BUCKINGHAMSHIRE SLAVERY IN 1086

K. A. BAILEY

Dr Bailey shows that although Buckinghamshire in 1080 had a higher proportion of slaves in the
population than any other south-eastern county, with 106,.0%, the institution was in decline, It was
maost sienificant in the NE and NW of the county, and was especially prevalent where there were
demesne ploushs 1o be manned, There is some evidence that slaves surplus to the needs of the
demesne ploughs may have been employved as swineherds, and in one case as a Macksmith, There
is no correlation between slaves and areas of postulated British survival.

1

Muore than twenty years ago in a seminal paper
on the carly settlement of the Chilierns, John
Chenevix Trench put forward the view that the
proportion of slaves detailed in Domesday Book for
blocks of contiguous estates indicated the possibil-
ity of recognisably British elements surviving in the
population long after the first flush of Anglo<Saxon
occupation in the seventh century.! His analysis
wis based on the only series of data on the subject
of slavery in Buckinghamshire, the Domesday fo-
lios, and the purpose of this paper is to explore this
information in more detail for the whole of the
county, with a view o disceming patterns and at-
tempting to explain them.

Pelteret™s recent study of Anglo-Saxon slavery
in general obviates the need for any detailed discus-
sion of topics such as terminology here.” He too
uses Domesday data for a series of county case
studies of the institution of slavery at the end of its
life (there is no evidence that it survived in England
beyond the middle of the twelfth century ), although
Buckinghamshire is not one of them. Pelteret's
thesis has three broad components; (1) that the
institution of slavery in the period between the
scltlement and the Conguest was a developing one,
characterised by fuidity over time and space; (2)
that slavery was in decline, probably from the time
of Alfred (871-900), as tribal society was progres-
sively replaced by the growth of what might be
termed the “manoriai” system, and that slaves were
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replaced at the bottom of the hierarchy by various
classes of peasant; and (3) that there was a high
correlation between the number of slaves on an
cstate at the time of Domesday and the number of
demesne ploughs which required to be operated.

He adduces the decline in slavery as a function of
the changing needs of lords, in part caused by the
fragmentation of the old multiple-estates with their
emphasis on food and ether renders in kind, used to
feed an itinerant royal or noble household, The
demand for renders in terms of money or labour
services gave rise to the replacement of formerly
“free” peasants, such as ceorlas (but see Higham's
recent study of the seventh century which suggesis
a much higher status for this group ai that time),” by
the groups which appear in Domesday as willani,
bordarii and cottarii, among others, He also sces
the church as a conservative force with its continu-
ing need for supplies to feed the monastic brethren,
despite the teaching that slaves should be {reed. In
this paper, | shall follow Pelteret in translating
Domesday servi as “slaves’, rather than as ‘serfs’,
thereby distinguishing them clearly from the later
medieval group of that name.

With the exception of the will of Alfgitu
(966 = 9751 there are no sources apart from
Domesday Book that provide any details of slaves
in Buckinghamshire, By 1086, the institution was
in it terminal stages. Unlortunately, the folios for
thiz county do not provide any data on population
relating to 1066, so it is impossible to judge the rate



and distribution of any decling, as is the case in
Fasex.” There, slaves were in the process of being
freed and changed, perhaps at the rate of 2-3% per
annum, into small tenants owing various services to
the lord.

One fundamental question 1s the extent to which
the situation in 1086 can reflect in any way that
which pertained at the time when what is now
Buckinghamshire was being taken over from its
post-Roman rulers by a variety of Anglo-Saxon
leaders, a process which probably began around
ADE00 and was not completed much before 650 in
many paris of the later county, The only record of
these events is 1o be found in the Anglo-Saxon
Chronicle under the year 571, when Ceawlin of the
West Saxons took over four funas and their territo-
rics: Luton, Avlesbury, Eynsham and Benson —a
large swathe of land comprising some or all of that
atlocated about a century later o the Oilier mowiun
and Hendrica in the Tribal Hidage ® 1t 18 not clear
who had control of these areas before this takeover,
but it seems reasonable to assume that it was a
mixture of early Germanic settlers, of both Anglian
and Saxon origin, and also one or more Romano-
British rulers, successors to the tyrants described by
Gildas two or three generations carlier.” This was
no doubt one of those takeovers in which only the
aristocratic and military elite were replaced, the rest
of the (almost wholly agricultural) population re-
maining in place, rendering their dues to new mas-
ters. Given that slavery was practised both by the
Romans and by their Celtic suceessors, it is certain
that there was a greater or lesser number of such
individuals in this region in 571. The West Saxon
conguest may well have added to their number as
some of the indigenous population were enslaved.
Such a pattern will have been repeated when this
region was taken over by the Mercian King
Wullthere in the late-650s and 6605,

We cannot know what the proportion of slaves in
the population was at any of these dates, nor the
dynamics which underlay it, We do know, how-
gver, that the church became firmly established in
the region after 650, and that its policy on
manumission might well have counteracted any
tendency for the proportion of slaves o increase,
Equally, of course, their numbers are unlikely to
have decreased on those estates, ofien very substan-
tial, which were being granted by kings for the
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support of the new network of minsters. {(Unfortu-
nately, thers is little or no evidence for how exten-
sive these estates may have been in Bucks., where
the names of probable or suspected early minsters
are gbout all we have: Aylesbury, Buckingham;
possibly Wing, North Crawley and Brill/Oakley.)

AElfgifu was probably the separated wife of king
Eadwig, and her will is addressed to his successor
Eadmund * Amongst other things, she requests that
he frees in every fun (estate) every penally enslaved
man who was enslaved under her, Amold Baines
congiders that this petition relates only to the estate
at Princes Risborough, which she willed to New
Minster at Winchester, and which had several com-
ponent settlements,” He considers that the freed
individuals became calilierdi, remaining on the es-
tate, and witimately appeared in later sources as
bordars, Although there were only three slaves out
olla populabion of 45 at Prioces Risborough in 1086,
it i3 equally possible that Alfigu intended to free
penal slaves on other estates which she bequeathed,
maostly to the king — for example Wing, Linslade,
Haversham and Marsworth. Her action may ac-
count for the relative absence of slaves on some of
these estates a century later, and was a common
feature of testamentary provision.'”

1l

It is necessary at the outset to define the size of
the slave population in the county in 1086, and to
compare this with other counties in the region.
Buckinghamshire had a total enumerated popula-
tion of 5,103, of whom 845 were slaves (16.6%).
This is a high figure for southeast England, as may
be seen from the following table:

Tane |
Proportion of Slaves in Selected Counties in 1086

Ceniniy 5 Slaves
Buckinghamshire 16.6
O fordshare 14,9
Bedfordshire 13.4
Hertfordshire 13.0
Essex 12.9
Surrey 12.3
Kent 9.9
MNorthamptonshire Q.
Middlesex 5.1
Berkshine 24




It will be seen that Bucks. has 11% more serfs
than Oxfordshire, and 24% and 28% more than
Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire. The widely diver-
gent political and socio-cconomic histories of the
counties make it impossible (o generalise about the
reasons for these differences, especially as we shall
see that within Bucks., there were concentrations of
slaves in areas which had belonged to different
early administrative units, and which had been af-
fected more or less by the Danish wars of the ninth
and eleventh centuries and their aftermaths. 1t is
sufficient to note that in Bucks., the institution of
slavery seems to have been decaying less rapidly
than in the rest of the Home Counties,

Appendix 1 gives details of the proportion of
slaves in all those places which had them. Where a
name covers more than ong manor or estate in
Domesday Book, these have been grouped together
here, although they will be considered in a
disaggregated form later,

Owerall, 180 places in Bucks. possessed one or
more slaves in 1086, an average of just under five
each. The maximum number in one place is seven-
teen at Waddesdon, followed by fifteen at Hadden-
ham, fourteen at Chesham and thirteen each in
Aston Clinton and High Wycombe. As important as
these absolute ligures, however, is the proportion of
slaves in the population, which has an equally wide
range. Table 2 summarises the data by settlement
population size, Table 3 by “Three Hundred”
groupings.

It is clear that the distribution of slaves was not
uniform, either in terms of settlement size or loca-
tion within the county. There is a steady decline in
the proportion from small settlements to large, with
places whose population was 1-10 people having

Tapre 2
Buckinghnmshire Slaves in 1086 by Population Hand

Population Ner, Av, Po Slover T
1-10 25 364 15.00
11-20Q 57 21.43 9497
21-30 44 17.96 .07
3140 27 16,10 T
41-50 16 16.28 .03

514 15 I4.34 .0

more than twice as many slaves pro rata as those
with 31 or more recorded inhabitants, In geographi-
cal terms, the Chiltern and Ashendon Hundred
groups approximate to the county average of 16.6%
slaves, but this is exceeded by a substantial margin
in Cottesloe and Buckingham, This differs rom the
conclusion reached by John Chenevix Trench that
slaves were concentrated in the Chiltern Hills, re-
flecting the survival of the post-Roman British
population there.

A statistical measure of the dispersion of values
about the average (mean) is provided by the stand-
ard deviation (@), and this has been caleulated for
all places with slaves in 1086, divided into settle-
ment-size bands and Three Hundred groups. Places
which exceed the difference from the mean by more
than +1¢ or—1o are listed in Table 4.

Three principal areas of anomalies are high-
lighted by this exercise. The first is in the far north-
cast of the county and comprises a block of parishes
in Moulsoe Hundred, from Moulsoe itself to
Emberton, which has a much lower than expected
proportion of slaves. (Astwood is not mentioned in
Domesday, but was subsumed under Newport
Pagnell, There is a reference to renders from men
living in the woodland, however, suggesting an
area of active elearance, probably with few or no

FakLe 3
Buckinghamshire Slaves in 1086 by Hundred Group

(ot Places with Tortal

Sloves Pop.
Avlesbury/Stone/Risborough 20 T8O
Stoke/Burnham/Desborough 29 958
Ashendon/xhill/'Waddesdon k)| 703
Mursley/Cottesloe/Y ardley i3 LER
Lamuns/Rowley!Stodfold k1! 731
Moulsoe!/Seckloe/Bunsty 35 1075

Slives %3 Av. %4 a %
Slives Slirves
122 | 5.64 19.74 1,38
|26 13,15 15,85 Tk
127 16,02 20.39 12.08
147 1717 22.94 13.76
137 18.74 23.03 | 1.26
195 18.14 1866 B.53
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TanLe 4
Sagmificamt Varlation m Slave Poputation from the Mean,

slaves,)!! This is an arca of extreme fragmentation
of holdings in 1086, and i1 is likely that the influ-

1086 ence of Scandinavian settlement in the Danelaw,
Population Places >+ 1 Flaces <id@ with a higher than average proportion of freemen,
4. By solmment stoe: or sokemen, holding up to one hide, caused this
i-10 Harion Harishorm Addingrove scarcity of slaves. Chibnall showed that it was an
o PR a8 area in which assarting was actively proceeding in
1120 Addington Aston Abhots the late-eleventh century and after, and the absence
;;‘:’"‘Lﬁ“ E.g':::‘ﬁ:ﬁ:;:r of institutional landholders would also have been a
Shenbey Church lind Loughtin factor depressing the number of slaves,
Uipdon { Stone) Moul=nie
Cheddington Murston
EE::L:E [E:ﬁ:ﬁ:}le N The second proup of anomalies lies around
Tingawick Floet Meston Aylesbury, although in this case there are both
glgfhﬂdmﬁ’-’ posttive and negative deviations from the mean. On
Siiripel the basis of settlement size, there are two clusters of
e g;r;lghlcbmwgla T lower than expected numbers of slaves: around
s i i bl mipd Wing, Wingrave and Aston Abbots, and a much
Weston Turville Upton {Stoke) larger one to the west, from Winchendon through
Quarrondon, Ayleshury iself, to Wendover 3nd
31-40 Marsh Giibban Tumiham Halton. On either side of the latter, south-west and
e e s southeast of Avlesbury, are clusters of much higher
Twylurd Chicheley than average numbers of slaves — from Chearsley to
Tyringham Wingmve . Hartwell, and Weston Turville/Aston Clinton, and
41-50 fustan Clingon Stoke Mandeville y . .
Sione WMonks Risboraigh on to Chesham. On the basis of Hundred groupings,
::fm ook the negative anomalies are equally apparent, but the
51+ Hoddenhan P - positive ones are more {ragmented, although
ik Buckingham Weston Turville stands out, as does Aston
Horrwell Winchendon i
Water Eaten Sandfor.

& By Hiidreed Growg
Ayleshury  WeatonTarville

Stoke Mandeville

Uptan Monks Risborolugh Last of these groups is a block of parishes west of
Humgileny 'f‘h-‘.’;ﬁ“é’[mnmgh Watling Street, from Calverton in an are through
Chillern  Chesham Marlow Whaddon to Stoke Hammond, which have more
L‘;ﬂ,um E'.,'L’:L":m than lor slaves above the mean, Other high slave
Mhstone Upton eoncentrations are found at Chetwode/Barton/
e Lkl Tingewick; Padbury/Addington; Creslow/Whit-
Ashendon  Aston Sandford Winchendon church, while negative anomalies are in the group
:f.‘v';"ﬁ;:’h“ — E:Lh'mm!h of parishes between the last two; and along the
Witld A Fleat Mamsbon Thames in Marlow and Wooburmn.
Cothosloe  Creslow Wlllgr:.vl:'lm“
Ei’.",ﬁ'.‘;m o Possible reasons for these strong peographical
(Rl  [RTE]

Ivinghoe Aston

varations will be discussed below.

Buckmpham Shalsione Steeple Claydon
Chetwade Bisckingham
Rarien Hirtshom Beachnmpton i
Leckhnmpstend
Westhy % . TRELT .
Eul.gumn There are other ways in which the distribution of
tlewport ’!“.;::‘“:n';:l'“*““" Fxreinsl slaves in Buckinghamshire in 1086 may be ana-
Sioke Hammond _ Emberion lysed. One is by the type of tenant-in-chief. We
S Wit Kokt o shall be looking both at the post-Conguest owners
i;miw.;” y L-:jjm.", and their predecessors of 1066, Tt is also likely that
Tick ford

Little Woolsone

T

the type of estate itself had some bearing on the



socio-economic structure found within it. There are
five major categorics of estates in the Bucks.
Domesday to test this hypothesis against. Thirdly,
there are suggestions which have been made by
scholars over the years thal the slaves were speeifi-
cally used on certain tasks, of which the maost nota-
ble are as demesne ploughmen and as household
servants, with other options including dairymaids.”

There were 67 tenants-in-chicl in 1086, ranging
from the King through various lay and ecclesiasti-
cal magnates to Godwin the beadle. Sixteen had no
slaves on their estates.

Tame 5
Slaveholding by Tenant-in Chief, 1086

Temami-in-Chief Toral Pap,  Slaves % Slaves
Fing 192 14 7.29
Church 46 48 10.30
Laymen® =151 (8 2932 496 16.92
S1-150(11) 240 144 17.14

21=50 (14) 473 4 19.03

1120 (5) gl 17 20095

1-10 (18) &0 ) 11.25

* Figures denote tofal population on all Bucks. estates

The suggestion that churchmen were influenced
by their own teaching against the perpetuation of
slavery, and led the way In manumitting slaves,
seems to be borne out, and it appears that the King
also was able to manage his estates (albeit not very
significant in Bucks.) without recowrse to large
numbers of such individuals, This reflects the close
links between church and monarch before 1066, As
usual, averages conceal gquite wide variations:
Westminster had no slaves and St Albans only five
(8.77%), whereas the Archbishop and the abbess of
Barking had 14-15% of the population on their
local estates in this calegory,

Lay tenants-in-chief {which for this purpose in-
cludes the Norman bishops of Bayeux and
Coutances, whose role in England was as leading
adherents of the new regime, not as religious lead-
ers) seem to have acted under ne such compunetion,
except at the very lowest level in the landowning
hierarchy, where minute estates of less than two
hides or so could obviously be managed by the
efforts of the ténant’s family and a small body of
free or semifrec peasants — although even here one
in ning of the recorded population were slaves.
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(There 15 a paradox between the high proportion of
slaves in small settlements and the low number on
small landowners’ heldings; this reflects the
number of small entities which had no slaves at all.)

The eight great territorial magnaies between
them accounted for 36% of the county’s population
in 1086, and 60% of slaves. The largest, Walter
Giffard, had 734 people living on his estates, of
whom 28 (17.44%) were slaves. Odo, Bishop of
Bayeux, had 470 and 100 respectively (21.28%),
followed by the Bishop of Coutances (322/5%:
18.32%) and Miles Crispin (316/58: 18.35%), of
these great landowners, only the Count of Mortain
(270/31: 11.48%) had significantly less than the
average number of slaves on his estates. Landown-
ers with total populations of 51-150 had a similar
proportion of slaves, although in the case of Edward
of Salisbury (63/22: 34.92%) this level more than
doubled. Owners with between ten and fifty on their
eatates had almost one-fifth in slavery, and it is clear
that they were far from abolishing this inslitution
which had lasted so long, Change came very rapidly
in the decades after 1086, however, and by the end
of the twelfth century, slavery had been replaced by
avariety of types of unfree peasant, who, while they
may not technically have been the property of the
landowner were not exactly characterised by high
levels of personal freedom.

In the absence of any population data for 1066, it
is impossible to know whether the proportion of
slaves in the county was declining, and if so at what
rate. We are able, howewver, to rework the data for
1086 on the basis of landownership twenty years
previously.

Tanie 6
Slaveholding by Cwner 1066

Chaner Total Pop. Slaves % Slaves
King/Queen 560 70 12.50
Church 385 43 11.17
Lawvmen =151 (6} 1382 231 16.71
51150 (200 15949 279 17.45

21-50 (23 714 123 17.23

LI-20 (14} 210 40 10

1-18 (22} 123 12 1545

[(ME: The overall population and slave totals for 1066 ame
slightly less than those for 1086 [Table 5] because there aro
several examples of shared ownership i the former year, in
which it is imposzible to divide the number of slaves. )



The apparent difference between the roval es-
lates over the two decades is caused by the transfer
of most of the estates held by Queen Edith in 1066
o major lay magnates, and the acquisition by
Matilda, William’s Queen, of estales which had not
been royal at that time. The proportion of slaves on
the former was 17%, on the latter only 8%. King
Edward had only 6.5% slaves on his estates (cf.
William 5%). The church had slightly more slaves
in 1086 than 1066, which reflects the resumption of
estates by Canterbury which had been in lay hands
at the Conguest. This no doubt reflects the activities
of Stigand, who had been deposed by William, and
who seems to had rather an ambivalent attitude to
church property. In contrast, Westminster had only
acquired its slave-free estate from a layman in
1065-6." As in 1086, there is a progressive in-
crease in the proportion of slaves with decreasing
size of estate (remembering that at both dates there
was more or less extreme fragmentation of any
given individual's holdings in this shire). The 15%
slaves in the smallest group in 1066 is overstated by
the omission of estates held by two or more mdi-
viduals.

There does not seem 1o be a signilicant variaion
in the propensily to have slaves between the vari-
ous levels of the landowning hierarchy, either at the
end of the Anglo-Saxon era, or in the first genera-
tion alter the Conguest, With the exception of royal
andl ecclesiastical estates, between one in five and
one in 5ix of the recorded population of Bucks. was
in stavery at the end of the cleventh century,

v

We turn now to examine variations in slave-
owning by type of estate, There are five basic
categories in the Domesday folios for Bucking-
hamshire: (i) those rubricated with *M” in the mar-

gin, denoting a manor; (ii) those described in the
text as ‘answering for' such-and-such a hiability (se
defendit); (1) estates described in the text as "held
as one manor’ (per wno manerio) — both categories
may be considered “full” manors;™ (iv) estates
which are described as having been held as one (or
more) manors in 1066, but which do not belong to
that category in 1086; (v) estates which have no
reference to having been manors at either date.
Places may be further divided into names which
cover only one estate (which may or not be a single
settlement), “undivided vills", and those which
cover two or more estates (“divided vills™) — up to
ten in the case of Lavendon. The two types are not
randomly distributed across the county, and have
been discussed in a separate paper.'”

There is a high correlation between ‘proper’
manors, that is those with the marginal rubric M.
and slaveholding in 1086, especially in unitary
vills. Taking these and the next two categories,
gstales which were definitely Domesday manors,
85% of unitary vills had slaves, a proportion which
does not change when estates which had ceased to
be manors since 1066 is taken into account. The
effect of fragmentation is obvious, with almost half
of all the components not having any descriptor in
1086, Here, T3% of the first three categories had
slaves, which falls slightly to 69% if erstwhile
manors are included. In peneral, however, it is true
to say that slaves were heavily concentrated on
‘manors’, although there was a goodly proportion
of these which had already transformed this asset
into some kind of unfree or semi-free peasantry,

This correlation between “manors’ and slaves
sugpests that they formed an integral part of the
activities related to the landholder's portion of the
eslate, thal is the demesne, Such a link has become
a commonplace of studies of slavery in Domesday

TasLe 7
Slaveholding by Estate Type: 1086

Deyeripiion Undivided Filis Diivided Vills

M, Slaves HaSlaves Mo.af Dyvins. Slaves TaSlaves
Manor B0 il 83.75 40 3 77.50
Held as one manor 2 2 100,00 i3 44 G884
Se Defendit 25 25 B, 20 5 4 BO.00
Manor | (66 T fy 83,71 15 19 54.29
MNone ] 2 25.00 112 25 2332

e



Bool, and it is uselul to develop the Buckingham-
shire data further to see whether the frequenily
alleged correlation between slaves and demesne
ploughteams is strong or weal,

Tasre 8

Slaves and Demesne Ploughteams: 1086
1. By Hundred
Hiirieleed DTy Slives I"'u.rr‘ ! — _f;r}.!‘]-._'-'
Stone 26 53 +H).92 +(, 79
.-\.}lins‘hur'_l.l 23 42 +0.56( 4077 +06T7] +0.78
Rishorough F 17 +0.61 Hi61
Stoke |18 i1+ +.33
Burnham 21 37 049 +054 D03 032
Desbofough 32,5 57 +0.E3 .83
Txhiil 41 57  +L35 +H).15
Ashendon 33 I HbS6 (¢ +H0Ta +Hi44 | HLGS
Waddesdon 16 23 +0.9E +{.99
Cotteslow 14 47 H0.20 +0.31
Yardley 17 3B Doy +0.55 #0020 054
Mursley 27 43 a6 H), 60
Stodfiold 2.5 35 .23 H1.55
Rowley 25 A +i,62 +.51 HILA5 | +0.63
Lamua 265 51 +1.71 +0.83
Seckioe 42 91 H)LE9 .85
Bunsty 215 500 044 082 0 00E2
Moulsoe 2E.5 44 +0.81 0. T8
County Total 4695 To5  +0.68 L&

Note: Correlation | is based on actual demesne teams
Correlation 2 includes potential extra demesne teams
where given.

2, By populntion group

Population Dvem. Teams Slaves Corr.

1-10 295 Al HLAS
11-20 117.5 175 k]
21-30 104.5 176 HILAS
340 BSS 152 +).58
41-50 fil L1 10,43
51+ G5.5 128 H140

Llsing Hundreds and Triple Hundreds as the
basis for caleulating correlations, it will be seen thal
across the county, there is a high positive correla-
tion between demesne teams and slaves (on estates
where both are recorded): +0.68 on the basis of
actual teams, and +0.66 if potential teams are in-
cluded. As usual, however, there are wide varia-
tions between suobdivisions. Aylesbury and
Mewport groups exhibit much higher correlations,
Buckingham matchss the overall average, while
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Cottesloe and the Chiltern Hundreds have a lower
correlation between slaves and demesne teams. 1T
potential teams are added in, the Chilterns stand out
as an arca of weak correlation, although this is
concentrated in the “lowland™ hundreds ol Stoke
and Burnham, whereas there is a high positive
correlation in Desborough, which is matched in
Stone, bul oot in Aylesbury and Risborough, This
would indicate thai the slave population of the
Chilterns was only parlially a function of the re-
quirements of demesne arable cultivation,

The range of correlation between demesne
teams and slaves is less in the case of settlement size
—between +0.33 and +H).58 — but is still consistently
positive. Settlements with 3 1-40 recorded popula-
tion have the strongest correlation and those with
11-20 the weakest, although the differences are not
significant,

It appears, therefore, that a substantial propor-
tion of the slaves in Domesday Buckinghamshire
can be accounted for by the need to provide man-
power (o operate ploughs engaged on the demesne.
If the assumption that it took two men to operate the
cumbersome eight-ox plough of the time {cf. the
tenth century work of /Elfric, where the (unfree)
ploughman had a boy to assist him)'* is valid, then
220 slaves (26%) arc accounted for on cstales
where the ratio between slaves and demesne teams
is exactly two (which increases to 252 (30%) if
potential ploughs on some estates are taken into
account), A further 220 slaves were enumerated on
estates where the ratio with demesne teams ex-
ceeded 2.00, bringing the number of slaves who
may reasonably be assumed to work as ploughmen
or their assistants to 472 (56%). Looked at another
way, however, this leaves more than two slaves in
five to be aceounted lor across the county, There are
two basic categories of estate lefi: (1) those where
there are demesne tcams, but with less than two
slaves to the team; (2) those where there are no such
ploughs recorded, but which still have slaves,

Thereare 31 of the latter (13% ol all estates with
slaves), although they only have 48 slaves between
them (5.7%). Most only have one, who may repre-
sent a household slave, a dairymaid, or some other
specialist about the home farm, There may also be
estaies where the process of reducing slaves fo zero
is caught by the snapshot that is Domesday — by



109G these arcas may have joined those with no
slaves. A few estates, however, seem to have a large
number of slaves in relation to the demands of the
demesne; Hartwell 2 & 3, four each; an unmamed
holding in Waddesdon Hundred (4), and Weston
Underwood | (3), The third of these has been iden-
tified with part of Hoggeston, lying in Creslow,
although neither of these places seems ever Lo have
been in Waddesdon Hundred."” The seven virgates
in question, however, do make a ten-hide unit with
the rest of Hoggeston, and represent two of Edward
of Salisbury’s three estates in Buckinghamshire.
Also, there is a shortfall of three slaves at Creslow
in relation to demesne ploughteam requirements, so
it is al least possible that they were thus employed.
Salishury’s lands are unusual in both having more
recorded slaves than other categories of men, and
this is one of the areas of the county which shows up
a8 a positive anomaly (see above), There is a deficit
of two slavies in relation Lo the teame at Harbwell 4,
although that still leaves six slaves unaccounted for
on the other components of that vill. There are other
cases where slaves are allocated to properties with-
out demesne teams, who may have been used on

neighbouring  land - for cxample, Lude at
Wooburn; Chearsley | and 2; Burston at Aston
Abbots;  Helsthorpe;  Wingrave,  Lamport;

Leckhampstead; Gaweott; Bradwell; Hardmead
and Wavendon.

It has also been suggesied that slaves may have
acted as swineherds. The recording of swine across
Buckinghamshire does not appear to be consist-
ent." For example, none al all are reorded in
Cottelsoe Hundred, and relatively few in neigh-
bouring Mursley, Also, swine totals in the Chiltern
region are ofien recorded under the head manor,
whereas they may have been located several miles
away in woodland pasture areas. Iver and Datchel
are examples of this, Nevertheless, there is some
evidence that surplus slaves on some estates (1.e.
those over and above the demesne ploughing re-
gquirements) may have been employed as swine-
herds for at least part of the vear. There arc
thirty-one estates with surplos slaves, and swine
totals, totalling 60 and 10,954 respectively. Aston
Clinton and Weston Turville, for instance, have
seven slaves and 400 swine. At the former, plough-
shares were made, suggesting thal the surplus slave
wag the demesne blackamith, Other areas with sub-
stantial quantities of surplus slaves and woodland
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include Amersham and Chesham (five and 2,000,
Wraysbury (three and 500), Hambleden (three;
TH1), the Wycombes and Hughenden (four; 2,100,
Edlesborough  (two; 4000, Akeley (one; B00),
Tingewick (four; 800), Hanslope (four; 1,000,
Haversham (twao; 300) and Clifton Reynes (three;
440},

While many of the surplus slaves may be dealt
with in this way, the problem of estates where there
wias a deficitin relation to the needs of the demesne
arable and its cultivation remains. It is these exam-
ples which may afford evidence of the process by
which slaves were being replaced by other types of
peasant, who, while they were not actually the
property of the landholder, were obliged to perform
more er less onerous labour services on or about the
demesne in exchange for often very small holdings
which can searcely have alforded a living for them
ana their Tamilies {ollen as Hide as Dve aoies o
less)." There are only three basic categories of
peasant recorded in the Bucks, folios:  vifland,
Bovdaril and servi, The last are slaves, the first are
usually translated as villeins and the second as
bordars, We know from the Middlesex Domesday
that villeing were a heterodox group in lerms of
their holdings, although most seem to have fallen in
the range of one virgate to one hide. Both the latter
are highly variable terms in their tum, but may be
considered as falling generally in the fifieen to one
hundred acre bracket. At the top end of the range
were those who had once been substantial free
ceorfas, whose status had begun to decline long
before the arrival of the Norrnans, At the bottom
were men who were no doubt both on the way down
and those on the way up, possibly even forrner
slaves, There is unfortunately no evidence of the
peasant land market this early, although if later
medieval evidence is anything to go by, it could
have been locally vigorous.™ There were 2,899
villeins in Bucks. in 1086, 57% of the total popula-
tion. Bordars are also described as cottars in some
shires, and although there is some degree of mixing,
it seems likely that they represent similar groups of
cottagers, (There are ten cottars in Bucks,, but 1,321
bordars [26% of the total]).

The population data may be analysed in terms of
Maces with surplus slaves in relation to demesne
teams, those where there i a deficit, and those
where the two slaves-to-the-team ratio applies.



Tame
Buckinghamshire Population Groups 1086

A, Places with Slaves =2 per Team

Filleins Bardars Slaves
M. 872 124 AB0*
B 5533 20.56 24.11
o o Owerall 1.9} -5.52 +7.43
Difference -29 -87 +113
* — imclodon four fwri {hogs)
B. Places with Slaves <2 per Team
Ma. 1001 487 243
4 57.83 2813 14.04
% -k Owverall  +064 +2.07 =271
Difference +13 +36 47
C. Places with Slaves=2 per Team
Mo, S 207 214
Lo 58,93 2019 20.88
% Overall  +1.74 -5.87 +4.13
Difference +18 -6 +42

These tables reveal a clear link between the
proportions of slaves and bordars in relation to
demesne teams in 1086, On estales where there are
surplus slaves, there are 87 fewer bordars and 29
fewer villeins than would be expected if the popula-
tion was composed in the same way as the county as
awhole, but 112 more slaves, Four of the latter were
buri (hoors), all of them on the estate of Robert
D*Oilly at [High] Wycombe (held by Queen Edith
in 1066 and marked as a former royal estate by its
reference 1o meadow for the horses of the court).™
There were only 65 boors in the whole of Domes-
day, |7 of them in neighbouring Ox fordshire and 19
in Hereford. They are probably to be associated
with the coliberti, of whom there were 840, and
with the Povarfi (oxmen), of whom there were
759.7 Both groups display geographical concentra-
tions - the former in Wessex (notably Hants., Wilts,
and Somerset) and the latter along the Welsh border
(especially in Shropshire), Some of the oxmen were
described as “free”, which suggests that all three
groups represent the recently freed, and that all
oceupied a place intermediate between slaves and
free peasanis such as bordars and cottars. The sub-
stantinl group defined as oxmen were clearly in-
valved in ploughing and in view of whal has been
said about the correlation between slaves and de-
mesne ploughs, the caliberti may well also have
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been. The apparent deficit of villeins on these es-
tates in Bucks. is further support for the relatively
low slatus of many within this group.

On estates with less (than twe slaves to the team,
there isa shortfall of 47 slaves which is balanced by
surpluses of 36 bordars and 13 willeins, further
evidence of the changes which were affecting local
society in the late eleventh century. On estales
where all the manpower for the lord’s teams seems
to have been provided by slaves, there is neverthe-
less an excess of this group in relation to the ex-
pected proportion —42 more slaves being balanced
by a shortfall of sixty bordars (the balance being
villeins)

v

What, then, does this preliminary survey of the
Domesday evidence for Buckinghamshire slavery
reveal? Four broad conclusions may be drawn!

(1) The institution of slavery was more prevalent
in this county than its neighbours, This may be
ascribed to the relative weakness of royal and
ecclesiastical tenants-in-chief'and to its periph-
eral position vis-a-vis the Danelaw. Lay
landholders seem far less likely to have pro-
gressed the manumission of their slaves.

(2} There is a positive correlation between the

slave population and the number of demesne

ploughteams, with pronounced geographical
variations. The Hundreds of Stone, Des-
borough, Waddesdon, Yardley and Scckloe
stand out particularly in this respect. The short-

fall of slaves on many estates s matched by a

greater-than-expected number of bordars, sug-

pesting that the process of manumission was
actively under way in 1086, albeil more slowly
than elsewhere,

There is a strong correlation between slavery
and manors, however delined and deseribed in
Domesday Book, Small estates which do not
fall into any of the relevant categories did not
usually have separaie demesnes, and were of-
ten relatively new creations in marginal arcas
such as those of woodland clearanee, Here,
there was no institutional basis for maintaining
or indeed ereating slavery.,



(4) There are marked variations in the density of
slaves between Hundreds and groups of Hun-
dreds. They are most significant in the north-
west and north-vast corners of the county, the
proportion generally decreasing as one moves
south.

The Inst point does not support the argument that
lhey were especially prevalent in the Chillems, nor
indeed in the area of Bernwood in the west, a
forested area in which Celtic place-names survive
maoee than elsewhers in Bucks.™ So many centuries
had elapsed since the final annexation of the area
which 15 now known as Buckinghamshire by a
variety of Anglian and Saxon leaders that, while not
dissenting from the view that the mass of the rural
population remained “British™ in some way, the
dynamics of assimilation, personal success and fail-
ure, warlare, and cconomics will have long sinee
blurped any direct relationship hetwesn being Brit-
ish and being a slave, apart from the semantic shifts
revealed by the Old English word wealh. Concen-
trations of slaves in 1086 seem more likely to owe
their origin to the type of landholder, the size of
settlement and the extent of demesne arable farm-
ing, than to the survival of distinet pockets of “Brit-
ons’.

Om balance, there are few places in Bucking-
hamshire where the number of slaves is greatly in
excess of the pumber required 1o man the demesne
ploughteams (or in some cases, including those of'a
neighbouring estate with the same name, or those
with a different name but still within the same
modern parish). Such excesses as there are may be
accounted for by other demands of the estate owner,
Unfortunately, we do not know the sex of the slaves
recorded in Domesday Book, nor whether those
entered therein represent individuals or heads of
Families. Motwithstanding this problem, some of
the local sern were probably women and girls
engaged as dairymaids, or as domestic servants.
Among the men, some will have been associated
with demesne activities such as milling and for-
cstry.

As usual with this source., however, there are
lantalising clues to be followed up, For example,
why do the paired settlements of Aston (Clinton)
and Weston (Turville) have so many slaves in rela-
tion to their size — 25 out of 697 Between them, they
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have a surplus ol five slaves afier actual and poten-
tia] demesne teams are fully manned, Weston had
four mills and Aston one. The latter owed shares for
the lord’s ploughs — was its “spare” slave a black-
smith? Aston had been held by Wulfwen of
Creslow in 1066, a lady whose other Bucks. estates
were also marked by a very high proportion of
slaves and demesne arable. Aston and Weston were
presumably parl of the original multiple estate of
which Avlesbury was the head, with its strategic
gite on Akeman Street overlooking the Vale and its
early minster church, although slaves are in short
supply in the rest of the Hundred by 1086,

Perhaps one day there will be a full study of
Buckinghamshire’s Domesday society and eco-
nomy, towards which the present paper offers a
small contribution.

Appendix 1

BUCEMGHAMSHIRE BLAVES 0y Locamos, 1086

Place Servi:All Fap. Serdl B Servi
Marlow 4:4 17 5 4.67
Waddesdon 7 17 22.08
Long Crendon 72 10 13.89
Haddenham 71 15 21.13
Hambleden it @ 13.26
Lavendon 310 G 5 12.12
High Wycombe B1) 8 13.33
Steeple Claydon it v 11.67
Cheshaim 35 9 14 2373
Wrayshury 57 7 12.28
Buckimgham 55 2 364
Hanslope 55 B 14.55
Hartwell BN 54 12 222
Water Eaton 53 12 22,064
Winchendon 2:2 57 2 385
Dinton 50 B J6.00
Edlesborough ald 10 20,008
Walverton S0 10 20000
Aston Clinton 45 13 28.ED
Elleskorough 2:3 45 f 13.33
Princes Rishorough 45 3 .67
Stoks Mandeville 45 3 G667
Stone 22 45 11 24.44
Monks Rishorough 44 4 409
West Wycombe 1:3 44 7 15.91
Amersham 1:6 43 () 16.28
Bledlow 43 8 (R
Hardwick 23 42 ] 21.43



BuckimGHaMSHIRE SLAVES BY Location, 1086 {CowT.)

BuckisGHAMSHIRE SLAVES ny Locanos, 1086 (conT.)

FPlace
Tver

Chuainton
Clifton Reynes

Bow Brickhill
Marsh Gibbon
Newton Longville
Ivinghoe
Great Linford
Milton Keynes
Saunderion
Burnham
Axlesbury
Hardmead
Hillesden
Gireat Kimble
Sherington
Stewkley
Wavendon
Calverton
Brill

Oney
Soulbury
Twyford
Tyringham
Charndon
Chicheley
Linslade
Whaddon
Thornborough
Wingrave

Beachampton
Leckhampstead
Haversham
Lathbury
Padbury

Grreat Brickhill
Slapton

Wotton Underwood

Emberton
Aston Sundloed
Lpton {Slough)
Wooburn
Worminghall
Chalfont St. Giles
Datcher
Ludgershall
Medmenham
Shabbington
Simpson
Swanbourne

s
4:5
3:3
22

Pap,

42
42
41

40
39

S

4
b3
&

&
11

=
=

e

MhEmNh:ﬂmmm@hmma\qmthqum

g O S LA W e kDo Dho s O 00 2 LA L L

Yo Servi
9.52
19.05
14.63

[ 5.00
28.21
28.21
15.79
13.16
18.42
LO.53

5.41

5.56

B33
19.44
16.67
22.22
13.89
L1
2571

5.88
14.71
17.65
26.47
29.41
1212

6.06
15.15
3030
12.50

6.67

RICH
JUKLE
17.24
20.69
27.59
21.43
14,28
21.43

370
3406

7.69

1.5
15.38
16.00
12.00
20,00
16,00
24.00
24.00
12.00

Flace  Enfries ServizAll

Winslow

East Claydon 1:4
Hogpgeston

Horton

Preston Bissel

Taplow

‘Weston Turville
Whitchurch

Woughton 22
Fien

Hughenden

Westhury 2:2
Broughton { Avlesbury)
Stoke Hammond

Middle Claydon
Cublington

Dorton

Edgeott

Ik ford [:2
Menbmore

Aston Abbots

Chalfont St Peter

Gireat Horwood

Maids Moreton 13

Ravenstone

Thomton

Weston Underwood 153
Addington 23

Drayton Beauchamp 2:3
Fawley

Oakley

Shalstone 2:2
Shenley Church End 122
Upton {Stone) 2

Drayton Parslow 1:2
Grendon Underwood

Pitstone 26
Pollicott

Water Stratford
Broughton (Mousloe) 1:2
Cheddington 27
Chilton

Kingsey

Loughion 1:3
Moulsoe

Stoke Poges

Chearsley 2.2
Dilehurst

Mursley 1:3
Salden 1:2
Chetwods

Stoke Goldington  1:2

Pop,

25
24
24
24
24
24
24
24

Serv

B Swobd B = O e e LA L O RS s Lk e LA A s L U e O L Rk e LA B B e L B B vl L ek O o B U W O G0 R RO O R LA Ll

5 Servi
| 2.0
| 2,50
2063
1667
2500

833
50,00
33133
2500
[7.39
21.74

.70
1E. 18
27.27
14.28
23 81
1428

Q.52

9.52
14.2%

5.00
10.00
10,00
2500
20,00
I5.00
1500
31.58
2105
J1.58
15.79
16,84
31.58
3].58
[ 6.67
22.22
16.67
2222
[6.67
11.76
3529
[7.65
29.41

5.88

588
231.53
37.50

.25
12,50
12.50
LR
1333



BuckiNGRrAMSHIRE SLAVES BY Locanion, 1086 (ConT.)

BuckmonAMSHIRE SLAvES By LocaTion, 1086 (cowT.)

Place Servi:All Pop. Servi % Serwi
Tingewick 15 10 06,67
Hanechedens 14 5 35.71
Stantonbury 14 4 2557
Turweston 14 4 28.57
Ashendon 12 13 2 1538
Biddlesden 1:2 13 4 30.77
Bradwell i 13 4 w077
Horsenden 1:4 13 2 15.38
Hmer 13 4 30,77
Little Kimble 13 2 1538
Radelive 13 3 23.08
Shortley 1:2 13 2 15.38
Burston 14 12 | B33
Caldecote 13 12 I B33
Creslow 12 5 41.67
Cravhurst 12 2 16.67
Grranborough 12 | ®.33
[bstone 1:3 12 4 33.33
Lenborough 1:2 12 k] 25.00
Fleet Marstion 12 i 2.33
Great Missenden 12 2 16.67
Singleborough 12 4 33.33
Dorney Ll 2 18.18
Hitcham 11 3 2727
Lamport 212 Il 3 1.2

Place ServizAll Pop. Servi %o Servi
Addingrove 10 1 100
Dumton 10 4 A0.00
Farnham Royal 10 2 20000
Littlecote 1:3 14 3 30000
Shenley Brook Bnd  2:2 10 2 20,00
Tickford 10 4 000
Easington 9 2 222
Akeley 8 2 25.00
Dadford 1:2 ] | 12.50
Mashway 8 2 25.00
Tythrop I:2 8 2 25.00
Barton Hartshom 7 4 anl4
Helsthorpe 2:2 7 3 4287
Shipton Lee 1:3 7 1 14.28
Little Woolstone 1:2 T 2 2857
Harpdens 4] 2 33.33
Ivinghoe Aston 1:2 b 4 ah.67
{Waddesdon Hund.) b 4 66.67
Ditton ] 1 20000
Foacuic 4 I 2300
Horton 1:3 4 2 50,00
Lude 4 1 25.00
Tetchwick 4 I 25,00
Giaweott 3 1 33.33
Waldridge 3 I 3333

Noge:  The secomd column refers o all Domesday entries [or ¢ach place name, indicating (hose with slaves preseal, Where there
is agreement ghout distingnishing places sharing the same name in DR, they are shown separataly in this Appendix,
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