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1086 - ''Siuuard accipitrarius has one manor whjch is called Dunintona [Dinnington] 
which Edmerator held on the day when Edward [the Confessor] was alive and 
dead ... and it is worth 40 shillings per annum .. . " 1 

1205 - "Robert de Brayden" [is fined] ½m. for a false claim, by pledge of William 
the Hawker of Stokeliz' [Stocklinch Ottersey). " 2 

1207 - "Robert the Falconer [alias Robert the Hawker) seeks versus Miles de 
Franlceisney I virgate of land ... in Sevehamton" [Seavington] as bis right ... " 3 

1226/ 1227 - "Fine ... between Thomas le Ostricer [Hawker], clrumant; and Henry 
Prior of Ferlegh, tenent; for half a virgate of land in Henton [Hinton St. George] 

"4 

At first glance the only connection between these entries appears to be the occu­
pation of tbe landholder. Each entry refers to a separate individual, and these in­
dividuals hold at four different times and in four different places. But when the 
places mentioned are identified and located on the map, a second connection becomes 
clear: the loca tions given all lie within a very circumscribed geographical area. A 
circle four miles in diameter centred between Seavington St. Michael and Seavington 
St. Mary includes both Seavingtons, Dinnington, Stocklinch Ottersey, and Hinton 
St. George. What circumstance of inheritance or geography c:tused so many hawkers 
to possess land in this area? 

Let us start with the earliest entry, that relating t r ~:ward the Hawker in 
Dinnington. In Exchequer Domesday only the following appears: "Seuuard holds 
Dunintonc. Edmar held [it] T.R.E. and paid geld for 3 hides. There are 3 carucates 
there, witt1 6 villeins and 3 bordars ... Formerly it was worth 20s.; now it is worth 
40s."5 Wer.: it not for the fortunate survival of Exeter Domesday we should not have 
known that Siward was a hawker. To the Exchequer clerk who put Domesday in 
its final form Siward's occupation was not an essential fact, and he eliminated the 
descriptive epithet from bis revision. But the Somerset stewards and jurors who 
presented evidence on Siward's holdings knew him as a hawker; and as Siward the 
Hawker be went into the preliminary list of holdings represented by Exeter Domesday. 
ln like manner, were Exchequer Domesday our only source we could make no 
statement about the extent and location of Siward's holdings in Somerset. But the 
additional information supplied by the Geld Inquest record for Somerset makes it 
possible to infer that Siward was a hawker for Edward the Conf~ssor; that he 
continued as a hawker under William the Conqueror; that as a h:rn ker he accumu­
lated a holding larger than that recorded for any other of Will::im's hawkers; and 
that he was the earliest recorded holder of a hawking serjean~; which lasted for at 
least three hundred years. 

As R. W. Eyton demonstrated,6 the Siuuard who is described in the Inquisitio 
Geldi as holding 4 hides 3 virgates in demesne in the hundred of South Petherton 7 
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was also the Si1111ard accipitrarius of Exeter Domesday who held in demesne 2 hides 
in Dinnington and the Seuuard who held in demesne 2 hides 3 virgates in Seavington 
St. Michael, for a to ta l of 4 hides 3 virgates. Jn addition, Siward's villeins held I 
virgate in Seavington St. Michael and I hide in D innington ; and Siward himself 
held 3 virgates in Dinnington of the church of Glastonbury. His totaJ holding in 
South Petherton H undred was therefore 6 hides 3 virgates. His land in Seavington 
St. Michael was valued a t £3.00 per annum, that in Dinnington which he he ld of 
the king was valued at 40s., and that which he held in Dinnington of Glastonbury 
Abbey was worth 13s. 2d. per year8 ; so the tota l value in 1086 of Siward's land in 
South Petherton Hundred was £5 13s. 2d. 

Sauuard accipirrarius also held of the King I hide on which geld was due in 
Yeovil (Giuele) Hundred, a geld-inquest hundred which included the Domesday 
hundreds of Liet or Lieget (alias Coker), Houndston or Houndsbarrow, Stone, and 
Tintinhull.9 Both Eyton and Stephen M orland have suggested that Sauuard was 
probably identical with the Seward l11111dra111ws or bundredman who held 1 hide in 
Errebere or Eartebera, valued in 1086 a t 20s. per year. Eyton identified this holding 
as being "probably part of Adber, in the parish of T rent"; and while he notes that 
Trent was, then as later, in Horethome Hundred, he says that "at Domesday this 
part of Adber was in Givela Hundred".11 Morland thought it more likely that 
Siward's holding was in Nether Adbcr in Marston Magna, which lay in Stone Hundred 
and was therefore also in Yeovil Hundred 12. Siward accipitrarius or another Siward 
had held o ther land in Marston Magna T .R .E., according to Exeter Domesday: 
" The Count [of Mortain] has I manor which is called Merstona which four thegns 
held in parage on the day when King Edward was alive and dead, and they paid 
geld for 5 hides ... Of these, Leverona held 3 hides and Edret J hide, and Saward 
and his mother I hide . . . " 13 If Saward of this entry was Siward accipitrarius, then 
he held two hides in Stone Hundred T .R.E.; one of these, in Marston Magna itself, 
he lost to the Count of Mortain, but he continued to hold the other, in Nether Adber, 
of the king in chief. 

Finally, the lnquisitio G cldi states that Sauard held in demesne 2½ bides t 
virgate in Abdick Hundred, while his villeins held It virgatesl4. Morland bas sugges­
ted l5 that the land in question was the 2½ hides t virgate in Stoche or Estoca 
valued a t 50s. and held (according to the Exeter and Exchequer Domesdays) by 
Alward and his brothers and before the compila tion of Exeter Domesday by Alward's 
father (unnamed) who paid geld for 3 hides; IG Morland suggested further that Sauard 
may have been Al ward's father, and that Stoche was probably Stocklinch Ottersey. It is 
also possible that Sauard and Alward were brothers, holding (with one or more other 
brothers) in parage, with one being named as holder in chief in the geld inquest, 
and the other as holder in the Domesday inquest. We may perhaps carry Morland's 
identification one step farther: we suggest that Sauard of Abdick Hundred was in 
fact Siward accipitrarius of South Petherton Hundred. The proximity of the holdings 
suggests such an identity, and the subsequent history of the fee seems to support 
both Morland's conjectun: and ours. Land in Stocklinch O ttersey (i.e., Stocklinch 
Ostricer) was held by individuals surna med Hawker or Ostricer probably through 
much of the twelfth century, and certainly from c. 1187 to 1287; from 1187 to 12 I 4 
the same family can be shown to have held both Stock1inch Ottersey and Seavington 
St. Michael ; and Stocklinch Ottersey continued to be held by hawking serjeanty at 
least until the reign of Richard 11.11 

H this identification of Stocklinch Ottersey with Sauard's holding in Abdick 
Hundred is correct, Siward's total holding in Somerset as recorded in the lnquisitio 
Geldi was 10 bides I½ virgates of the king in demesne. By the time Exeter Domesday 
was completed he had lost 2 hides 2½ virgates in Abdick Hundred , or had given that 
amount of land to his son, or was holding it in parage with his brothers, one of whom 
was named as the holder in Exeter Domesday; but be was still holding in his own name 
7 hides 3 virgates, with a total value of £6 13s. 2d. 18 He is listed in the Exeter and 
Exchequer Domesdays among lhe king's thegns; and this, taken with bis being identi­
fied as accipitrarius and with the fact tha t he paid no geld on the 7 hides I½ virgates 
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which he held in demesne of the king, suggests that he was holding what amounted 
in effect to a hawking serjeanty. The size and value of his total holding are particularly 
interesting: no other individual characterized in Domesday as a hawker held more 
than £3.00 of land.19 Either Siward's was an exceptional case, or other Domesday 
hawkers may have held more land than is specifically attributed to them, holdings 
concealed in Exchequer Domesday by the omission of a distjnguisbing occupation. 
Evidence from other counties indicates that the latter explanation is probably the 
correct one. 20 

Of these manors Siward had definitely held the hide in Eltebere under Edward 
the Confessor21• The fact that no holding is given for Seavington St. Michael T.R.E. 
suggests, according to Eyton, that Si ward also held that manor before the Conquest22 ; 

and if Morland is correct in his identification of Stoches or Estoca, and Siward was 
indeed " the unnamed father of Alward and his brothers,"23 Stocklinch Ottersey 
too was held T.R.E. by Siward - presumably by acting as hawker to King Edward. 
There seems to be no way of determining whether Siward accipitrarius was the 
Siward who held T.R.E. in Kingston Seymour and Remington, the Seuuard who 
held in Stringston, or the Saward who held in Marston Magna (though here the 
identification seems likely). 24 The three hides in Dinnington were presumably granted 
by William 1 and added to Siward's original holdings in Seavington St. Michael and 
Stocklinch Ottersey after Siward became William's hawker. 

Why was Si ward allowed to keep at least a part of bis lands after the Conquest, 
permitted to bold that land in chief of the king, and even granted more land, when 
others of King Edward's Somerset thegns were driven out or subordinated to Norman 
intermediaries ?2b Evidence from other c-0unties suggests that the answer lies, simply, 
in Siward's occupation. If the king wanted hawkers who were familiar with his newly­
won territory, the easiest way to acquire such men was, in the natural course of things, 
to take into bis own service men who had been hawkers under King Edward, letting 
them continue to bold the lands which they bad held under Edward. So Godwin 
accipitrarius, a king's thegn in Hampshire, held in 1086 the land he had held under 
Edward, presumably by performing the same service for William that he had per­
formed for Edward. 26 [n addition, the location of Siward's holdings was particuJarly 
suited to a hawking serjeanty. His land lay on fertile land between the rivers Parrett 
and [sle, close to the river banks along which hawkers have traditionally found 
their best sport, and adjacent to large tracts of woodland, moor, and marsbJand which 
provided a habitat for the small game and gamebirds hunted with hawks27• Such 
areas seem in a number of cases to have been chosen for hawkers' holdings: there 
was, for example, a concentration of such holdings along the Ouse in Huntingdon­
sh.ire and Cambridgeshire where marshland and ferti le valley land bordered the 
river.2 8 

During the greater part of the twelfth century we Jose sight ofSiward's descendants 
and of the lands whjch had been held by him - presumably as a result of the granting 
of royal lands in Somerset to various nobles, with the consequent disappearance of 
these lands from the public records. 20 In 1174/ 1175 Roger Hauecber pays ½m. in 
connection with custody of a jail (at llchester?). Silvester le Ostrecere witnesses a 
charter of Gerbert de Percy (d. I J 79) granting lands in Cranway to Gerbert's nephew 
Richard Gulafre; WilJiam de Seavington [Suuenhamtun] witnesses an agreement 
between Gerbert de Percy and the church of Wells concerning prebendal lands 
adjoining Chilcompton to be held by Gerbert; William "de Sept" (i.e., Septemhantibus 
or Seavington ?) witnesses one of Bishop Reginald's charters to Wells between 1174 
and I 180; William Ostruciarius witnesses a grant made between 1174 and 1191 to the 
Hospital of St. John the Baptist in Bath, and William ostriciarius another to the 
church of Wells datable between I 189 and I 191.3° But it is not until 11 87/ 1188 that 
a complicated lawsuit begun by William de Seavington [Seuenhanton], alias William 
austricarius and William le Ostricer of Stock.linch, shows that individuals surnamed 
Hawker or le Ostricer still held at least part of Siward's original fee. 

Jn I 187/ 1188 William of Seavington initiated a suit which is recorded on the 
Somerset Pipe Roll of that year as follows: "William de Seuenhanton' owes 100s. 
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for a recognition against Nicholas de Meduana [recte Magene or Manna, i.e., Maund] 
as to whether this same William or Nicholas was seised in demesne of the land of 
Knighton [Cnichteton] on the day when the duel took place between the Latter and 
Robert Malherbe."81 The real starting-point of William's suit, however, lay in the 
much-better-known suit which Robert MaJherbe began against Nicholas de Magene 
in 1171/ 1172. On the Pipe Roll for Buckinghamshire and Bedfordshire in that year 
appears the following entry: "Robert Malherbe owes £100 to hasten justice [in his 
case] against Nicholas de Manna concerning his inheritance in Normandy and 
England."32 A similar entry is repeated on the Pipe Rolls each year, with Robert 
usually paying some part of his debt on account, until 1185/ 1186, when he pays the 
last of the £100: "Robert Malherbe accounts for £6 16s. 2d. to hasten justice against 
Nicholas de Manna ; he has paid it into the treasury, and is quit." 33 Io the following 
year (1186/ 1187) there appears for the first time on the Pipe Roll for Dorset and 
Somerset this entry: "Robert Malherbe and Brien de Magene and William the 
Hawker [Austurcarius] account for 20s. scutage."34 The rate for the scutage assessed 
in that year was 20s. per knight's fee: so it is apparent, from this fact as well as from 
specific statements later, that land to the value of one knight's fee was involved. In 
the next year (1187/ 1188) there appears oo the Pipe Roll for Dorset and Somerset 
the first notice of William's fine for a recognition as recorded above. 

As J. H. Round pointed out, part of this disputed fee lay in Stourton Caundle in 
Dorset: "Oo the Pipe RolJ of 1187 ... he [Robert Malherbe] and Brien de 'Ma gene' 
(i.e. 'Maune') are found holding portions of a knight's fee in Dorset or Somerset. 
The place is not mentioned, but it was Caundle Sturton ... ".35 Two entries for 
1212 in the Book of Fees probably represent Round's source for the last state­
ment, so but these entries taken together account for only half the fee on which 
William the Hawker, Robert Malherbe, and Brian de Magene and his heirs paid 
scutage. Where did the other half of the fee lie, the half apparently held (at least in 
part) by William the Hawker? If William de Seavington was indeed William austrica­
rius, it lay in C11ichteto11 in Dorset or Somerset and constituted the land over which 
William had fined for a recognition of seisin against Nicholas de Mageoe. But in 
which one of the several Knightons in Dorset or Somerset did this ha lf-fee lie? 

Herefordshire records provide one clue to the answer. A part of the inheritance 
which Robert Malherbe was disputing with Nicholas de Magene lay in hamlets in the 
parish of Bodenham, Herefordshire, " all bearing the same name in various forms, 
Magene, Mag(g)a and Mawene, and finally Maund .. ".87 In 1086 William d'Ecouis 
(de Scohies) held there I½ hides.38 The Herefordshire Domesday, transcribed from 
the original between 1160 and 1170, indicates in a marginal note that one hide of this 
land was held (at some time during the twelfth century) by a Nicholas whom we may 
assume to have been Nicholas de Magene.39 This hide was subsequently divided 
equally between Robert Malherbe and Nicholas (or Nicholas's heir Brian), each 
receiving ½ hide, and the Herefordshire Pipe Rolls record payments on partial fees 
by Robert, Brian, and Brian's heirs for each scutage levied during the reigns of 
Richard and John.4D 

In Dorset, Exchequer Domesday records William d'Ecouis as holding five hides 
of land in CandelJe [in Brownshall Hundred].4l This was almost certainly the land 
held in chief in Stourton Caundle in 1212 by Robert Malherbe and the heir of Thomas 
son of Brian de Magene, each of whom held 2½ hides Cl knight's fee) ; again, the 
holding was divided equally between Robert and Nicholas' heir. The suggestion is 
clear: we should look for the remaining half-fee among the other holdings of William 
d'Ecouis in Dorset. Among such Dorset holdings are six hides of land in Chenistetone 
in Cullifordtree Hundred, i.e. West Knighton, now in the parish of Friar Mayne.42 

A complicated chain of evidence confirms that a part of this land in West Knighton 
was held by William the Hawker, and that this holding in West Knighton was the 
land in C11id11eton for his seisin of which William sought a recognition under the 
name of William de Seavington. 

WiHiam de Seavington's debt of 100s. for this recognition appears on the Pipe 
Rolls for Dorset and Somerset in the year after the first entry (1188/ 1189), but does 
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not appear in the records agajn until 1193/J 194. In the Jatter year a WiUfam austur­
carius pays 50s. of a IOOs. fine in Dorset/Somerset 'to have the good will of tbeKing', 
perhaps for having been involved in John's rebellion. William austurcarius pays the 
remainder of this fine in 1194/ 1195: William de Seavington continues to owe 100s. 
for a recognition. From 1195/ 1196 to 1202/ 1203 William's debt of 100s. is noted each 
year, after which it is dropped from the record.43 ln 1195/1196 William austurcarius, 
Robert Malherbe, and Thomas son of Brian [de Magene] pay 20s. for Richard's 
second scutagc and owe 20s. on the third scutage, which they pay in instalments: 5s. 
in I 196/ 1197, 5s. in 1197/ 1198, I0s. in 1198/1199. In 1198/1199 they are also assessed 
2m. for John's first scutage, and for the next seven years the three men appear as a 
group on the Pipe Rolls.44 In 1206/ 1207 a 20s. assessment (for John's seventh scutage) 
is levied on "Robert Malherbe and his associates", a phrase which reflects the fact 
that Thomas son of Brian has died and wardsbip of his heirs a.nd lands has been 
granted to Ralph de Bray;16 but which probably also reflects the fact that (as we 
shall see) control of the holding in West Knighton has passed out of the hands of 
William the Hawker. Robert et socii sui pay this 20s. assessment in 1207/ 1208. Over 
the next three years (1208/1209, 1209/ 1210, and 1210/ 1211) Ralph de Bray pays a 
20m. fi.ne in Dorset/Somerset for the wardship of Thomas' heirs and land (including, 
presumably, Thomas' quarter-fee in Stourton Caundle).46 No reference to the joint 
fee in Dorset appears on the Pipe Roll for 1211/1212, and no Pipe Roll survives for 
1212/ 1213. But in 1213/ 1214 the following entry appears on the Pipe Roll for Dorset 
and Somerset under the heading De scutagio Pictavie assiso ad iij. marcas: 'The 
following have quittance ... Ralph de Brai with the heir (and Robert Malherbe) ... 
and Robert de Almoditon for I fee;41 Robert de Almoditon appears to have replaced 
William the Hawker as the third holder of the fee in Dorset. To see why, we must 
return to the history of the fee in Somerset. 

In 1201 William austricarius appears as a juror in a suit relating to land in South 
Petherton Hundred.48 ln the same year he appears as one party in a case whlcb ties 
him directly to one of the Seavingtons.49 No record of the judgment in the case has 
been found, but the entry established further the identity of William de Seavington 
a.nd William the Hawker. It should be noted that property in Seavington (whether 
the same land or not) was the subject of dispute at a later date, with a hawker as 
plaintiff and a different defendant; in 1207 Robert the Hawker sued in the king's 
court for a virgate of land in Seavington: ''Robert le Ostricer puts in rus place Aubrey 
de Berkinges against Miles de Francheisnei on a plea of land" ; "Robert le Falconer 
seeks against Miles de Frankeisney I virgate of land with appurtenances in Seve­
hamton as his right." 50 Miles essoined himself against Robert le frankelan in the 
same term, and against Robertfa/conarius in the Easter term of 1208. The suit seems 
never to have come to trial: in the same Easter term of 1208 Miles gave ½m, for 
licence to agree with Robert Falconarius with respect to I virgate in Seavfogton.51 

There is no evidence to show that Robert the Hawker (or Falconer) was a member 
of the Somerset family of Hawkers, nor do we know in which of the two Seavingtons 
the virgate in question lay or what Robert's right there was. Since he claimed the 
land in his own right, perhaps he was a younger brother of William the Hawker, 
holding land by inheritance, or holding it of William. 

Three entries in the public records connect William the Hawker with Stocklinch 
Ottersey. At some time between 1202 and 1204 a part of William the Hawker's 
land there fell into the king' s hand. for in 1218/ 1219 Hubert de Burgh (sheriff of 
Dorset and Somerset from Michaelmas 1200 to mid-October 1204) was required to 
account for it: "Hubert de Burgo owes Im. of the issues of [a piece of] land in 
Stocklinz which is worth 3s. per annum [and] which was in the king's hand by reason 
of a certain charter made by William Ostriciarius who is dead, [dating] from the 
time when the same Hubert was sheriff, and which Alan de Wichton rcceived."52 

Another entry from an inquest of 1219 recorded in the Book of Fees appears to 
explain the first: 

Osbert the clerk of Stokes bad in his keeping a certain charter which was seized 
by him because of a claim that it was forged, by William de Stoclinch, who is 
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dead, for 13 acres of land and 3 perches and I messuage; which charter Philip 
de Kingesbir' offered to prove true; and the land in question was taken into 
the king's hand by reason of the [alleged] falsity [of the charter], and Thomas 
de Cirenc[ester] now holds it ; and during the course of the lawsuit Philip died. 
H amo his son and heir came and said in the presence of the justices that he 
did no t wish to proceed with this lawsuit, nor did he claim any right in tha t 
land by reason of the charter in question; and therefore that land remained in 
the king's hand until he should let his will be known ; and the land is worth 
3s. per annum, and in addition the vesture of the first year is worth Im. In the 
hundred of Abbedik.s3 

The land in question would seem to be the same thrce-shiJJings-worth of land which 
came into the king's hand between 1202 and 1204, and was still in the king's hand 
in 1219. Finally, a third public-records entry identifying William the Hawker with 
William of Stocklinch notes that in 1205 William le Ostricer of Stocki inch was pledge 
for Robert de Brayden.54 

I n 1204 a royaJ inquest in Somerset sought to discover whether William le 
Ostricer had a t some earlier date resigned all right in his land to Nicholas his son : 

The king ordered that an inquisition be made by the lawful knights of the county 
as to whether William le Ostricer resigned all his land and turned it over to 
Nicholas his son and heir as his right and inheritance during Nicholas' lifetime; 
and the knights, whose names are in the file of briefs, come and say that when 
Peter de Scudimore was sheriff [ 1197] the said William came with a certain 
Simon de Dclveton [ recte Delinton ?] one of his chief lords into the full court 
of the county and said that he [William) had surrendered a ll his land [deposuerat 
se de 1010 terra sua] in the court of his chief lo rd, and upon that he surrendered 
[his land] and granted it to the said Nicholas, who ought to marry; with the 
proviso, however, tha t he [William] should remain on that land as seneschal.55 

In 1205 Agatha daughter of Nicholas ostricarius offered the king Im. for a recognition 
of mort d 'ancestor in respect to 3 hides of land in Seavington, of which oblation 
she appears to have paid half in 1205/1206.li6 

A lawsuit recorded in 1222 allows us to put together the scattered pieces of the 
record to form a more complete picture. The record of the suit is worth quoting 
here in its entirety because of the light it sheds on the descent of William the Hawker's 
fee: 

Hamo de Almoditon and Agatha his wife were attached to answer to Ra lf de 
Torenye and Maud his wife as to why they deforced R alf and Maud of two 
parts of two hides of land with appurtenances in Knighton, of which land Ralf 
and Maud in court etc. [sic] late ly recovered seisin by judgment of the court 
against the said H amo and Agatha bis wife (as R alf and Maud say); concerning 
which Ralf and Maud call the court to warrant that they did so recover this 
land by judgment as has been said; and because H amo and Agatha disseised 
them they have suffered loss and damage to the value of 20 mares; and as to 
this they produce witnesses etc. 
And Hamo, for himself and his wife Agatha (in whose place he stands), comes 
and denies force and injury; but they do acknowledge that Ra lf and Maud 
recovered seisin o f the land in question. But after that, he, Hamo, and Agatha 
impleaded Ralf and Maud by the king's writ for assessment of dower in the 
county [i.e., D orset], so that by judgment of the county they [Hamo and Agatha) 
recovered their seisin of the aforesaid two parts of land and the third part of 
tha t same land remained to Ralf and Maud according to the law of the land, 
because Nicholas, Maud's former husband, had no more land than the aforesaid 
two hides of land ; [and] on this matter they [Hamo and Agatha] seek judgment 
as to whether she [Maud] should have more in dower than the third part. 
And Ralf and Ma ud say that they [Hamo and Agatha] speak unjustly, because 
the aforesaid Nicholas had the whole land of William le Ostricer his father on 
the day when he [Nicholas] married her [Maud], since Maud's kinsmen were 
unwilling to let Nicholas marry her unless William bis fa ther surrendered hjs 
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land and gave it to his son aforesaid, that is to say, to Nicholas; as a result of 
which William gave up all his land ; and by William's own wish, Nicholas 
endowed Maud with the two hides aforesaid in their entirety; and this was 
acknowledged in the court of King John in the presence of Simon de Pateshull 
and his associates and in the presence of the king at Schoe in the county of 
Somerset, by twelve jurors, so that Ralf and Maud by this suit recovered their 
seisin of the two hides of land in question against the aforesaid William father 
of Nicholas; and as to this they call the court to warrant. And Hamo comes 
and denies the whole etc.; and in like manner in respect to this he puts himself 
on the court and the country etc. 
It was found on the rolls that William father of Nicholas surrendered his entire 
inheritance and gave it to Nicholas his son when he [Nicholas] married Agatha 
[ sic]. And Hamo acknowledges this and seeks licence to return the land to them. 
And he has it. And on this Ralf and Maud have their seisin and hold for the 
whole life of the same Maud in the name of dower, with Hamo and Agatha 
having no claim etc.67 

With this entry and those noted earlier, we can construct a fairly clear account 
of events and their sequence. Before Nicholas the Hawker son and heir of William 
the Hawker was betrothed (or married) to Maud (c. 1197). her relatives or guardian 
insisted that William turn over to Nicholas the entire estate which Nicholas would 
normally have inherited on his father's death. Maud's dower should as a result have 
been substantially increased when Nicholas predeceased his father: rather than re­
ceiving as dower only a third of the land Nicholas held of bis father {whatever that 
might have been), she would have received on his death close to a third of the whole 
estate which had been held by William before l 197, for once Nicholas had seisin 
of his father's estate by his father's gift, the land couJd not revert to William on 
Nicholas' death; and perhaps this was what Maud's relatives had in mind. But at 
William's instigation Nicholas endowed Maud specifically with the two hides at 
West Knighton; and by accepting these as a dos nominara, Maud limited her claim 
on Nicholas' estate to these two bides only, and Nicholas' heir(s) came into possession 
of the remainder of the estate. 

Nicholas died less than six years after his marriage, and William tried to retain 
his land, for between .1202 and 1204 suit seems to have been brought against WiWam 
over Maud's dower, suit apparentJy resulting in the inquest of 1204 as to whether 
William had resigned his lands to Nicholas, and in the decision that gave Maud 
and her second husband Ralf de Toreny the two hides in West Knighton as dower. 
After 1202/ 1203 William's debt of 100s. for a recognition of his seisin of land in 
West Knighton seems to have been allowed to lapse, although he is recorded as paying 
scutage on that land for at least three more years. William may have tried to retain 
his land in Seavingtoo St. Michael, too, for in 1205 Agatha, Nicholas' infant daughter, 
sued for her hereditary right to three hides of land in Seavington. These three hides 
represent Siward's entire holding in Seavington St. Michael: this much at least of 
Siward's fee seems to have passed undiminished in the Hawker family to the end of 
the twelfth century. After 1205 William was referred to in the records as WilJiam 
the Hawker of Stocklinch, perhaps because Seaviogton St. Michael had been turned 
over to Agatha's guardian as part of her inheritance from her father's estate. We 
may venture a guess that her guardian was Robert de Almoditon and that her ward­
ship was acquired by him with the purpose of betrothing and ultimately marrying 
her to his son (or his nephew and godson) Hamo de Almoditon. 

At the beginning of the thirteenth century, then, some land in StockJinch Ottersey 
was still held (perhaps in right of his office as seneschal of the estate) by William the 
Hawker of StockJinch, who also held as tenant (or at least was paying scutage on: 
again, perhaps as sencschal) land in West Knighton, Dorset, which had technically 
passed from him to his son Nicholas. Seavington St. Michael seems to have passed 
entirely into the hands of William's son Nicholas, and after Nicholas' death in or 
before 1203 his daughter Agatha claimed the entire holding. Nicholas' widow Maud 
and her second husband Ralf de Toreny claimed dower right in Nicholas' land 
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between 1202 and 1204: specifically, Maud's right (against William) to two hides 
at West Knighton, Dorset. Maud's claim seems to have been honoured; then by a 
suit in the county court in Dorset Hamo and Agatha took two-thirds of the land 
away from Maud and Ralf; and by a third suit in the king's court in 1222 Maud and 
Ralf recovered seisin.as 

As for the remainder of Siward's fee, we have no certain record for Nether 
Adber which can be shown to relate to Siward's fee there. Dinnington would seem 
to have been separated before the end of the twelfth century from the other lands 
held by Siward (i.e., those which passed to William the Hawker of Seavington and 
Stocklinch). Dinnington may not have passed out of the hands of Siward's descend­
ants, however, and land in Dinnington seems to have continued as a hawking 
serjeanty throughout the thirteenth century. In a case in Somerset in 1201 Odo de 
Duniton is named as a perjured juror in an earlier plea involving land within Joel 
de Mayenne's jurisdiction in South Petherton Hundred.59 We may assume, therefore, 
that Odo held in Dinnington in South Petbertoa Hundred. In J 200 the same Odo de 
Duniton or another of the same name bad brought suit for I virgate of land in 
Boscombe, Wilts.60 In 1212 a Simon de Diniton accounted for 50 marks on the 
Wiltshire Pipe Roll for not keeping one of the king's hawks properly. 1n 1214 the 
sheriff of Kent was ordered to give a robe to Simon de Dunington, '' ostricarius 
domini Regis." 1n 1226 Simon de Dunigton was essoined upon a common summons 
in Somerset ; and in the same year Simon de Dininton sought the advowson of the 
church of Seavington against Agnes de Wrokeshall. 61 The latter was almost certainly 
Agnes widow of Adam (I) le Daneys (d. c. 1225/ 1226), holder of land in WroxhaJI 
Denys, Dorset; and the advowson in question was that of Seavington Deays, i.e., 
Seavington St. Michaef.62 

Librl c:ens11alis voc:ati Domesday Book; Addltame11ta ... : Exon' Domesday ... (London 181 6), 
hereafter cited as £xo11. D., 454 (fol. 490b-491). The component parts of Exon. D. are referred 
to in the 1cx1 as Exeter Domesday and the laquisitio Geldi. 

2 Ro111li de oblatis et fi11ib11s, ed. T. D. Hardy (London 1835), 283. 
3 Curia &gis Rolls, v. 113. 
4 S.R.S. 6.56. 
5 Domesday Book (London 1783), i. 99 (hereafter cited as D.B. and referred to in the text as 

Exchequer Domesday. See also translation by E. H. Bates V.C.H. Somerset, i. 523. 
6 R. W. Eyto11, 
6 R. W. Eyton, Domesday S111dies (London 1880), i. 188-9. 
7 Exon. D. 73 
8 Ibid. 160, 45~, 488. 
9 Ibid. 71: R. W. Finn, Liber Exo11iensis (London 1964), 41 ; Eyton, Domesday Smdles, i. 164-9, 

ii. 7-10, 27-8. 
10 D.B. i. 99; Exo11. D. 457. 
11 Eyton, Domesday S111dies, i. 165. 
12 S. C. Morland, 'further Notes on Somerset Domesday', Proc. Som. Arel,. Soc. 108, 95-6. 
13 Exon. D. 259. 
14 Ibid. 7~. 
15 S. C. Morland, 'Some Domesday Manors', Proc. Som. Arch. Soc. 99-100, 38-9. 
16 £xo11. D. 454; D.B. i. 99. 
17 See below; Cale11dar of lnqulsllions post mortem, xvi, p. 397. Eyton comments on the curious 

way in which this holding is described in the Exeter Domesday,• ... as though the land belonged 
to Alward and the bulk of the inhabitants, and the livestock belonged to his brethren•: Domesday 
S111dles i. J40. Perhaps the form of the entry is to be explained as an allempl 10 indicate the 
jurors' pcrcepLion of the fact that while Alward held this land in demesne by hawking, his 
brothers were actually farming h. 

18 I.e. Siward held in his own name 4 hides 3 virgatcs in demesne in South Pelherton Hundred, 
plus I hide 1 virgate held by his villeins and 3 virgaces held of Glastonbury Abbey, plus I hide 
in Yeovil Hundred. The land he held in South Petherton Hundred was worth £5 13s. 2d. and 
his land in Nether Adber in Yeovil Hundred was valued at 20s. 

19 D.B. i. 14, 49b, 50b, 63, 208: ii. 125, 272. 
20 See R. S. Oggins, 'Falconry in Anglo-Sa.xon England' Mediaevalla forthcoming)). 
21 D.B. i. 99: Exon D. 4S7. 
22 Domesday S111dfes i. 69. 
23 Proc. Som. Arel,. Soc. 99-100, 39. 
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24 A Siward held 1 bide in Kingston Seymour (Exo11. D. 141) and 21 hides in Hemington (ibid. 
294); Seuuard held Ii virgates in String.ston (ibid. 398); and Saward held I bide in Marston 
Magna (ibid. 259). A thegn named Saluuard held 1 virgate in Horsington of King Edward 
(ibid. 360); he was called Sauardus in D.B. (i. 96b). 

25 See e.g. the tables of landholders T. R.E. and posi-Conquest in Eyton, Domesday Swdies, ii; 
and sec V. H. Galbraith, Domesday Book (Oxford 1974), 30-1. 

26 D.B. i. 50b. Judikcll, once hawker for Earl Ralf of Norfolk, became a hawker to William I, 
holding land at Redenhall in Norfolk by serjcanty (D.B. ii. 125i V.C. H. Norfolk ii. 21 and note 
I 0). Hawkers may have been acquired by William's followers in hke fashion : an unnamed hawker 
held of Roger de Montogmery I hide near Marden (Sussex) which he had held T.R.E. in alodi11m 
(D.B. i. 24). In the same way William's huntsmen seem in a number of cases to have retained land 
held under Edward. 

27 For a discussion of terrain suitable for hawking see R. S. Oggins, The English Ki11gs 011d t/reir 
Hawks: Falconry in Engla11d to tire time of Edward I (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University 
of Chicago 1967), 32-4. Hawks can be flown successfully in country which is wooded or sub­
divided by hedgerows, as contrasted with falcons which perform most effectively in open country. 

28 ln other cases too numerous 10 mention here, hawkers' and falconers' holdings lay on the edge 
of the fens, on the coast, or on the banks of estuaries. 

29 It is possible that Seavington St. Michael and Dinnington were among the manors granted by 
Hcmy I to Robert fl12 Roy on his marriage to Maud, daughter of Rober1 fitz Hamo. These 
manors would therefore have been held of the Honour of Gloucester and would have come into 
the hand of Prince John in 1189 on his m:irriage to Isabel, daughter of William E:irl of 
Gloucester (I. J . Sanders, &,g/is/1 Baro11ies (Oxford 1960) 6). John (who was an avid falconer 
and hawker) retained control of the Honour of Gloucester until 1214; and his control may 
explain why (as compared with the earlier period) so much material relating to Seavington St. 
Michael is found in lhe Public Records from 11 89 onwards. In 1284/5 both Seavington St. 
Michael and Dinnington arc held of the earldom of Gloucester (Feudal Aids iv. 283). By 1299 
(or possibly earlier: ibid. 272) Stocklinch Ouersey had apparently become a member of Hasel­
bury Plucknett (P.R.O. C 133/91/ 1, m.6). 

30 Pipe Roll 21 He11ry II, 26; Report on MSS. in Various Collectio11s (Hist. MSS. Comm. 55), i. 
353-4 ; Calendar of Wells MSS. (Hist. MMS. Comm. 12), i. 51, 59; S.R.S. 73, pt. l, no. 121; 
C.M. Church, Chapters in tire Early History of tire Church of Wells (London 1894), 59, 359, 
361-2. The number of attestations to Wells documents is interesting. Reginald fi12 Jocelin was 
well known to enjoy the sport of hawking (Church, Early History, 40 and note I). Could Silvester 
and William have been acting as hawkers in Reginald's household? 

31 Pipe Roll 34 Henry II, 163. 100s. was an unusually high payment for a recognition at this Lime: 
see R. C. Van Cacnegcm, R oyal Writs i11 Engl011d from tire Conquest to Gla11vi/le (Selden Soc. 
77), 98-101. 

32 Pipe Roll 18 He11ry II, 53. 
33 Pipe Roll 32 He11ry II, 22. 
34 Pipe Ro/133 Henry JI, 163. 
35 J. H. Round, Ro111li de domi11ab11s . .. (Pipe Roll Soc. 35), 33 and n. 2. 
36 Book of Fees, 89. 
37 Herefordshire Domesday: circa 1160-1170, ed. V. H . Galbraith and J. Tait (Pipe Roll Soc., 

new series 25), 105. 
38 D.B. i. 185b. 
39 Herefords. D. 53; and see the note by Galbraith and Tait, ibid. 105. 
40 Pipe Ro/16 Richard J, 5, 140; 7 Richard I, 41, 110; C/ra11cellor's Roll, 8 R/c/rard l, 91-2; Pfpe 

Roll I Jo/rn, 218; 16Jolrn, 137. For other holdings of Nicholas de Magene and Robert Malhcrbe 
in Herefordshire see Here.fords. D. 13, 78, 84?, 867, 105, 127. 

41 D.B. i. 82; £:i:011. D. 24. 
42 D.B. i. 82; Exo11. D. 2S. For the possibility thal William the Hawker of Stocklinch and Seaving­

ton had married the sister or daughter of Nicholas de Magene and was holding her maritagium, 
see note 62 below. 

43 Pipe Roll I Rldiard I, ed. J. Hunter (1844), ISI; 6 Richard I, 187, 191; S Jo/111, ISI. 
44 Cha11cellor's Roll 8 Rid,ard I , 223, 227; Pipe Ro/19 Richord l. 138; 8 John, 134. 
45 Pipe Ro/19 Jol,11, 60; 10 Jo/rn, 112-13 ; Memoranda Ro/110 John, 25. 
46 Pipe Ro/110 Jolrn, 107; 11 Jo/rn, IOI : 12 Jo/rrr, 72; 13 Jo/r11, 224. 
47 Pipe Roll 16 Jo/r11, 106; Et Rober111s Mallrerbe is an interlincation. 
48 Pleas .•. I 198-1202, ii, ed D. M. Stenton (Selden Soc. 68), no. 634. 
49 lbid. no. 680. Examination of the original (P.R .O. Just. ftin. 1171, m. 12d) suggests that Fra11keine 

or Fra11kei11ei may be the correct reading for the name transcribed as FrOllkeiue/. 
SO Cur. Reg. R. v., pp. 2, 113. 
SI Pleas . .• 1198-1212. ed. D. M. Stenton (Selden Soc. 84), nos. 2701, 2920; C11r. Reg. R. v, p. 214. 
52 P.R.O. E 372/63 (Pipe Roll 3 HenrY 111, Dorset/Somerset); and see E 372/6S (Pipe Roll 5 Henry 

111, Dorset/Somerset). Alan de Whitton was acting for Hubert de Burgh from 1200 to 1204. 
53 Book of Fees, 262. From 18 Oct. 1204 to 2 Dec. 1207 Osbert de Stok' was co-sheriff of Somerset 

and D orset with William de Montacute. 
54 Rot. de obl. et fi11. (Record Commission, 1835), 283. 
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SS Cur. Reg. R. iii, p. 129. Examina1ion of 1he original (P.R.O. KB 26/30, m. 14) suggests tha1 the 
name transcribed in the printed text as Simon de Delvcton should be read as Simon de Delinton, 
i.e. Dillington. 

56 Ror. de obl. er fin. 312: and see Pipe Roll 8 Jo/111, 133. 
51 Cur. Reg. R. x. pp. 324-5. It is likely that the third suit (for recovery of dower by Maud) had 

to be delayed until Agatha's majority. 
58 Several questions rela1ing 10 the West Knighton holding remain to be answered. William 

d'Ecouis' holcHng in West Knighton was six hides in extent, of which he held 4 hides I virgate 
in demesne. But Agatha, Hamo, Maud and Ralf were engaged in litigation over two hides, and 
these were their entire holding in Oorse1 ; 01herwisc Hamo and Aga1ha would no1 have recovered 
two-thirds of these 1wo hides in the county couri. What happened 10 the remainder of William 
d'Ecoui.~' land in West Knighton? Were 1hese six (or four) hides also divided equally between 
Roben Malherbe and Nicholas de Magene, with William the Hawker holding only Nicholas' 
share? Was William's wife (and Nicholas the Hawker's mother) a daughter or sister of Nicholas 
de Magene? Did William hold the two hides in West Knighton as his wife's mariragium? The 
selection of these two hides as a dos nominara suggests such a possibility, and William's naming 
his son Nicholas wouJd provide some support for this conjecture. 

59 William the Hawker is a juror in 1his case. 
60 Cur. Reg. R. i, pp. 12~; Pleas ... I 198-1202, i, nos. 2063, 2450. 
61 Pipe Roll 14 John, 150; Rofllli lilferamm dausomm, ed. Hardy, i (Record Commission, 1833). 

207; Somersershire Pleas ( S.R.S. xi). 89; Pare111 Rolls 1225-32, 83. 
62 In 1226 William son of Adam (I) le Daneys and grandson of Osben (I ) le Oaneys held land in 

Wroxhall Denys (Wraxall) Dorset, by inheritance from his father and grandfather (Cur. Reg. R. 
xii, pp. 469-70). fn 1242-3 Roesia, widow of William le Daneys begnn a suit for dower against 
Agnes ,widow of Adam le Daneys (Som. Pleas (S.R.S. xi) 222). Adam (JI) le Dancys was alive 
and holding land in Seavington Denys in 1253 ( Calendar Charter Rolls 1226-1257, 414), so 
Agnes must have been the \vidow of Adam CT) le Dancys. 


