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The efforts of tidy-minded legislators have removed from the map nearly all 

those anomalies which showed themselves in small enclaves of one county 
surrounded by the territory of another. At one time they were numerous all 
over England, and South Bucks had two of them: Ackhampton, which was part 
of Oxfordshire, and Coleshill, a hamlet of Amersham, which until 1844' 
was a detached part of Hertfordshire. 

In this article I discuss the origin of the Coleshill anomaly, and arrive at 
conclusions which shed light on a much larger subject—the colonisation of the 
Chilterns. 

The question "Why was Coleshill part of Hertfordshire?" is often asked as 
though it were a matter of a hamlet being taken away from one county—Bucks 
—and given to another; so perhaps it should be said at once that there is no 
evidence for any such transaction. In fact, however the question is interpreted 
it is the wrong one with which to start this enquiry. Hertfordshire is a late-formed 
and artificial county; its boundaries were not defined until the eleventh century. 
We need first to look for an association at an older and more basic level. The 
Hundred, for example, is an older unit than the County, and the village commun-
ity and the great man's estate are older than either. 

From combinations of estates and communities arose the units we call 
manors; and there is no particular mystery about the earliest manorial associ-
ations of Coleshill. It was a 'limb' of the Manor of Tring. The evidence for this 
is not new and can be briefly summarised. Throughout the Middle Ages Coles-
hill was known as Stock, Stoke or La Stock (the former manor house is still 
called Stock Place), and for the most of that time it was part of the Honour of 
Mandeville: that is to say it was one of the numerous and widely scattered 
manors held of the Crown by the de Mandeville family and their successors. 
They held it by military service, and it was rated at a quarter of a knight's fee. 

But in the reign of Henry II, in what are almost the earliest records of all 2, 
'Stock' is part of the Honour of Boulogne, although then in the King's hands; 
and a few years later the de Mandeville of the day is found holding it, not by 
knight service, but by a money rent paid to the King 3. Tring too was part 
of the Honour of Boulogne; and. in a charter of about 11554 Tring is shown to 

1 7 & 8 Vic. Cap. 61. 
2 Pipe Roll, 11 Hen. II (P.R. Soc. Vol. 9), p. 26. 
8 P.R. 20 Hen. II (P.R. Soc. Vol. 21), p. 74. 
4 Dugdale, Monasticon Anglicanum. I, p. 688. The Charter is a confirmation, by his son William, of Stephen's grant of Tring to the Abbey of Faversham and must therefore have been executed soon after William succeeded his father as Count of Boulogne in October 1154. 
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have had an 'appurtenance', or dependent settlement, called 'Stock', held by the 
service of a quarter of a fee. Since Tring had no other such appurtenance, nor 
did the Honour of Boulogne lose any other member called Stock to the Honour 
of Mandeville, the identity of the two is clear. 

That Tring had a distant dependency is clear also from Domesday Book, 
though it is not given a name there. It is described as a 'berewick', a word which 
means literally a barley farm, but as a place-name denotes a corn-growing 
unit some distance from its parent settlement. However, this does not indicate 
the original relationship in which Coleshill stood to Tring. To discover this we 
must look carefully at its original name—Stock. 

The name Stock has two possible etymologies: Old English stocc, a tree 
stump, or stoc, a cattle farm. In the latter sense it is used, like berewick, to denote 
a daughter settlement, often several miles from its parent. The two can be ex-
tremely difficult to distinguish. Stenton and Mawer, in "The Place-Names of 
Bucks", favour stocc, a tree stump, mainly on the grounds that the appearance 
of the definite article, as in 'La Stock', and 'atte Stock', suggests an object 
rather than a locality. But in fact the article makes a relatively late appearance. 
The earliest example cited in PN Bucks is from 1249; I have collected forty-one 
examples earlier than this 5 (the earliest being from the charter of 1155) and 
thirty-one of them do not have the article. Of the twelve (possible thirteen) 
earlier than 12006, none have the article. After 1250 the article becomes 
progressively commoner, and after about 1300 it becomes the rule. 

Stoc, a cattle farm, ceased quite early to be a word in the living language; 
stocc, a tree stump, lived on. It is easy to see how the processes of folk etymology 
could have overlaid the original name with a more familiar homophone. And 
the statistics I have quoted suggest very strongly that the original meaning was a 
cattle farm. 

Seasonal grazing of cattle on distant pastures (transhumance) is still practised 
in parts of Europe. In south-east England the evidence for it must be sought in 
the very remote past. In Europe the pastures were and are upland ones; in 
Lowland England they were woodland, and the evidence for the practice is 
clearest in Kent. Professor Jolliffe showed long ago 7 that the Wealden place-
names ending in '-den' were originally pastures appurtenant to distant settle-
ments on the rim of the great forest. 

Jolliffe, indeed, regarded forinsec woodland as specifically Jutish. But more 
recently Dr. Gordon Copley has argued that it is simply a response to geograph-
ical conditions and economic need 8; there are certainly traces of it in Sussex9, 
as well as in the Jutish areas. When cleared land is scarce, and mostly 
needed for the growing of corn, any kind of rough grazing can have great 

6 Dugdale, loc. cit. one; P.R. Hen. II, ten; Curia Regis Rolls, one; Missenderi Cartulary, twenty-five; Book of Fees, three; Black Book of Exchequer, one. It would be premature to claim that this list is exhaustive. 
6 Dugdale and Pipe Rolls, as Note 5. If, as is generally thought, the list on p. 237 of the Book of Fees was drawn up before 1213, the Count William named in the entry for'Stok'must be the man who died in 1189; the score for the 12th century would then be thirteen. 
7 J. E. A. Jolliffe, Pre-Feudal England: the Jutes (1933). 
8 G. J. Copley, The Conquest of Wessex in the Sixth Century (1954), p. 125. 
9 Glanville Jones, "Settlement patterns in Anglo-Saxon England", Antiquity XXXV No. 139. 
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economic value. Indeed in the Chilterns it still has: a farmer 1 0 has told, me 
that during the war and for some time afterwards the shelter rights for cattle, 
which he enjoyed in his landlords' woodland, were of the greatest value to him 
in winter. If the woodland is at all open, cattle can always find grass and other 
fodder plants. In spring they can graze very happily on young foliage; and by 
grazing down young seedlings they—and pigs—can, over the centuries, prevent 
the natural regeneration of woodland and produce clearings without man. having 
to wield an axe at all. 

Rough pasture, whether woodland or not, does not of course have to be at a 
distance from the settlement which uses it. Lining every chalk escarpment in 
Southern England will be found long, narrow parishes laid out at right angles to 
the slope, so that each had a share of the arable in the vale and on the lower 
slopes, perhaps some riverside meadow, and grazing land on the summit. Such 
parishes are to be found in the Chilterns also, and not only along the escarp-
ment : on the south-eastern, or dip-slope side, Farnham, Burnham and Taplow 
are similarly laid out. In early post-Conquest days the arrangement was even 
more marked since, before Beaconsfield attained a separate identity, Burnham 
stretched right up to the southern boundary of Coleshill, and the place-name 
Garston is evidence for its use as grazing land 1 1 ; Seer Green was part of 
Farnham Royal until comparatively modern times 1 2; and Dorney, Upton and 
Iver all had detached portions far to the nor th 1 3 ; while Penn first appears 
in the records as an appendage of Taplow 1 4 . A similar connection, probably 
forinsec, may be recorded in place-names: Hedgerley is formed on the same 
personal name as Hitcham ( .Hycca) , and may represent the woodland pasture 
of that community. 

On the escarpment side of the hills a very similar picture presents itself: 
parishes have their centre of population in the plain, but extend deep into the 
hills. Bledlow and the Risboroughs are cases in point. But the examples that 
immediately concern this argument are Aston Clinton, Buckland and Drayton 
Beauchamp. All are long and narrow, but were formerly even longer and 
narrower, including respectively St. Leonards, Buckland Common and Choles-
bury, which provided the upland grazing grounds of the communities in the 
vale. An example of forinsec woodland may possibly be seen in the ancient 
connection of Hawridge with Marsworth 1 5 . 

The picture to be discerned from this historical map-reading is therefore of 
communities, settled round the margins of the Chilterns, reaching out to take 
a share of forested hinterland which could play an important part in their 
economy. 

1 0 Mr. E. A. Randag, Lodge Hill, Wendover. 
1 1 That Beaconsfield was a hamlet of Burnham is clear from (e.g.) Feudal Aids, I, p. 79. That it existed before 1086, although not mentioned in D.B., is shown by the presence of common fields (MS. Charters, Bucks., Bodleian, 920, 954, 978 et al.). "Garston", formerly the name of a wood in the northern part of Beaconsfield (MS. Ch. Bucks.—e.g. 935 et al.), means "the grazing settlement". 
1 2 Lipscomb, III, p. 277. 
1 3 It is possible that Dorney Dean, the detached part of Dorney (Derneden in c. 1280—MS. Ch. Bucks., 900) is a name of Wealden "-den" type, containing O.E. denn, a woodland pasture, rather than denu, a valley. 
1 4 J. G. Jenkins, The Parish of Penn (1935). 
1 6 D. & J. Hay, Chiltern Hilltop Villages (1971). 
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In this process Tring was at a geographical disadvantage. Wigginton and 
Drayton (Beauchamp) occupied the nearest upland areas; beyond lay the up-
land parts of Buckland and Aston (Clinton). If Tring wanted to satisfy its need 
for woodland grazing it had to look further afield. It looked to the area which 
we now call Coleshill. 

Its special attraction can be deduced from a very interesting place-name, 
which still survives in Coleshill, though in a corrupted form. The first edition 
of the one-inch Ordnance Survey map, the surveying for which was done in 
1827, shows a large area just east of Coleshill village called Claymore Field. 
But in all the documents from 1615 up to the Enclosure of Amersham in 1816 
this is called Claremore Field 1 6; and it is clearly the same as the 'Clenemer-
feld', described in a charter of about 1224 as lying 'below Clenemer to the East ' 1 7 . 
'Claremore' and 'Clenemer' have exactly the same meaning: the clear or 
clean pond. 'Clear' and 'Clean', however, do not bear their modern meanings 
in this context; they mean 'clear' in the sense of not being surrounded by trees 
or bushes—lying in a clearing, in fact. There is only one pond of which it could 
be said that Claremore Field lay below it and to the east, and that is the Village 
Pond. In Clenemer we have, therefore, the original name for this; and it was 
probably the first name to be bestowed in Coleshill, for it must have been its 
unfailing supply of water that first drew men here. With both water and grazing, 
Coleshill was a desirable acquisition for any community. 

We thus have an economic context for Coleshill's connection with Tring, and 
it is one which belongs to the earliest days of the English settlements. For the 
political context we must go no less far; in fact we must go in the first place to 
the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, and the entry under the year 571. 

There are a number of points in this passage which are still disputed, and 
it allows a number of different interpretations. But all of these agree that it 
records a campaign by which the English finally won control of the vale below 
the Chiltern escarpment. Before 571 there can have been no English penetration 
of the hills from the north-west. The whole vale, from the neighbourhood of 
Luton down to the Thames, was under Romano-British control throughout the 
6th Century until these English victories; and the same applies to the Chilterns 
themselves, which are empty of any sign of early English settlement. 

The campaign was a West Saxon enterprise, but the West Saxons were not its 
sole, or even perhaps its main, beneficiaries. No doubt, as Sir Frank Stenton 
suggests, the plain was peopled by West Saxons coming from the South and 
Middle Angles from the North 1 8 . But the later history of the area, which fell 
wholly under the control of the Anglian power of Mercia before the middle of 
the next century, suggests that the Angles may have been the stronger element 
from the start. Under Mercia the whole area formed a single political unit, and 
its people were called the Chilternsaetan. I shall use this name for their pre-
decessors of the 70's of the 6th Century, though in quotation marks, since 
there is no evidence for its use so early. 

For the Britons in the hills, once the events of 571 had cut them off from their 
1 0 County Museum, Coleshill Manor Rolls & Rentals, B.A.S. 917/38 and 20-25/56. 

1 7 Missenden Cartulary (Bucks. Rec. Soc.), 310. 
1 8 F. M. Stenton, Anglo-Saxon England, Ch. II. 
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compatriots to the West, the 'Chilternsaetan' were not the only threat. On the 
other side of the hills, beside the Thames in what is now the southernmost tip 
of Buckinghamshire, other English communities, of quite different origin, had 
already been settled for perhaps three generations. 

In the extreme south-east corner of the county, Basing—the old name of 
Ankerwyke—is an "-ingas" name 1 9 , belonging to a time not later than 500; 
and the Thames-side area provides the only archaeological evidence for English 
settlement in. South Bucks during the pagan period. These people must have 
arrived by way of the Thames and they must have been Saxons. They may have 
been independent for a time (the Colne valley was a formidable natural frontier); 
and the great grave at Taplow may be that of one of their last chieftains 2 0. 
They may have been a dependency of Middlesex from the first. In either case, 
the area will have shared the fortunes of that short-lived kingdom, which seems 
to have been absorbed by the Kingdom of Essex around the end of the 6th 
century. This connection is shown by the claim of the men of London to hunting 
rights in the Chi Items in historic times 2 1. 

Not surprisingly, place-names here reflect a period of contact between these 
English settlers and the native British. Chalfont and Datchet are Celtic 2 2; 
Wycombe has also been thought to be basically Celtic (containing Welsh cym, 
a valley), but more recently it has been explained by Ekwall as OE hamm, the 
river meadows, by the wic, or farm. If this is correct it may still indicate the 
presence of a British community: where a natural feature is called after a man-
made one, the inference is that the man-made one—in this case the farm— 
was already there when the English arrived and named the place. 

The situation in the last quarter of the 6th century, then, was that a group of 
still precariously independent Britons was hemmed in between the newly-arrived, 
largely Anglian, 'Chilternsaetan' in the vale to the north-west, and much longer-
established Middle Saxon communities to the south-east—communities which 
had had a hundred years in which to evolve political coherence and an estab-
lished aristocracy. 

It is possible that the Chiltern Britons still had a few years of independence 
left. To the south the forest and the inhospitable gravels of the Burnham pla-
teau were still a barrier. On the north-west the 'Chilternsaetan' must have needed 
a few years to establish their new settlements along the escarpment before under-
taking further expansion; and this likelihood is reinforced by place-name 
evidence for a period of contact between the races on this side of the hills too. 
The name of Wendover passed into English speech with a correct Celtic in-
flexion 2 3; and further to the south-west Speen too bears a Celtic name. 

1 9 Copley, op. cit. 
2 0 1 am not convinced by Mrs. Hawkes' view that this is the burial of a chieftain of the Chilternsae-tan (S. C. Hawkes, Journal of Mediaeval Archaeology, IX). The Kentish affinities of the grave furniture argue against it; its richness suggests a settled, prosperous society, not newcomers, as the Chilternsae-tan must have been at the time of its deposition around 600. 
2 1 F. M. Stenton, "Norman London", in "Social Life in Early England", ed. Barraclough, 1960. 
2 3 Penn is often included in this list as "possibly Celtic". I believe it is certainly Engiish, and that the "pen" or enclosure, from which it is named, is to be identified with the area in the southern tip of the parish, bounded by Riding Lane (O.E. riddan, to clear woodland). Its western hedge is at least 1,000 years old. 
2 3 E. Ekwall, English River Names, p. lxxxiii. 
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"Place-Names of Bucks" has no article on Speen, perhaps because no early 
form of the name was known to the editors; but we now have an early 14th-
century form, Spene2i, identical to the contemporary form of the Berkshire 
Speen, for which a Celtic origin is now accepted. Hampden, 'the valley with the 
farmstead', may be a name of the same class as Wycombe, indicating a pre-
English community. 

But if the Britons had a respite it is not likely to have been long. At some time 
during the last quarter of the 6th century two distinct tides of English conquest 
and settlement must have begun to flow in, as the 'Chilternsaetan' and the 
Middle Saxons moved independently up into the hills—distinctness and in-
dependence being a necessary consequence of the quite different origins and 
political affiliations of the two peoples. 

I emphasise the distinctness and independence of these two movements 
because it is so often rather uncritically assumed that the territory of the 
Chilternsaetan—the 4,000 hides recorded in the document known as the 
Tribal Hidage—embraced the whole of South Bucks 2 5. I believe that this is 
not only made inherently unlikely by the background I have outlined, but that 
the contrary is supported by some further points now to be considered. 

The first concerns the fate of the British population of the Chilterns. That 
they survived is certain; and one of the traces they left is to be found in the com-
paratively recent discovery of cruck construction in houses in our area. Hill 
Farm, Chalfont St. Peter, has a cruck-framed hall 2 6 , and parts of a single 
cruck truss survive in a house (The Fleur-de-Lys) at Coleshill. Mr. J. T. Smith 
has made out a convincing case for regarding the persistence of this primitive 
method of construction as one of the most reliable of all pointers to the survival 
of a British population 2 7. (It is not, of course, maintained that the buildings 
themselves survived from sub-Roman times—only the tradition of building 
them in that manner.) It is very interesting that on the Latimer villa site a late, 
post-Roman, phase of construction used cruck frames 2 8. 

Is it possible to define more precisely the areas in which Britons survived? 
I believe that it is, and that we can use for this purpose the numbers of slaves 
recorded for each manor in the Domesday survey. Taking Britain as a whole, 
the proportion of slaves is highest in the south-west and lowest in the north-
east. In the south-west counties they formed 18} % of the recorded numbers 2 9; 
and this figure is generally accepted as representing the descendants of an 
enslaved native population. By contrast, in Herts and Middlesex the percentage 
is only 12%. For the South Midland counties—Oxfordshire, Bucks and 
Warwickshire—the figure, as one would expect, is intermediate: 14%. But the 

3 5 MS. Ch. Bucks. (Bodleian), 951. 
2 6 E.g. by W. J. Corbett (Trans. R. Hist. Soc. 14), A. Morley Davies (Records of Bucks. XV), and most recently by Mr. Cyril Hart (Trans. R. Hist. Soc. 5th ser., 21), who goes so far as to deny the "Chilternsaetan" any territory in the Plain. In this he differs from virtually all other commentators; moreover the Chilterns were so sparsely populated, even 400 years later, that merely adding to them the territory between the hills and the Thames could not produce more than about a tenth of the total of forty hundreds. 
2 0 C. F. Stell, Records, XVIII, 1. 
2 7 J. T. Smith, "Cruck Construction: a survey of the problems". Journal of Mediaeval Archaeology, VIII (1964). 
2 8 K. Branigan,'Latimer ' (1971). G. Webster, Records XIX, pt. 2, p. 230. 
2 9 R. Welldon Finn, Introduction to Domesday Book (1963). 
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modern counties did not exist in the 6th or even the 7th century. For a valid 
standard of comparison we must find areas which bear some relation to con-
temporary reality. I have used the western part of the area which was originally 
Middle Saxon territory, and the south-eastern part of the 'Chilternsaetan' 
territory in the plain, including in the latter only those manors whose centres of 
population lie below the Upper Icknield Way. Both areas thus exclude the high 
Chilterns, which lie between them. Their limits are more precisely defined in a 
note which forms an Appendix to this article, and discusses the statistical method 
adopted. 

Throughout the Middle Saxon area the percentage of slaves is around. 12%. 
In the Chilternsaetan area the percentage is 15%. But no higher percentage in 
any smaller area can be considered significantly higher unless one of two con-
ditions is satisfied: either it must be an area with a recorded population of 
several hundred; or it must be a group of manors or vills—at least four and 
preferably five—each with a certain minimum percentage of slaves (20 % in the 
Chilternsaetan area, 15 % in the Middle Saxon). Such vills if scattered at random 
in ones or twos, or even threes, have no statistical significance, and we are not 
entitled to use the figures to suggest any historical meaning—though there may 
very well be one. 

But they are not scattered at random. In the Oxfordshire/Buckinghamshire 
plain they are concentrated in a belt stretching from Aston Clinton, under the 
escarpment, north-westward through Aylesbury (where, although there is a gap 
in the series, there is also a Walton—the tun of the Wealas, or Britons) to 
Waddesdon, Ludgershall and Pollicott. A large part of this belt forms a statistic-
ally significant group. For a concentration like this some historical explanation 
must be found, and British survival is the most satisfactory. It is interesting 
that Long Crendon, where there are no fewer than ten cruck-framed houses 3 0, 
adjoins it. 

Such a concentration is not unexpected; Aylesbury was one of the towns taken 
in the campaign of 571. It is also not unexpected that there should be a scatter 
of further high percentages along the Icknield Way, on the easily worked loams 
of the scarp-foot shelf, which must have attracted settlement in all periods. 

In the Middle Saxon area south-east of the hills there are no significant 
concentrations. But turning to the Chilterns we find that in the area stretching 
from Great Gaddesden to the Oxfordshire border 3 1 the average percentage 
of slaves in the recorded population is 19%. And this high figure masks a yet 
more significant pattern. In an irregular belt of territory stretching from Great 
Gaddesden and Berkhamsted, through Chesham and the de Mandeville manor 
at Amersham to High Wycombe and Hughenden (a belt interrupted only by the 
then unpeopled waste of Wycombe Heath), the percentage never falls below 
20%, and the average is as high as 23%. I show in the Appendix that this is 
highly significant, statistically, in relation to the neighbouring areas. And a yet 
larger area, embracing in addition West Wycombe, Chalfont St. Peter and Hemel 

3 0 G. Beresford, "North End Farmhouse, Long Crendon", Records XVIII, pt. 2, p. 125. 
3 1 In the Oxfordshire Chilterns the average is only 11 per cent. The area evidently had a quite different history, perhaps linked with Berkshire, 
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Hempstead, is significantly different from the Middle Saxon area to the South 
and East. 

Domesday statistics are notoriously treacherous to handle, and there is a 
temptation to torture the figures into yielding more information than they 
really hold; but there is a consistency about this testimony which commands 
respect. In the whole region from which these statistics have been drawn, it 
is only in two districts—-Aylesbury and the Chiltern heart-land—that we find 
such a concentration of slave ownership in so many contiguous manors; and 
the fact that they occur both in the hills and in the plain assures us that we are 
not dealing with a consequence of differing agricultural systems. In the Chiltern 
slave-owning belt we have, I believe, what had once been the last refuge of inde-
pendent Britons in South-east England. 

Place-names reinforce this impression. Pressmore Farm, north of Chesham, 
has a probably Celtic name; and the name of Speen (see above) may also have 
been adopted by the English at this stage. 

There are other interesting things about the Chiltern slave-owning belt. 
One is that, except in the Tring and Wendover gaps, its boundary is also the 
line along which the long narrow parishes of the periphery come, or originally 
came, to an end, or on which detached portions of distant parishes lie 3 2 . A pos-
sible explanation is that outside the line the land was taken by English village 
communities (no doubt under aristocratic leadership). Inside the line it was taken 
by their leaders, who found there virtually ready-made estates, complete with 
slaves to till them—though this is not to say that there was not peasant settle-
ment as well, either then or later; there certainly was. 

It is also interesting that there is a marked difference between the great waste 
of Wycombe Heath—the empty, forested gap within the belt—and other fores-
ted areas outside the line. These were all divided up as woodland grazing for the 
neighbouring communities. Wycombe Heath, being untilled and un-peopled, 
offered nothing to aristocratic estate seekers, but it was not so divided up. It 
was commonable by all the surrounding vills 3 3. 

The final point about this slave-owning strip is that in Buckinghamshire its 
northern limit is also—for most of its length—the boundary between the 
Chiltern Hundreds and the Three Hundreds of Aylesbury 3 4 (The gap at 
Bradenham is more apparent than real. The manor had a recorded population 
of two.) If, without further clues, one were looking for traces of a people pressed 
hard by two converging tides of invasion, one would expect to find them along 
the line where the two tides met. And this, I suggest, is what the boundary of the 
Chiltern Hundreds is: the ancient frontier between the Chiltern sactan and the 
Middle Saxons; the frontier between Mercia and Essex when the Kingdom of 
Middlesex ceased to exist; a frontier between Angle and Saxon long after Essex 
too had lost its independence to Mercia. If it were not for the disruption caused 

3 2 Seer Green, now detached, may have been continuous with Farnham before Beaconsfield was formed. 
3 3 Jenkins, op. cit. 
3 4 In 1086 Radnage and Saunderton were in Desborough Hundred. Their later inclusion in Ris-borough must have restored an earlier arrangement, however; it brought Desborough's hides down to the round 100 and removed from it a long, narrow and anomalous projection. For the identification of Radnage with D.B.'s "Hanechedene", see G. R. Elvey, Records, XVI, pt. 5, p. 342. 
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by the Danish invasions we might have been able to see today the extension of 
this frontier into south-west Hertfordshire. As it is, the line I have drawn on the 
map in what is now Hertfordshire is fairly arbitrary. Perhaps it should include 
Aldbury; and if Aldbury, why not Pitstone and Cheddington ? After all, they 
are contiguous. But Aldbury is a borderline case, with a population of only 
sixteen, and though contiguity is important in considering statistical probability 
it should not make us ignore the historical kind. 

The fact that most of the Chiltern slave-owning belt would then lie within the 
Middle Saxon area is consistent with the long-established, and presumably 
well-organised, nature of the Saxon settlements to the south. They would have 
been better placed than the 'Chilternsaetan' to take quick advantage of the 
Britons' weakness. The map suggests the routes they may have taken in pene-
trating the hills. At either end of the forest barrier there are gaps where a river 
valley leads through into the heart-land; and in two of these, at Chalfont and 
Wycombe, there is a place-name suggesting English contact with a British 
community. 

If this account of the origin of the Chiltern Hundreds and their boundary is 
correct, it follows that attempts to elucidate the Tribal Hidage by including 
them among the forty which that document assigns to the Chilternsaetan are 
misguided. Whatever the date of the text as we know it, the assessments it 
records must in many cases go back to the 7th Century 3 5 ; its Mercian section in 
particular is likely to be both ancient and trustworthy, and the figure of 4,000 
hides for the Chilternsaetan is to be taken seriously. But there is plenty of room 
for them in the plain below the escarpment—which includes parts of Bedford-
shire and Hertfordshire as well as of Bucks and Oxfordshire—without having to 
press the Chiltern Hundreds into service. (The plain is an area in which modern 
hundred boundaries are unlikely to correspond with ancient ones.) It is rather the 
East Saxons who need the Chiltern Hundreds, to go some way towards making 
up their very high total of seven thousand hides. 

On this view, then, Little Missenden represents the deepest Anglian pene-
tration of the Buckinghamshire Chilterns. It lies at the end of a long salient 
which has its base in the Wendover gap. Only a mile from the end of the salient 
lies Coleshill; and it is time now to turn back to Coleshill's connection with Tring 
and to put the finishing touches to our picture of its origins. The evidence 
comes, once more, from place names: Missenden, Mursley and Miswell. Mis-
senden has been explained by Stenton and Mawer as containing a variant of the 
same personal name, Myrsa, as that which underlies the name of Mursley, a 
village far out in the Anglian area of the plain. The same authorities 3 6 suggest 
an etymological link between Miswell and Missenden. And Miswell is within 
a mile of Tring. 

It is interesting that a precisely similar trinity of names is to be found south 
of the boundary. Hitcham, Hedgerley and Hughenden all contain the personal 
name Hycca, and are arranged in a triangle with its apex at Hitcham, close to 
the Thames. 

3 6 J. Brownbitl, "The Tribal Hidage", Eng. Hist. Review, CLX, p. 497; C. Hart, op. cit. 
3 6 Stenton, Glover and Mawer, Place Names of Herts. A quite different etymology was proposed by Ekwall, but I do not find it more convincing. 
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There can of course be no proof in either case that the same individual was 
involved in all three names. But it is certainly not fanciful to suggest that, we 
have in Myrsa the name of an Anglian chieftain who was quicker off the mark 
than his neighbours, and who penetrated the Tring and Wendover gaps and 
established settlements in them, before the Middle Saxons got there. Whatever 
his name, it is more than probable that whoever established Missenden was also 
responsible for arranging that the woodland grazing of Coleshill, so close to its 
boundary, was allocated to another settlement, also under his leadership, which 
lacked this economic asset. And it is at least possible that in doing so he was 
adapting some Roman-British arrangement: for example a connection between 
Coleshill and an estate based on Missenden. There is good evidence that Coles-
hill was not empty in Roman times. A well-known passage in Chaunccy 3 7 

describes the ploughing up, in a field near Brentford Wood, of "a curious 
paving Work in a Manner of Dice Work". Chauncey's informant, as a marginal 
note makes clear, was Thomas Ellwood the Quaker, who lived at Ongar Hill 
in Coleshill, and must be regarded as a reliable witness. There can be little doubt 
that what he saw was a Roman pavement. Perhaps the first Chilternsaetan who 
brought their cattle up the droveway to Coleshill found the 'Clenemer' already 
cleared for them by herdsmen of Celtic speech. 

^ • & # 

We are left with a number of questions unanswered. For one thing, 'La 
Stock' was not the whole of Herts in Bucks: all Beaconsfield parish north of 
Ledborough Lane and Longbottom Lane was in Hertfordshire, but there is no 
evidence that it was ever connected with Tring. Moreover there is a large area 
of Coleshill east of the Amersham-Beaconsfield road which was manorially 
distinct from 'La Stock' 3 8, and seems to have had an independent nucleus 
and field system 3 9. How is the inclusion in Hertfordshire of these areas to be 
accounted for ? Secondly we need to account not merely for the origin of the 
connection with Hertfordshire, but for its perpetuation—by no means a neces-
sary consequence of the origin I have outlined. 

On the first question there is very little direct evidence, and what there is 
sheds no fresh light on Chiltern history as a whole. I shall not discuss it here, 
except to say that the processes which linked these areas to Hertfordshire were 
probably analogous to those which operated on 'La Stock'. For northern 
Beaconsfield, Mr. Gerald Elvey has made the interesting suggestion that the 
connection may originally have been with Wigginton 4 0. 

The second question—how the Tring connection came to develop into a form 
that had to be taken into account when drawing the county boundary—is a 
different matter. It needs answering; it is possible to answer it; and the answer 
does illuminate further a period of Chiltern history. It needs answering because 
counties and hundreds are administrative units of central government, and have 

3 7 Sir Henry Chauncey, Historical Antiquities of Hertfordshire (1700). 
3 8 P.R.O., C/l 35/48/2. 
3 9 1 hope to deal with this subject in a future study of Coleshill's early agrarian arrangements. 
4 0 Elvey, op. cit. 
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no necessary relation to manorial or economic links. Amesbury, in Wiltshire, 
had a dependency in the Isle of Wight 4 1 ; daughter settlements separated 
from their parents by hundred boundaries are common; and although Hert-
fordshire is notable for its scattered, manorialized hundreds, these do not, 
except in the case of Coleshill, transcend the county boundary, and Hitchen 
even had a dependent hamlet in Bedfordshire 4 2, while South and North 
Mimms are separated by the Middlesex border. 

The clues are to be found, once again, in place-names: Cattestrop, Collins 
Field, and Coleshill itself. Cattestrop was the name of a lost hamlet near Amer-
sham-on-the-hill. Trop is the English form of the word represented, in the Danish 
areas of eastern England, by thorp; both mean an outlying settlement or depend-
ent hamlet. But the first element of Cattestrop cannot be Old English catte, 
cat, since this is only compounded with words for natural features, never with 
habitation words. It must be the Danish personal name Kate, Old Norse Kati. 
"Where the names (with trop) are compounded with Scandinavian elements or 
personal names, in areas with other evidence of Scandinavian settlement", to 
quote Dr. Reaney 4 3 "they are probably from the Danish world". There are a 
number of indisputably Danish place names in the Chilterns: Fingest, Skirmett, 
Brand's Farm. And in its earliest recorded spelling Cattestrop is Catestorpe1*. 
It looks as though the original form of the name was Danish, and that its 
most commonly recorded form is an anglicization, in an area whose racial 
composition was probably little affected by some scattered Danish settlement. 
The genitive in ' s ' is no doubt also an anglicization; it can be precisely paralleled 
in Catesby. 

Our next example brings us within the boundaries of Coleshill. "Collins" was 
the name of one of the miniature common fields of Winchmore Hill, a hamlet 
whose land straddled the boundaries of Penn, Amersham (Woodrow) and 
Coleshill.4 5 Collins Field lay in Coleshill. Though there can be no certainty that 
Collins was the original name, it is inherently probable that it was; the names 
of common fields are among the most enduring known. If it is original it is not 
from Colin, the pet form of Nicholas, which is not evidenced before 1191. 4 6 

The alternative source is Colling(s). This is very common as a personal name, 
deriving ultimately from O.N. Kollungr;47 rare and somewhat obscure as a 
place-name (it occurs in Yorkshire W.R. as Cowling, which Ekwall (Dictionary) 
explains as containing an unrecorded O.E. word, coll, related to O.N. Kollr, a 
head, top or hill). That the name Kollungr was in use in our area is attested by 
the 14th-century Chesham field name Collinggeswyk.48 

The importance of this name becomes clear when we reconsider, as we now 
must, the name of Coleshill itself. Stenton and Mawer favour a derivation from 
O.E. coll, a stream, mainly on the grounds that "there is a well marked valley" 

4 1 G. Jones, op. cit. 
4 2 Ibid. 
4 3 P. H. Reaney. The Origin of English Place Names (1964), p. 174. 
44 Pipe Rolls, Beds., and Bucks. (B.R.S.), 6 Ric. I (Escheats). 
4 6 B.A.S./A/ (Woodrow Rentals); B.A.S./C/ (Coleshill Manor Rolls); B.R.O., D/A/We/20/164; Jenkins, op. cit. 
4 5 Reaney, Dictionary of English Surnames. " Ibid. 
4 8 Cat. Ancient Deeds, C2286. 
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immediately to the south. So there is, but it is one of the Chiltern dry valleys. 
Ekwall proposes the same unrecorded O.E. word as he suggests for Cowling, 
with "hill" added by way of explanation when the meaning of the original 
name had been forgotten; but in view of the evidence for a Scandinavian 
presence in the area, it seems fair to ask whether there is any need to invoke 
unrecorded O.E. words? A more serious question is whether the medial "s" 
(universal in records of this Coleshill) can be satisfactorily explained except as a 
genitive, which, except in the very earliest English period, would point to a 
personal name as the first element. Stenton and Mawer suggest O.E. Cola and 
O.N. Kolr as possible personal names underlying Coleshill; and to these we 
may add O.Da. Koli, which in view of Coleshill's persistent medial " e " 4 9 is at 
least more likely than Kolr. 

Now Koli was the pet form of a number of names beginning in Koll-, such as 
Kollungr, and the source of later names with Colle-. 5 0 "Colle-" is the most 
common late mediaeval form of the first element of Coleshill. 

It is possible that Coleslett Field also belongs to this group of related names. 
It is so named in the Amersham Enclosure Award of 1816, when it was one of 
the common fields of Coleshill, lying immediately to the south of Coleshill 
Green (the present Common). In 1615, the earliest reference known to me, it 
was "Coslett" Field, 5 1 and the original form of the first syllable is therefore 
uncertain. But the first "1" of Coleshill was at one time dropped in local speech, 5 2 

so an original Coleslett is by no means to be ruled out. 
Singly, all these place-names are inconclusive, and indeed ambiguous. Taken 

together, they support the local tradition which associates Coleshill with the 
Danes . 5 8 But even without them such an association could be inferred from 
the link with Tring. 

In 1086 Tring was the head of a Hundred; later this was combined with 
Dacorum Hundred—the Hundred of the Danes. The name of Tring is itself 
Danish, meaning 'a third', and it has been suggested that it formed the third 
part of an area under Danish control comprising the modern Dacorum Hundred 
and Cashio Hundred. 5 4 Since Tring is the only Scandinavian name in the 
area, actual Danish settlement must have been scanty, and in fact was probably 
confined to an aristocracy, who no doubt took possession of existing English 
estates, such as the one of which Coleshill formed a part. 

But the lords must have had followers, whom they would wish to reward 
with land. For the lord of Tring, his grazing grounds at Coleshill would have 

4 9 There is no evidence to link the surname 'de ColshulP in the passage from the Patent Rolls cited in P.N. Bucks., with our Coleshill—or, for that matter, any of the other three Coleshills. 
6 0 P. H. Reaney, Dictionary. 
6 1 B.R.O., D/16/1. Since others besides myself may be tempted to connect the second element of this name with O.N. slettr, a piece of level ground (which is a good topographical fit), I should perhaps say that the name of the neighbouring Cantlett Field makes it almost certain that the "s" belongs to the first element. The second element is perhaps O.E. hied, a ledge, which fits both fields topographically, and also Herslett, a field name in Winchmore Hill. A memory of the aspirate is perhaps preserved in the form Costlett, recorded from 1631 (B.R.O., De/16/2). 
62 Place Names of Bucks (E.P.N.S.). 
5 3 It is a pity that this tradition has been discredited by the folk etymology which associates Gore Hill with blood shed in a battle between Danes and English. A "gore" is a triangular piece of land, and that this was the meaning here is shown by the Drake Estate Map of 1637 (B.A.S. 30/56). 
84 P.N. Herts., Introduction and "TRING", q.v. 



been an obvious area on which to settle some of them. To them should probably 
be attributed the turning of the first furrow in this upland soil, and the laying out 
of the common fields. With a Danish population settled in the place, the motive 
for its inclusion in a Danish Hundred is plain: it ensured that Coleshill cases 
would come before a hundred court where Danish law was in force. No other 
set of circumstances in the history of our area provides such a convincing con-
text for this arrangement. And it shows us Danish settlers, not taking land from 
the English, but occupying empty hill-top sites between English settlements. A 
likely date for this is the period between the death of Alfred the Great in 899, 
when the Danish frontier was advanced south of the Lea, and the reconquest of 
the Danelaw by his son Edward some twenty years later. 

To sum up the rather complex arguments which I have put forward in this 
article, the first economic use of Coleshill was as woodland pasture, and this 
may have begun during the Roman period. It was certainly the use to which the 
first English settlers put the area, in the last quarter of the 6th century, when 
Angles from the North and Middle Saxons from the South met along a line 
roughly corresponding to the boundary of the Chiltern Hundreds, where they 
subdued and enslaved the last independent Britons in South-east England. 
Coleshill lay in a frontier area between the two, but itself fell within the Anglian 
sphere of influence, and was allotted as forinsec grazing land to Tring. It was 
still appurtenant to Tring three hundred years later, when a Danish aristocracy 
took control of south-west Hertfordshire; and it was Danes from Tring who 
were responsible both for attaching Coleshill permanently to Hertfordshire, and 
for introducing arable agriculture—an operation which, after centuries of 
grazing, probably involved invitingly little work with the axe. 

APPENDIX 
1. Slaves on Domesday manors: treatment of the figures 
"Sooner or later", Professor Galbraith once wrote, "Domesday geographers 
will have to face the question of the validity of their statistics."6 5 Venturing into 
this dangerous ground, I have tried to keep this wise warning in mind. 

If any useful conclusions are to be drawn from statistics such as the num-
bers of slaves recorded on Domesday manors, it is necessary first of all to 
determine what figure to adopt as the norm, and secondly what constitutes a 
significant deviation from this. So far as I know the only analyses which have 
been carried out are for counties; and these, as I explain in the main text, are of 
no use for a study of the period before the county boundaries were drawn. 

If we take as our norm the average for the whole of the area with which we 
are dealing, we risk obscuring the significance, if any, of regional variations. 
Yet if we divide it in two, it is necessary to choose a dividing line; and to do so 
would prejudge the very issue we are trying to illuminate. I have tried to resolve 
this problem by examining in the first place two areas which each constitute a 
large proportion of a political/geographical unit, and which are separated by, 
and exclude, the hill country of the Chilterns. I then make independent com-
parisons of the Chilterns with the areas on either side. 

5 5 V. H. Galbraith, The Making of Domesday Book, 1961, p. 122. 
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I do not use the whole of these units, in one case because of uncertainty as to 
its precise extent, in the second because it is very large, and the computations 
involved would be very laborious. But the areas chosen each contained a recor-
ded Domesday population numbering thousands, and thus provide a secure 
basis for computing averages. 

The first area is one which we can with fair confidence say was "Chilternsae-
tan" territory. To enable us to do this the chosen area does not extend very far 
west or very far north. It embraces the six south-eastern hundreds of Oxford-
shire (but excluding the Chilterns); the Three hundreds of Aylesbury; the 
hundreds of Ashendon, Waddesdon, Ixhill, Cottesloe and Yardley; and that 
part of Tring Hundred which extended into the plain. In the hundreds bordering 
on the Chilterns, only those vills are included whose centres of population lay 
below the Upper Icknield Way. 

In this area servi form 15 per cent of the recorded population. The effect of 
adding additional hundreds to the north and west is to produce a slight re-
duction in this percentage. Excluding them therefore makes our criteria more 
stringent, besides avoiding the risk of taking in areas with a different history. 

For the second area I take, for a start, a district which can with equal confi-
dence be assigned to the Middle Saxons. It comprises the three western hundreds 
of Middlesex, and Hertfordshire west of the Yer (but excluding the high Chil-
terns and western Tring). In this area servi form 12 per cent of the recorded 
population; and since this is also the figure for Herts and Middlesex as a whole, 5 6 

it is one in which we can have confidence. 
The figure for that part of Bucks between the Chilterns and the Thames is 

very slightly lower, and if this area is included, the percentage is not affected. 
Consequently for the purpose of this calculation we are spared the necessity of 
deciding just how far up-river the Middle Saxon territory extended; and we can 
include this part of Bucks in the Middle Saxon statistical area without pre-
judging historical issues. The area concerned is the whole of Stoke Hundred, 
Burnham Hundred south of the Oxford road and, in Desborough Hundred, 
Woburn. 

Between these two areas—the Middle Saxon and the Chilternsaetan—lie the 
high Chilterns: roughly speaking, the area defined by the twin arcs between 
which lies the 400 ft. contour. Within this area the figures show 16 per cent of 
servi. But if one excludes the Oxfordshire Chilterns—as, for historical reasons, 
one probably should—the figure rises to 19 per cent. 

The Chilterns were a comparatively empty region in 1086, but between Little 
Gaddesden and the Oxfordshire border they muster a recorded population of 
484—quite large enough for valid comparisons with the areas on either side; 
and variations from either norm of only one or two per cent would be signifi-
cant. A figure which is respectively four and seven per cent above those to west 
and east must reflect a real, historically determined fact which demands ex-
planation. 

So far we have been dealing with large populations, of which percentages in 
the range from 10 per cent to 20 per cent can be compared with confidence. 

6 6 Welldon Finn, op. cit. 
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When we come down to individual manors or vills, or even small groups of 
these, it is necessary to proceed with very much more caution. But it has to be 
attempted if we are to give any precision to the picture. 

I start by excluding any unit with a recorded population of less than 15. 
Manors with fewer than this are aggregated with their respective vills; and where 
an entire vill records fewer than 15, it is excluded altogether. Vills excluded on 
this principle amount to 29 per cent of the total. 

In the Chilternsaetan area I then take, for convenience of calculation, 72 
such manors or vills lying in a block along the line of the hills. They exhibit a 
range of percentages of servi from zero to 37 per cent, and a Standard Deviation 
of 9'4. There is no need to calculate this to further places of decimals; it is high 
enough to ensure that no individual manor or vill can be significant. 

How many, then, must be grouped together before we can accept significance? 
The convenience of the 72 vills lies in the fact that 24 of them have 20 per cent 
or more slaves, and the odds against any sample vill having this proportion of 
slaves is therefore or f- In a random sample the odds against picking any 
number of such vills consecutively would be approximately p, where n is the 
number in the sample. ("Approximately" because in fact the selection of each 
sample vill reduces the number remaining and alters the proportion. In dealing 
with reasonably large numbers this can be ignored.) But we are not sampling 
at random; we are looking for a pattern, for concentrations of slave ownership; 
and we have to take into account the number of other vills with which any one 
given vill is contiguous. There is no constant for this; it has to be worked out 
for every case. But it will suffice if we take the average for the area with which 
we are dealing. Let us call this average C — standing if you like, for Coefficient 
of Contiguity. The probability that any number of contiguous vills will have 
20 per cent or more slaves is then expressed by the formula 

In the Chilternsaetan area C = 4T. Where we find three vills side by side, 
each with 20 per cent or more servi, the probability that this is a chance grouping 
is therefore = y , or approximately ^ which is not nearly good enough. 
For a group of four the probability of chance (|'/) falls to rather less than 
for five to approximately 7y.-9. 

Put another way, if four such vills are found together there is a better-than-96 
per cent chance that the grouping is significant; if five, better than 98 -75 per cent. 

We are entitled to say that on this basis the group of six to the west of Ayles-
bury, and the group of nine in the Chilterns, are both highly significant, at 
levels well over 99 per cent. 

In the middle Saxon area I have taken a belt of territory of similar depth but 
—since it is on the inside of the arc—considerably shorter. It contains 44 quali-
fying vills (i.e. having more than fifteen recorded inhabitants). There are con-
siderable differences between this area and the other, apart from the much 
lower overall average of slaves: the range is from 0 to 27 per cent, the frequency 
distribution curve much flatter, the Standard Deviation only 6'7. The "Con-
tiguity coefficient", however, is substantially larger, at 5'4.1 will not weary the 
reader with the consequent arithmetic, but the result is that to produce com-
parable levels of significance in groups of vills, it is only necessary that each vill 
in the group should have at least 15 per cent of slaves. There are no significant 
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groupings apart from the Chilterns, where the significant area appears both 
larger and more significant in this context than when compared with the 
Chilternsaetan region. Indeed, the probability of this group being significant is 
within 0 1 points of 100 per cent. 

There is one general point of principle. Since we are dealing throughout with 
percentages of recorded population we do not have to get involved in the argu-
ment about whether the Domesday slaves are adult individuals or heads of 
families. We only need to be sure that, as between one area and another, we are 
comparing like with like. There is no reason to doubt this. 

Some special problems are raised by vills with more than one manor, in 
particular Chesham, Amersham and Hemel Hempstead. Chesham had three 
manors; all had more than 21 per cent slaves, but the one with the highest 
proportion is below the threshold population level. Should it be aggregated 
with the others, or omitted altogether? Since the other two are of almost 
equal importance, I have elected not to aggregate them, but to ignore the small 
one. 

In both Amersham and Hemel Hempstead there was a large demesne manor, 
in which, predictably, most of the slaves were concentrated. Indeed, in Amer-
sham the five tiny manors north west of the town had no slaves at all. Since 
aggregation only reduces the percentage to 16 % — still significant in the M iddle 
Saxon context — the question is not a crucial one, but I have elected once 
again not to aggregate, since it seems unlikely that these little estates existed 
at the time of the English settlement (if the distribution of Romano-British 
estates along the Misbourne resembled that along the Chess 5 7 — and the rather 
scanty evidence suggests that it did — we would not expect any between 
Amersham and Little Missenden): At Hemel Hempstead the demesne manor 
is not large enough in proportion to the whole vill to justify treating it separately. 
The aggregate for the vill yields a percentage of only 15%; but this too is 
significant in the Middle Saxon context. Hemel Hempstead just qualifies for 
inclusion. 

The High Wycombe record shows four of the class known as lburi\ I have 
followed Maitland 5 8 in treating these as akin to servi. 

I have tried to set my levels of significance high enough to guard against 
minor errors in either arithmetic or judgement. I believe, indeed, that I am in 
more danger of claiming too little support from statistics than too much. 
Statistics, for example, give no grounds for including Chalfont St. Peter in 
what I have called the Chiltern heartland. The layout of the parish boundaries 
gives strong grounds for it. And a slightly more generous interpretation of the 
figures would have given us a third significant grouping comprising Kingston 
Blount, Crowell, Sydenham and Emmington. I am content to let the map tell 
its own story. 
2. Notes on the Map 

The information on this map is limited, for the sake of clarity, to what is 
strictly necessary to illustrate this article. Thus the only parish boundaries 

6 7 K. Branigan. "Romano-British Occupation in the Chess Valley", Records XVIII, pt. 2, p. 136. 
6 8 Maitland, Domesday Book and Beyond. 
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shown are of those parishes whose long axis is at right angles to the hills. It 
would in fact be more accurate to call them villar boundaries, since they rep-
resent an attempt to reconstruct the boundaries of communities at a time before 
it is legitimate to speak of parishes at all. In many places, especially in the 
wooded heartland, they will have been very ill-defined for centuries. That 
between Beaconsfield and Penn, for example, follows in its northern part an 
earthwork which is unlikely to be earlier than the 13th century. (Source for 
boundaries: V.C.H. Bucks.) 

County boundaries, being an anachronism, are not shown. 
Modern or mediaeval parish boundaries are also used for the lines delineating 

areas with a high incidence of slavery. In this role they are not to be taken too 
literally. They indicate merely that within these areas no other settlements 
interposed between those marked by symbols indicating a high percentage of 
slaves—this being the touchstone of "contiguity", which is important from the 
statistical point of view. 

Vills or manors with between 15 per cent and 20 per cent of slaves are not 
shown north of the Chiltern Hundreds Boundary, since it is only to the south 
of it that they have any significance. 

No attempt has been made to show all the forested areas. It could not possibly 
succeed. I have tried only to show the general outlines of those areas which, 
either from the nature of the soil or from the parish boundaries, one can infer 
to have been heavily forested at the time of the English settlement. 

Roman roads are shown only where it is reasonable to think that they may 
have remained in use into the 6th century. Their courses are taken from the 
work of "The Viatores", or, in the case of the Amersham—Wycombe road, 
from my own field-work. 

The map raises some interesting conjectures which are outside the scope of 
this article. The parish boundary layout makes Stokenchurch (not mentioned 
in D.B.) appear to be on the "wrong" side of the Hundred boundary as it was 
in 1086. Was it an empty part of Desborough before being incorporated in 
Oxfordshire ? And Radnage—was it originally part of Chinnor ? 
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