 1979). Some royal villae, such as Somerton, retained their
importance and developed into medieval towns while others, such as Kilton did
not and all that remains of the villa is a farm in a valley with a church on the hill

above it.

There are a number of terms used by scholars in relation to early medieval
churches; ‘parochiae’, ‘minster’, ‘parochial minster’ and ‘mother-church’ and it is
important to understand how they have been used in this thesis. ‘Parochia’ has
‘been the standard term for ‘parish’ ... since the early ninth century’ (Blair 2005,
427), although there are no surviving early documents which include the term in
this way appearances of the term ‘parochia’ or ‘parochiae’ in Anglo-Norman
documents before 1100 has been deemed sufficient to link the term to minsters
and mother-parishes (Blair 2005, 428); see the discussion below about the term
‘mother-parish’. However, the term ‘parochiae’ only refers in this thesis to the
large early parochiae into which the early great estates were divided. Each of
the delineated Somerset parochia discussed in this thesis encompass several

nineteenth-century parishes.

There are inherent difficulties in using the terms ‘minster’ and ‘church’ during
the early medieval period because sometimes these terms refer to different
types of establishment (Morris 1989,128-30). It has been argued that the term
‘minster’ should be adopted for all types of pre-reform (i.e. those existing before
940 AD) monastic religious houses (Foot 1992, 225; 2006, 6). Blair (2005, 3)
has discussed the terminology that could be used to describe places of worship
and concluded that to attempt to construct a classification system is
anachronistic and that the generic term ‘minsters’ should be adopted. This
thesis therefore uses the term ‘initial minster’ to refer to a church adopted or
established to serve, although some distance away, a nearby royal villa. The
term ‘parochial minster’ is used in this research to identify the church which has
been identified as pre-eminent within an early parochia and at which the clergy
serving the parochia would be based. It should be noted that Blair (2005, 4)
instead adopts the terms ‘mother-church’ and ‘mother-parish’, but stresses that
there is a distinction between a mother-church, i.e. a church with dependent

chapels identified from post-Conquest sources, and an early pre-Conquest
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mother-church. Therefore, this thesis only uses the term ‘mother-church’ when it

is known that a Somerset church had post-Conquest dependent chapels.
1.2 RESEARCHING THE EARLY MEDIEVAL CHURCH

Previously most pre-Conquest ecclesiastical research was primarily undertaken
using historical and architectural evidence. For example, Theresa Hall’s (2000,
7,40, 82) main sources of evidence for her important study into Dorset’s
minster churches were historical, architectural and archaeological. Her starting
point was a list of sites that met certain criteria, for example it had been owned
by the royal family or was in ecclesiastical ownership pre-Conquest, and the
size of its parish. Each criterion was weighted and it was the total score for each
site which determined the list of churches to be researched. Using this
approach thirty-seven churches scored more than 10 points (see Hall 2000, 4-8
for details of the system she used). However, it is notable that Hall did not

include any criterion which related to where churches were sited.

A number of researchers have used topographical assessments of churches
in relation to where they are sited within the landscape and this is increasingly
the case (for example, Pearce 1982b, 1985, 2012; Hase 1988, 1994; Charles-
Edwards 2000; Turner 2006a, 2006c; Pickles 2006, 2018; Petts 2009, 2015;
Costen 2011, 177-224). Some researchers, for example Eric Klingelhofer
(1992), Patrick Hase (1994), and Hall (2000), also considered topographical
evidence in relation to early parochial boundaries and whether these were
influenced by physical divisions in the landscape such as ridges of high ground,

low-lying wetlands and river valleys.

Religious sites are ‘not independent of their surroundings, but generally
originated as adjuncts, counterparts or components of places’ which already
had a significant role within the community (Morris 1989, 57). Their significance
might therefore be reflected in continuous use despite changes in religious
belief. There is evidence that discrete pre-existing sacred or significant places
were adopted for religious, ceremonial and communal activities as, for example
at Uley, Gloucestershire and at Lamyatt Beacon, Somerset (Yorke 1995, 152-
3). The earliest recorded evidence at Uley is Neolithic and the latest is from a

church built between the sixth and eight centuries (Historic England Research
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Record Hob Uid: 205240) the earliest evidence from Lamyatt Beacon is dated
to 250 AD and the latest to 782+90 uncalibrated AD (Som. HER No. 23728). It
is obvious that both Uley and Lamyatt were long-standing sacred fixed points
within the landscape and recently it has been acknowledged that social power
across Europe was embodied within a wide range of such sacred places
ranging, for example, from fourth-century BC altars at Lavinium near Rome, to
space dedicated to Egyptian gods in the second century, and indeed to sites
such as Uley (Sanchez-Pardo and Shapland 2015b, 9). The concept of sacred
places is universal and applies to both pagan and Christian religious sites
(Sanchez-Pardo and Shapland 2015b, 10-11; see also Morris 1989, 72; Yorke
1995, 152-3). However, it is important to remember that later use of these sites
was not about continuity but rather the elite utilising the ‘power of the past’ as
embodied in the place (Sanchez-Pardo and Shapland 2015b, 11). The key point
which has been made is that archaeological and indeed historical studies into
religious ritual need to pay attention to where that ritual took place as it equates

to a specific focal point within the landscape (Moser and Feldman 2014b, 1-11).

The need to take account of the surrounding sacred landscape, and why
particular sites in Yorkshire might have been chosen as religious focal points,
has been explored by Thomas Pickles (2018, 137-44). Similarly, Blair (2018,
74-84) has emphasised that Christianity was ‘part of a continuum’ with minsters
and churches being established within the existing sacred landscape. It is
important though to remember that there is the distinct possibility that over time
either/or both a church and its associated settlement may have existed on more
than one site (Morris 1985, 49).

Much of the detailed historical research into the early medieval Church has
been concerned with identifying the minsters and later mother-churches within a
specific area, for example, Surrey, Oxfordshire and Wiltshire (Blair 1991; 1994,
2001; Pitt 2003). Other scholars have discussed the development of minsters in
relation to settlement patterns. For example, Andrew Davidson (2009) has
concluded that in Gwynedd, Wales by the eleventh century there was a pattern
of regularly spaced pre-eminent churches equating to approximately one per
cantref or administrative area. There have also been several studies into the

inter-relationships between the Church, estates and the landscape. These
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include Philip Masters’ (2001) into the Church in West Sussex, Duncan
Probert’s (2002) research into social transition in the South-West, Matthew
Godfrey’s (2007) into early medieval Norfolk, and Thomas Pickles’ (2018) into

the Yorkshire minsters.

Some of the most well-known and widely respected historical research into
how the early English Church was structured was completed by Steven Bassett
(1989a; 1991; 1992a; 1992b; 1998). His analysis of how it developed in and
around Shrewsbury provides important insights into how the Church was
organised but is reliant on post-Conquest historical evidence and nineteenth-
century parish boundaries (Bassett 1991, 3, 20 end note 11). In discussing the
origins of the parishes around the large early medieval church at Deerhurst,
Bassett (1998) explicitly addresses the size of Deerhurst’s original parochia
using historical and parish boundary evidence, but in the end is unable to draw
any firm conclusions. Recent historical research into the development of
parishes, particularly in Ireland, has been summarised by Paul MacCottar
(2019). He discusses territorial and parochial relationships and acknowledges
that the original parochiae of churches were much larger than their later
parishes. However, there is no attempt to consider that the origins of these
parochiae are to be found within the topographical divisions of the landscape.
Indeed, most of the research into the structure of the early medieval Church

has, in the main, been based on historical evidence.

Blair (1991, 12-4) is quite clear, after discussing what evidence can
determine the early territorial divisions in Surrey, that it is apparent they result
from the fragmentation of earlier much larger ‘defined territories’. In 1996
Sinéad Ni Ghabhlain published an article which looked at the origins of post-
Conquest parishes in Gaelic Ireland; she concluded that the parishes had
developed to provide localised pastoral care within the large secular territorial
division of lordship called tuatha, or small kihgdom. Charles-Edwards (2000,
243) also discusses how the Church in Ireland was organised and concluded
that, as in Gaul, it was based on pre-existing secular geographical divisions. In
Ireland these were the tuaths into which the country was divided; it was these
that formed the constituent members of larger political units, very much as the

Roman province and diocese was based on its cities (Charles-Edwards 2000,
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243; see also MacCotter 2019). There is agreement that each tuatha was
divided into a number of ‘primary parishes’ (Ni Ghabhlain 1996, 59) or ‘rural
monastic parochiae’ (Charles-Edwards 2000, 244-5); the latter considers that
this happened by the sixth to seventh centuries, although he admits that the

evidence for this is meagre.

Bassett (1992b, 1, 23), looking at the early parochiae in the vicinity of
Wroxeter, Shropshire, noted that they tended to be large and ‘topographically
coherent’; Cound was a ‘well-defined land unit’ and Tren and Baschurch both
included defined river basins. Pickles (2018, 15-6) has recognised that the
principal regions of Yorkshire, including that of the Deiran kingdom, are derived
from the river system, the underlying bedrock geology and its overlying soil. It
was therefore the physical geography or topography of the region which
determined the boundary of the Deiran kingdom (Pickles 2018, 15-6). It is of
note that many of the early large parochiae which have been identified across
the country include river basins. This was, for example, found to be true in in
kingdom of the Deirans, Yorkshire (Pickles 2018, 137) and this thesis

demonstrates it is also the case in Somerset (see Section 7.2).

One study which recognises the importance of topography for rectifying
shortcomings in the textual evidence is Ni Ghabhlain’s (1996, 39-44). In
reconstructing the medieval parishes of Kilfenora in Ireland she utilised a
number of historical sources, including the 1302-1306 Ecclesiastical Taxation
records and a 1574 list of churches, in a comparable way to how historical
evidence is used in this thesis (Ni Ghabhlain 1996, 39). Crucially, as her
research progressed, she also took account of the extent to which parish
boundaries followed topographical divisions in the landscape, for example
watersheds on high ground, areas of low-lying bog and wasteland (Ni
Ghabhlain 1996, 43).

The realisation that historical evidence alone was insufficient and that
consideration of topographical evidence was essential in order to understand
the early Church has been key to evolving the hypothesis on which this thesis is
based. It is clear from the studies cited above that the prerequisite to

interpreting the pattern of Church development is understanding the main early
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territorial divisions within a county or region. Until the boundaries of the early
great estates were established based on topographical analysis it was

impossible to identify the boundaries of the early parochiae in Somerset.

The most recent assessment of how the early medieval British Church was
structured concludes by noting the centrality of the early minsters, with their
close relationship to royal centres of power even though from the ninth century
they were ‘battered and reduced’ as a more parochial layer of new churches
was established (Blair 2005, 505). In reaching his conclusions Blair did not
attempt to establish in detail the early parochial structure within which the
minsters were sited. The questions that therefore need to be addressed are:
how was the Church geographically and institutionally structured in the sixth
century, how did it relate to the pre-existing sacred landscape, and how did it

evolve between the sixth and the eleventh centuries?
1.2.1 The early medieval Church in the South-West

Pearce (2004, 77-134) has completed an in-depth review of the evidence
relating to when Christianity was established in the South-West during the
Roman period and concludes that it can only be described as patchy and not
easy to interpretate. The only significant Christian communities she was able to
identify during the fourth and the early fifth centuries were in, or within the
vicinity of, the Roman towns of Exeter in Devon, Dorchester in Dorset, lichester

in central Somerset and Bath in north Somerset (Pearce 2004, 336).

Historical and archaeological research in Dorset, Devon and Somerset to
date has not conclusively identified the sites of any post-Roman churches,
although a handful of sites have been inferred (Hall 2000; 2003; 2009, 155;
Pearce 2004, 133-4). Hall (2000, 83) reached the view that in Dorset there was
little evidence of continuity between the post-Roman [British] Church and the
early medieval Church. However, Hase (1994, 51) concluded from his study into
the Church in Wessex that its foundations in the South-West were based on
those of the post-Roman [sub-Roman] Christian Church. Hase was also quite
clear that when Wessex took political control of Somerset the bishops would
have taken over a well-established Church ‘of some vigour’ which included rural
churches providing pastoral care (Hase 1994, 51). Furthermore, he concluded
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that many of the sites would have continued in use into the eighth and ninth
centuries; no reconstruction of the Church being thought necessary. Hase used
archaeological evidence including burials and cemeteries, historical evidence
including the sixth-century writings of Gildas, the ninth-century Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle, the eleventh-century Domesday Survey and nineteenth-century
parish boundaries. Despite this wide range of evidence, it appears that no

overall systematic process was adopted to assess it.

Nicholas Orme (1991b, 9) in his brief history of the post-Roman [British or
Celtic] Church in Cornwall and Devon was clear that the religious sites
established before the sixth century at Braunton and Hartland were included
within the structure of the early medieval Church in Devon. The relationship
between Church development and post-Roman [British] churches in Devon and
Cornwall has also been explored by Robert Higham (2008, 98). He proposed
that in Devon some Dumnonian churches continued in existence while others,
with their presumed early dedication, were either replaced, demoted or
disregarded (Higham 2008, 98-9). However, in Cornwall, the Dumnonian
churches survived in much greater numbers, together with their traditional
dedications to Celtic saints, and many became minsters and some local
churches (Higham 2008, 98-9). For example, it has been proposed that by the
late-seventh century a minster was established in Exeter, Devon adjacent to
where a possible post-Roman church existed on the site of the Roman basilica
(Pearce 2004, 130; see also Higham 2008, 98, 100). This is likely given that
graves dating between the fifth and seventh centuries have been found in the
cathedral cemetery (Orme 1991b, 2). Higham (2008, 98) in effect posed the
same question as Richard Morris (1985, 49): is there any reason to suppose
that Dumnonian Devon, or indeed Somerset, possessed fewer churches than
have been identified in Cornwall? Prior to this research only a handful of
Dumnonian churches had been identified in Somerset (Hall 2009; Costen 2011,
177-85). Overall, no progress has been made in establishing a set of criteria by

which early church sites might be identified.

There is a lack of consensus as to which churches in Devon were minsters
and after reviewing the lists of minsters compiled by others the archaeologist

Robert Higham (2008, 95) refrained from reaching any conclusions and
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reflected on the difficulties inherent in ‘hunt the minster’. Importantly, Higham
noted that identifying Devon’s early medieval minsters would not provide a full
understanding of the county’s ecclesiastical organisation and expressed the
view that ‘some Devon minsters may have developed from Dumnonian [post-
Roman] churches’ and others may have become parish churches (Higham
2008, 95). In so speculating about the development of Devon’s early medieval
Church Higham raised the possibility that it was founded on churches
established during the post-Roman period. Higham’s statement is significant
given that this thesis has concluded that the Church in Somerset had its roots in

the post-Roman period.

After discussing where churches are sited in Wessex, Hase (1994, 54)
points out that it is important not to extrapolate a hypothesis, to explain how the
Church developed, based on a few disparate examples drawn from across
England. Instead, it is important to study the topography of the churches within
a defined geographical area so that a view can be reached as to the overall
development of the Church. Hase (1994, 54, 58) is quite clear that there are
regional differences in how the Church evolved and where important early
medieval churches were sited. He concludes that until a ‘scientific’
topographical study of important Wessex churches has been completed it is
impossible to understand how the Church developed (Hase 1994, 58; see also
Turner 2006a, 44-8). It is therefore only by establishing a systematic approach
to understanding the topography of church sites that the wider pattern of Church
development can be understood. A major strand of the evidence in this thesis is
the systematic topographical categorisation of Somerset’s early churches, how
they relate to their surrounding landscape and its physical topography. Whether,
for example, a church is sited on a high point within the landscape or within a
low-lying area close to a royal villa; these topographical categories and how
they facilitated the development of this thesis are detailed in Chapter 8
(Sections 8.2 and 8.3).

1.2.2 Parochial boundaries

In order to identify early medieval minsters it is essential to first establish the

local area, or parochia, served by each minster. It has been widely proposed
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that the early minster churches were founded within the secular royal villae or
centrally within the regiones defined as small geographical administrative areas
(Sawyer 1983; Haslam 1984b, xvi; Croom 1988, 67; Yorke 2006, 59-60).
However, this view has increasingly been challenged as more historical
research into the organisation of minsters has been undertaken (Morris 1997,
130-1; Blair 2005, 266-8). It has been argued that it is possible to identify
correlations between the early great estates, the early parochiae of minsters
and the hundredal structure (Rippon 2012, 198-200). In Surrey, Blair (1991,
104) identified a close link between the later hundreds and minsters and in
Wiltshire Simon Draper (2006, 66-69) came to the view that the hundreds were
related to the core territories of the early estates. However, Klingelhofer (1992,
74-5, 84, 87-91) concluded that in Hampshire the hundredal system post-dated
the ecclesiastical administrative structure which was based on earlier
topographically defined land units. Similarly, Pitt (2003, 61-2, 67) found in his
study of churches in Wiltshire that the establishment of the hundreds was
relatively late and can probably be dated to the mid-tenth century, while Probert
(2002, 51) has shown that around Exeter many of the hundredal boundaries
have a loose geographical coherence and follow topographical features such as
ridges of high land. However, this would also be the case if they followed the

earlier topographically defined ecclesiastical boundaries.

In 1994 Hase used historical and geographic evidence to consider how the
pre-Conquest Church was territorially and geographically organised across
Dorset, Somerset and neighbouring counties. Consideration has also been
given to the administrative boundaries of early estates and parishes, for
example by identifying the detached portions of parishes (Hase 1988; Blair
1991; Draper 2006; Silvester and Evans 2009). Sam Turner (2006a)
demonstrated the importance of understanding how churches in Cornwall,
Devon and Wessex relate to the wider South-Western landscape. Similarly,
Stephen Rippon (2008, 254) came to the view that in Somerset the landscape
of nucleated villages and open fields had developed within ‘the context of
estates that were larger than post-Conquest manors and parishes’. These were
smaller than the early large estates which were probably in existence long
before the sixth century, although there is no dateable evidence for this

assumption. Rippon’s conclusions are paralleled by research elsewhere. For
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example, Hase (1988) with regard to Hampshire and Stephen Yeates (2006)
with regard to the Severn valley considered the extent to which a minster
dominated the territory around it, and whether the minster was the fixed point in
the landscape, rather than the territory. In doing so Yeates (2006, 62-3)
demonstrated that within certain localities it was possible to identify
relationships between a minster church, a nucleated Romano-British site and
one or more significant Iron Age settlement sites. Recent archaeological
research by Adam McBride (2018, 439-41) has emphasised how the ‘corporate
power’ exercised by sixth and seventh-century kings was legitimised and
embedded in central royal places linked to public assembly sites and the
building of large hall complexes such as at Yeavering, Northumbria. This site is
important because it was recorded by Bede as being both a royal villa and a
significant Christian site. Excavations at Yeavering have also shown that it was
an important pre-Christian ritual site (Hope-Taylor 1977; Blair 2005, 55, figure
7). The archaeological evidence relating to large hall complexes is discussed
further in Chapter 5 (Section 5.1.1).

Costen (2011, 92-3) has reviewed how the medieval hundreds were
organised in Somerset and concluded that the hundredal boundaries were not
fixed in the early medieval period and were frequently moved to suit important
landholders such as Glastonbury Abbey. In addition, he does not believe the
boundaries ‘were particularly old’ but implemented for pragmatic administrative
reasons (Costen 2011, 92). This implies that in Somerset the hundredal
boundaries post-date the boundaries of the early parochiae. Overall, the
indications from other studies are that the hundredal boundaries were grafted
on to the earlier parochial boundaries. Therefore, in order to identify Somerset’s
early parochiae it was essential to define the topographical boundaries of the

county and its constituent early great estates.
1.2.3 Pastoral care

In reconstructing and exploring the ecclesiastical structure of the Church in
Somerset no consideration has been given to the ‘minster model’ debate (for
discussions on these issues see Blair and Sharpe 1992; Cubitt 1992, 205-6,
208; 1995, 116 - 8; Blair 1995; 2005, 4-5, 153-5; Cambridge and Rollason 1995;

- 38 -



Chapter 1 Introduction

Palliser 1996; Bassett 1998, 3-6). This academic dispute was between a
number of historians each of whom developed a standardised model to
describe how pastoral care was provided to communities across England. The
debate has been analysed in detail by Probert (2002, 8-15) during his research
into South-Western Britain from ¢.400 to ¢.800 AD and he concluded ‘that the
debate remains unresolved’ (see also Bassett 1998, 20). Difficulties elsewhere,
for example in Wiltshire (Pitt 2003, 68), in identifying the provision of pastoral
care have continued to prompt discussion of the ‘minster hypothesis’ which

underlies the ‘minster model’.

In 2005 John Blair, who wrote the article in 1995 which began the debate
about pastoral care, reviewed the outcomes from it and concluded that until
more research has been completed to the ‘point of mapping the parochial
geography of all England ... revisiting of the debate is unprofitable’ (Blair 2005,
153). Therefore, developing a systematic process to identify Somerset’s
parochial minsters is key to understanding how the Church was structured from

the mid-seventh century and how pastoral care was provided.

An important issue which needs to be considered in relation to the early
parochiae is whether it can be demonstrated that they provided pastoral care
across the whole of a specific area or county (Blair 2005, 153-65) as Blair
(1991, 104) has identified in Western Surrey. Hase (1994, 46-7) has identified a
series of early parochiae around Southampton, Hampshire and consequently he
concluded that there is a correlation between the ‘ancient royal estates’ and
early medieval churches with ‘jurisdictional and religious districts which were
essentially coterminous’ which covered the whole area by about 700 AD (Hase
1988, 47). However, in Dorset, Hall’s (2000, 40-1) research indicated that the
parochiae which she identified did not cover the entire county. Blair (2005, 153)
is clear that it is possible to discern a framework of ‘obsolete, often near-
invisible’ larger parishes within which the later pattern of smaller parishes
evolved. This has been shown to be the case in Somerset where, within the
early great estates, a pattern of large early parochiae has been identified which
covers the entire county. However, despite a central minster church being

identified within each early parochia it cannot be assumed that pastoral care
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was provided across the whole of each parochia as there is no contemporary

evidence to indicate this.

In researching the early Church in Dorset Hall mapped the boundaries of the
early large parochiae and critically reached the view that frequently they
correlated with major topographical features. She concluded that there is
unambiguous evidence in Dorset that the parochiae boundaries were
topographically defined to a greater extent than those of the parishes into which
they later divided (Hall 2000, 40). In addition, she established that many of
these early large parochiae included river basins. This was also found to be true
in Hampshire by Klingelhofer (1992, 87).

The evidence used by Hall (2000, 31) to reconstruct the early large
parochiae was mainly that provided by relationships between later mother-
churches and their chapelries and by nineteenth-century detached areas of
parishes. She acknowledged that this approach was problematical due to
limited understanding of the origins of many churches. This may explain why
Hall (2000, 79) was unable to identify the overall pattern of parochiae in Dorset.
Probert (2002, 320-4), using mainly textual evidence, such as early English land
charters and nineteenth-century Tithe Maps and other evidence for parish
boundaries, was also unable to identify the definite survival of early-medieval

land units in Devon and Cornwall.

In looking at the early medieval Christian landscape of Cornwall, Devon and
Somerset, Turner (2006a, 13) adopted the ‘long-term perspective afforded by a
landscape archaeology approach’ to facilitate investigation into how land use
shaped the organisation of the Church. In doing so he considered the spatial
relationships between rural settlements and ecclesiastical centres. He used an
interdisciplinary approach that took account of place-names, historical
documents, archaeological evidence and Historic Landscape Characterisation
(Turner 20064, 13, 15-33). The latter is the retrospective deconstruction of the
landscape in order to understand how, within a delineated geographical area,
the fundamental features of the landscape developed (Rippon 2004). However,
the landscape archaeological research completed by Turner (2006a) using this

approach contributed little to understanding how the Church was organised.
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Therefore, in order to recognise the overall pattern of development and to fully
understand the transition from the late post-Roman period to the eleventh

century it is essential that more focussed research is completed.
1.3 CASE STUDY: SOMERSET’S EARLY MEDIEVAL CHURCH

Prior to this research there was no definitive understanding of how the early
Church developed in Somerset, nor whether an early parochial structure could
be identified. In 1975 when Robert Dunning completed his history of Christianity
in Somerset, he felt unable to say a great deal about the origins of the Church
and noted that the number of churches in existence at the end of the ‘Saxon’
period was unknown (Dunning 1975, 3-5). Since then several scholars have
considered the development of the Church (for example Aston 1986a, 54-8, 74-
6; Hill 1989, 155-7; Costen 1992a, 143-57; 2011, 177-224; Hase 1994; Corcos
2002; Hall 2003; 2009; Calder 2004). They have all considered the available
evidence in diverse ways, sometimes from a mainly historical perspective,
sometimes from an archaeological one and only occasionally from a landscape

archaeological point of view.

The paucity of physical evidence in Somerset is striking. Out of hundreds of
churches only a handful including Wells Cathedral, Glastonbury Abbey and
Muchelney Abbey, contain definite in-situ pre-Conquest fabric (see Appendix 7).
There is also a lack of historical evidence apart from that derived from post-
Conquest sources; the Domesday Survey, the ¢.1291 Taxatio and the
fourteenth-century bishops’ registers. There are many pre-1066 charters but
they very rarely refer specifically to a church. This severe lack of pre-Conquest
evidence necessitated the development of a research strategy based on the
systematic evaluation of all churches in the county which included using

topographical evidence, how churches are sited within the landscape.

Studies utilising a landscape archaeological approach are restricted to
studies of individual Somerset churches, for example, that into Holy Trinity
church, Street by the landscape archaeologist Michal Calder (2004, 4-11) who
used archaeological, topographical and textual evidence. Therefore no
systematic assessment of church sites in Somerset has been completed and
there is no consensus as to which sites had immediate post-Roman origins, nor
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indeed, which churches should be classified as early medieval minsters. This
lack of a consensus has constrained the development of a detailed history of
Somerset and its Church, as has the paucity of post-Conquest evidence relating
to its churches and chapels since the first complete source of evidence about

them dates from 1791 when John Collinson published his history of the county.
1.3.1 Review of previous research in Somerset

Important research into the development and history of Somerset, which
included investigating Somerset’s early monasteries and churches, has been
completed by Mick Aston (1986a; 1988; 1994; 2000a; 2000c; 2003; 2007; 2009)
and Michael Costen (1991; 1992a; 1992c; 1994; 2011; 2015a; 2015b). The
profound difficulties in relation to identifying Somerset’s early monasteries have,
for example, been discussed by Aston (2003). Most of the above research was

based on archaeological, morphological, historical and place-name evidence.

The historical and archaeological research by Aston (1986a), Hill (1989),
Costen (1992a; 2011), Hase (1994), Corcos (2002), and Hall (2003; 2009) into
the early medieval churches of Somerset has provided us with much detailed
information using retrogressive analysis; working backwards from the known to
the unknown. This technique, as proposed by Thomas (1980, 135), has been
used elsewhere to beneficial effect, for example by Hall (2000) in Dorset, Blair
(1991) in Surrey, and Hoggett (2010a) in East Anglia.

Costen (2011, 223-4, 233-5) listed the Somerset churches in existence in
1066 based on place names and written sources, primarily charters, the Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle, and the Domesday Survey. In addition, he used eleventh-
century architectural evidence as detailed by Cramp (2006), and the post-
Conquest ‘free chapels’ which were not under the jurisdiction of the bishop.
However, although Costen (2011, 234) concluded that the minster system must
be seen as ‘an integral part of the social and political structure of Somerset’ in
the seventh to eighth centuries, the lack of available evidence meant he was
unable to identify all of its minsters or the parochial framework within which they
existed. To resolve this issue, it is necessary to ask how the minsters can be
distinguished from other churches that were in existence during that period. For

example, Costen (2011, 223) lists liminster as having a minster in 1066, based
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on its name, and Kilmersdon as only having a church in 1066, based on its very
meagre reference in the Domesday Survey (DB 16,14). The evidence he used
to make these distinctions is severely limited and therefore provides no insight
into the actual importance of these two churches. However, the comprehensive
and systematic assessment process used in this thesis has meant that it is
possible to identify both liminster and Kilmersdon as early medieval parochial

minsters and also the likely extent of their parochiae.

Costen (2011, 177-201) was able to summarise in general terms the broad
pattern of Church development in Somerset and raised several key issues. For
example, that ‘the new Church was perfectly prepared to accommodate the
existing post-Roman churches where they were relevant’ so that in parts of the
county, but not everywhere, it is possible to identify the relationships ‘between
early settlements and their religious functions’ (Costen 2011, 201). Costen
(2011, 185) has argued that by ¢.750 AD there were ‘plenty of local churches’ in
Somerset organised within an episcopal organisation and that there were
monastic sites linked with royal villae. He believes these churches are lost to
view because ‘the loose structure was easily adapted and overlain’ by the much
more comprehensive approach to Church organisation by Wessex. The extent
to which these statements, including the use of the term ‘loose structure’, can

be verified by this thesis will be considered in Chapter 9.

In 2004 Calder considered the problems associated with identifying early
ecclesiastical sites in Somerset and discussed the paucity of historical evidence
for many churches. However, he, like Nick Corcos (2002, 3-24, 192),
recognised that the topographical location of churches is a key strand of
evidence in relation to the likely origins of a site. This approach had previously
been suggested by Steven Bassett in 1991 regarding the topographical settings
of churches in the vicinity of Shrewsbury. It has also been used by Turner
(20064, 37-48) in relation to the South-West, by Masters (2001, 1) in relation to
West Sussex and by Pickles (2018, 135-43) in relation to Yorkshire. However,
Masters’ (2001, 26-8, 76) ‘topographical’ assessment of churches considered
how they relate to sources of water and their relationship to ‘burial grounds,
enclosures and manorial buildings’ rather than how they relate to the

surrounding topography which is the approach used in this thesis.
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There are inherent problems in identifying and dating early churches in
Somerset which have been discussed by Calder (2004). The situation in the
county is broadly similar to the lacunae in the historical records for churches
across medieval England as identified by Morris (1985, 49). Therefore,
according to Morris (1985, 49) a key line of inquiry that should be considered is
the ‘matter of quantities: how many churches can be reasonably expected to
have been in existence at different times?’. This thesis does not explicitly
address this question, but its implications are considered, particularly in relation

to identifying post-Roman sites.
1.3.2 Research objectives

The presumed historical context for this research is that Christianity was the
predominant religion in Somerset during the fifth and subsequent centuries, and
that churches were in existence across the county. The overall research
objective being addressed is to reconstruct a chronology of Church
development in Somerset. There are two strands to this objective: to identify
Somerset’s early medieval minsters and their original parochiae and to
investigate the trajectories by which the Church evolved from the post-Roman
period. How that is defined is open to question because it is dependent on
which region of Britain is being discussed and the paucity of reliable written
evidence (James 2001, 91-9; Harrington and Welch 2018, 1-8). In Somerset it
would have been in the mid-seventh century when the kings of Wessex gained
jurisdiction over the county thereby ending control of it by the post-Roman
kingdom of Dumnonia (Costen 2011, 25-9).

Critically, despite an extensive review of existing research into the early
medieval Church, no methodology was identified which could, given the paucity
of evidence, be used to understand how Somerset’s early medieval Church
evolved. In addition, there was no consensus as to which churches should be
named in the county as medieval minsters. It was therefore not possible, as
many studies have done, to start with a list of known minsters. This was viewed
as an advantage in planning this thesis in that it provided the opportunity to
rethink how to approach research into the early Church because there was no

obvious starting point. The initial issue to be addressed was deciding what
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methodology should be adopted in order to identify the minsters which had
already lost importance pre-Conquest when there was a lack of early historical

evidence about these churches.

Therefore, a systematic, multi-disciplinary assessment process was
constructed to enable the origins and roles of early medieval churches to be
identified. The intention in doing so was to establish a methodology that could
be used in other counties which would overcome any local shortcomings in the
available evidence, and in particular, identify which minsters had lost
significance. The aim was to construct a classification system, which would
reflect both the changing status of churches and how each one fitted into the

overall Church hierarchy.

It is essential to review all the available textual evidence, drawn from pre-
Conquest English charters to the post-Conquest bishops’ registers. However,
the relatively few surviving charters which provide the only source of
contemporary early medieval evidence include virtually no information about
Somerset’s churches. The Domesday Survey is a valuable source of
information for 1066/1086 but it only contains limited evidence about the
churches which were in existence. Therefore, most of the historical evidence
about Somerset’s churches dates from between the thirteenth and nineteenth

centuries.

So how can these early churches be identified? A retrogressive analysis of
all available historical, architectural and archaeological evidence was the first
step so that all the churches across Somerset could be systematically assessed
as to their importance in the early medieval period. This is the major difference
between the approach adopted for this thesis and earlier research into the early
Church in Somerset where the starting point was a shortlist of possible, or
probable, post-Roman religious sites and early medieval minsters. The decision
to adopt a retrospective systematic assessment process means that all the
available evidence has been collated from each source. Therefore, data was
recorded for all the churches and chapels mentioned by Collinson (1791). No
distinction was made between them as to which might be deemed more

important in the early medieval period. Similarly, all the details and information
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about churches and chapels mentioned in the early bishops’ registers and Acta
were recorded. This approach proved to be successful, but the sheer paucity of
historical, architectural and archaeological evidence prior to the eleventh
century made it necessary to adopt a different methodology for the next stage of
the research. Therefore, in order to progress the analysis of how the pre-
Conquest Church developed, a landscape archaeological approach embracing
topography has been used; how a church is sited within the landscape, and

morphology, how it relates to nearby settlement.

This is the approach used by Corcos (2002, 192-3) to understand the
structure of Somerset’s early medieval Church. He stressed the need to look at
the relationships between churches, how each one relates to the territory within
which it is sited (Corcos 2002, 192), and whether the overall territorial
framework was based on earlier divisions in the landscape. Corcos (2002, 192-
3; see also Blair 1991) stated that it is important to be aware of the ‘persistent
and tenacious thread of earlier [territorial] arrangements’ and the extent to
which they reflected shared access to natural resources. Importantly, Corcos
(2002, 192) outlined how a comprehensive analysis of Church development in
Somerset might be achieved. He makes two further important points: first, that
churches should be looked at in their topographical context; and secondly, that
the area around Carhampton, and possibly elsewhere, contains churches which
may have post-Roman origins (Corcos 2002,192). Corcos (2002, 192) was
quite clear that until a topographical survey of large numbers of Somerset
churches was completed it would be impossible to understand the ‘role of the
Church, especially in its wider territorial sense’. This, he considered, should be
central to understanding how the Church developed. It was his conclusions that

led directly to this thesis.

1.3.3 Research Questions

The initial questions considered were as listed earlier: what was the
geographical framework within which Somerset’s early medieval Church was
organised; were the early churches sited on pre-existing post-Roman sites and
how could Somerset’s early medieval minsters be identified? It soon became

clear that a new approach was required to answer these questions and a
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methodology was developed which involved the construction of a relational

database to enable the evidence to be collated and explored. The database

was initially populated with a list of all the nineteenth-century churches and

chapels that could be identified in Somerset to which was added all the

historical, architectural and archaeological information relating to them. As the

database was populated and it was possible to correlate and compare the

evidence between churches, in particular that relating to where churches were

sited within the landscape, this resulted in more specific research questions

being identified. The final list of research questions was:

To what extent can the physical characteristics of where a church is sited
in the landscape (its topographical setting) be related to when the site
was originally adopted as a religious focal point? This question explores
issues raised by other researchers, particularly Turner (2006, 44-8) in

relation to the siting of churches in Wessex.

Was Somerset’s early medieval Church founded on the pre-existing
network of post-Roman Christian sites? In addressing this question the
thesis explores the extent to which these post-Roman sites had a long-
standing role as sacred focal points within the landscape and whether
they continued as central places of power as proposed by Hase (1994,
51).

What was the relationship between the royal villae and the minster
churches? Blair (2005; particularly 275-9) extensively addresses this
qguestion and he notes that it is not possible to ‘perceive a clear-cut
category’ of royal villae and discusses how they can be identified. Turner
(2006, 61-70) considered how royal villae can be identified in Wessex but
importantly he also considered the spatial relationship between royal

villae and nearby minsters.

Is it possible to identify the large early parochiae associated with
minsters throughout Somerset? This is an important issue given the
evidence from elsewhere. For example, in Surrey (Blair 1991, 103-5) and

around Southampton, Hampshire (Hase 1988, 46-7) early medieval
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parochiae have been mapped across the whole area, whereas to date in

Dorset the evidence shows only partial coverage (Hall 2000, 40-1).

e To what extent did Somerset’s minsters develop into proto-urban
settlements between the ninth and eleventh centuries and later into
medieval towns? Blair (2005, 246-90 particularly 90) has discussed at
length the concept of the ‘holy city’ and that during the late-eighth and
ninth centuries the natural role of minsters as central places within the
landscape became more evident. Using archaeological evidence Blair
(2018) has revisited this issue and specifically considers it in relation to
Somerset. His conclusions are that the minster at Glastonbury is the only
one associated with significant evidence of settlement dated to ¢.600-850
AD and that none of the defensive burhs established by Wessex had
developed urban characteristics between 870-950 AD (Blair 2018, 157,
figure 49, 162-3, 275, 326, figure 120, 333 figure 122). However, many
pre-Conquest settlements should be described as ‘not-quite-urban’
because they had coalesced from two or more rural settlements (Blair
2018, 350).

1.4 METHODOLOGY

This thesis has used Somerset as a case study to explore a number of research
strategies and theories about how the Church developed. In progressing the
research it became clear that the approaches previously adopted by other
researchers were inadequate and would not enable the research questions
listed above to be answered. A new approach was therefore developed and the
first step was to choose sources of evidence which could be used
systematically. Furthermore, it was essential to use evidence derived from the
physical landscape using a landscape archaeology approach as used for
example by Klingelhéfer (1992), Hase (1994), Corcos (2002), Calder (2004),
Turner (2006a) and Pickles (2018). Effective use of data derived from the
physical landscape, but also from historical sources, is dependent on asking the
right questions of the evidence (Blair 2005, 2). In addition, it is necessary to
accept that it is not possible to make assumptions based on a limited number of

examples and that there may be no ‘typical’ place (Blair 2005, 2). It was
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therefore critical to identify the questions that needed to be answered and then
to identify the evidence needed to answer them. To date there has been no
robust approach capable of identifying important early medieval churches, partly
because the available evidence in each county is variable but also because the
question being asked of the evidence is, which of these ‘important’ churches in
a county were minsters when the question which should be asked is, which
churches could have been minsters? The premise on which the assessment
process used in this thesis has been constructed is therefore how can the

minsters which are no longer important churches be identified?

A key element in completing this research has been to ensure that all
possible sites of early churches in Somerset were identified before any
conclusions were reached as to which were early medieval minsters. It was
critical to begin by considering all the known nineteenth-century churches and
chapels, rather than just those named as minsters or possible minsters by other

researchers.

Therefore, to achieve this a wide range of primary and secondary sources
was used to establish a baseline data set for all the churches and chapels for
which there was evidence up to and including the nineteenth century. As the
research progressed it was possible to identify those churches which were
probably in existence prior to the eleventh century. This facilitated the
identification of the churches most likely to have been important in the early
medieval period. The multi-disciplinary data set thus collated then enabled an
assessment of these churches to be completed. It is this comprehensive and
inclusive approach which distinguishes this research into the early Church from
that completed previously, when the starting point was frequently the ‘known’ or
presumed minsters, rather than starting from first principles. The approach
adopted echoes that previously recommended by Jeremy Haslam (1984b, xvi-ii)
for identifying proto-urban places in southern England; that we need to ask:
what do we know about the history of all the churches that may have existed in
the early medieval period? To understand how the Church developed it was
necessary to adopt this approach, only then was it possible to identify the
distinguishing characteristics of the churches in existence prior to Wessex

taking control of Somerset. However, as already stated, it was only possible to
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identify the minsters after reconstructing the geographical framework within
which they were sited, and critically, assessing the overall location and site of

each church within the wider landscape.

An important source of evidence which assists in identifying the early
parochial boundaries are the nineteenth-century parish boundaries derived from
the Tithe Maps by Kain and Oliver (1995). However, it cannot be assumed that
these boundaries equate to those existing in the tenth to eleventh centuries
when parish boundaries were probably first established (Rippon 2012, 160).
Prior to the tenth century the landscape in the South-West was divided into
large parochiae, and before that into even larger early great estates. The first
step in identifying these was to identify the medieval parishes as they facilitated
the reconstruction of the pre-eleventh-century divisions within the landscape,
including those of the early parochiae. This follows the process adopted by
Turner (2006, 109-13) and Rippon (2012, 151-64, 199-200). It was the
identification of the probable early parochial boundaries which has enabled the

organisation of Somerset’s early medieval Church to be understood.

Understanding why, when and how other researchers have used
topographical evidence enabled it to be fully utilised in completing this thesis.
The term ‘topography’ can describe various aspects of the landscape.
Sometimes it simply refers to the layout of enclosures and settlements in
relation to a church but it can also be used to reflect how a church is sited within
the physical landscape; is it on a hill or in a valley? It is also important to
consider whether discussions about the topographical setting of a church are
purely descriptive or whether its setting is utilised as part of a systematic
assessment process so that the topographical setting of several churches can
be compared. This research uses the term ‘topographical’ in relation to how a
church sits within the landscape and as part of a systematic assessment
process to facilitate the identification of the topographical criteria which can be
used to evaluate the origins of churches. This is the major differential between
this thesis and the majority of earlier research into the post-Roman and early
medieval Church. Topographical evidence has been key, without using it to
establish the boundaries of the early great estates and their constituent early

parochiae, and also as part of the assessment of individual churches, it would
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not have been possible to successfully answer the research questions on which

this thesis is based.

The intention in developing this methodology has been to ensure that it could
be adopted elsewhere to facilitate a comprehensive and more robust
understanding of how both the post-Roman and the early medieval Church
were organised. The methodology has been tested by looking at a sample of
churches in Cornwall, Devon and Dorset; these case studies are discussed in
Chapter 7 (Section 7.3). Researching these churches has shown that the multi-
disciplinary assessment process used in this thesis could be utilised across the
South-West. It is hoped this will enable all the early medieval minsters in these
counties to be identified for the first time as they have been in Somerset. The
extent to which the same process might be adopted elsewhere, for example in
Norfolk and Yorkshire, will be determined by the evidence available in those

counties.

Importantly, the outcomes from this multi-disciplinary thesis are such that it
will be possible to utilise a similar approach to complement research into the
early medieval Church which has already been undertaken. As more of the
early parochiae are mapped and the parochial minsters identified across the
British Isles the more it will be possible to understand when, why and how
decisions were made about the provision of pastoral care in the early medieval

period.
1.4.1 Significance of research outcomes

When considering the pattern of ecclesiastical development, it is very tempting
to think in terms of a systematic progression; a church was possibly a post-
Roman church, then an early medieval minster which subsequently became a
mother-church after the tenth century. Indeed, Blair (2005, 158) found that on
the Gloucestershire / Warwickshire border only two late mother-churches had
not been recorded as minsters. It is all too easy make assumptions about how
the Church developed but churches were established for a variety reasons at
different times and without establishing a comprehensive set of criteria it is
impossible to reach a robust conclusion as to the origins and role of an
individual church.
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This thesis demonstrates the importance of using criteria based on a
comprehensive inter-relational set of data which embraces evidence drawn from
different disciplines: archaeology, architecture, geography, landscape
archaeology and history. All these sources of evidence were important because
they enabled a range of different types of evidence from the nineteenth century
to the eleventh century, and indeed earlier in relation to topographical evidence,
to be systematically collated in relation to individual churches. In constructing
this data set the starting point was the 1840’s Tithe Maps (Kain and Oliver
1995) coupled with the first edition Ordnance Survey maps. It was then possible
to demonstrate, as the data set was systematically created, that the parish
boundaries existing in the nineteenth-century had remained stable since the

eleventh and twelfth century.

A weighting system for various evidence or elements of the data set using
different types of data as counter balances to one another enabled a
methodology to be created which enabled comparative assessments of
churches to be made. For example, whether there was physical evidence which
could date a church to the eleventh or twelfth century coupled with documentary
evidence of churches in 1066/86. This particular collation of data enabled the

identification of early medieval minsters which had lost significance.

Inevitably there were gaps in the data set because specific items of evidence
for some churches was not available. Petts (2009), after exploring the
development of the Church in early medieval Wales, sums up the issues which
needed to be addressed. He makes the crucial point that it is necessary to view
the Church as evolving through a variety of trajectories which differed widely
according to the religious, social and political context in which it developed
(Petts 2009, 51). He sounds a warning note to all researchers by reflecting on
the difficulties of using scant and diffuse evidence:

Whether looking at variation across time and space, we should not
necessarily see such apparent ‘patchiness’ in the evidence as an
inherent problem or weakness, but instead as a phenomenon which
needs explaining and understanding. We need to be constantly aware
that the underlying causes of this variation in the spread of evidence are

important in themselves, and that this variation should be explored and
understood rather than silently ignored or glossed over (Petts 2009, 51).
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This statement by Petts exactly sums up the problems, and crucially the
opportunities, inherent in the paucity of evidence that can be advantageous in
understanding the development of the early Church. Indeed, it is the
‘patchiness’ and variations in the evidence, which includes ‘patches’ of similarity
as well as of contradictory evidence, which has proved to be key in unlocking

the multi-stranded trajectories underlying Church development in Somerset.

In conclusion, to be able to distinguish the minsters, mother-churches and
lesser churches from each other in Somerset it has been necessary to
systematically collate and document a wide range of information in order to
explore the links and relationships between the different types of evidence.
Therefore, to identify the pattern of Church development it has been essential to
continually ask the question: how many churches can we expect to find? This
has meant looking chronologically and systematically at church, not just
minster, development on a site-by-site basis across the county as proposed by
Corcos in 2002. The robust methodology developed in this thesis is such that it
can be used to understand how the Church developed in other counties or
regions and to test the conclusions already reached about how the Church

evolved elsewhere.

1.5 STRUCTURE OF THESIS

The overall objective of this thesis is to establish the structure of the early
medieval Church in Somerset by understanding when sites were initially chosen
as religious focal points and how the role of the churches on those sites
changed over time and it has been possible to meet that objective. Chapter 2
details the sources and methods used to complete this thesis, including how the
baseline data set was collated. Chapter 3 explores the evidence relating to
mother-churches and their chapels by providing a retrogressive review of the
historical data that has been used from the eleventh to the nineteenth century.
Chapter 4 details the systematic evidence-based process which enabled
Somerset’s pre-eminent early medieval churches to be identified by enabling
any church or chapel to be scored for importance against a standardised list of
evidence. Chapter 5 details how royal villae can be identified and how their

importance can be assessed. It then considers the relationship which existed

-53-



Chapter 1 Introduction

between minsters and nearby royal villae. The chapter concludes by using the
area around Yatton as a case study. Chapter 6 sets out the process by which
Somerset’s early great estates were identified and then looks at the relationship
between the early great estates and their constituent parochiae. Finally, it looks
at how the medieval pattern of archdeaconries and deaneries relate to the early
parochiae. Chapter 7 then explores how churches are sited within the
landscape and their relationship to nearby settlements through a series of case
studies. Lastly, Chapter 8 includes twelve case studies of early medieval

parochiae in Somerset.

The major conclusion from the case studies is that there are different
trajectories of Church development across the county for a variety of reasons.
These include political decisions to establish new royal villae and to demote
others and pragmatic decisions by the major landholder within a parochia, for
example Glastonbury Abbey. It is essential to accept that there is not one model
that fits all churches or all counties, but a variety of interconnecting patterns of
Church development. Whether this multi-stranded development process is

mirrored in other counties is still to be determined.
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Chapter 2

SOURCES AND METHODS

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter outlines the sources and methodology used to understand how the
Church evolved in Somerset from the sixth century through to the eleventh
century. Following the discussion in Chapter 1 (Section 1.3) it will be clear that
understanding how the Church was structured and how it developed in the early
medieval period is not straightforward. Furthermore, to date little progress has
been made in identifying Somerset’s early medieval minsters. The lack of
methodical research across the county means that it has been almost

impossible for researchers to identify its early churches.

The approach adopted to complete this thesis is multi-disciplinary, but it
mainly uses two sources of evidence, historical dating from the pre-Conquest
period, for example charters, to the nineteenth-century parish boundaries as
mapped by Kain and Oliver (1995). The second source is topographical
evidence, which is derived from analysing the landscape around churches, for
example is the church sited on a hill or in a valley? The other evidence that is
utilised to a much lesser extent is architectural, archaeological and
morphological, the latter being concerned with how a church relates to nearby
roads and settlements. The principle underlying this thesis is that the only way
the development of the early Church in Somerset can be understood is to use a
comprehensive, systematic and inclusive approach which starts by considering
the possibility that any church which possibly existed pre-Conquest might have

been a minster.
2.1.1 Process and sources

Initially a retrogressive approach was adopted which used historical,
architectural and archaeological evidence; to work backwards from the known

to the unknown. This is a well attested methodology which is summed up by
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Caroline Heighway in relation to archaeological research into possible early
religious sites:

All the excavations have started from Romano-British sites, usually temples
or villas, and worked forward. If ever they were Christian, they are by
definition the Christian sites that failed. If we went the other way, starting
with parish churches or better still, known minster churches, and worked
back, very different evidence might emerge (Heighway 2003b, 62).
Currently, because there is no consensus as to which Somerset churches were
minsters it is not possible to use them as the starting point, as Heighway makes
clear it is better to start with a list of parish churches and then work backwards.
Therefore, the initial retrogressive research began with the nineteenth-century
parish structure, with the next tranche of evidence being derived from a late

eighteenth-century history of Somerset (Collinson 1791).

The major complication in using this retrogressive approach is that most of
the evidence is not contemporary with the early medieval period, plus it is all
partial and incomplete for a variety of reasons. The only contemporary evidence
which is available is that derived from early medieval [Anglo-Saxon] charters
and King Alfred’s Will. However, a major problem with the charters is that many
of them are frequently not contemporaneous copies and in some cases, they
have been fabricated to prove a legal point (Sawyer 1968, vii- xi) but in doing so
they can still provide useful information. For example, Edwards (1988, 223-7)
concluded that charter S265 dated 757 x 758 detailing land grants by King
Cynewulf to the Bath minster was probably authentic, although with some

corruption and minor alterations.

Therefore it is necessary to take an approach which embraces all possible
sources of evidence, regardless of the extent to which they post-date the
eleventh century. Indeed, some key evidence, such as parish boundaries and
detached portions of parishes, date from the nineteenth century. It is only by
taking this approach that the intricacies of Church development can be

understood.

The main sources of evidence used by Michael Costen (1992a, 105-7; 143-
57) to identify post-Roman (prior to 750) church sites and possible early

medieval minsters in Somerset are listed below:
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the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle (Swanton 1997);

e the writings of Gildas (Winterbottom 1978);

e Asser’s Life of King Alfred (Keynes and Lapidge 1983);

e William of Malmesbury’s Life of St Aldhelm (Hamilton 1870);
e the Domesday Survey (Thorn and Thorn 1980);

¢ information derived from early medieval charters (Sawyer 1968);

e burial rights of parish churches in relation to free chapels;
e place-names (Costen does not state his source for this evidence but
Ekwall 1960 is listed in the bibliography); and

e architectural and sculptural evidence (Foster 1988).
These are all important sources of evidence, but they do not take us far in
understanding how the Church was organised, and above all, how it developed
from the late post-Roman period, therefore using only these sources for this
thesis would have been inadequate. Instead a broad multi-disciplinary approach
using all possible sources of both primary and secondary evidence, regardless
of their limitations, was adopted. These sources include key medieval historical
evidence derived for example, from the Domesday Survey, the taxation of the
Church in ¢.1291 (Taxatio) and the fourteenth-century bishops’ registers. This
evidence provided contemporary written information about the ecclesiastical
history of each church. It is also important to take account of physical evidence,
such as architectural, sculptural and archaeological information, because
despite it being extremely limited it can provide strong incontrovertible evidence
that a church did exist in the eleventh century. This information was accessed
via a range of online databases, for example, Somerset Historic Environment
Record (http://www.somersetheritage.org.uk/) and the relevant volumes of
Pevsner (Foyle and Pevsner, 2011; Orbach and Pevsner, 2014). Up to date
information about archaeological evidence was accessed via the annual
Somerset Archaeology Report by the head of the Somerset Historic
Environment Service (HER) published within the annual Proceedings of the

Somerset Archaeological and Natural History Society.

This research has demonstrated the importance of the evidence and insights
provided by topography, where a church is sited within the landscape and

morphology, how it relates to nearby settlement. This evidence was assessed
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using the 15t Edition and 15t Revision OS maps accessed via Digimap (EDINA
Digimap Ordnance Survey Service, <http://edina. ac.uk/digimap) which was
augmented by site visits to as many churches as possible, particularly those
written about in detail. It is clear from historical research done elsewhere that
understanding the geographical and spatial context of Church development is
critical, for example, in relation to the nineteenth-century boundaries and
detached portions of parishes which can indicate previous parish or parochia

boundaries.

As the research progressed it became clear that in some parochiae there
appeared to be a correlation between the long-term economic development of
settlements and the importance of the churches sited within them. Therefore,
consideration was also given to the function and importance of settlements in
Somerset, using the Extensive Urban Surveys for example, as well as to the
role and importance of the churches within them. It is important to understand
the dynamics existing within each early parochia, firstly by establishing which
Domesday Survey place was the most important in 1086; how this was
achieved is detailed in Chapter 8 (Section 8.1.3). The settlement with the
highest 1334 Lay Subsidy Return was then identified, followed by which
settlement(s) Everitt (1967) identified as market towns at the beginning of the
sixteenth century. It was then possible to identify within each parochia whether
the Domesday place which was the most important in 1086 had retained its
pre-eminence into the sixteenth century, and critically whether its church had
been the early medieval parochial minster. Completing this assessment showed
the extent to which a link existed in Somerset between its early medieval
minsters and urbanisation. Understanding this issue is critical in establishing a

broader understanding of the early medieval period.
2.2 ESTABLISHING A SET OF BASELINE DATA

To begin exploring the relationships between churches, and the history of
individual sites, it is essential to establish a set of secure baseline data from
which it is possible to work retrogressively backwards, from the known and
proven evidence into the early medieval period. The major difficulty that needs

to be confronted is the paucity of early baseline data. There is no major source
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of primary evidence about Somerset prior to the 1086 Domesday Survey and
this unfortunately provides incomplete data on the distribution of churches and
chapels which existed in 1066/86. The first significant national information about
churches and chapels is the record of tax collected by Pope Nicholas IV in
¢.1291 known as the Taxatio Ecclesiastica Angliae et Walliae Auctoritate P.
Nicholai IV (Astle, et al. eds, Record Commission 1802 a and b). Unfortunately,
this too does not provide a complete list of churches and chapels because
some were not taxed because their income did not reach the taxable threshold,
and others because they were designated as non-taxable. Therefore, the first
detailed and complete list of churches and chapels in Somerset is that provided
by Collinson (1791) in the late eighteenth century. This was used, together with
the nineteenth-century parishes identified by Kain and Oliver (1995), to list all
the parishes, churches and chapels in existence in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. It was against this list that all the information and evidence
collected about each church and chapel was then collated, using an Access
Database, to establish the baseline data set. Table 2.1 shows an extract from

the database.

2.2.1 Church records

The ¢.1291Taxatio, despite its shortcomings, offers a systematic and
comprehensive record of how much tax was paid by individual churches and
therefore their relative importance within the Church hierarchy (Hall 2000, 4-5).
The first available ecclesiastical records relating specifically to Somerset are the
Registers of Visitations of Bishop Gifford from 1265-1266 (Holmes 1899),
Bishop Drokensford from 1309-1329 (Hobhouse 1887) and Bishop Ralph from
1329-1363 (Holmes 1896). These registers provide useful information for
example, details of pensions paid by churches and the mother-churches of
chapels. As much data as possible was collated from the registers. However,
they are a record of the issues considered by individual bishops and therefore
the churches and chapels mentioned in the registers are only those that had
come to the bishops’ attention between 1265-1363. The approach used to

establish the set of baseline data will now be detailed.
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Table 2.1. Example of the research data collated into the Excell database: reformatted extract
from initial eight columns of the database for Long Ashton and Kilmersdon

Church Dedication Thorn & DB 1066 DB 1086 DB DB DB memo
name Thorn church | priest
(1980) DB
place
Long Ashton | All Saints Ashton Three Bishop of True True Long Ashton paid tax
[late (Taxatio [, Long] thanes held | Coutances for 20 hides; value in
chapelry online & Long held Long 1066 £12; value now
within AP Coll., Vol. II, Ashton Ashton (DB £10 (DB 5,34). Of this
was 299). before 5,34). Guy the priest held 3
Whitchurch] 1066 (DB hides; value 100s., of
5,34). this 1 virgate belongs
to this manor's
church; a priest holds
it (DB 5,34). NOTE:
Welldon Finn &
Wheatley (1969, 194)
state that the priests
have not been
included in their list of
priests because they
were sub-tenants of
Bp of Coutance, but
he probably held the
church & land as a
'rectory' & 'farmed'
the land & church to
the priests for the
income.
Kilmersdon | St Peter & Kilmersdon Bp King holds True False Welldon Finn &
St Paul Peter [of 1/2 hide in Wheatley (1969, 194-
(Coll., Vol. Lichfield & Kilmersdon. 5) state that Exeter
I, 446-7). Chester (T text 'records a church
& T p.394)] at Kilmersdon'. Bp
held it Peter [of Litchfield &
before Chester] held 1/2
1066 (DB hide; value 10s. It is
16,14). now held by the king

(DB 16,14).

2.2.2 Churches

Initially, the research focused on the identification of all churches. As already

noted, any study of the early Church is in the main reliant on post-Conquest

sources. This process of working backwards into the unknown earlier Church

structure is very problematic. The most awkward issue is the tendency to make

assumptions and to draw conclusions based on limited information. This is

understandable given that much of the evidence is partial and incomplete

because documents have been lost, for example most early medieval charters.
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While other evidence is partial because of how it was collected, for example the
bishops’ registers. Sometimes the evidence is partial because there is only a
remnant left of what did exist, such as the sculptural and architectural evidence
of pre-Conquest churches. To facilitate working retrogressively it is important to
identify the processes which generated change between the nineteenth century

and the sixth century.
2.2.3 Chapels

There is no early comprehensive list of medieval chapels in Somerset because
as Blair (1988b, 15) has stated, they were never systematically recorded
anywhere due to their humble status. There is now a realisation that the chapels
which can be identified only represent a small proportion of those that existed.
In Worcestershire for example, a minimum of 180 parochial chapels have been
documented between the eleventh and sixteenth centuries, but of these less
than 80 survive (Blair 1988b, 15). It is important to garner as much evidence as
possible, however fragmentary, about chapels because elsewhere some have
been identified as demoted minster churches, for example Tuesley in Surrey
(Blair 1988b, 15). The distribution of known chapels in Somerset was recorded
on a series of maps and these are discussed in Chapter 3. The sources of
historical and physical evidence for both churches and chapels are discussed

below.
2.3 SOURCES OF HISTORICAL EVIDENCE

The evidence used in this research is evaluated systematically from the
nineteenth century back through to the early medieval period. This will be
regardless of whether it is classed as primary or secondary evidence or
includes both as in some online databases, for example, the Somerset Historic
Environment Records (Som. HER). The South West Heritage Trust manage this
database on behalf of Somerset County Council; it provides access to records
of all the historical, architectural and archaeological data pertaining to the
modern administrative county of Somerset. Some sources of primary evidence

were used which are recorded in a different format from the original document,
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for example the online Taxatio database (1802b; https://www.dhi.ac.uk
| Taxatiol).

Some primary sources are partial, for example, the early medieval charters
as many of them have been lost. They therefore provide a very incomplete
record of pre-Conquest land grants and transfers. The main reason some
charters have survived is because they were held by the monasteries of
Athelney, Bath, Glastonbury and Muchelney and relate to land held by the
Church. There are also partial sources of secondary evidence which date in the
main from the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. These include the Victoria
County History of Somerset (Somerset VCH) and articles published in the
proceedings of the Somerset Archaeological and Natural History Society
(SANHS).

2.3.1. Key secondary sources

Nine volumes of the Somerset VCH have been published since 1974 but it is
still incomplete. These volumes provide detailed, well-researched and accurate
information, albeit that most of it is derived from post-Conquest sources.
Importantly, the Somerset VCH often provides information that is not otherwise
available, for example, it is the only source which described Upton Noble as
being a late twelfth-century chapel of Batcombe (Somerset VCH, Vol. 7 1999,
59-63). The VCH has, except for Volume 11, been accessed online
(https://www.history.ac.uk/ research/victoria-county-history/county-histories-
progress/somerset). The downside to this is that the page references are not
precise as they refer to the discussion of a complete topic. The eleven volumes
of the Somerset VCH include all the information which is known about each
parish that is discussed and this was used to augment other sources of data as
appropriate throughout the research process. It is important to note that it has
not been possible to replicate for individual churches and settlements the depth
and breadth of research that is achieved when a volume of the VCH is being
prepared, or indeed when detailed archaeological and historical research is

carried out into a specific settlement.

The SANHS Proceedings provide access to a wide range of articles written

about Somerset from the mid-nineteenth century. They provide detailed
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information about archaeological and historical research in the county, but by its
nature it only provides partial secondary evidence. Other sources of partial
secondary evidence are reports of archaeological and historical research into
specific geographical areas for example, the Polden Hills (Corcos 2002) and
Shapwick (Gerrard with Aston 2007). It is important to recognise that in using
these detailed sources of evidence there is a danger that they will skew how

the, less detailed, evidence from elsewhere in the county is interpreted.
2.3.2 Evidence and databases available online

Evidence derived from primary sources, which are sometimes summarised
and/or augmented by secondary evidence, were accessed online as were some
secondary sources. For example, the Somerset Historic Environment Records
(HER) which include archaeological evidence, historical information and
personal comment. Other online databases used were:

e Church of England Heritage Records
(https://facultyonline.churchofengland.org/);

e Electronic Sawyer for early medieval charters (University of Cambridge)
(https://esawyer.lib.cam.ac.uk/about/index.html);

e Exmoor National Park Historic Environment Record
(https://www.exmoorher.co.uk/);

e Exon Domesday Book (https://www.exondomesday.ac.uk/ editorial-
conventions/an-overview-of-the-exon-domesday-book/)

e Gazetteer of Markets and Fairs in England and Wales to 1516 (Centre
for Metropolitan History)
(https://archives.history.ac.uk/gazetteer/gazweb2.html);

e Halogen (University of Leicester) and the Institute for Name Studies for
place-names (University of Nottingham)
(https://halogen.le.ac.uk/query/kepn);

e Heritage Gateway (https://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/gateway/);

¢ Historic Digimap which delivers online historical Ordnance Survey maps
of Great Britain. The Collection is licensed from Landmark Information
Group for UK Higher and Further Education
(<http://edina.ac.uk/digimap);
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Historic England for listed buildings
(https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/);

e Hull Domesday Project (University of Hull)
(http://www.domesdaybook.net/home);

e National Library of Scotland (https://maps.nls.uk/os/6inch-england-and-
wales/);

e Somerset County Council for the online version of their Gazetteer for
Somerset (http://www1.somerset.gov.uk/archives/Maps/Smplgaz2.htm);

e Somerset Historic Environment Record
(http://www.somersetheritage.org.uk/);

e Somerset Natural History and Archaeological Society for the index to
their proceedings (https://sanhs.org/sanhs-proceedings/); and

e Taxatio Ecclesastica accessed via Humanities Research Institute
(University of Sheffield) (https://www.dhi.ac.uk/Taxatiol);

e Victoria County History for Somerset, Vols 1-10
(https://www.history.ac.uk/research/victoria-county-history/county-
histories-progress/somerset).

These are the main online sources consulted during this research, but others
were also used, such as online versions of printed books or facsimiles, for
example Fasti Ecclesiae Anglicanae 1300-1541. Introduction and errata, Vol. 12
(Horn 1967).

2.3.3 Incomplete or inadequate evidence

All the evidence used in this research, apart from that provided by Collinson
(1791), is incomplete because of how it was initially collected and/or collated.
For example, the Domesday Survey surveyors were not instructed to list all the
churches in Somerset (Thorn and Thorn 1980, 1t unnumbered page of
Introduction) and therefore the survey information about them is very
inadequate. Similarly, the nineteenth-century parish boundaries used in this
research are derived from the Tithe Surveys. These were completed in the main
between 1837-45 but were not concerned with establishing a list of churches

(Kain and Oliver 1995). As data was accrued for each church and chapel, by
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working chronologically backwards from the nineteenth century, the evidence

was always considered in relation to that previously established.
2.3.4 Parishes in nineteenth-century Somerset

Maps dating from the nineteenth century might seem irrelevant to research on
the early medieval Church, but most of Somerset’s parishes were already in
existence in 1291 (Hase 1994, 73). Indeed, the evidence indicates that overall,
there had only been minor changes in the parochial system between the mid-
twelfth and the early nineteenth centuries (Youngs 1980, xvi-ii; Hase 1994, 73).
However, the nineteenth-century Tithe Maps and Ordnance Survey maps,
which are discussed below, only provide indicative evidence of pre-Conquest

parochial divisions.

Obtaining accurate boundaries of parishes in England and Wales in the
period before the nineteenth century is frequently impossible. This is partly
because no pre-1840s maps are available for many parishes and partly
because the maps which were drawn were produced for a specific purpose,
such as mapping the land held by a particular individual, and therefore the
parish boundaries were frequently irrelevant. In addition, the quality of the
surveying completed prior to drawing these pre-1840s maps was often of

dubious quality.

There are two important sources of nineteenth-century maps. The first are
the Tithe Maps which provide the earliest official record of parish boundaries.
The data on which these maps (Kain and Oliver 1995) are based is derived
from the payment of tithes to the local church by those who owned land within a
parish. These payments date from ¢.930 AD and became enforceable in ¢.960
AD (Morris 1997, 210). By the early nineteenth century the basis for the
payment of tithes had become anachronistic and in 1836 the Tithe
Commutation Act was passed (Kain et al. 1986, 1). To enable the tithes to be
commuted a national survey was conducted and it is the detailed results of this
survey which enabled Kain and Oliver (1995) to prepare the parish map for
Somerset and to publish the nineteenth-century acreages for parishes which

are used throughout this thesis. Importantly, the Tithe Maps provide a record of
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the detached areas of parishes as they existed in the nineteenth century. These

are particularly helpful in reconstructing earlier parish and territorial boundaries.

Tithe Maps for each post-1974 Somerset parish are available via the
Somerset Historic Environment Record (HER) database. These have been
used when researching the history of individual churches and chapels to
establish the nineteenth-century layout of their parishes (see Figures 2.1 and
2.2). Unfortunately, Tithe Maps for other parts of the county are not so
accessible and it was necessary to ask the appropriate Heritage Service for
guidance. The Tithe Maps despite being created for a specific non-related
purpose provide the best quality evidence which is available of early parish
boundaries and the mid-nineteenth-century settlement pattern around churches

and chapels.

The second major source of nineteenth-century maps are the County Series
1:2500 18t Edition and 15t Revision maps published by the Ordnance Survey.
Somerset was first surveyed by the Ordnance Survey in 1882-8 and
subsequently maps were published at both six inch and twenty-five inch to the
statute mile; these are classed as ’official’ cartographic publications (Hindle
1998, 114, 126-7). Individual maps of settlements and their surrounding areas
which are included within the thesis have been based on the historic OS maps
because they were prepared using a standardised methodology. Where
appropriate these maps have been amended to take account of information
shown on earlier maps such as the Tithe Maps and private estate maps where
these are available. These local earlier maps, particularly if they are on a large
scale, can assist in understanding how the road network and settlement pattern
had developed. However, the quality of the surveying was frequently
inadequate and so they need to be used with care. The intention in amending
the 15t Edition OS maps was to ensure they reflected the earliest possible layout

of settlements.
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2.3.5 Parishes and their churches in eighteenth-century

Somerset

In 1791 a comprehensive parish by parish survey of Somerset was published by
John Collinson called the History and Antiquities of the County of Somerset.
This is an important primary data source as it dates from before the nineteenth-
century land enclosures and therefore reflects the long-standing pattern of tithe
payments. Collinson systematically detailed each parish and the churches and
chapels within it. The information that he provides was based on a survey
carried out by Locke (his dates were 1737- 1806, but the survey was not
published until 1939). This survey is an important source of primary evidence
for the organisation of the Church in the eighteenth century but much of the
other information provided by Collinson is anecdotal and therefore needs to be
treated with caution. Overall, Collinson (1791) is an exceptionally reliable
source of evidence in relation to churches and chapels but there are problems
with the text. A good example of this is his conflation of two Domesday Survey
entries, the one for Holford [St Mary] (DB 25,38) and the other for Holford near,
and within the parish of, Lydeard St Lawrence (DB 2,3; 21,83-4). The four
entries relating to these two places are all given under Holford [St Mary]
(Collinson 1791, Vol. 3, 457) but three of them relate to Holford near Lydeard St
Lawrence which is now two hamlets, Rich’s Holford and Treble’s Holford. John
Collinson (1791) often describes a chapel as having been long since destroyed,
but frequently these chapels are not mentioned in either the fourteenth-century
bishops’ registers or in the ¢.1291Taxatio. This suggests that many of
Collinson’s destroyed chapels were later medieval in date. Some of Collinson’s
defunct chapels are mentioned by Frederic Youngs (1980), for example
Trudoxhill, but frequently they are not. Youngs (1980, 433) states that, based on
the boundaries of the Frome Hundred Poor Law Union, Trudoxhill was part of
Nunney Ancient Parish (AP) before becoming a separate Ecclesiastical Parish

(EP) in 1951 but he does not name Trudoxhill as a chapel.
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Figure 2.1. Photograph of the original Tithe Map for Chilton Trinity (apportionment 18" March
1839) for comparison with the same area (outlined on both maps) on the 15 Edition OS map
shown below.
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Figure 2.2. lllustrative example of 6-inch 15t Edition OS map for Chilton Trinity (Map L.NE;
area surveyed in 1886 and map published 1887). These two maps illustrate the difference in the

quality of the surveying and subsequent mapping between the Tithe Maps and 15t Edition OS
maps.
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No map was prepared showing the churches existing in the eighteenth
century, but the list provided by Collinson (1791) was used, together with the list
of nineteenth-century parishes (Kain and Oliver 1995), to establish the base list
of Somerset churches. In addition, the chapelries detailed by Collinson (1791)
were included in the base list of chapels. Using these two quite diverse sources
of evidence from the nineteenth and eighteenth centuries a clear picture
emerged of the eighteenth to nineteenth-century parish structure in Somerset.

From this it was then possible to work backwards into the sixteenth century.

2.3.6 Parishes and their churches in sixteenth-century

Somerset

The next important source of information is a record of the administrative and
ecclesiastical structure of Somerset from 1597. It was accessed using the data
published by Youngs (1980) which he collated from official primary sources
including:

e changes in the boundaries of parishes made by Orders in Council printed
in the London Gazette;

e changes in the boundaries of dioceses made by letters patent from the
time of Henry VIII until the nineteenth century and then from the Orders
in Council;

e ¢.1530 Valor Ecclesiasticus Temp. Henr. Viii. Auctoritate Regia Institutus
(Carey,1810-34); and

e .1291 Taxatio Ecclesiastica Angeliae et Walliae Auctoritate P. Nicholai
IV (Record Commission 1802a; online Taxatio database).

These are official primary sources but overall Youngs (1980) needs to be
regarded as being a partial source of evidence because, as will be discussed
below, he uses the Taxatio which is an incomplete source of evidence. The data
published by Youngs (1980, xvi) is widely recognised as an important source of
information because it provides a comprehensive and systematic history of
parishes, particularly those that he deemed to be ‘ancient’ because they existed
before 1597. It is though vital to understand what ‘ancient parish or AP’ means
in this context; that the parish was in existence in the sixteenth century, not that

it was in existence in the post-Conquest period. Some of these parishes
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undoubtedly existed in the twelfth century, but not all. Barrington AP before
1291 was, for example, a chapel of South Petherton and similarly Dodington AP
was a fourteenth-century chapel of Nether Stowey (see Appendix 3). One of the
valuable insights that Youngs (1980) provides us with are the indications of
earlier parish structures or ecclesiastical relationships. For example, he refers to
Easthams as a sinecure rectory within Crewkerne parish but before that it had
been a reputed parish. In the nineteenth century it comprised 205 acres on a
significant hill summit on the outskirts of Crewkerne and just below the hill
summit is the cemetery for Crewkerne which is sited on land that the 1839 Tithe

Map shows was held as part of the rectory of Crewkerne.

Another source of information about parishes in the sixteenth century is the
Philimore Atlas and Index of Parish Registers (Humphrey-Smith 1995). This is
comparable to Youngs (1980) in that it is a compilation drawn from primary
sources, baptism, marriage and burial registers. However, because some
registers have been lost or destroyed the Philimore Index is a partial source of
evidence because it was not compiled systematically from complete sets of
registers. A comparative exercise of the parishes named in the Philimore Index
(Humphrey-Smith 1995), Youngs (1980) and Kain and Oliver (1995), reveals
that there is little difference between the Philimore Index and Youngs except in
the spelling of parish names and those parishes not in existence in the sixteenth
century. There are, however, differences between the Kain and Oliver (1995)
parishes and those named by Youngs (1980); see Table 2.2.

Table 2.2. Sample comparisons of parish names showing variation in names between the
sixteenth and nineteenth centuries and that some parishes known in the nineteenth century,
for example, Leigh [Leigh upon Mendip] were part of a larger parish, in this case Mells AP, in
the sixteenth century.

Kain and Oliver (1995) Philimore (Humphrey-Smith Youngs (1980) ancient

parish name 1995) parish name parish [AP] name

Combhay [Combe Hay] Combe Hay Combe Hay AP

Cutcombe Cutcombe Cutcombe AP

Emberrow Emborough Chewton Mendip AP
Hungerford Farley [Farleigh Farleigh Hungerford Farleigh Hungerford
Hungerford]

Leigh [Leigh upon Mendip] Leigh on Mendip Mells AP

Pltne_y Iresizetyy I RN @ No entry Kingston Pitney (reputed parish)
Yeovil]
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The base list of churches and chapels is therefore derived from Kain and Oliver

(1995), although there are some exceptions which are discussed below.

2.3.7 Parishes and their churches in fourteenth-century

Somerset

There is no list of churches and chapels available for the fourteenth century, so
it was necessary to construct one as far as the sources allow using the
published registers of visitations by Bishop Gifford (Gifford), Bishop Drokensford
(Drokensford) and by Bishop Ralph (Ralph). The registers are a partial source
of information because they are a record of the bishops’ concerns and decisions
and as such only record places which were brought to the bishops’ attention. In
addition; there are no records before 1265 and there is a gap between 1266
and 1308, the registers which were used then continue until 1363. They do not
therefore provide a systematic or comprehensive record of Somerset’s
fourteenth-century churches and chapels. However, most of the churches

known from the sixteenth century are recorded in the registers.

The registers, originally written in Latin, record all the decisions made by the
bishops. The published texts have, in the main, been translated although some
documents included within the registers are in Latin. The indexes of the
registers were initially used extensively but it became apparent that they were
not complete, particularly in relation to chapels. Therefore each register was
read systematically so that as many churches and chapels as possible could be
identified. The registers provide a range of information about churches,
rectories, vicarages, chapels and financial dues, for example details of
pensions:

Bishop to Ibo, son of Maurice de Berkeley granting him an annual pension —
‘Knowing his ability to be “fructuosus” [useful] to the Church, he grants 20
mks [marks], “de camera,” until he is furnished with a Prebend’
(Drokensford, 50).
Included within the registers is correspondence relevant to the decision being
made by the bishop, for example letters between the pope and the bishop. This
primary source of evidence frequently provides insights into previous

ecclesiastical relationships (Croom 1988, 68).
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The bishops’ registers are a useful source of information about churches
which may have been important early medieval minsters but which by the
fourteenth century had lost status. This might be because they were no longer
subject to episcopal jurisdiction and therefore had become ‘peculiars’, royal free
chapels, or prebends (Morris 1997, 138), for example Wedmore (Greenway
2001, viii). Prebends were created in the main after the Conquest when a
church was no longer considered significant and therefore deemed to not need
all the income it was receiving from tithes and rents (Hase 1994, 76 fns 60 and
61). These churches were then annexed to the offices of capitular dignitaries,
Crown servants or canonries so that the office holder had a source of income
(Morris 1997, 138), as in the above extract referring to Ibo, son of Maurice de

Berkeley.

A list of the prebends for the Diocese of Bath and Wells dating from 1066
was compiled by Greenway (2001, viii, xxvi-ix) from a variety of sources,
including the bishops’ registers. It is though known that not all the prebends
have been identified. Most of the prebends were established to support the
church of St Andrew’s, Wells and date from before 1191 (44 out of 54
prebends) but they were largely the work of Bishop Robert (1136-66)
(Greenway 2001, xxii). All the endowments of the dignities were:

Derived from the pre-Conquest episcopal estate, as did all the twenty-seven
prebends that existed by the end of Bishop Robert’s pontificate. Some of the
prebends — notably on the Combe [Combe St Nicholas], Wedmore and
Winsham estates — were of the ancient type, being paid in money from
farms managed by provosts (Greenway 2001, xxiii).

The prebends provide an insight into the changing status of churches and are

therefore used in the criteria to identify Somerset’s early medieval minsters.

Using the registers, it was possible to compile a list of Somerset’'s
fourteenth-century churches and chapels and to identify the key relationships
between them. Bishop Ralph’s register, for example, shows that Seaborough
was a chapel of Crewkerne in the fourteenth century (Holmes 1896, Vol. 2, 803
Ed. note 1639). It also, in conjunction with the list of prebends (Greenway
2001), enabled several churches to be identified as having lost status, for
example Broomfield which in the late twelfth century was given as a prebend to
St Andrew’s, Wells by Matilda de Arundel (Bath Acta No. 149, 1174 x 1186).
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The church was later an ecclesiastical donative and peculiar held by the prior
and brethren of the Hospital of St John of Jerusalem in England (Ralph, Vol. 1,
21-2, 224, 423) and not taxed. This loss in status by some churches proved to
be key in understanding how the Church developed within individual early

medieval parochiae.
2.3.8 Churches and their chapels in c.1291

In 1288 Pope Nicholas IV gave King Edward | the right to collect the taxes
normally paid to the Pope for the next six years. The requisite list of churches,
cathedrals and monasteries was based on a survey carried out in 1254 (Record
Commission, 1802b; Morris 1997, 147) and is therefore a primary source of
evidence. This list was accessed through the online Taxatio database which
includes both the original Latin entries and an English translation, together with
other relevant information such as church dedications. However, the latter are
not necessarily contemporaneous as they are derived from later sources. It is
important to note that the Taxatio list is not a comprehensive list of churches
because it is known that those of little worth were not included and monasteries
did not always itemise all the churches that they controlled (Morris 1997, 147;
Jones 2000, 18).

There were also ambiguities in how the churches were recorded (Jones
2000, 18). Consequently, we cannot say for certain how many there were in
Somerset when the survey was completed in 1254 (Morris 1997, 147). Some
important churches had been ‘granted as alien priories’ (Hase 1994, 63) which
also meant that their income could be appropriated while others were granted to
absentee priests. Frome, for example was in the hands of Reinbald the King’s
Priest in 1086 (DB 16,1; see also Hase 1994, 63). It is known that as the
Augustinian Order established itself in England it frequently took over existing
religious sites, including in some cases early minsters (Robinson 1980, 28,
figure 4, 33-6, figure 6). By ¢.1291 Chewton Mendip was held by the
Augustinian Canons of Merton Priory, Surrey while Frome had been
appropriated to Cirencester Abbey, Gloucestershire also held by Augustinian
canons (Taxatio; Ross and Devine 1964-1977, xxix, xxx, 409, 814). This

process of appropriation by the Augustinians continued and by the early
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fourteenth-century Wincanton church, for example, was held by the Augustinian
priory of Stavordale in Somerset (Taxatio). As a result of this research all three
churches, Chewton Mendip, Frome and Wincanton have been assessed as

being parochial minsters.

The Taxatio provides key information about the relationships that existed
between the churches and their dependent chapels. South Petherton church,
for example, is stated to have five chapels, Barrington, Chillington, Lopen,
Sevington St Mary and St John’s chapel which was confirmed to South
Petherton church in 1213 (Taxatio, South Petherton, note 1). A comparison
between the list of fourteenth-century churches and chapels, and those
recorded in the Taxatio provided a baseline against which a list of the churches
and chapels possibly existing in the eleventh and twelfth centuries could be
evaluated. It is of note, that none of the chapels stated as being held by South
Petherton church in ¢.1291 are recorded in the bishops’ registers. This was
probably because they were held by the prior and convent of Bruton and
therefore not within the bishops’ jurisdiction. This illustrates the partiality and
difficulties involved in using post-Conquest primary sources compared to using
physical evidence derived, for example, from how a church is sited within the

landscape, about which there is no ambiguity only certainty.
2.3.9 Diocesan records in the eleventh and twelfth centuries

It is the episcopal Acta for the diocese of Bath and Wells from 1066-1205
(Ramsey 1995) which provides the primary evidence for the existence of
churches and chapels in Somerset in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. The
episcopal Acta for the following dioceses were also consulted: Hereford’s Acta
for 1079-1234 (Barrow 1993), Salisbury’s Acta for 1078-1228 (Kemp 1999;
2000) and Winchester’s Acta for 1070-1204 and 1205-1238 (Franklin 1993;
Vincent 1994). These compilations contain the episcopal charters from the
eleventh to thirteenth century. The published Acta include both the original Latin

charter and an English translation together with supplementary information.

It is uncertain that all the charters issued by the bishops are included in the
Acta and critically they only include evidence of the churches and chapels about
which the bishops’ made decisions; therefore, they only provide an incomplete
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source of evidence. Some of the decisions are notable, for example the
decision by Bishop Reginald de Bohun to demolish the chapel of Hackington in
compliance with the mandate of Pope Celestine Ill (Bath Acta Nos 104-6).

Letter written with (Hugh), abbot of Reading, and Walter, abbot of Waltham,
to the prior of Faversham and Master Ferraminus, repeating an earlier
judgement (No. 103) and ordering them to demolish the chapel built at
Hackington by Baldwin, archbishop of Canterbury, to suspend from office
and benefice anyone who presumes to celebrate divine service there and to
dissolve the college of canons [¢.20 July 1191] (Bath Acta No. 105).

This shows very clearly that some chapels had rectors and, also that some

chapels were newly built in the twelfth century.

The Bath Acta enabled changes in the status of churches to be noted,
including that Luxborough church had possibly been demoted (Bath Acta No.
20, 1141 x ¢.1142; No. 205, 1195 x 1205). The two charters mentioned above
refer very clearly to Luxborough as a church, which previously had been
identified as a chapel to Cutcombe (Taxatio). It is notable that both Luxborough
and Cutcombe were held in 1086 by William of Mohun but in 1066 they appear
to have been held by different owners (DB 25,27-8). The wording of these two
charters is such that it appears the two churches were donated by different
people, and it is therefore possible that it was the post-1086 ownership of the
churches by William of Mohun that resulted in Luxborough becoming a chapelry
to Cutcombe. The Acta have therefore enabled a list of Somerset churches
known to exist in the eleventh and twelfth centuries to be compiled but when it
is compared to those known to exist in ¢.1291, and even more so to those

known to exist in the fourteenth century, it is obvious that the list is incomplete.

2.3.10 The Somerset Domesday Survey:

evidence of places and their churches in 1066/86

An early source of primary evidence for the organisation of the Church in
Somerset is the Domesday Survey, which provides detailed information about
land ownership, dues and responsibilities in 1066 and 1086. However, the
survey does not provide a complete list of churches or clergy in Somerset, nor
in any other South-Western county (Morris 1997, 142, figure 31), but the

monasteries of Athelney, Bath, Glastonbury and Muchelney are all recorded
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(Finn and Wheatley 1967, 196). There are also another 24 entries (see
Appendix 6) which mention a church, land held by a church or priest, or a priest.
There is a pattern of Somerset churches being detailed in the Domesday
Survey where the holder of the manor and the holder of the church are different
(this is the same as in Devon, see Holdsworth 1986b; Lomas 2009, 53, table 5,
63). For example, North Curry manor was held by the king, but Bishop Maurice
held the church (DB 1,19).

A major source of secondary evidence and comment on Somerset’s
Domesday Survey including the Exeter or Exon version of it, which was
recorded as the survey was undertaken, was written by Welldon Finn and
Wheatley (1967) and this was used to assist in understanding the information
included in the survey. In 2018 the Exon Domesday Survey became available
online (https://www.exondomesday.ac.uk/editorial-conventions/an-overview-of-
the-exon-domesday-book/) and provided some additional information for
example, that Stogumber church was known as St Mary’s, but it did not

fundamentally change the information that had already been collated.

Welldon Finn and Wheatley (1967) were of the view that some priests
mentioned as holding land and/or churches should be regarded as not
performing any priestly duties. For example, Reinbald held the church of
Milbourne Port (DB 1,10) but Welldon Finn and Wheatley (1967, 194) have not
included Reinbald in their list of Somerset priests because he was a sub-tenant.
Similarly, Alfgeat the priest held 1 hide in South Petherton from the king (DB
16,5) and is also mentioned in the Geld Accounts, but again Welldon Finn and
Wheatley (1967, 194) state that the priest has not been included in their list of
priests because he was a sub-tenant. It is possible that these priests were
canons who held the land as an endowment to provide them with an income,
rather than because there was a church there (Roffe 2007, 229 fn 87). Julia
Barrow (2005, 18-20) has commented on the extent to which the purchasing of
churches pre-Conquest was prevalent. It is therefore feasible that a church and
its lands were held by an absentee priest, as indeed some rectors did in the
medieval and later periods. Frome church with 8 carucates of land (DB 16,1) for
example, was held by Reinbald a priest (DB 1,8). Welldon Finn and Wheatley

(1967, 194) comment that the Exeter version of Domesday lists Reinbald as a
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landholder and say that he was probably the Reinbald that held churches
elsewhere. It is impossible to know whether there was a priest in South
Petherton or Frome, but both had churches and therefore presumably there was

a priest to perform divine service in them.

There are several entries stating that 1 hide was held separately from the
rest of the landholding, for example in Ditcheat one hide (out of 30) is held by
Aelfric and Evrard from the king (DB 8,30). Was this the church and its land,
given that the lower part of Ditcheat church tower dates from the twelfth century
(Som. HER No. 23384)?

The Domesday Survey for Somerset states that the lords of sixteen places
were to be buried at Taunton (DB 2,3-4), while the slaves and cottars of a
landholder could be buried at the local church or chapel (Blair 1988b, 13). This
entry for Taunton is unusual, as are the other related entries (DB 2,1-2)
because of the detail about who should be buried where and the payment of
customary dues. What the entries do not contain is a specific mention of
Taunton church or which of the places, detailed as requiring their lords to be
buried at Taunton, had churches or burial grounds of their own (DB 2,3-4).
These examples highlight the problematical nature of the information provided
by the Domesday Survey and why the evidence it contains relating to churches

is so incomplete, despite it being a major resource in other respects.

The Domesday Survey provides an essential source of secular evidence as
to how Somerset was divided up between vills and manors in 1066/86.
Stocklinch (DB 25,48; 47,14) is an example of how an estate in 1086 was split
between two owners, Roger and Alfward (and his brothers), and later became
two small parishes. Costen (2011, 122, figure 6.1) shows how the land was
divided between Stocklinch Magdalen and Stocklinch Ottersey and it can only
be described as complicated, probably due to how the land was bequeathed in
the eleventh century or earlier. Some of these places equate to nineteenth-
century parishes for example Lufton (Costen 2011, 133, figure 6.11), some to
sixteenth-century parishes but not nineteenth-century ones, while others never
became parishes. Some Domesday places later had churches, some only had

chapels and others had neither. The Domesday Survey therefore provides
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information which can be used as a comparator with post-Conquest data.
Critically, it provides an interim baseline from which to work retrogressively back

into the early medieval period.
2.3.11 Historical evidence of pre-Conquest churches

The primary pre-Conquest evidence is extremely limited comprising King
Alfred’s Will (charter S1507), in which a number of royal landholdings are
bequeathed by the king to members of the royal family, and the early medieval
charters which granted land to the Church. The charters and King Alfred’s Will
were accessed through several sources:
e online from the Electronic Sawyer (http://www.esawyer.org
.uk/about/index.html);
e Anglo-Saxon Charters 13: Charters of Bath and Wells, Oxford (Kelly
2007); and
e Anglo-Saxon Charters 15: Charters of Glastonbury Abbey, Oxford (Kelly
2012).
The pre-ambles to the charters usually include information about where the
charter was drawn up and sealed. This enables identification of the royal villae
visited by the King. For example, a charter is thought to have been signed at
Cheddar in 978 or 7968 AD (charter S806) to grant the renewal of the liberty of
Taunton to Winchester Cathedral. The estates for which we have charter
bounds ‘were not typical of all estates in the [Wessex] region’, being both larger
than average and also in the main being owned by the Church (Costen 1994,
98, see also 106). It appears that only the important early medieval
monasteries, Glastonbury and Muchelney for example, were granted land by
charter (known as bocland), and not the local churches (Hase 1994, 61). The
charters that have survived have done so because the originals, or copies of

them, were kept in the cartularies of the monasteries.

The boundary clauses of the charters enable the identification of the estates
owned by the Church, but it is unlikely they could be used to identify the estate
around a church established by a secular landholder (Costen 1994, 97, 106).
There are strong indications that the estates for which there are charters had a

different social and economic history from those for which no charter exists
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(Costen 1994, 97). It is essential therefore to ensure that where it is possible to
establish the boundary of an estate this should be regarded as supplementary
and not conclusive evidence. There are however strong indications that
boundaries once established remained stable (Costen 1994, 106). Indeed,
where the bounds of estates can be traced ‘they are nearly all recognisable as
units after 1086 and are often modern parishes’ (Costen 1994, 106). It is only
occasionally that the boundary clauses of charters provide information about
churches because, by their nature, they are describing the boundaries of an
estate when churches are usually found within it. If a church site is mentioned it
is likely that it had already been abandoned by the time the charter was written,
as at Bleadon (charter S804) where the site is on the side of a hill and
apparently not part of the tenth-century settlement pattern (Costen 1994, 98).
Overall, although the charters provide key evidence, about the boundaries of
estates for example, the evidence they provide is limited and therefore needs to

be interpreted with care.
2.3.12 Evidence that can be derived from place-names

The last source of historical evidence to be evaluated are place-names but
unfortunately the English Place-Name Society has yet to produce a definitive
volume for Somerset. Therefore, the interpretation of place-names in this thesis
relies on the definitions provided by Watts (2004) and by the Institute for Name
Studies online database (https://halogen.le.ac.uk/ query/kepn). The pre-
Conquest charters provide evidence of place-names but as they are sometimes
later copies or forgeries they may not always reflect the earliest name (Costen
2011, 32-3). Using the charters as a source of evidence is fraught with
difficulties ranging from not demonstrating ‘clearly the status or size of the sites
to which they refer’ to not being able to relate a place-name to a specific site
(Turner 2006a, 16-8, see also Higham 2008, 98). There are several problems
inherent in using place-names, for example, that it was usual for different
versions of place-names to be written down to identify the same place.
Critically, place-names which include words descriptive of the landscape are
problematical because they are sometimes based on local dialects and
therefore need to be considered in relation to the local landscape (Gelling 1984,
1-9; Copley 1986, 8-10).
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In compiling the list of Somerset churches and chapels it was evident that it
was usual to find that a place had several different names. Collinson (1791, Vol.
2, 26) frequently lists all the names of a parish known to him before he starts to
write about it, for example he states that Minehead was anciently known as
Manheve, Munheved, or Mineheved. The variation in place, church and chapel

names was an ongoing difficulty and this is discussed below.
2.3.13 Church dedications based on hagiographical sources

A frequently discussed source of evidence for specific churches is the life of the
saint to which a church is dedicated, but it is difficult to verify these
hagiographical sources and therefore the lives are a poor source of evidence
(Orme 2007, 5, 16-20; Petts 2009, 43-7; Turner 20064, 8-9). In Cornwall many
churches are dedicated to Celtic saints and frequently these dedications have in
turn influenced the name of the associated settlement, for example Braunton
named after St Brannoc (Higham 2008, 98-99). Unfortunately, the date when a
church was dedicated can rarely be established (Turner 2006a, 9). The extent
to which the dedications of churches in Somerset can be used, both to date
their foundation and to trace their development, is limited because it is rare that
there is dependable written evidence (Costen 2011, 179-83). A possible
exception to this is ‘the church of Cai’, assumed to be on the ‘Lantokay’ estate
near Street, which may have been dedicated to St. Kea, later corrupted to Cai
(Calder 2004, 5-6). However, the only existing charter (S1249) which mentions
this church is suspect although there is tenth-century evidence that such a
charter did exist (Costen 2011, 182).

2.3.14 Summary

There is a wide range of historical evidence which can be used to facilitate a
retrogressive analysis of how the Church evolved in Somerset. Despite these
sources being partial they have enabled a detailed set of baseline data for
churches and chapels to be established. Moreover, they have provided insights
into the processes which underpinned the development of the Church. These
sources do not, however, contribute very much to our understanding of how the
Church was organised in the pre-Conquest period, nor do they establish how

many churches and chapels existed in Somerset in the eleventh century. This
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can only be rectified by looking at physical rather than historical evidence to
understand when sites were first chosen to provide a religious focal point within

the landscape.

2.4 PHYSICAL EVIDENCE

2.41 Physical evidence for thirteenth century and

earlier churches

Records of archaeological investigations and finds have been used extensively
to provide information about the physical existence of churches and chapels.
These have been accessed online. The principal sources for post-1974
Somerset are the Somerset Historic Environment Record
(http://lwww.somersetheritage.org.uk/) and the Exmoor National Park Historic
Environment Record (https://www.exmoorher.co.uk/). For the northern part of
pre-1974 Somerset it was necessary to use the Historic England Heritage
Gateway site (http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/gateway/). In addition, for
detailed information about the architecture of churches and chapels the
following online database and publications have been used:
e Historic England - listed buildings (https://www.historicengland.
org.uk/listing/the-list);
e The Buildings of England. Somerset: South and West (Orbach and
Pevsner 2014); and
e The Buildings of England. Somerset: North and Bristol (Foyle and
Pevsner 2011).
The comprehensive information that can be accessed online provides detailed
evidence about archaeological research findings across the county.
Unfortunately, as Chris Webster (2008b, 182) has highlighted, many key sites in
Somerset have not been subject to extensive excavation, for example the site of
the monastery at Athelney. Archaeological research information can therefore
only be described as partial, but it can be successful in identifying early
monastic and religious sites or burial sites. A good illustration of the importance
of using archaeological evidence is the discovery ahead of ground works for a
new power station at Hinkley Point of a probable early medieval cemetery in
Stogursey parish (Reynish 2017; Som. HER No. 32771). Prior to the
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assessment and excavation of the site in 2015 there had been no indication that
a cemetery containing about 150 early medieval graves, based on preliminary

radio-carbon dates, would be found.

The evidence from elsewhere indicates that the footprint or plan of early
medieval churches varied considerably. It is important to note that most of them
were not cruciform (Taylor 1978, 976-95, 1021-34). Lucy Archer (1999, 28, 34,
50-3) has argued that the construction of side chapels to form a cruciform
church layout and the introduction of crossing towers, between the chancel and
nave, can all be dated to the post-Conquest period. Consequently, any minster
or mother-church which by the eleventh century had lost status is probably
unlikely to have been provided with either a cruciform layout or a crossing tower
between the eleventh and thirteenth centuries. Titchfield church in Hampshire
(Figure 2.3) is a typical example of a late-seventh-century mother-church which
has survived nearly intact (although it does contain later work) and crucially it
does not have a cruciform layout (Historic England Listed Building
N0.1351279).

Teresa Hall (2000, 7-8) included in her criteria for identifying minster
churches in Dorset pre-twelfth-century evidence of a cruciform plan and ‘Saxon’
architectural remains. There has been some debate as to whether buildings
with cruciform layouts can be identified as important early churches (Corcos
2002, 75 fn 20). In Somerset some churches with a cruciform layout have been
identified as parochial minsters, for example, North Petherton and Cannington
(Som. HER Nos 10600; 10307). However, the key question to ask in relation to
them is whether they have a cruciform layout because they were minsters, or
whether it was because they were important post-Conquest churches. In
addition, it cannot be assumed that their predecessor church, if there was one,

had a cruciform layout.

Other key dating evidence for churches is provided by architectural and
sculptural evidence and this was recorded for Somerset churches by Taylor and
Taylor (1965; 1978), Foster (1988) and Cramp (2006). These three sources are
only comprehensive in the sense that all the known examples of architectural

and sculptural evidence have been documented. There is, however,
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considerable debate as to the extent it is possible to date ‘Anglo-Saxon’
architectural remains (Biddle, Cramp, Gatch, Keynes and Kjglbye-Biddle 1985;
Fernie 1991; 2003; Plant 2003). When Bannister Fletcher wrote his seminal
history of architecture in 1896 it was based on the ‘comparative model’, which
compared

buildings of each period and by giving due prominence to the influences —
geographical, geological, climatic, religious, social, and historical — which
have contributed to the formation of particular styles (Fletcher 1945 [twelfth
edition], vii).
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Figure 2.3. St Peter’s church, Tichfield, Hampshire; an example of a late-
seventh-century church with an early medieval plan (author’s photo).
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This comparative approach was also used in 1903 by Gerald Baldwin Brown in
his seminal work on ‘Anglo-Saxon Architecture’ in early England (Fernie 1991,
38). Harold and Joan Taylor (1965; 1978) completed the next major cataloguing
of pre-Conquest architecture which was published in three volumes. The
approach they used to identify when a particular church, or architectural feature,
was constructed, was based on stylistic analysis, assessing each architectural
element ‘as a separate entity ... with neither cross-referencing nor discursive
narrative’ (Fernie 1991, 37). A review of the three volumes published by the
Taylors makes two key points. The first is that of the pre-Conquest churches
that were constructed less than 5% are still in existence, and notably, little
contemporary written evidence about them survives. The second point is that
until much more excavation and research into pre-Conquest churches has been
completed it will continue to be difficult to date their architectural features
(Biddle, Cramp, Gatch, Keynes, Kjglbye-Biddle 1985, 316-7). However, Eric
Fernie (1991; 2003) challenged the methodology used by the Taylors and
others to date pre-Conquest buildings and features. He was convinced that the
comparative approach, previously adopted by Baldwin Brown, which related
pre-Conquest churches and architectural remains to European architecture,
would be more constructive in understanding and dating architectural evidence
(Fernie 1991, 38; 2003, 204; see also Plant 2003, 215-6).

In Somerset the pre-Conquest architectural evidence which survives is a
mere fraction of what originally existed. Consequently, little progress can be
made in dating it more securely until more research is done elsewhere. Any
dating of architectural features in Somerset must therefore be treated with
caution and regarded as indicative rather than decisive. Some churches in
Somerset do have in-situ early medieval and/or Norman foundations or
stonework; the best example is at Milborne Port (Som. HER No. 54257). The
building has a cruciform layout with a crossing tower, but the south chapel and
the tower were built during the early medieval - Norman overlap period and it is
therefore impossible to know whether the precursor church, of which only the

chancel remains, was cruciform.

Many churches in Somerset contain fragments of sculpture or other

architectural fragments which are displayed within the building or have been
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built into walls constructed after 1066. Porlock church for example, contains
fragments of an early medieval cross with interlaced ornament built into the
west wall of the south aisle (Exmoor HER No. MS07874). It can be surmised
that this fragment was from an earlier church in Porlock, however no site of an
earlier building has been identified (Exmoor HER No. MSO7874). Therefore, it
is important only to use such evidence as an indication that there was possibly
an earlier church on a site. Similarly, there are many Norman fonts across the
county and because there are so many they probably are in-situ. But this is not
always the case for example, the Norman font in Rodhuish chapel was moved
from Carhampton church in the nineteenth century (Exmoor HER No.MSO8630)
and the original location of the Norman font in Aller church is unclear as it was
retrieved from the village pond in ¢.1870 (Foster 1988; Som. HER No. 53481).

There is much to be gained from considering evidence that shows or
indicates that churches and chapels physically existed before the thirteenth
century and there is a lot of this evidence in Somerset. It is though important to
note that some churches were first built of wood including the church at
Glastonbury (Som. HER No. 23614; Morris 1997, 148-9). However, Blair (2005,
420) has argued that in Somerset, Devon and Cornwall there is ‘nothing in the
architectural evidence’ which indicates that during the eleventh and twelfth
centuries wooden churches were rebuilt in stone, although this was the case
elsewhere. Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.6) includes a discussion about the
usefulness of architectural and archaeological evidence, which together with
other evidence, proved decisive in understanding the development of the
Church in Somerset. Physical evidence that a site had an early church on it, or
that a site was used for religious purposes, for example burials, is clearly

important, but other physical evidence can be crucial.
2.4.2 Topographical and morphological evidence

Topographical and morphological evidence looks at how the site of a church
relates to the wider landscape and to nearby boundaries and settlements
(Conzen 1968; Roberts 1987; Blair and Sharpe 1992; Klingelhdfer 1992; Blair
2005; Turner 2006a; 2006c¢; Billing 2008). A topographical and morphological

assessment of all the churches and the known sites of churches which were
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identified as potentially important in the early medieval period was completed.

This topographical and morphological assessment was based on the following:

e topographical setting within the physical landscape, topographical
relationship between the church and, where the information is known, the
likely, or known site of the associated early medieval settlement;

e the morphology of settlements; whether any early roads and/or
surrounding ‘early medieval’ street pattern or boundaries can be
determined;

e and whether the size and shape of the original church enclosure can be

determined.

The sources of evidence used in this research, both historical and physical,
cover many centuries and vary greatly in a variety of ways, from state records
and papal Taxation records to Norman fonts and early medieval cemeteries.

How that data was recorded and made accessible will now be detailed.
2.5 METHODS

Before the data collection process was undertaken a detailed plan was
prepared to ensure that all the evidence was collected in a systematic and
impartial manner. This reduced the risk of introducing bias into the process and
ensured that the identification of Somerset’s early medieval minsters was based
on objective evidence, this is vital so that pre-conceptions, about which
churches were minsters for example, could be disregarded. It is only by doing
this that it is possible to identify those churches which were previously important
but had lost significance by the tenth or eleventh century (Hall 2000, 17;
Higham 2008, 100), or those which had gained importance. Recording all the
available evidence for Somerset’s churches and chapels was crucial in
establishing a comprehensive set of baseline data. Without this it would have
been impossible to reconstruct how the Somerset Church developed and the
use of a robust, impartial and comprehensive assessment process of churches

was critical to the outcome of this thesis.
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2.5.1 Management and recording of data
2.5.2 Initial collection of historical data

The initial collection of information was managed as flexibly as possible and
was recorded according to the name used in the source, rather than guessing
its possible modern name. In some cases, this meant that the information for a
church was initially recorded under more than one name. When the initial data
collection had been completed all the entries were reviewed to identify which
names referred to the same church. This variation in how place-names were
spelt was inevitable given that the data was taken from a variety of sources
dating from the eleventh to the nineteenth century. The initial collection of data
was from the following sources, and in each case all relevant information was
recorded: Collinson (1791), Youngs (1980), Kain and Oliver (1995) and the
bishops’ registers (Gifford; Drokensford; Ralph). This enabled a comprehensive
list of churches and chapels to be compiled, regardless of their status, that

existed from the nineteenth to the late-thirteenth century.

The variation in church and chapel names was an ongoing difficulty as many
place-names derived from the landholder and in some cases the name of a
place changed if the landholder changed, which made identification difficult. It is
not always easy to identify places in the bishops’ registers, even using the
indexes, because of the large variations in spelling. It is also difficult to
distinguish places which had similar, or even identical names for example,
‘Wike’ or ‘Wyke'. It took some while before it was possible to be certain that all
the entries for each church or chapel had been correctly identified and collated

into one entry in the database.

Key variations in names were noted, but the names of places have been
standardised using the nineteenth-century spelling used by Kain and Oliver
(1995). When this has not been possible the Somerset gazetteer of the
nineteenth-century names recorded on the OS 15t Edition maps have been used
(SCC Gazetteer, 1987). There are several churches and chapels which were

not listed by either of these sources in which case the eighteenth- century name
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adopted by Collinson (1791) was used, or another relevant source, for example
that from Bishop Ralph's register in the case of Wyke Perham chapel (Ralph,
Vol. 2, 490).

An archaeological and architectural assessment using online databases was
completed for each church and chapel. This systematic analysis showed very
clearly that there are no complete early medieval churches in Somerset. There
is though a great deal of partial evidence, for example at Shepton Mallet (Som.
HER No. 24949) the only evidence of an early medieval church is a wall. The
results of this assessment are discussed in Chapter 3 and have been mapped
(see Figure 3.8).

2.5.3 Recording documentary data

When it was clear which information related to which church or chapel the
information was brought together from all the sources to form one record. In
recording the data, the source (and therefore the date) from which it was drawn
was noted so that where appropriate the timeframe for the data was recorded.
This is particularly important for chapels as there were often gaps in the
evidence. All the documentary data was recorded using Access relational

databases which utilise Excel spreadsheets.
2.5.4 Creation of databases

Prior to creating the principal Access database, a pilot database was
constructed so that a sample of 20 churches could be analysed to evaluate how
the data should be categorised. Then, to enable the database to be tested, the
data from a different sample of 20 churches was entered. Test searches were
then completed to ensure that it was possible to access the data as required
based on the source of the data; for example, that it was possible to list
parishes according to their nineteenth-century acreage, or to list chapels
according to their mother-church. This enabled any glitches in the construction
of the database to be identified and corrected. How the database was
constructed was kept under review and adjustments made to ensure that it

remained fit for purpose. An example of a base entry sheet giving a limited
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amount of information for a chapel is shown in Figure 2.4, while Figure 2.5

shows other data for Bathealton in a different format.

All the initial data was then entered into the principal database which was
divided into two main tables: churches and chapels. As the research progressed
it was sometimes unclear whether a religious building should be classed as a
church or a chapel, in which case a cross-referenced entry was made in both
tables. At a later stage it was sometimes possible to decide whether it was a
church or chapel in accordance with the earliest entries for it and the alternative
entry was then deleted. As more data was collated other chapels were identified
and entries were created for them. How the data in these databases are
viewed, and indeed entered into the database, is variable. Forms, data sets and
tables can be designed for specific purposes but to be able change how the
data is viewed it is important to ensure that it is entered into the database in a
discrete manner. For example, it would not be possible to sort churches
according to their nineteenth-century acreage unless the acreage for each

parish had been recorded as single piece of a data in a specific field.

As the research progressed additional entry fields were created. In addition,
check boxes were added to the database so that it was possible to produce
lists. All the information from the bishops’ registers was entered in one field for
example, but at a later stage a check box for fourteenth-century churches was
created, this could then be used in the construction of summary tables to track

the evidence for individual churches.
2.5.5 Initial data analysis

Once the initial collection of data had been completed and recorded in the
database the next step was to establish which churches and chapels might date
from the early medieval period. Therefore, any churches or chapels which it was

clear post-dated the sixteenth century were removed from the database.

The initial analysis of the data was then completed using a range of tables,
some of which are included in the Appendices. Each table was constructed by
creating a data sheet in the database which incorporated the required

information. A new Excel spreadsheet was then opened and each column in the
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data sheet was copied and transferred into the Excel spreadsheet to create the

required table. The table was then formatted and amended as necessary.

Chapel Data memos

Chapel_19thC_Name
Bathealton (see Church entry because status is unclear)

?A!sdjﬁomu'andjhorn_P!ace Chapel=AP
Bathealton M -
?Mﬂeh;!ci);Type_Chapel - o ;
Possible demoted church as had rector. Prebendal chapel - later in 14thC described as parish

church

ugi_chapel‘%Drok_Chapei Ra]ph_chapel e

Gen_Primary_Evidence_Post-1066_Memo

Rector (Drok., 4). Order to Archdeacon of Taunton from official of the court of Canterbury
re: 'vacancy of the prebendal CHAPEL of Badialton pertaining to your prebend of Milverton
(Ralph, Vol. IX, 342). William Moyhun instituted to the Bathealton church (Ralph, Vol. IX,
342). NOTE later described as parish church: priest instituted to‘parish church following
presentation by prior & convent of Taunton (Ralph, Vol. X, 543). Priest admitted to parish
church & rectory at the presentation of Ralph de Pouleshull {(Ralph, Vol. X, 753). Bathealton
AP (Youngs).

;znd_Sour'ces_Eviden'ée -
Rectory & peculiar; dedicated to St Bartholomew (Coll., Vol. 1, 22-3).

Figure 2.4. Example of a database form which includes information for Bathealton
which may have been either a church or a chapel.
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In some tables the list of churches incorporates a system of colour coding which
relates to the 1066 landholder of the Domesday Survey place where the church
is situated. This is of benefit when considering whether the landholder in 1066 is
relevant to the data included in the table. All the maps which explore the
evidence are included in the relevant chapters. In addition, Appendix 1A
contains a map which identifies each parish according to the number allocated
to it by Kain and Oliver (1995, 430-1, figure 42). The key to the numbers

allocated to parishes is given in Appendix 1B.

The results of the initial retrogressive analysis of the data from the
nineteenth century to the eleventh century is discussed in Chapter 3. The
discussion includes an assessment of which churches existed in ¢.1066. The
identified pre-Conquest churches have been mapped (see Figure 3.8) but due
to the paucity of historical evidence it is not possible to provide a definitive list of
the churches that existed in the eleventh century. To identify the important early
medieval churches a different approach was required which combined historical
evidence with topographical and morphological evidence; this is discussed in
Chapter 7.

2.5.6 Detailed analysis of data

The final analysis of the data addressed the following research objectives, to:

consider whether a relationship existed between the late post-Roman
churches (those in existence by the mid-seventh century) of Somerset

and the siting of churches existing in the early medieval period;

e ascertain whether there was a correlation between estate centres (royal
villae for example) and their associated territories, and the development
of the Church;

¢ clarify the hierarchy of early medieval churches in Somerset; and

therefore to

e reconstruct the broad chronology of Church development in Somerset

from the late post-Roman period to the eleventh century.
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To facilitate these objectives a series of criteria based on historical and physical
evidence were developed. These were used to establish which churches were
likely to have been significant during the early medieval period. As part of this
process a system of weighting was constructed in relation to specific types of
data (see Hall 2000, 4-8 for her weighting system). By weighting each criterion,
it is possible to identify which churches were significant in the early medieval
period. To achieve this, it is necessary to include criteria which identified those
churches which had lost significance between the late post-Roman and early
medieval periods. Tables using these criteria were then constructed and the

data mapped, the results of this research are discussed in Chapter 4.

The list of churches identified as being significant during the early medieval
period were then assessed against a list of topographical and morphological
criteria as discussed in Chapter 7. A further set of criteria based on historical,
topographical and morphological evidence was then constructed to enable the
identification of Somerset’s post-Roman and early medieval minster churches.
These sites were mapped together with the main geographical and
topographical features of the county. The conclusions drawn from this research

are then discussed in Chapter 8.

So that it is possible to understand how the Church was organised in the late
post-Roman period it was important to identify the early great estates into which
Somerset was divided. This is crucial as:

A more thorough study of the early estates of the Saxon [early medieval]

bishoprics, coupled with the relationships between churches, may well be

revealing in the search for British Christianity (Hall 2003, 55).

There has been a great deal of discussion about early territorial boundaries
being influenced by topography and this is discussed in Chapter 1 (Section
1.2.2-3). It is the views of Eric Klingelhdfer (1992, 89-91, 113-9) which are
probably the most relevant to this thesis with his identification of what he terms
‘archaic hundreds’ in Hampshire. These are centred on valley catchment areas
with geographic and topographically derived boundaries (Klingelhéfer 1992,
118; see also Hall 2000, 28, 47).

By mapping the churches identified as being significant within the
geographic and topographical boundaries of Somerset it is possible to delineate
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the boundaries of the early medieval parochiae. It is only by reconstructing
these parochiae that it was possible to securely identify the early medieval
parochial minsters. This research has clearly identified that there is a
relationship between the boundaries of the early great estates, the early
medieval minster parochiae and the medieval archdeaconry and deanery

structure. These relationships are discussed in Chapter 6.
2.6 CONCLUSION

It will now be clear that a range of quite disparate sources were utilised for this
thesis. Each source has a valuable contribution to make but because they date
from the eleventh to the nineteenth century, and in some cases must be
described as transcribed secondary sources of evidence, they need to be
interpreted with care. In some instances, the paucity of the information that they
provide causes considerable difficulties in the task of reaching a definitive list of

parishes, churches and chapels.

The method adopted to complete this research is based on retrogressive
analysis using a systematic, comprehensive and impartial approach which
enabled the identified research objectives to be successfully addressed. It is
important to state that no prior judgements were made based on supposition, or
assumed criteria, and no evidence was excluded. This is vital given that we
know much of the evidence for the early medieval period is variable, scant and
diffuse and is all partial to a degree. By establishing a firm set of baseline data it
is possible to work backwards using all the available sources of evidence. It is
these, despite in some cases being very fragmentary, which enabled the history

of Somerset’s early medieval Church to be understood.

This approach made it possible to recognize the processes which
underpinned the development of the early medieval Church. Crucially, it is only
possible to understand the changing structure of the Church by understanding

the drivers which brought about change.
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Chapter 3

PROCESS AND CHANGE:
THE EARLY MEDIEVAL CHURCH IN SOMERSET

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter explores the historical, architectural and archaeological evidence
that was used to complete a retrogressive review of Church development in
Somerset. The evidence for Somerset’s churches and chapels in the
nineteenth, sixteenth, fourteenth, late-thirteenth, twelfth and eleventh centuries
is discussed sequentially. The objective of this retrogressive review is to explore
the extent to which the organisation of the Church was in a continual state of
flux. It will also consider the extent to which the evidence can elucidate the
changing status of churches over time in order to identify the early medieval
minsters which lost status as highlighted by John Blair (2005, 364-7). All the

places discussed in detail in this chapter have been mapped; see Figure 3.1.

As already discussed (Section 1.3), there is no consensus as to which
Somerset churches should be regarded as important early medieval
foundations. David Hill (1989, 155-7) for example, does not list Bruton as a
minster, while Mick Aston (1986, 75-6), Patrick Hase (1994, 47-81) and Michael
Costen (1992, 143-57; 2011, 223) all do. However, Aston (1986, 75-6), Hill
(1989, 155-7), Costen (1992, 143-57; 2011, 223) and Hase (1994, 47-81) all
agree that Cheddar, Crewkerne, Glastonbury, lichester, Muchelney and Wells
were minsters. Overall, though, researchers have expressed a diversity of views
about which Somerset churches should be classified as early medieval

minsters, as shown in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1. Churches previously proposed as minsters or probable minsters by other
researchers (Aston 1986, 75-6; Hill 1989, 1565-7; Costen 1992, 143-57; Hase 1994, 47-81;
and Costen 2011, 177-224).

Aston Costen Costen Hase Hill
(1986,75-6) | (1992,14357) | (201,223) (1994, 47-81) (1981, 155-7)
Aller Minster Poss.minster Church - -
Athelney - Minster = - Minster
Banwell Poss.minster Minster Minster Prob.MC Church
Bath Poss.minster Minster - Prob.MC Minster
Bedminster Minster Poss.minster Minster Prob.MC Minster
Bruton Poss.minster Prob.minster Minster Prob.MC -
Cannington Poss.minster Prob.minster Minster Prob.MC -
Carhampton Church Prob.minster Minster Prob.MC Minster
Cheddar Minster Minster Minster Prob.MC Minster
Chew Magna Poss.minster - - Prob.MC -
Chewton Mendip | Poss.minster Poss.minster Minster Prob.MC Minster
Congresbury Church Minster Minster Prob.MC Minster
Crewkerne Minster Minster Minster Prob.MC Minster
Curry Rivel Church Poss.minster Minster Prob.MC -
Doulting Poss.minster Church Church Prob.MC -
East Pennard Poss.minster Church Church Poss.MC Minster
Frome Church Minster Minster Prob.MC Minster
Glastonbury Minster Minster = Prob.MC Minster
lichester Minster Minster - Prob.MC Minster
lIminster Church Minster Church Poss.MC Minster
Keynsham Poss.minster Church Minster Prob.MC Minster
Kilmersdon Poss.minster Poss.minster Church - Minster
Long Ashton Poss.minster Church Church - Minster
Martock Prob.minster Poss.minster - Poss.MC -
Milborne Port Church Minster Minster Poss.MC Church
Milverton - - Minster - .
Muchelney Minster Minster - Prob.MC Minster
North Curry Poss.minster Prob.minster Minster - Minster
Northover - - Minster Prob.MC -
North Petherton Poss.minster Church Minster Prob.MC Minster
Pitminster Minster Church Church - Minster
South Petherton Prob.minster | Prob.minster Minster Prob.MC Minster
St Decumans Poss.minster - Poss.minster Prob.MC -
Stogumber Poss.minster | Prob.minster Minster Prob.MC Minster
Taunton Poss.minster Minster Minster Prob.MC Church
Wells Minster Minster Minster Prob.MC Minster
Yatton - Minster Minster - i

KEY: MC - mother-church; Prob.MC - term used by Hase is ‘certain or likely’ rather
than probable; Poss. — possible; Prob. — probable.

This lack of consensus raises several questions, the key one being: if certain

churches were regarded as minsters and therefore important, why and how has

that knowledge been lost? In order to answer this question, it is therefore

essential to consider the processes by which churches, and also chapels,
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gained and lost significance. In order to explore the difficulties inherent in
answering this question the history of Somerton church will be considered, see

Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2. Map of area around Somerton, showing relationship with Athelney, Langport,
Muchelney and Queen Camel. OS base map downloaded from Digimap
(<http://edina.ac.uk/digimap) [accessed January 2021].

The changing status of Somerton church is a good example of how the
importance of a particular site did not remain static and how its income might be
granted away, as shown by the evidence below dated from the tenth century

and later.

King Athelred to Athelney Abbey; grant of tithes from the royal estate at
Somerton, Somerset, said on the authority of Archbishop Dunstan to have
been previously instituted by King Alfred (probably in 994; charter S832a).

Somerton was one of the important royal manors before the Conquest and
included the town of Langport, with its dependencies. Somerton was paying
half a night's revenue to the king together with £79 10s 7d a year at 20
pence to the ora (DB 1,1).

By the early twelfth century Somerton belonged to the Crown and was a
chapelry of Queen Camel and remained so until ¢.1140 when the Empress
allowed Somerton church burial rights and made it, in its turn, a mother-
church (Somerset VCH Vol. 3, 1974, 129-53, fns 522 and 524; Record
Commission 1818, Vol. 2, 122).

Then between 1174 x 1191 the monks of Muchelney received confirmation
of their ancient rent of 35s a year from the church of Somerton, with the
addition of a further 5s (Bath Acta No.146).

Confirmation was given in 1195 x 1205 of William de Erlegh's grant to the
abbot and monks of Athelney Abbey of the whole of the tithe of Somerton
church (Bath Acta No. 81a).
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Between 1197 x 1205 it was confirmed that the monks of Muchelney were
entitled to their ancient share in the sheaves of the church of Somerton
(Bath Acta No. 239).

The ¢.1291 Taxatio shows that Somerton church was valued at £25 Os 0d
and had been appropriated to Muchelney Abbey.

There is detailed information about Somerton in the Domesday Survey but there
is no evidence that the church existed pre-Conquest or in 1086. It is important
to note that Somerton parish and its church meet several of the criteria set out
by Teresa Hall (2000, 7; see Section 1.2) to assess which Dorset churches
should be classified as early medieval minsters:

¢ its nineteenth-century parish acreage exceeded 5,000 (all acreages are

derived from Kain and Oliver 1995);

e it was in royal ownership in 1066/86;

¢ it had dependent chapels, albeit within its parish;

e it was taxed in ¢.1291 by more than £20; and

e probable Roman burials were found in the garden of the vicarage which

is adjacent to the church (Som. HER No. 54532).

Somerton meets the above criteria but cannot meet another three of Hall’s
minster criteria which are based on architectural features because the
thirteenth-century tower is the earliest part of the building (Som. HER No.
54478). Indeed, Somerton church has not been considered as a possible
minster by previous scholars (Aston 1986, 75-6; Hill 1989, 155-7; Costen 1992,
143-57; Hase 1994, 47-81; Costen 2011, 175-224). The possibility that
Somerton had a minster must be considered as it was aligned with one of the
most important royal estate centres in 1066 (DB 1.1) which Costen (2011, 186;
223-4) has stated to be true of most minsters in Somerset, however he did not
identify it as a minster. It is also possible that Somerton church began initially as
a royal chapel, or an early monastery, or even as a post-Roman church? Given
that, as Table 3.1 demonstrates, there is no current scholarly consensus about
which churches in Somerset should be classified as early medieval minsters,
we need to consider how many other possible lost minsters there might be, and

by what criteria they could be identified.
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3.1.1 Post-Conquest mother-churches and their chapelries

Theresa Hall (2000) and other researchers have identified a correlation
between post-Conquest mother-churches with dependent chapelries and early
medieval minsters and have used this evidence as a determinant of minster
status. Whether this correlation should be adopted as a criterion needs to be
reconsidered because it is only valid if the starting point is a list of the minsters
in a county, rather than a list of mother-churches. The criterion would not be
valid because the list being used would not include any minsters which had not

become mother-churches.

John Blair's work on Oxfordshire minsters led him to state that in the western
and central parts of the county there exists a

close correlation between recorded Anglo-Saxon minsters and later
medieval mother churches exercising parochial rights over several
daughters [or chapelries] (Blair 1994, 69).

Theresa Hall (2000, 7) subsequently used dependent chapelries as one of her
criteria for identifying minsters in Dorset. However, Simon Draper (2006, 82)
came to the view, based on his work in Wiltshire, that dependent chapelries
‘cannot be regarded as a sure indicator of Anglo-Saxon minster status’. Nor is
he alone in his scepticism. In 2005 Blair forcibly challenged whether it can
always be assumed that a mother-church was also necessarily a pre-Conquest
minster:

A further problem arises from some historians’ practice of using ‘minster’ to
mean a parochial mother-church identified from post-Conquest sources,
even when there is no direct evidence that it had housed a religious
community. Given that so many early minsters did in fact survive as late
mother-churches, this usage must often be correct, but in individual cases it
can certainly be criticized for turning hypothesis into assumption (Blair 2005,
3-4).
If later chapelries held by mother-churches are used as one of the criteria to
identify minsters, should all chapels, regardless of the earliest date that can be
established for them, be considered to meet the criteria? As discussed in
Chapter 2 (Sections 2.2.3 and 2.3.5-2.3.9) the evidence for chapelries is
frequently incomplete and it is often impossible to trace a continuous
relationship between a chapel and its mother-church. These relationships can

be difficult to interpret because there is evidence (see Appendices 3 and 4) that
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sometimes a chapel had previously functioned as a church, and indeed that
some chapels later became parish churches. A further complication is that
some chapels were overseen at various times by more than one mother-church.
For example, Langford Budville is listed as a chapel of Milverton in the sixteenth
century (Youngs 1980), but as a chapel of Rowington [Runnington] in the
fourteenth century (Ralph, Vol. 2, 663). It is of note that there is a disparity in
size between these two parishes with Langford Budville being considerably
larger than Rowington. Somerton was briefly a chapelry of Queen Camel as
there is one post-Conquest reference to this (Somerset VCH Vol. 3, 1974, 129-
53, fn. 522: Record Commission 1818, Vol. 2, 122), but as can be seen above,
it is likely that this was a fleeting association established for pragmatic reasons.
These examples of mother-church and chapel relationships illustrate the
importance of knowing the date at which these relationships originated. In the
case of Langford Budville, it may have been a pragmatic decision because
there was a shortage of priests due to the Black Death. The reference to
Langford Budville clearly states that the rector was licenced so that

he could celebrate one mass every day in the chapels of Langeford or
Thorne St Margaret, notwithstanding that he shall first have celebrated in the
church of Rimyngton [Runnington] (Ralph, Vol. 2, 663).

There are though churches such as Chewton Mendip which appear to have
simple and long-lasting relationships with their chapelries:

Institution, at the presentation of the abbot and monks of Jumiéges, of
Master Alan de Cretton to the church of Chewton [Mendip] with the chapels
of Emborough, Easton [Major], Farrington [Gurney], Paulton, Ston Easton
and Hallatrow (Bath Acta No. 231, 1192 x 1205).
In the sixteenth-century Chewton Mendip still retained the chapels (Youngs
1980) it had in the late-twelfth to early-thirteenth century. However, no chapels
are listed for Chewton Mendip in the ¢.1291 Taxatio (see Appendix 3) which
illustrates how the historical record for a chapel can be incomplete. Whether this
pattern of chapelries existed pre-Conquest needs to be evaluated based on the
evidence provided by the Domesday Survey. All the chapels of Chewton
Mendip were in places named in the Domesday Survey, except for Paulton, and
in 1086 they were all held by the Bishop of Coutances. However, in 1066 they
were held by several thanes (DB 5,58; 59; 61; 65. 42,3. 46,25) with Queen
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Edith holding Chewton Mendip (DB 1,29), while in 1086 it was held by the king,
with the abbot of Jumiéges holding Chewton Mendip church (DB 1,29).

It will now be clear that evidence about the status of churches and chapels in
Somerset is frequently complex and therefore needs to be used with caution. It
is particularly important to note that there is little pre-Conquest evidence of

chapels linked to mother-churches (see Appendix 3).

3.1.2 Disentangling the strands of evidence:

complexities and contradictions

The history of individual churches in Somerset is very varied, even when they
apparently share similarities their historical trajectories can vary; the reasons for
this are frequently oblique and difficult to recognise. The evidence therefore
needs to be explored systematically on a compare and contrast basis in order to

identify how far the trajectories of development vary between churches.

In order to understand how Somerset’s early medieval Church evolved it is
essential to acknowledge that the evidence is not straightforward, can be
contradictory and at times is non-existent. Some churches stand out because
their enduring status and wealth is immediately obvious. Frome church for
example, is well evidenced in the Domesday Survey (DB 16,1) as is the
surrounding manor which was valued at the considerable sum of £53 0s 5d in
1066/86 (DB 1,8). Frome church is recorded in the eleventh-century Acta of the
Bath and Wells Diocese (Bath Acta No. 32) and was valued at the high value of
£33 13s 4d in the ¢.1291 Taxatio. The Domesday Survey value of a place is not
of course directly comparable to the ¢.1291 Taxatio value of its church, but
these quite different valuations are useful in comparing the significance of

several places over time.

Other churches with a similar trajectory to Frome, although with slightly less
robust Domesday Survey evidence, are North Petherton (DB 1,3) and
Bedminster (DB 1,7). North Petherton church is of particular interest as its
¢.1291 Taxatio value was £7, which is very different to the Domesday Survey
value of its manor which was £42 8s 4d, although its value in the fourteenth

century to the Hospital of St John of Jerusalem in England was 60 marks or £40
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(Ralph, Vol. 1, 239-40). The trajectory of Bedminster church also varies from
that of Frome in that it was valued in ¢.1291 at £52 Os 0d, which is over double
the value of its manor in the Domesday Survey which was £21 Os 2'2d. These
are three of the churches which others have identified as being minsters (see

Table 3.1) and yet, apparently, they had quite different histories.

It was only by detailed retrogressive analysis of the data that these different
histories were teased apart. The first step in carrying out the retrogressive
analysis was to consider the pattern of parishes that existed in the nineteenth

century.

3.2 MAPPING THE EVIDENCE

Understanding how the Church was structured and organised spatially is key to
understanding how it evolved, in particular the relationships between churches
and their chapelries, but also the evolution of parish boundaries.
Retrospectively mapping the evidence, from the known nineteenth-century
parish structure to the manorial structure in 1066/86 provides insights into how

the Church was structured over the centuries.

All the key sources of evidence discussed in this chapter were detailed in
Chapter 2 (Sections 2.3-2.4). They will be considered systematically beginning
with the nineteenth-century parish structure and ending with the evidence for
pre-Conquest churches. This chapter is concerned with understanding the
integral limitations and validity of each source of evidence. Using this
systematic approach facilitates the evaluation of the processes which shaped
how the Church evolved from the eleventh century. It also enables the
identification of any differences in development across the county, and critically

when those differences may have originated.

The evidence used varies from the nineteenth-century Tithe Maps to
architectural evidence that a church existed in the immediate post-Conquest
period. It is the interplay between this range of evidence which is crucial. The
Domesday Survey may not provide evidence of a church in 1086, nor indeed of
the place in which it is sited, but the physical fabric of the church may prove that
it did exist in the immediate post-Conquest period. The evidence was mapped,

but except for the nineteenth-century parishes the maps are an interpretation of
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the written evidence. Overall there is remarkable stability in the structure of the
Church, albeit frequently not in the relationships between churches and

chapels.

3.2.1 Parish structure in nineteenth-century Somerset

The nineteenth-century parish structure is derived from Kain and Oliver’s (1995)
cartographic analysis of the Tithe Maps; see Appendices 1A and 1B. The map
in Appendix 1A does not show the relationship between mother-churches and
their chapelries as it is of no assistance in understanding the development of

the early Church, but it does show the detached areas of parishes.

A good indicator of when parish churches were established are the
variations in the size of parishes across the county (see Figure 3.1). It is clear
that in parts of Somerset notably in the south and south-east there are
concentrations of small irregular parishes but across western Somerset there is
a pattern of large parishes. There are also large parishes elsewhere in the
county, for example, around Wells and its cathedral, but there is no large parish
around Bath, despite the importance of its abbey. Elsewhere in the county some
large parishes such as Stogursey stand out because they are surrounded by a
number of small parishes. Understanding how and why this very mixed pattern
of parishes developed is crucial to understanding when these small parishes

evolved.

The acreage of parishes where the churches have been identified by others
(Aston 1986, 75-6; Hill 1989, 155-7; Costen 1992, 143-57; 2011, 175-224; Hase
1994, 47-81) as being, or probably being minsters vary greatly in size (see
Appendix 2), from 1,089 acres (lichester) to 14,918 acres (Wells). The list of
churches in Table 3.1 does not include all those with parishes over 5,000 acres
which Hall (2000, 7) used as one of her criteria for identifying Dorset’s minsters.
For example, the parishes belonging to the following churches are all over
5,000 acres but are not listed in Table 3.1: Chard (5,449 acres), Somerton
(6,925 acres), Stogursey (8,893 acres) and Yatton (5,374 acres). In developing
a set of criteria to identify Somerset’s minsters it is clearly important to use
parish size as a criterion, but it is only one criterion. Indeed, Blair (2005, 450)

makes the point that most ‘ex-minsters kept unusually large parishes — the
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rumps of still larger ones’. Using the nineteenth-century acreage of parishes is
therefore important, but it is also important to use the information in the
Domesday Survey and to consider the two sources together. The combined
nineteenth-century acreage for Taunton’s two small parishes was 2,755 acres,
yet the Domesday Survey states that it had land for 100 ploughs (DB 2.1) which
could have exceeded 10,000 acres. This is a good example of two small
nineteenth-century parishes originally being included within a larger eleventh-
century estate and therefore possibly within a large early parochia. Therefore,
when making a judgement about the likely size of a parochia it is necessary to

consider if originally it included more than one nineteenth century parish.

3.2.2 Parish structure in sixteenth-century Somerset

There is no map of the sixteenth-century parish structure, but Youngs (1980)
has identified the parishes which existed by the sixteenth century which he
terms ‘ancient parishes’. Overall there is a remarkable degree of stability in
parish names from the nineteenth century to the sixteenth century including for a
number of exceedingly small parishes, for example, Ashbrittle (248 acres),
Charlton Adam (90 acres), Goathill (300 acres), and Wheathill (315 acres). The
map showing the relationship between mother-churches and their chapelries in
the sixteenth century (Figure 3.3) is based on the written evidence provided by
Youngs. Figure 3.3, as do Figures 3.4 and 3.5, illustrates the ad hoc nature of
links between mother-churches and their chapelries which were not always

adjacent, or even close to the mother parish.

Some chapels that can be identified in the sixteenth century had become
independent parishes by the nineteenth century. This is particularly informative
when that relationship can be identified for the first time in the Domesday
Survey. For example, the chapel of Seaborough was within the manor of
Crewkerne before 1066 (DB 3,1; Appendix 4), as it still was in the sixteenth
century, yet by the nineteenth century Seaborough had become a separate
parish. Appendix 4 shows the changes that had taken place between the

nineteenth and sixteenth centuries with regard to chapelries.
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Baltonsborough in the sixteenth century was for example, a chapelry of
Butleigh, and North and South Brewham were chapelries of Bruton, but all three
chapelries had become separate parishes by the nineteenth century. Each of
these chapelries is not linked in the Domesday Survey with their later mother-
church so it cannot be assumed that any link existed between them before the
Conquest. As has already been demonstrated in the case of Chewton Mendip,
the relationship between a mother-church and a chapel may only have existed
after 1066. The names of some sixteenth-century chapelries were not recorded
as places in the Domesday Survey but were nineteenth-century parishes:
Bickenhall for example and Nailsea. Where a nineteenth-century, or indeed a
sixteenth-century parish, does not have a relationship with a Domesday place it
is clear that the area covered by the parish originally lay within a neighbouring
one. These examples of places not in the Domesday Survey illustrate the on-

going fluidity of parish boundaries.

In summary, the changes which took place in the organisation of the Church
between the nineteenth and sixteenth centuries were relatively minor. The
extent of the correlation between the churches and chapels that existed in the

sixteenth and fourteenth centuries will now be considered.
3.2.3 Church organisation in fourteenth-century Somerset

Information about how the Church was organised in the fourteenth century has
in the main been derived from the registers of Bishops’ Gifford, Drokensford and
Ralph. These have proved to be a rich source of evidence about which
churches and chapelries existed, although the evidence only relates to those
which had come to the notice of the bishop. It is important to note that some
churches and chapels are only mentioned once across the three registers. In
order to supplement the evidence provided by the registers the Somerset VCH
was consulted, but unfortunately it does not yet cover the whole of Somerset

and is therefore an incomplete source of evidence.

In writing the history of parishes the VCH draws on a wide range of historical
evidence including national records, for example the Rotuli Hundred orom
[Hundred Rolls] (Record Commission, 1818) and local records, for example the

Chartulary of Muchelney Abbey. The first two volumes of the Somerset VCH
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were written in 1906 and 1911 and the subsequent nine volumes were written
between 1974 and 2015.

There is no map associated with the bishop’s registers, so the indexes and
prose descriptions have been used to construct a map showing the relationship
between mother-churches and their chapelries in the fourteenth century (Figure
3.4). It is important to note that there is an overlap between Youngs (1980)
identification of parishes and chapels and those evidenced in the bishops’
registers because Youngs used the registers as one of his sources. There is a
strong correlation, approximately 97%, between the churches in existence in the

sixteenth and fourteenth centuries.

The registers being used for this research recorded the decisions of the
bishops over several decades and would have been written in Latin by
numerous clerks (see Section 2.3.7). There is therefore a lack of consistency in
how information is recorded. This is particularly true with regard to whether a
particular place of worship is called a church or a chapel, and it can be called
both within the same register, for example these are six separate entries for
Stoke Trister:

e Church (Gifford, 3).

e Chapel of Stoke Trister (Drokensford, 172).

e Rector of Stoke Tristre had a 'slender benefice' (Drokensford, 206).

e Chaplain instituted to cured chapel of Bayford [Boyford] (Ralph, Vol. 1,

474).

e Church and vicarage of Stoketristre and Boyford (Ralph, Vol. 1, 510).

e Priest instituted to parish church (Ralph, Vol. 1, 654).

The church therefore had a rector, who may not have been resident, a vicar
and/or a priest, and yet the entries describe it as being a parish church, a
chapel, and a mother-church. It is difficult to judge whether the chapel was
within the parish church, or external to it, or whether the terms church and

chapel were used interchangeably.
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In the case of Pikewell it is possible that the entries in the registers are
identifying an early medieval manorial church in decline, or a pre-Conquest free
chapel with a rector, or a demoted medieval church, or a church that was not
functioning:
¢ Rector of Pikewell [Pykewell] chapel saving the rights of the mother-
church Frome (Drokensford, 111).
e Rectorial but extinct before Valor Henry VIl (Hobhouse 1887
[Drokensford], editor's comment, 111).
e Priest to the cured chapel (Ralph, Vol. 2, 474)
e Chaplain to the parish church of Pikewell (Ralph, Vol. 2, 722).
Pikewell was not listed by Youngs (1980) and is now a deserted settlement
(Som. HER No. 25716) in the modern parish of Selwood, unfortunately there
are no visible earthworks. Pikewell was not a Domesday place and was
presumably within the manor of Frome in 1066/86 because Youngs (1980, 436)
states that Selwood was previously a chapel of Frome. When the church and
rectory came into being, and whether it was ever independent of Frome church,
cannot currently be discerned. In order to overcome these difficulties, the
decision was made to class as a church all places of worship that had a vicar or

rector associated with them.

In reading the bishops’ registers it is possible to discern overall decisions
that the bishop was implementing. A striking example of this is Bishop Ralph’s
determination to establish parish boundaries in relation to church attendance,

and of course the payment of tithes and church taxes.

Bishop Ralph to perpetual vicar of Taunton:

We order you that before you celebrate mass in your church you investigate
if there be a parishioner of another place who presumes to hear mass there.
And if you find any such you shall cast them out and compel them to recede
from your said church (Ralph, Vol. 2, 673).

Bishop Ralph to the rector of Monkton:

We order you that you inhibit any persons, under pain of greater
excommunication, that they do not intrude on the tithes or oblations
pertaining to the church of Crich [Creech St Michael] or dispose of the same.
Moreover, inhibit, under the same pain, any chaplains that they do not
presume to administer any sacraments or sacramentals to the parishioners
of the said church (Ralph, Vol. 2, 771).
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In making decisions about chapels and oratories the registers sometimes state
that the decision is being made without prejudice to the mother-church [matris
ecclesio], for example Pikewell, which has already been discussed, or for
example with regard to a chapel or oratory at West Bower manor near
Bridgwater:

'capella siue oratorio suo apud Coker juxta Brugg [Bridgwater] dicte sue
diocesis absque prejudicio matris ecclesio divina facere celebrarr’; licence
granted to Willelmo Coker to hear divine service (Ralph Vol. 1, 182).

Within the registers there are references to the parochia of a known chapel, for
example the ‘parochia of Bikenalre’ [Bicknoller], which is odd when in the same
entry there is also a reference to the ‘parochia’ of its fourteenth-century mother-
church of Stogumber (Ralph, Vol. 1, 172). This underlines the difficulty of how a
particular place of worship should be designated and explains why some
churches, Bicknoller for example, appear as both churches and chapels in
Appendices 2, 3 and 4. In the case of Bicknoller there was an endowment for a
chaplain so the living was technically a perpetual curacy which was a salaried
post funded by the patron of the parish (Somerset VCH Vol. 5, 1985, 13-19, fns
132 and 133: Somerset Record Office D/D/B returns 1827). It is therefore
possible that because the rector/vicar of Stogumber did not have to pay the

chaplain at Bicknoller it was regarded as a church.

There are several changes between the chapels in existence in the sixteenth
century compared to the fourteenth century (Figures 3.2 and 3.3; Appendix 4).
In comparing the two maps it is immediately obvious that more mother-churches
and their chapelries are shown for the sixteenth century. Some chapels that
existed in the sixteenth century were apparently not chapels in the fourteenth
century. In some cases, however, fourteenth-century chapels had become
independent parishes by the sixteenth century, for example Luxborough,
Bathealton and Chapel Allerton. There are also chapels that have not been
identified in the fourteenth-century bishops’ registers which were chapels in the
sixteenth, thirteenth or twelfth centuries (Figures 3.2 and 3.4): Chillington for
example, and Farrington Gurney. It is therefore clear that Figure 3.4 showing
the fourteenth-century chapelries does not show all the chapels in existence
due to the arbitrary nature of the bishops’ registers. In looking at the maps

showing the chapelries in the sixteenth and fourteenth centuries it is notable
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that there are relatively few mother-churches which have more than one or two
chapelries that later became nineteenth-century parishes. There are quite a few
that only have one chapelry, for example Wellington, but also Butleigh,
Hawkridge, Stogursey, Wiveliscombe and Yeovil. Most of the chapels belonging
to these churches equate to Domesday places. The exceptions are
Wiveliscombe’s chapel of Fitzhead and [Kingston] Pitney which was a chapel of
Yeovil. It is important to note that Hawkridge, which was not a Domesday place,
was the mother-church of Withypoole which is included in the Domesday
Survey (DB 46.3).

Most of the churches in existence in the sixteenth century had been in
existence in the fourteenth century. There were, however, changes in the
pattern of mother-churches and chapelries. It is only by comparing the later
patterns with the chapels in