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This paper is one o(u series examining various aspects o(Buckinghamshire societv and econ­
omy us revealed in thej(Jiios qjDomesdav Book. 1-(Jr all its omissions, compressions and wnhi­
guiries, this is an unrivalled sourcej(w srmlping the settlement a/Ill exploiratiun o(rhe landscape 
during a period o( lwge tenuriul upheaval. Dome.1·dav Book represents the culmination of' the 
Anglo-Saxon state, and shows it to have heen highly sophistit.:ated, nor least henwse it pmvided 
the Norman incomers with the means to conduct o verv thorough 1wfionwide survev in less than 
a yew: This paper is concerned with the estates kepi "in hand" hv their ten1117ts-in-chiej," mther 
than heingji1rmed out to suhtenunts in exchangejiJr services and rent, the .former usually uf'a 
militcu:v nature. It will he shown that the direct exploitation of' estate.\' varied widely he tween 
different categories oj'over!ord, und also in relation to the extent ro which they held lands across 
diffi!rent shires. There are diflerences,jiJr example, bet1veen the needs o(a monastic comm1mity 
(ctlbeitnone o(those holding land in Buck.i11glwmshire were hused in the COlli!()!), or those o(a 
small tenant-in-chief with on")! one or two properties, all in Buckinghamshire, and those of 
great territorial magnate.\', such as the count of' Mortain and Odo, bishop uf' Bayeux (William 
1 :s· half~brother), to whom local estates were mere~)! a source of' profit. In so .fin· us the p[[tfem 
of/ani/holding varied geogruphicall)', so too docs that o("lands held in hond. 

Although the data in the Domesday Book were col­
lected on a geographical basis, by viii, hundred and 
shire, with groups of commissioners visiting seven 
"circuits" of counties, they were reassembled on a 
tenurial basis in the compilation process. Bucking­
hamshire was in Circuit 3, along with Middlesex , 
Hertfordshire, Bedfordshire and Cambridgeshire. 1 

The detailed folios covering rural estates in each 
shire were preceded by an entry for the county 
town, and by a list of the landowners (strictly tcn­
ants-i n-chief other than the King, since all land was 
deemed to be "owned" by him, and merely enjoyed 
on a more-or-less secure basis by his ecclesiastical 
and lay lords). The Buckinghamshire list is headed 
by the King, followed by churchmen from the arch­
bishop of Canterbmy down to Rein bald the priest, 
one of Edward the Confessor's continental clergy, 
who continued to serve as Chancel lor after I 066. A 
potential trap for the unwary is that the bishops of 
Raycux (0do had been disgraced in I 082, although 
his ficfw~1s still identified as such four years later), 
Coutances and Lisieux in Normandy are included 

here, although their status in Buckinghamsh ire was 
purely as territorial magnates, rewarded with the 
sequestered estates of Englishmen. They exercised 
no spiritual functions, and their lands did not 
remain in church hands in later centuries. After the 
churchmen come the lay tenants-in-chief, progress­
ing from larger to smaller in a far from straightfor­
ward way. For example, Earl Hugh of Chester with 
only 34 hides on four estates precedes Walter Gif­
fard with 300 hides on 49 estates. In general, Nor­
mans take precedence over Flemings, and a II men 
come before the three female landholders (Queen 
Matilda, Countess Judith and Azelina, wife of 
Ralph Tallboys), last of all there arc the few survi v­
ing pre-Conquest owners, who are relegated to a 
miscellaneous section at the end. ln total , there 
were seventy primary landowners in Bucking­
hamshire in l 086. 

Domesday Book presents a variety of data in a 
formulaic rash ion, including details or hidage, the­
oretical and actual ploughteams, population in var­
ious categories, meadow, woodland (here expressed 
in terms or it s "capacity" for grazing sw ine), mill s 



54 1\. Bailey 

and value, in l 066 nnd I OR6 and usunlly at some 
elate in between, probably around l 070. Pride of 
place however is given to the tenurial arrange­
ments, and in particular whether the estate is 
retained by the tenant-in-chief~ or subinfeudated to 
another person. Feudalism, althoLLgh not introduced 
fully-fledged after 1066, and having antecedents in 
Anglo-Snxon history, was essentially a series of 
hierarchically-arranged personal relationships of 
rights and obligations, reaching downwards and 
outward ... from the King to the lowe t ranks of tht 
peasanlry.2 The links between lhem could be in 
terms of military service, agricultural dues, per­
sonal services, payment of various dues and taxes, 
or the nebulous concept of "commendation" 
(soke), although in this region the latter was a casu­
alty of the period after I 066. Tt is clear that the 
most important function of the Domesday returns 
was to reveal who held the land from the king, and 
who in turn held tl·om them, since this involved the 
enormous labour of rearranging the local returns. 

It will come as no surprise to those familiar with 
the Buckinghamshire Domesday that the terminol­
ogy used to describe landholding arrangements is 
not con.~istent, and employs a variety of formul<:e. 
Thus, among the royal holdings, Aylesbury is 
dcsci·ibcd as 'Zt ht)use;h(J1d IIJLLJJlH ul Ll1e Ki11g', 
while Princes Risborough has been 'a viii of earl 
Harold' (the compiler is scrupulous in treating the 
last English king as a usurper). Swanbourne 1 and 
Upton (Slough) are also described in tl1esc terms, 
whereas Brill has been 'a manor of King Edward'. 
When we reach Biddlesclen I, however, the more 
usual formula fm an estate retained by its tenant-in­
chief is used: 'Bechesdene tenet Rex W', 'King 
William holds Biddlesden ' 3 A slight variation is 
found at Halton, Monks Risborough and scores of 
other estates: 'Ipse Archicpiscopus tenet Haltone', 
'the archbishop holds Halton himself' .4 

Where an estate is held by a subtenant, the usual 
formula is, 'X holds Y from Z', as for example at 

Buckland, where we read that 'Boch eland tenet 
Wa\terius de Remigio episcopo ', ' Walter holds 
Buckland from bishop Remigius [of Lincoln]' 5 A 
slight variation is found at Wooburn , where 'Ipse 
Walterius tenet rle eodem episcopo Wa!mrne', 
'Walter holds Wooburn himself from the [same] 
bishop. 6 A third version, less succinct, is 'Episco­
pus Baiocensis tenet in Stanes vii hidis. 1-lelto tenet 
de eo ' , 'the bishop of Bayeux holds seven hides in 
Stone; He Ito holds from him' .7 Whatever the for­
mula, there are clearly two sorts of entry in the 
Buckinghamshirc Domesday: those where the ten­
ant-in-chief has kept them in hand, and those where 
another is interposed between him and the work­
force of peasants and slaves. It is with the first cat­
egory that this paper is concerned. 

n 
A total of 393 separate holdings is listed in the 
Buckinghamshire section of Domesday Book, with 
a total assessment of 2,122.5 hides. Of these, 126 
(32%) are said to be held directly by the tenant-in­
chief. Their significance is greater than this, how­
ever, since their collective geld liability is I ,099 
hides, 51.5% of the shire total, and their average 
size is 57% greater than the overall average: 8.7 
compared with 5.5 hides. They are concentrated 111 

places which have only a single Domesday entry 
(undivided vi lis). Some 124 out of the 393 holdings 
fall into this category, and of these sixty-eight are 
in hand (55%, of both undivided vills and estates in 
hand). The remaining eighty named places are 
divided into 269 parts (ranging from two to ten), 
but only fifty-eight of them are in hand in I 086 
(22%; 46% of holdings in-hand) , of which nineteen 
are the largest holding in the vill concerned. Unlike 
the small estates which formed the subject of a 
recent paper,8 it eem that larger properties, as 
expressed in hides at least, were more likely to be 
directly exploited. 

There was a much greater probability that estates 

TA8LL 1 Estates In-Hand: Manorial Status. 

Categmy In Hand All Entries % Categor)l 
No. ?/6 () / 

,-'{} in-hand 

Manerium 68 54.0 31.9 55.7 
Pro Uno Manerio 12 9.5 16.4 19.0 
Se Defendit lO 7.9 9.1 28.6 
Lost l 066x l 086 8 6.3 11.5 18.1 
Never 28 22.2 3 1.1 23 .5 



held in-hand would be described as manors in one 
way or another.'1 

The highest correlation is between the use of the 
marginal M rubric and estates retained in hand by 
theirtenant-in-chiel~ <lithough almost halfwcrc still 
held by sub-tenants. In some respects these estates 
seem to be "classic" manors, in that they are con­
centrated in undivided vi lis (79 out of 122 places of 
this type). Here in later times there is likely to have 
been a central settlement, and probably a single, 
C:Oimnunal arable fanning system. ln divided vi lis, 
U1e h.olding denoted by M was usually the largest:. 10 

Relatively few in-hand estates lost their manorial 
status after I 066. More than a 11 fth were not manors 
at either date. Only one-sixth of estates in-hand arc 
described by the 'held as one manor' and 'answers 
for X hides' formul<c , compared with one-quarter 
of all Domesday holdings, and some estates so 
described may represent new endowments for 
retainers and others whom it was necessary to 
rew<Jrd after I 066. This is probably the case with 
the pm uno manerio type, only one of which was 
Cln undivided viii. They arc typical of the hag­
mented tenures of north Buckinghamshire. 

Only ten of the seventy tenants- in-chief in 1086 
had no estates in hand, and of these only Earl Hugh 
(34 hides), Roger of Tvry (21.5), Robert of Tosny 
( 16.5) and Nigel of Aubigny ( 14.25) had more than 
ten hides in the county. Conversely, the thirteen 
individual s who held no land outside Bucking­
hamshire (in so t~u· as one can tell with frequently 
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ambiguous personal names) had all of their l~1nds i11 
hand. They were generally small-scale landowners, 
and needed to retain their l~mds to subsist. In this 
c~1tcgory, only Alric the cook , who held the substan­
tial twenty-hide estate of Steeple Claydon, ~tnd 
Leolwin of Nuneham with sixteen hides in five 
locations, held more than live hides. There is a 
broad correlation between the total si ze of a holding 
in the county and the proportion in hand, the only 
major distortion being that almost all church land 
was in-hand, irrespective of the size of ho lding. 

Overa ll, lay tenants-in-chief were much less 
likely to have estates in-hand than churchmen or the 
king and queen (although Queen Matild::t had only 
two holdings of her own totalling 35 hides- l-lam­
blcdcn and Marlow 4, neither of which had been in 
royal hands in I 066, being held by Ea rl Algar [i.e. 
,£1 fgar, earl of Mercia and East Anglia ]). Those 
with more than fifty hides in Buckinghamshire, 
however, had only 30% in-hand, whereas the much 
larger number with less than ten hides had 83'Yo in­
hand. The figure for the church would have been 
higher than 90%, but for the tendency of the bi shop 
of Lincoln to subinfeudatc his holdings. This may 
reflect pressures arising when the see was trans­
ferred from Dorchester (Oxon.), leaving the Buck­
inghamshire holdings remote tl·om the new 
diocesan centre. The royal patrimony had been all 
but given up by I 086 in this county, with only 7% 
of the hidage remaining in crown control. There is 
unfortunately no indication in Buckinghamsh i rc, as 

TA!1 Lic 2 Proportion of Land Tn-hand by Type of Owner. 

Owner ](;tal Hides in !-fund ~~) 'Y.; L Hides % LIn Hund 

King/Queen 151.75 147.50 97.2 7.11 13.42 
Church (7) 207.50 187.00 90.1 9.72 17 .02 
Laymen I OOH+ (7) 1076.75 310.50 28.8 50.46 28.26 
Laymen 25-1 0011 (I 0) 385.87 248.00 64.3 18.08 22.57 
Laymen I 0-2511 (I I) 192.89 I 06.58 55.2 9.04 9.70 
Laymen 5-IOH (9) 74.37 60.8 7 81.8 3.49 5.54 
Laymen 0-51-l (25) 44.50 38.25 85.9 2.09 3 .4 ~ 

Tr;tul 2 133.65 I 098.70 51.5 

Laymen ·501-1 (9) 1198.25 363.50 30.3 56.16 :n.o8 
Laymen I 0-50H ( 19) 457.27 301.58 65.9 21.43 27.45 
Laymen < I() 1-1 (34) 118.87 99.12 ~3.4 5.52 9.02 
All Laymen (62) 1774.40 764.20 43.1 83.16 69.55 

NotG: Numbers in parentheses refe r to the numbet· of indi vidual s in each ca tegory. 
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there is for Oxfordshire, of the relationship between 
royal centres and the surrounding hundreds. 11 lt is 
probable, however, that ancient royal vills such as 
Brill and Aylesbury continued to draw renders from 
the locality when the king and his retinue came to 
hunt, dispense justice, and so on. The church of 
Aylesbury, probably a minster since the 660s, cer­
tainly continued to hold sway over a larger territory, 
drawing loads of corn and money dues from sake­
men in the surrounding eight Hundreds. 12 

ln order to see how typical Buckinghamshirc was 
in terms of the extent to which estates were retained 
by tenants-in-chief, or were in the hands of sub-ten­
ants in 1086, data have been collected for a sample 
of major landholders across seven south-eastern 
counties. These data are summarised below; all fig­
ures are percentages, except in the final column, 
which indicates the total number of hides held in 
these counties. Note that"-" indicates that the indi­
vidual concerned held no land in that county. 

This wider analysis generally conforms to that 
for Buckinghamshire alone. Royal and ecclesiasti­
cal lands remained overwhelmingly in hand, again 
with the exception of the bishop of Lincoln. 
AlthoLJgh the bishop had estates only in Bucking­
hamshire and Oxfordshire in thi s group of shires, 
h a~f of thCiil by hidage ·wc;rc subit1ftudtticd. iviaju1 
lay landowners retained only a minority of their 
holdings in hand, with the exception of Geoffrey de 
Mandevi lie, four-fifths of whose lands in these 
counties were retained. Robert D'Oilly and the 
Count of Mortain, both of whom had relatively 

small holdings in Buckinghamshire, retained much 
more in hand elsewhere. At the opposite extreme 
was Hugh, carl of Chester, all of whose 158 hides 
were held by sub-tenants. This is not su rprising in 
view of the remoteness of his power base and the 
difficulty of transporting supplies: cash and/or mi 1-
itary service were more acceptable. 

In the absence of comparable data before I 066, 
we cannot tell the extent to which the great Anglo­
Saxon magnates sub-let lands in areas away fi'om 
their principal holdings. By lhe lime ufEJwan.l the 
Confessor the earls and ealdormen often had con­
trol of several shires, and although the principle of 
itinerating around one's estates to consume food 
renders, collect rents and di spense justice was com­
monplace, it seems likely that major lay landown­
ers were already relying on leases in Bucking­
llamshire, as in other shires, to ensure a consistent, 
portable return from their holdings. 

Small landowners, and tenants-in-chief after 
I 066, were more bound to their localities and had 
much smaller portfolios of property. Even if they 
did not reside at or travel to each estate regularly, it 
was less onerous to manage them directly without 
middle men. It is interesting to note that at the level 
of the Domesday sub-tenant, individuals could take 
JifTe1 e11l e~i<lies from one or more than one overiord 
in an area, building up small territorial fiefdoms for 
their sustenance. Thus, 1-lclto held Dinton, Hartwell 
I, Stone 1 and Waldridge I from the bishop of 
Bayeux; Odbert held Ellesborough 2 and the Ham­
pdens, and Walter Stoke Pages and its detached 

TABLE 3 Major Tenants-in-Chi ef: Estates held in-hand in selected counties in I 086. 

Name Bucks Beds Berks Herts Middx Ox on Surrey Total IHides 

King 96.4 90.5 96.5 86.3 100.0 91U 96.4 1234 
Bp. Bayeux 4.5 40.5 22.6 28.5 46.1 24.4 801 
Canterbury I 00.0 0 98.8 100.0 90.4 94.0 476 
Giffard 28.4 24.8 94.4 26.8 31.7 471 
Bp. Lincoln 30.5 0 53.6 50.7 418 
Miles Crispin 36.2 92.9 29.6 53.6 J 6.7 42.9 388 
Mandeville 70.2 85.4 75.8 90.1 51.9 86.4 81.7 351 
D'Oilly 40.7 100.0 100.0 () 47.8 50.8 315 
Westminster 100.0 I 00.0 100.0 92.6 93.5 96.6 95.3 296 
Mortain 30.9 0 78.5 93.6 90.0 l 00.0 57.4 230 
FitzAnsculf 13.1 29.0 0 () 91.0 29.3 215 
Winchester 100.0 I 00.0 100.0 87.5 96.3 203 
St. Albans 100.0 100.0 97.2 97.8 179 
Hugh Chester () 0 () 0 158 
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nwmber DiHon, ~Ill !'rom William (·itzAnscu\1'. At 
North Marston, Ranulfheld two small cst::ltes from 
the bishop of Coutanccs and AtzAnsculf. He also 
had an unnamed estate, probably part of 1-loggeston , 
and Creslow, both from Edward or Salisbury. Swart­
ing, one of the (cw Englishmen to survive the Con­
quest as a landholder had Chcclclington 7 in his own 
right, Cheddington 3 from fitzAnscull~ neighbour­
ing Horton 2 and 3 (in Slapton parish) as sub-tenant 
of Crilbert of Clhcnt and Miles Crispin , respectively, 
~tnd Pitstone 6, also 1-i'om Miles. 

Ill 
We have seen that estates held in-hand were con­
centrated in vills with a single Domesday entry, 
denoted by the marginal M rubric (for maneriwn). 
It follows that a majority of such holdings had 
demesnes (I 02 out of 126). Of these, ~2 (~0%) 
had separate hidage assessments, compared with 
only 90 out of a total of 250 demesnes (3C1°/rl). ln 
other words, virtually all hidated demesnes were 
to be found on estates retained by tenants-in­
chief. lf the suggestion that this separate hidation 
represents an exemption from geld liability (a ta, ­
break" in modern parlance) is correct, two possi­
bilities arise. 13 The first is that such land, either <J 
discrete block or part of the communal field sys­
tem, had always been exempted from the often 
onerous tax demands of English kings; in other 
words a concession arising at some distant time 
when the original royal patrimony was being bro­
ken up by grants to church and laymen, or more 
recently in connexion with the demands and strains 
experienced after c.900 with the ebb and !low of 
Danish wars and settlement. The second is that the 
removal of a significant part of earlier geld liability 
is a recent, post-Conquest phenomenon, a mark of 
favour from Wi II iam to his leading henchmen. 
Since Domesday Book is a snapshot rather than a 
moving image, this question is impossible to 
answer, although there 1wty be elements of both 
alternatives. lf hidatecl demesnes do represent 8 

reduced tax liability, the gre~tt majority ol· church 
estates seem to have benefited, which might tip the 
balance of probability towards a pre-! 066 origin 
since, apart J'rom the substitution of continental 
bishops for English in most sees and the removal o~· 
some diocesan scats to u1·ban centres , there was 
strong continuity across the f:ttdl.Ji yeal'. One pos 
siblc reason for a later remission might have been 
an impulse of remorse lor th e vanquished, whid1 

seems unchal'actel·istic of Willium, <I nolably un­
magnanimous victor (except in the C<Jsc of l3a!tlc 
Abbey). lt would also seem strange that !he new lay 
magna!cs should be twice rewal'ded, first wi!h valu­
able estates ~1nd then with tax remission, when the 
whole aim of the government, and a possible 
underlying reason for the Domesday survey, was to 
maximise revenue. 1\nglo-Saxon kings were more 
likely !o have had to buy support in such a way, but 
it seems that if the average one-third reduction in 
geld liability is what the hidated demesnes reveal, 
William 1 felt incapable of overturning it. 

Whatever the reason , it was much more likely !hat 
estates held in-hand would have hidated demesnes 
than otherwise (65'Yo cL 13%). Tndced, there were 
more such holdings without demesnes - twenty­
eight compared with sixteen non-hidatcd demesnes. 

There is a clear di ffercnce between the two cate­
gories. Those with non-hidatcd demesnes have an 
:tver~Jgc assessment of 7.'9 hides, those without 
demesnes only 1 .2 hides. (in-hand estates with 
hidated demesnes had average assessments of 11.5 
hides; the overall average for all holdings was 5.4 
hides.) All of the estates withou! demesnes arc 
either components or divided vills or very small 
individually-named places, like Wunden , Braden­
ham and Broch. They represent "estates" of around 
one hundred acres or less, either l~1rmcd in severalty 
or part of the emerging common field systems, and 
were evidently the sole source of livelihood (or their 
owners, whose very insignificance may have saved 
them from being annexed to the fiefs of greater men 
and depressed into the ranks of the peasantry. There 
were, of course, villeins who held this amount of 
land, so the distinction is one of relative freedom , 
rather than economic status. Some were held as part 
of a larger portfolio of estates. For example , Walter 
Vernon 's half-hide at Hartwell 5 came to him along 
with three hides ~It Fleet Marston from Thorgot, 
described as either a king's thegn or carl Leofwin's 
man. Some represented the sole landed property (in 
Buckinghamshirc, at least) of men who musr have 
played a very minor role in the Conquest. Thurstan 
Mantle had three half-hides in neighbouring 
parishes in the Chi I terns, all from different Anglo­
Saxon owners: Little Missenden 3, which had htnd 
lor two ploughs (about two hundred acres), one or 
them in demesne; Amersham 5, with only one ou! of 
two possible ploughs at work , and Chesham 4, 
which was waste in I 0~6. Thurst~m is commemo­
rated by the two Mantles Greens in Missendcn and 
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TAI:JLt:: 4 In-Hand Estates I 086: Non-Hidated and Absent Demesnes 

Non-Hidaied Hides 

Aylesbury 16 
Turvil!e 5 
Brill 20 
Pollicott 10 
Drayton Parslow 2 2.25 
Salden 2 2.87 
Shalstone 1 5 
Turweston 5 
Pad bury 20 
Caldecote 2 3.25 
Water Eaton 10 
Great Linford 4 2.37 
Newport Pagnell 5 
Woughton 2 5.5 
Milton Keynes 3 8.5 
Tickford 5 

Amersham. ln two cnses, the "tenants-in-chief" of 
these tiny estates are :monymous: three men at Wen­
dover 2, and a loripes, 'bandy-legged man', at Ever­
shaw, both one-hide holdings. Some are the 
pre-conquest owners still in control: Leofwin at 
\Vanden; Harding at Horsenden 4 and with Swart­
ing at Bradenham; the latter also held Cheddington 
7 and Caldecote 3. At least these were more fortu­
nate than Alric who held four hides at Marsh Gib­
bon fi"om fitzAnscul f, which he had held in his own 
right in I 066, but now held at farm, ' harshly and 
wretchedly' (gravitet · et miserubiliter). 14 

Although having a disproportionate number of 
hidated demesnes and few examples ofnon-hidated 
demesnes, in-hand estates in Domesday Bucking­
hamshire generally accounted for about half of the 
total assets and resources, although only account-

No Demesne Hides 

Hartwell 5 0.5 
Wendover 2 I 
\Vanden 0.5 
Horsenden 4 1.5 
Amersham 5 0.5 
Amcrsham 6 0.5 
Chesham 4 0.5 
Bradenham 2 
Broch 
Shipton Lee 1 
Shipton Lee 3 2 
Soulbury 3 0.4 
Soulbury 5 0.5 
Soulbury 6 0.5 
Cheddintgon 6 0.5 
Cheddington 7 2.25 
Whaddon 2 I 
Mursley 3 4 
Shenley Brook End I 2.5 
Dadford 2 2 
Evershaw I 
Gawcott I 
Bradwell 2 0.75 
Simpson 2 1.25 
Lavendon 10 0.5 
1-lardmead 5 0.12 
Wavcndon 5 0.25 
Wavendon 6 I 

ing for one-third of all holdings. Their total assess­
ment was 1,099 hides, 51.5% of the total. Their 
total enumerated population (excluding any 
"urban" element) was 2,720 (53.2%,), comprising 
I ,671 villeins (57.2%), 620 bordars (46.4%) and 
429 slaves (50. I o;,,), The higher echelons of the 
peasantry were therefore somewhat over-repre­
sented, comprising 61.4% of this group, compared 
with 57.1% for the county as a whole, whereas 
smallholders and cottagers were less common 
(22.8% cf. 26.1% in total). Slaves formed about 
one-sixth of the total in each case. These diver­
gences are not statistically significant, but they 
reflect the relatively high proportion of small hold­
ings held in-hand, many little more than family 
farms worked by the labour of villeins and their 
families , and missing the dependent semi-free and 



unfree labour ofbordars and serf~. The latter were, 
of course, present on the larger in-hand estates. 

The number of ploug hs at work on in-hand hold ­
ings was 1,116.5 (54'% ofthe total). OCthesc 265 
were on the demesnes (46.4% or all demesne 
teams) and 851.5 were worked by the tenants 
(56.8% of the total). Once more, the skewing of the 
distribution away from the demesne reflects the 
large numbe r of small in-hand estates. A !though 
the mills (water- and possibly hand-powered) in the 
Buckinghamshire Domesday were far from evenly 
distributed across the county. a reflection of the 
pattern of suitable water supplies and possibly 
under-recording, exactly half(67) were on in-hand 
properties. 15 Virtually all of them were on "proper" 
manors, that is holdings possessed of a full range of 
agricultural and human resources. 

IV 
As always, the way in which any given Domes­

day feature was distributed across the county is far 
from uniform. 

The overall propmtiun of in-hand estates in the 
county was 32.6'\i,J , but individual Hundreds ran ged 
from 15.4% (Moulsoe) to 80% (Stoke),and even 
when grouped into their traclition<il threes to 
smooth out the variations, the range was between 
25% (8uckingham) ::md 53 % (Chiltcrns). In terms 
of hidage assessments, the range was even greater. 
While the overall average was 51.5'!;(, of hides held 
in-band, the proportion ranged ti·om a mere 5% in 
Rowley Hundred to 92°;(, in Risborough. In the case 
of the Triple Hundreds, the range was from 28% 
(Buckingham) to 69'Yo (Chilterns). On this basis, it 
is clear that the principal estates were more likely 
to be retained by tenants-in-chief in the Chiltern 
region and less so in the north-west extremity of 
the county. Refining the measurement slightly by 
using the standard deviation (s), Aylesbury and 
Stoke Hundreds have more than +Is of in-hand 
estates above the average, while Rowley and Moul­
soe have less than -Is below it. In terms of hides in­
hand, the greatest variations are Aylesbury, 
Risborough and Stoke(>+ Is) and Stotfold, Rowley 

TABLE 5 In-Hand Estates and Hides by Hundred 

Hundred Entries In-Hand'};; Hides In-Hand% 

Stone 22 18 . 1 157.00 29.3 
Aylesbury 8 57.1 125.75 74.8 
Risborough 7 42.8 99.25 92.2 
Suh-total 35 42.8 382.00 MJ. 6 

Stoke 10 80.0 125.50 88.0 
Burnham 22 45.5 92.25 58.3 
Desborough 21 47.6 150.00 60.2 
Suh-total 53 52.H 36 7. 75 68. y 

lxhill 20 25.0 121.00 53.7 
Ashendon 22 50.0 112.25 57.5 
Waddesdon 16 41.1 91.12 73.5 
Suh-total 58 3<).7 324.37 60. (J 

Cottesloc 37 24.3 142.41 43.3 
Yardley 29 24.1 118.37 50.5 
Mursley 22 45.5 120.12 46.5 
Sub-total 88 2<).5 380 <J I 46.5 

Stotfold 26 22.2 I 04.50 17.9 
Rowley 17 17.6 1 0 I . 00 4.9 
Lanllla 14 35.7 127.00 55.7 
Sub-rota I 57 24.6 332.50 28.4 

Seckloc 29 41.4 128.50 62.7 
Bunsty 26 23.1 lJ8.75 40.5 
Moulsoe 39 15.4 113.25 22.0 
Suh-total Y4 25.5 3</0.50 42. 7 
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and Moulsoe (<-Is), in all cases a clear divide 
between the north and south of the county. 

It is not clear why this pattern should have 
emerged, although with the exception of estates in 
roya l hands and those of the church. it must re·flect 
the way in which estates were redistributed after 
I 066, as the various fiefs detailed in Domesday 
Book generally had no relevance before that date. 
There were many more English landholders than 
Norman-French-Breton ones, and it is probable 
that a higher propmtion of the land was relaincc\ ill­

hand, by locally-based thegns. By 1086, a large 
proportion of Buckingham shire was held by mag­
nates whose main centres of power lay outside the 
county. 

Taking first those Hundreds with a high propor­
ti on of land held in -hand, we find that in Aylesbury 
almost one-third of the total number of hides 
remained in the hands of the King (40 out of 126). 
He held Aylesbury itsel f, the locHtion of an ancient 
minster church, a mint for much of the late-Saxon 
period and a strongpoint for central Bucking­
hamshire, although not accorded borough status in 
Domesday Book. Wendover, a very large parish 
which developed into a medi eval market centre, 
represents a s imilar central place strategically 
J'l<~l;ed al a gap in lilt: Chiiiern escarpment ( cf. 
Princes Risborough). The bishop of Lincoln held 
Stoke Mandeville (eight hides), which seems likely 
to have been the estate originally set aside for the 
support of the minster priests at Aylesbury, as wit­
ness the reference in its Domesday entry to dues 
rendered by sokemen in the surrounding Hundreds. 
The name Stoke, which denotes an outlying or 
dependeLl l settlement, can also have a reHgi u 
connotation. 16 Aston Clinton was held in-hand by 
Edward of Salisbury, who had acquired it, as well 
as his other Buckinghamshire estate at Crcslow, 
from Wulfwen of Creslow, an important female 
landowner under the Confessor, a class which all 
but vanished after I 066. (Wulfwen also held 
Chelsea and Great Gaddesden (Herts.) which 
passed to Edward. 17 ) Both Aston and Creslow had 
a very high slave population (29% and 42% respec­
tively), indi cating a greater-than-average s ignifi­
cance of desmcsne farming. Mainou the Breton 
held the main estate at Ellesborough in-hand, trans­
fened from Leofnoth . Risborough Hundrt:d effec­
tive ly comprised only three large estates of thirty 
hides each, plus Horsenden which made up the 99 
hides. All were: strip parishes running from the 

Thame valley across the clay vale and up the chalk 
to the high Cl1iltcm woodlands, providing all of th e: 
necessary resources and, apart from Horsenden, 
not divided before I 086. Bled low was held by Ead­
mer A tor, 8 king's thegn, in 1066, and by the count 
of Mortain twenty years later. Monks Risborough 
was a Canterbury estate, and had been since the 
tenth century. 18 lt was for the support of the monas­
tic community. Princes Risborough was a royal 
estate, centred on a gap in the Chiltern escarpment 
a11d funning a triangle with those at Wendover and 
Aylesbury. 

Stoke: Hundred was assessed at 125.5 hides, the 
same as Aylesbury. There are only ten Domesday 
entries, which conceals a complex pattern of 
detached portions of estates and parishes and mul­
tiple settl ements, which in other parts of Lite county 
might well have appeared as long lists of holdings 
under common names . Only Stoke Poges and its 
detached member Ditton were not in-hand in 1086. 
Both had passed from Sired, a man of earl Harold 
to William fitzAn sculf. Of the rest, only Denham 
and Upton [Slough] were not in the hands of major 
lay tenants-in-chief. Westminster had been granted 
Denham immediately before 1066. 19 Upton was a 
royal estate. It is impossible to tell why other hold­
ers did not subinfeudate their estates. LJatchet was 
the principal Buckinghamshire estate of Giles 
brother of AnscLdf, who also had lands in Berkshire 
(all in-hand), Northants . (mostly su blet) , and 
Oxfordshire (2.5 hides, sublet). Walter fitzOthere 
held Eton (including Wexham and Hedgcrley) and 
Horton in-hand, as was nearby Burnham. Only his 
remote, anonymous estate in Moulsoe T-111ndred 
was sublet. He too had estates scattered across the 
Home Counties, of which 46 hides was in hand and 
42 hides sublet. Farnham Roya l was Bertram of 
Verdun 's only Buckinghamshire estate, whereas 
Robert D'Oilly held not only lvcr, but also [High] 
Wycombe, part of an ancient royal estate, both in­
hand. His remaining flve estates, assessed at almost 
forty hides, were all sublet. Wraysbury (with Lan­
gley) was Robert Gernon's only estate in the 
county, a lthough he too had holdings in other 
south-eastern counties, another example of the way 
in which William l consciously sought to avoid the 
problem of over-mighty territorial magnates who 
might threaten his position . Apart from the royal 
and church holdings, it is not clear why a high pro­
portion of estates were retained in hand in these 
three Hundreds. Even if their pre-Conquest owners 



had h~1d no other propert y, it does not follow th~1t 
the new tenants-in-chief would not have sublet 
them, as they did most of their other holdings in the 
county and elsewhere. In very few cases were the 
new holders dependent solely on them for their 
income. One possible explanation is that the 
dyn~1mics of subinfcudation were fro ze n by the 
Domesday survey, like so many other facets of 
local economy and society, and that had the exer­
cise been repeated or postponed, the picture 
revealed would have been more or less different. 
The patterns of landholding certainly became more 
complex in the centuries following 1086. 

Moving to the far north of the county, a dispro­
portionately small amount of land was retained in­
hand, as measured by hidage. Stotfold and Rowley 
Hundreds represent the immediate hinterland of the 
county town, and an earlier paper showed that the 
presence of Buckingham had a distorting effect on 
the make-up of the population in this area, with rel­
atively fewer villeins and an surplus of bordars.20 

Prima j(u:ie this might lead to the expectation that 
more rather than fewer estates would be held in 
hand, worked by the labour of a semi-free peas­
antry. However, only one-fifth of Domesday hold­
ings in this area were in-hand, and scarcely 
one-tenth of the hides. It is not clear why the count 
of Mortain's sole holding in Stotfold, three virgatcs 
of waste in Biddlesden, should have been in-hand, 
since it hardly represented a worthwhile asset. Dad­
ford 2 was Hugh son of Gozhcrc's only holding, 
unusually for a Norman relegated to the miscella­
neous owners section at the end. Neighbouring 
Evershaw was held by "bandy-legged man". Both 
were said to be held from the king in alms, and 
could thus be regarded as sub-tenancies. Quite 
what lies behind this Domesday docs not reveal. 
The presence of a possibly significant religious site 
at Stowe,21 and the intriguing name Lamport (OE 
lung, port, 'long trading/market place/settlement', 
presumably referring in some way to the Alchester­
Towcester Roman road which passes through the 
area),22 suggests a history which would repay more 
investigation, not least through analysis of field­
name material. 

Maids Moreton 3, Shalstonc 1 and Turweston are 
all more " normal" five-hide estates, the first held 
by an Englishman , Leofwin o[' Nuneham , who had 
managed to retain several holdings in 13ucking­
hamshire. Shalstone was unusual in being kept in­
hand by Odo of l3aye ux, while Turweston was 

()[ 

William of l~cugcres' only holding in the country. 
tHis brother Ralph held Twyford and Charmion, 
both in-hand, although he had land scattered across 
six other shires.) Four hides at l3cacbampton 3 
were also held by Leol'win in-hand, although be 
had apparently lost one hide to Roger d'lvry. Gaw­
cott was in the hands of the bishop of Lincoln , but 
was something of a special case. Its name derives 
from Old English gafhl, cot, 'cottage[s] held for 
rent' ,23 and the population in I 086 comprised only 
two bordars and one slave. It was part of the 
endowment of the minister ::tt Buckingh::tm, whose 
church was also held by the bishop. 24 

In north-east Buckinghamshirc, the generally 
fragmented vills of Moulsoc Hundred had almost 
no land in the hands of tenants-in-chief: only six of 
thirty-nine estates. Milton Keynes 3 (8.5 hides) was 
the mujor estate there, held by Godric Crate!. 
Despite his English name, he was not the owner in 
1 066, th::tt being Queen Edith, most of whose lands 
were transferred to Normans thereafter. The bishop 
of Coutances held Sherington, a ten-hide estate 
which bad been divided among three owners in 
I 066.25 Perhaps the need to consolidate the various 
parts led to its retention in the short term, as the 
bishop kept only a minority of his assorted Buck­
ingbamshirc properties in hand, albeit the larger 
and more valuable. Tickford was a five-hide estate 
held by William fitzAnsculf. It was closely associ­
ated with the borough at Newport Pagnell in Seck­
loe Hundred, also held by William in-hand. Both 
had belonged to Ulf, a thegn of king Edward. 
William's successor Payne! founded Tickford Pri­
ory close to Newport castle c.ll00.26 

The remaining in-hand estates in Moulsoe were 
much less significant. Hugh of Bolbcc's Hard mead 
5 was assessed at half a virgate, worth 2/-, scarcely 
more than ::1 bordnr's holding. Chibnall locnted it in 
the otherwise unrecorded Great Crawlcy. 27 Its 
owner in 1060, Ulfgrim, had a Scandinavi::tn name, 
but is otherwise unknown. Bolbec held Wavendon 
4 and Great Linford 4 in this area. The Hardmcad 
holding may have the demesne I' Walter Gdfard's 
Hardmead 1, which was subinfcudated to Hugh.28 

At Wavendon 5, one virgate was held by Godwin 
the priest in I 066 and I 0~6, cllld it seems likely that 
he served the parish church, although there is no 
evidence of an eleventh-century building in the 
existing fabric. Wavendon 6 was held by Leo fwin 
Cave ('the quick or active') in IOB6. It was 
assessed at one hide. Lcofwin was described in 
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1066 as the king's reeve ('? for the vill or for the 
Hundred), and this holding represents that of the 
highest level of villein, although Leofwin was 
clearly a cut above that, having three villeins, five 
bordars and a sbwe 11nder his controL This seems 
excessive for a single plough, so some must have 
been employed on other components ofWavendon. 

v 
This review of that half of Buckinghamshire hides 
a11U resuun..:c:s which were retained in-hand in 1086 
as opposed to being subinfeudated, often for mi li~ 
tary service, has shown that although there is a 
relationship between the type of overlord and the 
propensity to retain estates, the reasons for doing 
so are usually obscure. Apart from a few very small 
tenants-in-chief, the king and the church were the 
only ones to exploit almost all of their assets 
directly. Given the special needs of cathedral and 
monastic clergy for food renders and saleable sur­
pluses, this is not surprising, and the king was still 
to some extent peripatetic around his core estates 
consuming his dues in situ. Very small owners wer~ 
bound to their holdings for subsistence, although 
they too no doubt participated in the market econ­
omy to some extent. 

The iarge- and medium-sized iay tenants-m­
chief had a much smaller proportion of their estates 
in-hand. There were no major fiefs based in Buck­
inghamshire, and the decision to retain or let out 
any given holding was probably ad hoc to some 
extent. The freeze-frame effect of Domesduy Book 
may well di stort the impression, as it does with 
other types of data. Tt was less than two decades 
since the mass seq ucstration and reallocation of 
great tracts of the English landscape to new own­
ers, many of whom must still have been experi­
mentmg w1th the best management policy in 1086. 
The tendency for relatively few Norman-French 
owners to replace much larger numbers of more 
locally-based Englishmen compounded the prob­
lem by giving the former fiefs which were often 
scattered across many shires. The debate about the 
merits of direct exploitation versus farming-out 
contmued throughout the medi eval period, some­
times moving in favour of the former sometimes 
the latter. 29 lt was clearly a live issue' in much of 
Buckinghamshire in 1086. 
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