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This paper is the second to examine the material on manors in the Domesday Book for Buckinghamshire. It is concerned with the demesne, or that part of an estate devoted to the support of the tenant-in-chief or his sub-tenant, rather than that of the peasantry. In particular, it looks at the differences between demesnes which have separate hidages, and those which do not. Two theories are discussed which touch on this phenomenon: the first that it is evidence for separate farms or settlements, with field systems distinct from those of the tenantry, and the second that separate hidages denote exemption of this land from the geld or royal taxation. The geographical distribution of demesnes and their relationship to the various types of manor is also examined. 
I 

Two earlier papers in Records examined certain facets of local society and economy as revealed in the folios of Domesday Book. 1 The first concerned the evidence for slavery and showed that there was at least a prima facie case for assigning many of the slaves to activities on and around the demesne -that part of an estate which was exploited directly for or on behalf of the tenant-in-chief or his immediate sub-tenant. In particular, the provision of manpower for the demesne ploughteams was one of the reasons why the institution of slavery seems to have persisted into the late eleventh century across much of England. Other possible work for the unfree tenants included smithing, milling and, for the females, work as dairymaids. 
Th~ second paper analysed the evidence for the terminology used to describe Domesday manors. There were four main types: ( 1) a marginal rubric M (for manerium), spread more or less evenly across the county, but less common in the three Buckingham Hundreds; (2) estates held "as one manor" (pro uno manerio) were more characteristic of the north, with none in the region south of the Chiltern scarp; (3) estates which "answered for x 
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hides" (se defendit pro x hidis) were concentrated in the north and west, with more than one third in the Buckingham area; (4) estates which were manors in 1066 but no longer so considered in 1086, their geld liabilities now discharged through head manors of new tenants-in-chief, not necessarily nearby, nor even in Bucks. itself. There was a large residual category of landholdings which had never been manors, but which for various reasons of tenure, and even inertia, were still recorded in Domesday Book as separate entities. Most were at places which had other, manorial holdings. 
This paper takes the analysis of the inexhaustable seams of Domesday a stage further. It discusses the evidence for demesnes in Buckinghamshire, both those which have specific hidages assigned to them, and those which do not. It examines the differences between the two types of demesne, and possible reasons for them, and also their relationship with indicators of manorial status. It then considers the geographical distribution of each type, and further examines the connexion with slavery, showing that they too do not occur randomly across the landscape. Like any study of 



Domesday Buckinghamshire, this study owes much to Elvey's pioneering work. 2 

II 
Given its importance as a mark of manorial status, it is not surprising that 204 (92%) of the 221 holdings considered to be manors in 1086 had demesnes: 

TABLE 1 
Manorial Demesnes in 1086 

Demesnes Type Total Hidated % Other % Total % 
Manerium 121 61 50.4 58 47.9 119 98.3 Pro uno mane rio 66 8 12.1 44 66.7 52 78.8 Se defendit 34 7 20.6 26 76.5 33 97.1 
Total 221 76 34.4 128 57.9 204 92.3 

Only two of the seventeen remammg estates had a marginal M (Amersham 6 and Hardmead I, of which the former attribution may be a clerical error) and only one was a Se defendit manor (Broughton by Aylesbury). These mismatches are more common in the case of the "Pro uno manerio" group, where fourteen (21 %) have no demesne (Numbers after names refer to subdivisions of places with the same name): 
Wingrave 2 Pilslone I ,2,4, Shenley Brook End I 
Dadford I 

Lenborough 2 Salden I Shenley Church End 2 Anon. (Moulsoe) Hardmead 2,4 Broughton 2 Wavendon 4 
All but the anonymous holding in Mousloe Hundred are in divided vills, and it too may well lie in one of the highly-fragmented vills so typical of that area. Most of these places have some demesne in other holdings, so that the use of a manorial descriptor in these cases may be erroneous . 
Thirty of the forty-five holdings which lost their manorial status between 1066 and I 086 had demesnes in 1086. Eleven were hidated (36.7%), 
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very close to the overall proportion, confirming that these estates still had manorial attributes. 
Hidated Datchet Chalfont St. Giles Chesham 2 Chesham 3 Ibstone 1 Radnage Marlow 1 lckford 1 Ludgershall 2 Swanbourne 5 Marsh Gibbon 1 

Non-Hidated Stone2 Upton I Horsenden 3 Saunderton 1 Saunderton 2 Aston Sandford 1 Aston Sandford 3 II mer Crafton 1 Crafton 2 Grove 

Soulbury 1 Hoggeston Addington 1 Bradwell 3 Caldecote 2 Laughton 2 Lavendon 7 Bow Brickhill 1 

In addition, fifteen of the holdings which were not considered to be manors of any kind, either in 1066 or 1086, nevertheless had demesnes recorded at the latter date: 
Marlow 3 (Hid.) Caldecote 3 (Hid.) Hartwe116 Little Missenden 3 Marlow 2 

Burston 1 Chesham 1 Soulbury 2 Waldridge 1 Little Woolstone 2 Hollingdon 3 Lavendon 6 Lamport 2 Ickford 2 Bradwell 1 
These are all in divided vills, where the demesne may have been erroneously assigned to a holding which was not described as a manor, or where such a holding failed to receive an appropriate indication in the final version of the Domesday survey. 
Taking all types of holding with demesnes, we obtain the following result. 

TABLE 2 
Demesnes by Holding and Type 

Type 
Manerium Pro uno manerio Se defendil Ex-Manors Non-Manors 
Total 

Hidated% 
51.3 15.4 21.2 36.7 13.3 
35.7 

Other% 
48.7 84.6 78.8 63.3 86.7 
64.3 

Hidated demesnes, which account for one-third of the total, are concentrated on M-type estates, and are also relatively common on those whose 



status had changed after the Conquest. They are least likely to be found on estates which were 'held as one manor', and on those which were not manors at either date. 
TABLE 3 

Distribution of Demesnes by Manorial Type 
Type Hidated% Other% 
Manerium 68.5 36.2 Pro uno manerio 9.0 27.5 Se defendit 7.9 16.3 Ex-Manors 12.4 11.9 Non-Manors 2.2 8.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 

Only one-third of non-hidated demesnes are on M-type estates, and 40% on se defendit and pro uno manerio estates. Holdings with the marginal M rubric are those where it was most often reported that the lord's holding had a geld obligation of its own, although whether this was a new, postConquest phenomenon, or a traditional one, or a combination of the two, is rarely disccntible. Neither, in the absence of subsequent Domesday Books, can one tell whether the situation was fluid. 
There were 99 undivided vills in Domesday Bucks., about a quarter of the total entries, all of which had demesnes in 1086: 48 hidated (63% of this type) and 51 non-hidated (40%). By comparison, only half of the holdings in divided vills had recorded demesnes. This does not, however, mean that undivided vills were all classic villages with the church, manor and peasants' houses clustered together in the midst of two or three great open fields, as we shall see. 
Demesnes of one kind or the other were therefore ubiquitous features of the Buckinghamshire landscape in 1086. The total assessment of estates with hidated demesnes was 949 hides (45% of the county total) and for those with other demesnes 988 hides ( 47% ). Of the former, 357 hides were in demesne (37 .5%). Demesne ploughs accounted for aboul one quarter of the total on hidated demesnes, and for one-third on the others. As Elvcy noled,3 

where demesnes were assessed in hides, this was 

apparently often penal, 1·ather than beneficial. This was especially so in Risborough Hundred, where 16 out of 30 hides were assigned to the demesne at both Bledlow and Monks Risborough, and 20 out of 30 at Princes Risborough. In all three, however, the proportion of ploughs on the demesne was far lower (14-22%). On the other hand, there are examples of holdings where the assessment for the demesne and its arable capacity are both high: Marlow 3, 52% hides and 44% teams; Ludgershall 2, 62% and 50%; East Claydon 2, 43% and 40%. 
In general, hidated demesnes on small estates (five hides or less) f01m a higher proportion of the total assessment than on larger estates, although they have a lower proportion of ploughs than small estates with non-hidated demesnes. Overall, 44% of hides are in demesne on small estates (cf. 37% on larger holdings), and 24% of (actual) ploughteams are allocated to the demesne (cf. 35% on other demesnes). 
By way of comparison, we may take a brief look at the demesnes of neighbouring Hertfordshire and Middlesex. In the former, the pattern of hidated and non-hidated demesnes is quite different from Bucks., with 99 (56%) and 79 (44%) respectively (cf. Bucks. 36% and 64%). In part this is because of the much higher number of very small "estates" in Herts., often with little or no population and resources, which may conceal some demesne land. The proportion of hides assigned to the demesne is notably higher lhan in Bucks.: 51% against 38%. The piclUre in Middlesex is different again. There are 39 hidated and 24 other demesnes (62% and 38%, almost a mirror image of Bucks.), but the proportion of hides in demesne is 38.4%, almost identical with that in Bucks. 
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JII 
The fundamental question which must now be addressed is, "Why do about one-third of Buckinghamshire demesnes have separate hidage assessments in Domesday, whereas the rest do not?". Readers familiar with the source material will know that it is a simple task to pose such a question, quite another to get an answer. It appears in 



fact that there are two possible answers to this question, although they may not necessarily be mutually exclusive. 
The first was suggested by Elvey,4 who surmised that the occurrence of demesne hides denoted land physically separate from the rest of the arable of the vill, often with a subsidiary settlement of its own. Demesnes merely with ploughteams he held to represent land which was intermixed with that of the tenantry, by inference in some kind of open-field system. Elvey adduces in support of his thesis such examples as Datchet, where the demesne might be represented by Fulmer; Farnham Royal, lying in Hedgerley and Seer Green; and Long Crendon, represented by the park, which already existed in 1086.5 In view of the complex mosaic of parishes and detached portions in Stoke and Burnham Hundreds, this suggestion clearly has some merit, especially where permanent settlement had occurred in former wood-pasture areas in the Chilterns. This fragmentation resembles in many ways the pattern found in Kent and Surrey and it may be a faint echo of a link going back for four or five centuries before its appearance in Domesday Book. It is also plausible in the case of settlements along the Chi! tern scarpfoot, such as Bledlow and the Risboroughs, all of which had hamlets out in the clay vale in medieval times. Further north, places which are passed over in silence by the Domesday scribe may well represent the demesne lands of other, named vills : Nash and Whaddon; Little Horwood and Winslow; Botolph and East Claydon, for example. 
Unfortunately, we know little about settlement patterns and agricultural systems in eleventh-century Bucks., nor for some time thereafter. It seems likely that the county had experienced some development of communal arable land and concomittant reordering of settlement from a dispersed to a nucleated form in the mid- to late-Saxon period, the consequence of factors such as population growth. 6 There is some evidence of planned townships, with regular sized plots for houses and gardens set in what were originally two-field systems, later reordered into three to reduce the land lying fallow. 
As is often the case with the open fields, however, there is no neat and tidy system across the 
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whole shire. 7 In the south, parts of the Chilterns may never have been farmed other than severally in enclosures won from woodland clearance, while other places in the same region had scattered, small open fields, farmed collectively, but with much enclosed land also . Similar systems are found in Kent and in East Anglia, although they do not represent some primitive Anglo-Saxon importation, rather a common response to the presence of woodland and the availability of sheep to fertilise the arable through fold coursing. 8 

North of the Chilterns, there is clear evidence for open fields of the so-called "Midland System", although as usual with such things, everyday reality often fails to match the model. For example, Stewkley had two equal-sized manors in 1086, neither with hidated demesnes. In later centuries there were six great open fields representing two three-field systems extending to 1,100 acres and more. They were divided north and south around the church, one system for a planned settlement at North End, and one for South End. Stewkley is unlikely to have been the only example of such complexity as arable land expanded very rapidly between 1086 and c.l300, matching a great upsurge in population. Numbers often doubled in this period, and such pressure may well have destroyed the arrangements of I 086, or at the least distorted them, making it difficult to discern the original layout, especially in divided vills. 
Another factor which complicates any interpretation of the Domesday data is the proliferation of so-called manors in the medieval centuries as small parts of earlier manors were split off to provide for military service needs, for branches of the lord's family, to endow religious houses, and so on. Many of these new "manors" also had demesne land, which may or may not have been part of that so described in 1086, although there are one or two cases where these later estates do in fact represent the original demesne. For example, the abbey of Woburn had a grange at the northern end of Stewkley from the twelfth century, with its own, mainly open, fields and probably a park, although it is not clear whether this area had yet been developed for agriculture in 1086. A hamlet at Dean may have housed those employed on the grange. 



In some cases it is possible to suggest secondary settlements which may have been the foci of separate demesne land, and these are listed, very tentatively, in Appendix 1. In other cases, changes after 1086, not least the abandonment and shrinkage of many settlements, especially in the Vale, make it impossible to be sure whether such hamlets/farms once existed. This solution is not, of course, exclusive of the geld-exemption hypothesis (see below), since these manors may have had both separate demesne arable and an exemption from geld liability on this land. Equally, it may be that all hi dated demesnes were exempt, but some of them had the demesne segregated from the tenants' land. (It is equally possible that some non-hidated demesnes were farmed separately, even if not geld-exempt.) A third possibility is that those places which show signs of having multiple settlement foci (often denoted by Ends or Greens) conceal in their present superficial unity entities which were distinct in 1086. 
Three place-name elements recur in Appendix 1: Old English cot, wic and woro ('cottage', 'outlying (dairy) farm' and 'enclosure').9 Most of these places do not appear by name until the 12'h century or even later, being subsumed within the Domesday entries for estates of various types. Most probably originated before 1066, however. The first two are indicative of secondary settlements, which often failed to give rise to separate parishes, remaining subordinate to their parent. Many are today lost or shrunken, having failed to retain a critical mass of population in the aftermath of the fourteenth-fifteenth century demographic crises . In north Bucks., they often fell prey to early enclosure and conversion of arable into pasture. Worthnames are less common, but the original sense of enclosure, later transferred to a settlement, may indicate the existence of a separate demesne farm, for example the two Littleworths, one in Middle Claydon and one in Wing. 
It is possible, even likely, that the expansion of the arable to meet rapidly rising population in the period to c.1300 led to fundamental changes on the estates recorded in 1086. Fluidity of settlement and agrarian arrangements was commonplace long before 1066, and there is no reason to suppose that those responsible for managing the landscape to maximise their returns were above major 

rearrangements after that date. (Witness the transformation of two-field systems, in which 50% of the land lay fallow each year into three or more fields, where 33% of less was so affected.) There is also no guarantee that the names of places in Domesday are identical in location with their modern counterparts. For example, Cublington has not only changed its name from Cublingcote, but has moved away from its previous site by the church. 10 
We should not therefore be surprised that many putative "demesne" settlements are no longer readily identifiable. 

The other suggestion concerning separate demesne hidages was put forward more than a century ago by the great Domesday scholar J.H. Round, 11 and it is that they represent land which was exempt from any geld liability, to the benefit of the tenant-in-chief. This hypothesis would explain the apparently penal assessments of the demesnes in Risborough Hundred which were noted above, making them in reality very beneficial from the point of view of tax liability. Thus, half of the geld due from Bledlow and Monks Risborough, and two thirds of that from Princes Risborough would have been waived, a considerable financial gain. 
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There is a reasonable body of evidence in support of this view, both in Buckinghamshire and in adjacent shires. The hidated demesnes may be divided into four broad categories: royal land (held in 1066 by the king and by Queen Edith [who was Harold's sister]); land held from the queen which was still effectively in royal hands; church land, and land held by a variety of laymen, some great magnates, others purely local owners. The proportion of hides assigned to the demesne in these cases in Bucks. is 36%; 34%; 39% and 38%, respectively, all very close to the county average and suggesting a policy to abate approximately one third of the geld liability, when the principle was applied . It must have been deliberately done, although at what stage before the Conquest is impossible to judge, since not all royal estates benefited, when they might have been expected to do so. It is noteworthy, however, that the Queen's estates, and those held directly from her, virtually all had hidated demesnes, whereas major estates of the king, such as Aylesbury, Wendover and Brill, did not. 



With the exception of some minor properties of the bishop of Dorchester, however, all of the land held by the church in 1066, including estates temporarily in the hands of laymen, had hidated demesnes, and therefore partial exemption from the geld, if that is what underlies the phenomenon. This seems unlikely to have been coincidental, given that the holders ranged from Canterbury to Westminster, Winchester to St. Albans, and that the lands in question were acquired over several centuries. The same pattern is found in Middlesex and Herts., where almost all ecclesiastical properties have hidated demesnes. In the former, 38% of hides are covered, in the latter 43%, compared with 39% in Bucks. 
Among lay holders in 1066, the degree of possible exemption is less easy to judge, given the similarity of many names, and the fact that their holdings could extend well beyond the shire boundary. At least twelve of the individuals concerned, however, have hidated demesnes on all their Bucks. holdings, even where these are passed to different tenants-in-chief afrer 1066. 
In view of the fact that none of the surviving pre-Conquest charters hint at any exemptions of this kind, and that in most cases where the comparison can be made the hidage is the same in 1066 as at the time of the grant, it seems probable that the policy of geld exemption is a feature of the tenth and eleventh centuries, probably on an ad hoc basis, even if the level of abatement seems remarkably consistent. There was much turmoil in this period in relation to the re-conquest of the Danelaw, weak kingship and renewed Danish aggression and rule, all of them offering landowners the chance to exploit the opportunity to obtain fiscal concessions. If any period lent itself to such activity, it would be the reign of ..-Eoelred "the Unready" (979-1016), when his constant need to raise Danegeld to pay off his enemies might need to be tempered with "tax-breaks" in order not to lose the support of major sources of finance. It seems unlikely that such a policy would predate the creation of the shires in the early tenth century, the time when the overall levels of geld liability were doubtless laid down from above, and one cannot credit William I with such generosity -although it seems strange that he did not take the 
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opportunity to abolish the concession if such it was, given his known liking for high taxation; perhaps he felt too weak to do so in the aftermath of the Conquest. 
Evidence in support of very substantial changes in geld assessments is not difficult to find. There was a 60% reduction in the total hidage of neighbouring Northamptonshire between the so-called County Hidage of the late-tenth/early-eleventh century and Domesday Book, and a 50% reduction in the total for Cambridgeshire and Shropshire, whereas counties such as Bedfordshire and Oxfordshire remained largely unchanged. 12 These, of course, were global changes, rather than the application of partial exemptions for favoured individuals and institutions, but they do demonstrate that the concept and application of hi dation in the lateAnglo-Saxon period was not immutable. If Round was right in his thesis about hidated demesnes representing exemption from geld liability, the total impact in Bucks., with 357 hides assigned to selected demesnes, was a reduction of 17%, or 38% on the estates concerned. (In Hertfordshire in 1086, demesne hides represented 33% of the county total, and in Middlesex, 31 %.) 
It seems in conclusion that Elvey's hypothesis about hidated demesnes does find some support in the pattern of subsidiary settlements in parts of Bucks., but that many estates show no trace of this feature. On the other hand, Round's suggestion of geld exemption as the underlying factor does seem to have more to commend it, given the consistency of abatement across different kinds of estate and in other counties. The events of the period 970-1020 offer a context when such concessions might have been granted, although it does not explain why all landowners were not equally favoured, nor why some royal land was treated in this way, unless it was temporarily granted away for some reason at the time, before being resumed later. Queen Edith and her immediate tenants seem to have been unusually favoured in this respect, and this may owe more to her connexions with the all-powerful Godwin clan in the 1040s and 1050s, than to any earlier royal weakness/generosity. In general, therefore, it seems best to agree with Round's explanation of the reason for assigning some hides to the demesne, while admitting that Elvey may be 



right in seeing some cases where such land was physically separate in some way from the rest of the arable on an estate. 

IV 
We turn now to the geographical distribution of demesnes across the county. Prima facie one would expect that this would match the numbers of Domesday entries (not necessarily the number of vills, however, since the degree of fragmentation is very different in the various Hundreds). In other words, that the probability of hidated and other demesnes occurring in different parts of eleventh century Bucks. would reflect the volume of estates. Readers with a passing knowledge of this source will of course realise that this is a most unlikely outcome, and that is indeed the case. Table 4 presents the relevant data for the major three-Hundred groups in relation to the number of eutries, expressed as percentages. 

TABLE 4 
Domesday Buckinghamshire: Entries and Demesnes 

Hundreds Entries Hid. Other Total Dem. Dem. 
Stone/ Ay 1esbury/Risborough 10.97 10.11 11.25 10.84 Stoke/Burnharn/Desborough 14.36 26.97 9.37 15.66 Ixhill/ Ashendon/Waddesdon 14.62 22.47 13.75 16.87 Cottesloe/Yard1ey/Murs1ey 22.19 16.85 17.50 17.27 Stotfo1d/Row1ey!Lamua 13.84 8.99 20.00 16.06 
Seck1oe!Bunsty/Mou1soe 24.02 14.61 28.12 23.29 

In most cases, the total number of demesnes is in line with the expected proportion, except that the Cottesloe group has about 30% less than expected, while the Buckingham and Ashendon groups each have about 10% more. This is not merely a reflection of the degree of fragmentation of vills in Cottesloe (85 entries in 38 vills), since the even more fragmented Newport group in the north-east (92 entries, 37 vills) does have an appropriate number of demesnes. It must therefore reflect some tendency for fewer estates in the Cottesloe group to have land allocated to the sole use of the lord, perhaps one of great antiquity. 
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It is immediately apparent that hidated demesnes are concentrated in the Chiltern Hundreds and the Ashendon group, which have almost half of the total, but only 30% of Domesday entries . Stoke Hundred in particular is over-endowed with them, and as noted earlier this may either reflect the degree of physical separation between various parts of manors and parishes which characterises the area, with the main settlements on the Thames flood-plain and subsidiary parts on the Chiltern dipslope. There seems, however, to be no consistency between the kinds of landholders, either in 1066 or 1086, and the presence of hidated demesnes in this region. This pattern of physically fragmemed estates is not so typical of the Ashendon area, although the relics of Celtic arrangements which are embodied in place-names and the royal estate of Brill/Oakley may also reflect much earlier tenurial and geld arrangements. These two regions do have significantly fewer non-hidated demesnes to compensate for the surplus noted above. 
The reverse is true of the north-west and northeast of the county, which have an excess of about one-third in the number of non-hidated demesnes-45% in the Buckingham group of Hundreds; 17% in the case of Newport. Hidated demesnes are not so common, but they still exist in all areas, although Moulsoe Hundred has only one, out of eighteen, and Rowley Huudred one out of eleven demesnes. This may indicate the effects of the Danish wars and subsequent settlement, with ancient settlement patterns and/or geld liabilities being disrupted or destroyed, to be replaced by new assessments. The high degree of estate and settlement fragmentation in north-east Bucks., coupled with a dearth of hidated demesnes may be seen as evidence against the correlation between such features and separate demesne farms/settlements. 

v 
The eighty-nine estates with hidated demesnes are listed in Appendix 1. The proportion of the total assessment assigned to the demesne ranges from 83% at Swanbourne 1 and 67% at Princes Risborough and Chesham 2 to Jess than 15% at Upton (Slough), Weston Underwood 1 and lver. (Haversham had a hidated demesne, but the critical 



figure was omitted by the scribe.) Although there are wide variations, we have already noticed that small estates (up to five hides) have more hides in demesne than larger ones: half of them have 40% or more. There are clear signs of underlying regularity: six places have 60% demesne hides, 15 have 50%, eight 40%, four one-third, nine 30% and seven 25%, accounting for half of all these estates. This might indicate that some at least had been created ab initio as settlements in which a defined proportion of the land and its geld liability were assigned to the lord ( cf. the widespread occurrence of five-hide units in Domesday Bucks.) 13 About 60% of these holdings are regular five-hide entities, compared with 54% for the county as a whole. Thirty-two hidated demesnes lie in divided vills, the rest in unitary vills. Many of the former also have some non-hidated demesne, just to add to the complexity! 
The proportion of ploughteams operating on the lord's land on these estates does not by any means vary in the same way as the hides. For example, at Caldecote 3, 1.5 of the 2.5 hides were in demesne, but the solitary plough was operated by-the tenants. Presumably the shortfall was made up from one of the other components of the viii. If however we rank all of the hidages and demesnes on these holdings and calculate the correlation coefficient between total and demesne hides, the result (R±0.90) is most unlikely to have arisen by chance in a sample of this size ( <0.00 1% ). This shows that there is a strong relationship between the allocation of hides to the demesne and the number of ploughs at work. While the total number of hides and ploughs in demesne may vary systematically, however, the ratio between them is very variable (average 1.5 hides/plough, standard deviation 1.2). 
It is not clear whether the "hides" assigned to the demesne are purely fiscal measures, or if they had some reality on the ground in terms of acres . In Middlesex, where particulars are given of tenants' holdings in terms of hides, virgates and acres, it appears that the hides so listed are based on the formula four virgates =one hide, which is common in later medieval sources in Bucks. One must remember however that the size of a virgate could vary widely, from fifteen to forty acres, with consequential effects on the size of hides. In Middlesex, it appears that these "tenant hides" are 
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different from those assigned, as in Bucks., to certain demesnes, which relate to the top-down allocation of the original geld assessments, probably in the tenth or early eleventh century. In both counties, the five-hide principle is significant in this process. On balance, it seems that in both cases demesne hides are fiscal rather than "real". 
In a few rare cases, demesne capacity is given in carucates. This is the usual measure of geld liability in the Danelaw, in place of hides, and derives from the Latin caruca, 'plough'. In these cases there is usually agreement between the carucage and number of ploughs at work: Tottenham (Middx.) has two of each; Newport Pagnell four and Tickford two. Hanslope is more complicated since it has five hides and five carucates of demesne, on which there were only two ploughs, although four more were "possible". Turweston is the only Bucks. example of carucates outside the north-east, albeit in an area north of the Ouse which shows signs of using the Scandinavian duodecimal system in its assessments. 14 The Domesday entry is rather ambiguous, and could be taken as reading either that there was land for eight ploughs 'besides' (prceter) these five hides, or that there were three carucates in demesne in addition to the five hides . 15 By analogy with Hanslope, the latter seems more plausible. There was only one plough at work, although two more were "possible". The pre-Conquest holder was Wynsige, the king's chamberlain, and there is no clear evidence of any Danish influence here. The demesne may be represented by Oatleys, which lies east of the village. 

VI 
The actual arrangements on the ground in 1086 are further complicated by the existence of large numbers of divided vills, many of which have more than one component with demesne, and there are several cases of places with both hidated and non-hidated lord ' s land. Discounting those places which appear under the same name in Domesday Book, but which seem clearly to be separate settlements, for instance the Kimbles and the Risboroughs, there are eighty-one divided vills, with 248 constituents. Most have only two or three subdivisions, but in there are examples of six 



(Hartwell, Amersham, Soulbury, Pits tone, Wavendon [possibly eight]), or even more entries (Cheddington and Hardmead seven each, and Place Lavendon an amazing ten). Of these eighty places, 
TABLE 5 

Divisions Demesnes 
Hidated Other five have no recorded demesne on any of their parts (Boveney; Beachendon; Horton and Whaddon [both in Slapton], and Dadford). All are insignificant, only the first ever gained parochial status. The fact that they have several entries in Domesday Book, most of less than two hides, suggests that each represents an individual farm, probably enclosed. Forty divided vills have demesne on only one holding, usually, but not invariably, the largest. In these cases, the remaining estates, often of only half a hide or one hide, probably represent other examples of individual farms/hamlets, such as those identified in Amersham by Elvey .16 It seems that there is little apart from quirks of tenurial history to distinguish these places from unitary vills with single demesnes, many of which included subsidiary settlements ignored in Domesday Book. 

It is the remaining thirty-six places with multiple holdings which pose the real problem for the latter-day researcher, especially those which have examples of both hidated and non-hidated demesnes. Table 5 presents the data in simplified form. 
It is unusual for places with more than two entries in Domesday Book to have demesne in all of them: the more subdivisions, the less likely it is that they will all have demesne land. Indeed, only Marlow (4), Caldecote, Bow Brickhill and Chicheley (3 each) are so endowed, the first two with mixed demesnes, the others with non-hidated only. (Two of the Marlow entries refer to the physically distinct Little Marlow, ignored by Domesday Book). There are many more examples of vills with only two divisions, both with demesne (two mixed; eleven non-hidated), and most of the more fragmented places have only two of their components with demesne, mostly not hidated. 
The problems in trying to identify either the number and location of settlements in Bucks. in 1086, and of guessing what the arrangement of the arable land may have been have already been noted, and are likely to remain insuperable in many cases without extensive archaeological research 
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a. Hidated, all with demesne Ludgershall 2 1,2 
b. Mixed, all with demesne Marlow 4 I ,3,4 2 Ickford 2 1 2 Marsh Gibbon 2 1 2 Caldecote 3 3 1,2 
c. Mixed, some with demesne Thornborough 3 3 I Lavendon 10 1,5 2,6,7 Ellesborough 3 3 I Chesham 5 2,3,5 I East Ciaydon 4 2 I Soul bury 6 4 1,2 Swanbourne 5 1,5 3 Maids Moreton 3 3 2 Beachampton 3 3 I 
d. Non-hidated, all with demesne Stone 2 !,2 Saunderton 2 1,2 Crafton 2 1,2 Stewkley 2 I,2 Lamport 2 1,2 Shalstone 2 1,2 Westbury 2 1,2 Little Woolstone 2 1,2 Woughton 2 1,2 Tyringham 2 1,2 Bow Brickhill 3 1,2,3 Chicheley 3 1,2,3 
e. Non-hidated, some with demesne Hartwell 6 4,6 Aston Sandford 3 1,3 Wingrave 5 4,5 Leckhampstead 3 2,3 Bradwell 3 1,3 Great Linford 4 2,4 Laughton 3 2,3 Lath bury 3 2,3 Emberton 3 2,3 Wavendon 6 1,2 
and the completion of a field-name index for the county, both of which may reveal lost sites. Taking first places which have complete sets of nonhidated demesnes, there is no necessity for them to 



have had more than one settlement in 1086, since the lands of all lords and sets of tenants could have been intermixed in a single field system serviced from a single centre, the complexity being merely tenurial, possibly the result of partible inheritance at some stage, or the creation of two equal-size properties as a deliberate act of policy. Possible examples of this are Stone, Crafton, Lamport and Chicheley. On the other hand, some of these places may have had more than one settlement and field system in 1086. The situation at Stewkley has already been discussed, and the strip parish of Saunderton in the Chilterns had two churches in later medieval times. 
Only three divided vills with mixed demesnes had lord's holdings on all their components: Marlow, Ickford, Marsh Gibbon and Caldecote. The last three had only one hidated demesne, but Marlow had three. Ickford had one of each type, and Little Ickford may represent the hidated demesne assessed at three hides. 

VII 
We turn now to consider the relationship between demesnes and slavery, given the often close correlation between the numbers of slaves on an estate and the ploughs at work on the demesne. This applies equally to hidated and non-hidated demesnes. Of the 249 Bucks. holdings with land and ploughs allocated to the lord's use, 51 have no recorded slaves (13 hidated [14.6%] and 38 others [23.7%]). Conversely, there are 26 entries with slaves but no recorded demesne. These bald facts overlook, however, the large numbers of places across the county which are subdivided between different holders, with between two and ten entries. The problems of dealing with such fragmentation in compiling the Domesday returns were many, and it is likely that many individuals were assigned to an estate, but employed elsewhere in the locality. All but sixteen of the demesnes with no slaves recorded have slaves in some other part of the same vill (five hidated; 11 others), even if the ratio between slaves and demesne ploughs falls short of the two which was suggested in my earlier paper - representing the ploughman and his boy, necessary to manoeuvre the unwieldy eight-ox plough of the time. 17 The remaining estates with demesnes but no slaves usually have some present 
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in immediately adjacent vills, although they may not be "surplus" to that place's requirements. It seems safest on balance to attribute any shortfall/ absence to the progressive abolition of the institution of slavery. For example, the slaves at Hartwell 2, 3 and 4 could have worked on the demesne at Hartwell 6, and some of those at Burnham on the adjacent demesne of East Burnham (located at Cippenham). Most of the imbalances can be corrected in this way. Most of the mismatches between slaves and demesne may therefore be attributed to the vagaries of resource allocation in the often highly fragmented vills of north Bucks, and may merely reflect uncertainty on behalf of the jurors reporting them, rather than the reality on the ground. 
All but two of the thirty entries which have slaves but no recorded demesne are in divided vills which have demesne in one or more of the other parts. The other two (Horton 3 in Yardley Hundred and Dadford 1) have demesne in immediately adjacent vills- Slapton and Stowe, respectively. Of the demesnes with no slaves, only Hartwell, Chesham, Pits tone and Great Linford achieve a ratio of 2: 1 or more, taking all entries under that name, and Stewkley almost does so. 
Taking all instances of demesnes and slaves in 1086, we obtain the following results. 

TABLE 6 
Buckinghamshire: Demesne Ploughs and Slaves 

Ratio Hidated Other Total 
0 Slaves 13 38 51 <2 31 68 106 2 20 31 51 >2 25 23 48 

Three-fifths of these holdings therefore fall short of the ratio of two slaves:one plough, 20% having no slaves at all. A further 20% have a ratio of two:one and the remainder have "surplus" slaves on this basis. At best therefore one may say that there is a reasonable correlation between the presence of slaves in Domesday Bucks. and the number of ploughs working on the land of manorial lords. There were 793 slaves on estates with demesne ploughs and 514.5 ploughs, an overall 



ratio of 1.54:1. This confirms the conclusion of the earlier paper that most of the slave population in late eleventh century Buckinghamshire was indeed employed directly on the demesne, most likely in the year-round heavy labour of ploughing the demesne, along with associated sowing, weeding and harvesting. 

Vl/1 
The essentially exploitative nature of the manorial system as depicted fully-developed in the folios of 'Domesday Book' meant that significant resources were devoted to the cultivation of demesne land for the benefit of the manorial lord. In 1086, most of these were absentee, although many of their sub-tenants were rooted to the localities in which they lived and took the profits from the land and labour of others. For great territorial magnates and churches like Canterbury, Westminster and St. Albans, the demesne represented a source of profit, either through the sale of its produce on the market, or through its transportation to the estate caput or mother house for consumption. (Although none of the medieval survivors is so old, there were no doubt some large barns for the collection of such produce on many Domesday estates.) In the absence of detailed livestock data for Bucks., it is impossible even to guess at the importance of meat and wool in the demesne system, although it seem reasonable to assume that the latter in particular was very much subordinate to grain production in the eleventh century. 
The mechanics and economics of demesne farming were no doubt the same whether the land in question was given a separate hidation or not. This is especially so if the demesne was not differentiated from the rest of the arable land in a viii, but farmed along with the land of the peasantry. In 

such cases, the intermingled strips or enclosures allocated to the manorial lord formed part of a unified system, sharing the problems of weather, crop disease, and low, variable yields inevitable with communal arable. If, on the other hand, Elvey's suggestion that the hidated demesnes were in fact separated physically from the lands of villeins and bordars, then some of these drawbacks could at least be mitigated, if not overcome, given that the technology available was no different. The existence of a dedicated workforce in the form of slaves may have helped to ensure that the demesne was better cared for, and that the unwillingness of the "free" peasants to contribute their labour was partially offset. Slavery, however, was a declining institution in 1086, perhaps being seen as more trouble than it was worth, and subject to the disapproval of the church (itself not an insignificant owner of slaves, of course). 
The question of beneficial tax assessment versus separate demesne farms with their own settlements must remain unresolved, like many others arising from a perusal of Domesday Book, although the balance of probabilities seems to favour the former. Perhaps all demesnes with recorded hidages were exempt from geld, even though this meant that the Crown was foregoing almost 40% of the yield on these estates (about one-sixth of the shire total). Equally, many subsidiary settlements can be identified which are passed over in silence by Domesday Book, but which have names probably coined before 1066. The great expansion of arable acreage and population in the two centuries after 1086 was probably associated with major changes in many parishes in the location of fields and houses, and this may conceal many more secondary, possibly demesne-related settlements in existence in 1066. Perhaps future field-walking and archaeology will bring some of them to light. 
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APPENDIX 1 
BUCKINGHAMSHIRE HIDATED DEMESNES 

Estate Hides Dem.H Dem.% Teams* Dem. T* Dem.% Location 
Hadden ham 40 18 45.0 20 6 30.0 ?Cuddington Halton 5 2.5 50.0 7 2 28.6 Aston Clinton 20 9.25 46.2 17 6 35.3 Broughton 10 2 20.0 8 2 25.0 ?Hulcott Ellesborough 3 14.5 5 34.5 II 3 27.3 ?Terrick Stoke Mandeville 8 3 37.5 21 6 28.6 Bled low 30 16 53.3 18 4 22.2 Pitch G/Holly G Monks Risborough 30 16 53.3 14 2 14.3 Ow1swick/Meadle Princes Risborough 30 20 66.7 24 4 16.7 Datchet 13.5 5 37.0 8 12.5 Fulmer Denham 10 3 30.0 10 2 20.0 Eton 12 3 25.0 8 2 25.0 Wexham/Hedg'ly Farnham Royal 10 5 50.0 6 2 33.3 Seer Green Horton 10 2 20.0 8 2 25.0 Colnbrook lver 17 2 11.8 30 4 13.3 ?Sutton/Thorney Upton 18 2.5 13.9 17 2 11.8 Bulstrode Wraysbury 20 5 25.0 17 2 11.8 Langley Amersham 3 7.5 2 26.7 12 3 25.0 Raans F/Reeves F Burnham 18 3 16.7 15 3 20.0 Beaconsfield East Burnham 8 4 50.0 6 16.7 Cippenham/Park Chalfont SG 4.75 21.1 15 3 20.0 ?Jordans Chesham 2 1.5 66.7 3 I 33.3 Bois Chesham 3 8.5 1.5 17.6 14 2 14.3 Higham Chesham 5 4 1.5 37.5 9 2 22.2 ?Chenies Hambleden 20 5 25.0 30 3 10.0 Frieth/Skirmett Hanechedene 3 0.5 16.7 7 2 28.6 lbstone I 2 0.5 25.0 4 2 50.0 ManorFm Marlow I 5 1.5 30.0 4 1.5 37.5 Marlow 3 6.37 3.5 52.0 4.5 2 44.4 ?Wid mere Marlow 4 15 5 33.3 26 2 7.7 Medmenham 10 4 40.0 10 2 20.0 Bockmer 
High Wycombe 10 4 40.0 30 3 10.0 West Wycombe I 19 5 26.3 22 3 13.6 ?Fingest 
Chilton 10 4 40.0 10 4 40.0 Park 
Long Crendon 20 10 50.0 25 5 20.0 Park Dorton 5 2.5 50.0 7 3 42.9 Park 
Ickford I 6 3 50.0 4 2 50.0 ?Lit. Ickford 
Shabbington 10 3 30.0 10 3 30.0 ManorFm 
Grendon Underwood 2 50.0 8 3 37.5 l ?Kingswood Ludgershall I 9 4 44.4 7 2 28.6 Doddershall 
Ludgershall 2 2 1.25 62.5 2 I 50.0 Quainton I 7.5 3 40.0 9 3 33.3 ?Denham 
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BucKINGHAMSHIRE HIDATED DEMESNES (coNT.) 
Estate Hides Dem.ll Dem.% Teams* Dem. T* Dem.% Location 
Shipton Lee 2 7 3 42.9 4 2 50.0 Shortley 2 4 2 50.0 5 2 40.0 Lower Winchendon 10 3 30.0 11 3 27.3 Upper Winchendon 10 1.5 15.0 9 2 22.2 East Claydon 2 7 3 42.9 5 2 40.0 ?Botolph Claydon Middle C1aydon 10 3 30.0 8 3 37.5 Littleworth Granborough 5 2 40.0 9 2 22.2 Hogshaw 5 3 60.0 3.5 2 57.1 Fulbrook Fleet Marston 3 33.3 4 25.0 Quarrendon 10 4 40.0 12 4 33.3 Waddesdon 27 10 37.0 28 8 28.6 Westcott/Littleton Aston Abbots 10 6 60.0 9 3 33.3 Cublington 10 6 60.0 9 4 44.4 Cublingcote Hardwick 3 19 9.5 50.0 17.5 3 17.1 ?Weedon Linslade 15 5 33.3 13 2 15.4 Southcott Soulbury 4 1.58 0.5 31.6 4 I 25.0 Chelmscott Wing 5 I 20.0 25 4 16.0 Burcott/Li ttleworth Edlesborough 20 10 50.0 14 4 28.6 Ivinghoe 20 5 25.0 23 3 13.0 Slap ton 6 16.7 6 2 33.3 Great Horwood 10 5 50.0 9 5 55.5 Shenley BE 2 2.5 1.5 60.0 2 50.0 Westbury Swanbourne 1 4.5 3.75 83.3 2.5 40.0 Nearton Swanbourne 5 2 1 50.0 2 I 50.0 Whaddon 10 5 50.0 10 5 50.0 Nash Winslow 15 5 33.3 18 3 16.7 Lit. Horwood Biddlesden 1 4.25 2 47.0 3 I 33.3 Park/High wick Maids Moreton 3 5 2 40.0 2 0.5 25.0 Chilton/Chackmore Beachampton 3 4 I 25.0 4 2 50.0 Whittingham's Charndon 10 2 20.0 10 2 20.0 Marsh Gibbon 1 11 36.4 13 3 23.1 Westbury Steeple Claydon 20 5 25.0 24 5 20.8 Weston Twyford 17 6 35.3 14 3 21.4 Thornborough 3 3.75 2 53.3 3 I 33.3 ?Bartons Caldecote 3 2.5 1.5 60.0 1 0 0 Calverton 10 3 30.0 10 3 30.0 Weald Newton Longville 10 4 40.0 12 4 33.3 Westbrook End Simpson 2 8.75 3 34.3 I 100.0 Stoke Hammond 10 3 30.0 9 3 33.3 Wolverton 20 9 45.0 15 5 33.3 Han slop 10 5 50.0 20 2 10.0 Castlethorpe Haversham 10 na na 8.5 1.5 17.6 Lavendon 1 2 I 50.0 4 2 50.0 Town/Castle man. Lavendon 5 2.5 1.5 60.0 2.5 1 40.0 Oine 10 3 30.0 10 3 30.0 Park/Warrington Weston Underwood I 7.5 I 13.3 7 14.3 Park Sherington 10 3 30.0 10 4 40.0 
• Excludes "potential" teams 58 


