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NOTES AND NEWS
Landscape studies are very much in fashion at the moment. The Whittlewood project is concerned with
settlement origins and development in the south of the county. It is organized by the Medieval Settlement
Research Group and is successor to the studies of Wharram Percy in Yorkshire, perhaps better known to
archaeologists than to historians. We have an article from Mark Page, historian to the Whittlewood Project,
on the bounds of the Forest.

English Heritage is about half way through a series of ‘Historic Landscape Characterization’ projects
aimed at completing all of England, county by county. Modern features, such as urban areas and quarries,
as well as more obviously historic items like field-patterns and country-house gardens are identified and
mapped. The analyses are based on the modern Ordnance Survey map, which has the advantage of being
available in an electronic format enabling the results to be computer based and the data presented as a
series of county maps. The disadvantage is that many areas have changed very much over the last 50 years
with quarrying, urban development and not least removal of hedges. This difficulty can mostly be
remedied by underlying the modern digital data with the 1880s Ordnance Survey maps. The analyses will
be used for various aspects of planning control.

Although the methodology is not that of precise historical research (there are traps if, for instance, all
rectangular field systems are assumed to be the result of parliamentary enclosure and all curved hedges are
classed as belonging to early enclosure), there are nevertheless some results of interest to the historian.
Northamptonshire is currently undergoing such a study.

A different type of mapping is being conducted with the Rockingham Forest Trust. The area
investigated is the north-east of the county lying west of the River Nene and approximately between the
A14 and A1, i.e. including all of Rockingham Forest. For every parish, a map of the open fields has been
drawn (using the results of my field work) and, where data survives on maps c.1525-1850, old enclosure,
woods, heaths, parks and details of settlements have been digitally mapped by Tracey Britnell and Glenn
Foard. Hence the changing landscape of the whole area can be studied, from the Middle Ages, to the
partially enclosed 18th-century countryside, and finally the fully enclosed landscape mapped by the
Ordnance Survey in the 1880s. All the information is in electronic format and examples of regional
mapping and other research applications will be provided in a future article in NPP.

* * * * *
There was grave concern earlier in the year about the fate of one of the Record Office’s most significant
family estate collections. The Finch-Hatton collection had been offered to the nation in lieu of death
duties. But the value of the collection was such that a sum in excess of £470,000 had to be raised by the
Record Office in order for the collection to remain in the county rather than be offered for sale on the
open market. This collection is invaluable for its information on national and local events, the family and
all the people they came into contact with, from the landed gentry to common labourers; it includes
outstanding estate maps, antiquarian papers and fascinating estate records. Luckily, the sum was found and
we are grateful to Sarah Bridges, County Archivist, for her efforts in acquiring the major part of the
money from the Heritage Lottery Fund and considerable sums from Northamptonshire County Council,
the National Art Collections Fund and the Friends of the National Libraries. The collection will remain,
fully accessible to all, in the Northamptonshire Record Office.

* * * * *
Northamptonshire Black History Project is now well under way and you can read a summary of the work
in the September 2003 issue of Hindsight (available from 6 Baker’s Lane, Norton, Daventry, NN11 5EL,
price £3.50). Next year there will be an update on progress in NPP.

The current Project finishes in July 2005, and the Director is anxious to have as much help as possible
from Record Society members. If you know of any reference to Black People in your own parish records
or other sources, then please let one of the officers know. To find out more about the Northamptonshire



Black History Project contact: Carolyn Abel, Director, Northamptonshire Black History Project,
Doddridge Centre, 109 St James Road, Northampton, NN5 5LD, Tel. 01604 590 967, or e-mail
carolyn_abel@hotmail.com.

* * * * *
The article on ‘Lieutenant Henry Bowers’ by Steven Hollowell in NPP 54 (2001), posed the question of
how a letter sent to South Africa came back to the county before eventual arrival at the Record Office.
Mr. W. P. A. Asbrey of Kettering writes to say that he is a great nephew of Emily (Emma) White of the
article, whose address recorded in his mother’s address book was ‘Coqills Hotel, Wynburg, Cape Town.’ This
clearly establishes the Whites as the proprietors of the hotel there and they would have brought the letter
back on their return to Kettering.

* * * * *
We have obituaries of two distinguished members of the Society. Dr. David Sargant contributed articles
and was an indefatigable reviewer for NPP. Dr. David Bates was one of the younger members of the
Council and will be greatly missed. He also contributed several articles to NPP, one of his particular
interests being the industrial and scientific developments in Northampton and the county during the
18th-century. The article contributed by James Harrison in this NPP on the early origins of the Royal
Society of Arts partly serves as a memorial to David.

* * * * *
My thanks are due, as usual, to Leslie Skelton and Jean Hall for their help with NPP production. 

David Hall

Notes on contributors

Brian Giggins has lived in Northamptonshire for over 30 years and is the chair of Northamptonshire Blue
Badge Tourist Guides. In 1997 he changed a career as a chartered surveyor to become Archaeological
Officer for Milton Keynes Council and in 2000 was awarded an MA in Archaeology and Heritage by
the University of Leicester. He has been an extra-mural lecturer for the University of Leicester on
building history.

Deborah Hayter lives in south-west Northamptonshire and is part-author of Charlton & Newbottle: the
History of Two Villages. She recently completed an MA degree in Local History at the University of
Leicester, and now teaches Local and Landscape History for the University of Oxford Department of
Continuing Education, in North Oxfordshire, and for the University of Leicester, in Northampton.

James Harrison is a textile technologist with an interest in history in general and technical history in
particular. His association with the Royal Society of Arts began more that 50 years ago. Over many of
those years he contributed articles to the Society’s Journal on technical subjects that formerly received
the Society’s attention.

Jane Laughton has an MA in English Local History from the University of Leicester and a PhD from the
University of Cambridge. Her interest in Northamptonshire and Catesby began with her work as a
Research Fellow at the University of Birmingham. Jane is now an Honorary Visiting Fellow in the
Centre for English Local History at the University of Leicester.

John Mullholland was born in Northampton, returning seven years ago after spending most of his life
elsewhere. He studied for a degree in History and Economics at University College, Northampton,
afterwards obtaining an MA in Modern History.

Dr. Mark Page is a Research Fellow in the Centre for English Local History at the University of Leicester,
where he is working on the Whittlewood Project, an archaeological and historical investigation into
the origins and development of the English village.

Dr. Carole Walker, an adult education tutor, was working for her MA in Victorian Studies at Leicester
University when she discovered the work of Caroline Chisholm. Several years of research on the life
and work of this remarkable woman culminated in Carole being awarded a PhD degree.

6 northamptonshire past and present



The present parish of King’s Sutton, which is
on the edge of the Cherwell valley, south of
Banbury, on the Northamptonshire/Oxford-
shire border, includes the mill at Twyford, the
deserted village of Walton, the shrunken
settlements of Upper Astrop and Little
Purston, and the hamlet of Lower Astrop.
Baker gives King’s Sutton a long history, and
more recent historians have also suggested
that it may have had an ancient importance
belied by its modest appearance today.2 Proof
of Baker’s alleged antiquity for this parish is,
however, elusive: this study will examine the
various strands of evidence available, from
place-names and ecclesiastical history, from
topography and archaeology, from Domesday
Book and other manorial sources, to see what
inferences can be drawn about Sutton’s early
status.
It is important to note that this whole

region (north Oxfordshire, south Northamp-
tonshire) is remarkably lacking in Anglo-
Saxon documentary sources. It is largely a
charter-free zone, which is probably attribut-
able to its situation as border country, fought
over and controlled successively by Mercians,
Middle Anglians, Danes and West Saxons.
There were no large ecclesiastical foundations
with surviving collections of early docu-
ments, and no church records survive from
the Mercian and Anglo-Saxon dioceses of
Lichfield, Leicester and Dorchester: church
records begin with the new Norman see of
Lincoln.

King’s Sutton Church – a probable minster
We began with Baker’s description of the
ancient parish. Historians, 150 years later,

abandoned the ‘back-projections’ which
assumed the areas surrounding the earliest
churches were similar to medieval or modern
parishes. A sequence of development was
postulated, beginning in Anglo-Saxon
England, where large parishes were served by
teams of priests operating from important
central churches (the ‘old minsters’). This was
followed by the rapid proliferation of ‘local’
or ‘private’ churches between the 10th and
12th centuries, with resident priests, and
much rebuilding in stone in the 11th and 12th
centuries. By the 13th century the minsters
had been eclipsed.3 This ‘minster hypothesis’
came under fire in the 1990s: doubts were
raised about the lateness of the evidence
being used to postulate an earlier situation,
and the lack of evidence for the minsters’
pastoral role.4
However, in a recent lecture, Blair

reiterated the value of the minster model, and
went on to stress the importance of minsters
as foci for settlement, and often for urban
development: he emphasized how minster-
sites tended to be central places (or vice
versa), which continued to grow in import-
ance administratively and economically as
their ecclesiastical role diminished.5 It also
seems clear that small, one-priest churches
appear neither in the written nor in the
archaeological record until the 10th century.
All that being so, can it be shown that King’s
Sutton church was such a ‘minster’?
Starting with the church building itself,

famous for its pinnacled spire, there appears
to be no Anglo-Saxon stonework in the
fabric, though the font in the church is
hopefully labelled as 7th century and

7
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DEBORAH HAYTER

‘The original Saxon parish of Sutton possesses the internal evidence of high antiquity in no common
degree, as it includes within its range Buckingham with its hamlets of Bourton, Gawcote and
Lenborough, to the east, and Horley and Hornton in Oxfordshire, beyond Banbury to the west – thus
stretching a distance of between twenty and thirty miles. The circumstance of a town which gave
name to a county, being only a parochial chapelry of a village in another county, presents an extra-
ordinary and unique anomaly in the civil and religious institutions of the kingdom.’1

1. Baker Vol. 1, 1822, 692.
2. J. Blair 1994; (1998 Edn), 50 & 66; Foard 1985,
185–222; Brown & Foard 1998; Brown & Taylor 1978.

3. Blair 1988a.
4. See Cambridge & Rollason 1995.
5. J. Blair: W. G. Hoskins Lecture, 2/6/01, Leicester.



connected with the local saint, St. Rumbold.6
It is extremely unlikely to be this early – stone
fonts are rare before c.1100. However, there
are aspects of the plan and interior of the
church which indicate that the medieval
building was expanded and rebuilt round an
earlier core and tower. The plan of the church
shows it to be of the ‘clasped-tower’ type: it
has a short nave (only three bays), with
unusually wide aisles which extend to both
sides of the large west tower. Other North-
amptonshire churches with a similar plan
include Brigstock, Nassington, Chipping
Warden, Flore, Watford, and Culworth. The
suggestion is that the existent nave and tower
core prevented the nave being extended
westwards, even though, at King’s Sutton, the
earliest datable fabric in the church is of the
12th century and the tower is 14th century.

The shape of the building has a number of
Anglo-Saxon characteristics: though short,
the nave is very tall, and it appears that the
clerestory windows were cut through the
pre-existing nave wall in the 16th or 17th
century.7The ‘ghost’ of the Saxon church lies
within the medieval one, as the ghosts of the
community of priests which staffed it are in
the long chancel with its twelve sedilia: these
are of Norman date, and make clear the scale
of the ecclesiastical organization here. This
was not a one-priest church even in the 12th
century.8
One of the major differences between the

old minsters and the later parish churches was
their financial base. The minsters were
generally endowed with land, and derived
income from ‘church-scot’, which was first

8 northamptonshire past and present

Figure 1: King’s Sutton Church from the Square (Deborah Hayter)

6. The font, which was found in the churchyard during
the Victorian restoration works, may be ‘early’, and was
possibly found in its original site, which may have been a
separate baptistery chapel (D. Parsons, personal
communication); see Blair 1988b re other major churches
with separate baptisteries.

7. See H. Richmond: ‘Outlines of church development
in Northamptonshire’, in The Anglo-Saxon Church, L.
Butler & R. Morris (Eds), CBA Research Report LX
(1986); also Franklin 1985.
8. Baker describes the chancel with its twelve sedilia in
the early 1800s, before the Victorian rebuilding which left
them looking like blind arcading.



mentioned in the 7th-century laws of Ine,
and was a fixed render of grain payable by
every household at Martinmas, later
commuted to money. Church-scot ‘some-
times survived the Conquest as the clearest
‘hard’ test of ancient minster status’.9 By
contrast, the later local churches derived most
of their income from tithe, which in the 10th
century could be diverted from the mother
church to the local one. In 1203/6 there is
evidence of money due to King’s Sutton,
when Bishop William of Blois told the priest
at Walton chapel that he should be ‘reddendo
matri ecclesie scilicet ecclesie sancti Petri de Sutun
… iiij solidos’ every year; and again, in a letter
from Bishop Dalderby of Lincoln to the
Dean of Brackley in 1304, written at the
request of the Rector of Sutton,
excommunicating certain parishes, ‘quod
habitatores parochiarum de Rodeston, Tenford,
Aynho, Wappenham, Westcot, Evenlee, Throp et de
Astwell nostre dicte prebende … infringent
antiquum posicionen que dicitur churchescot eidem
debitam quam iidem habitatories ante hec tempora
sponte solverunt’.10Though this evidence is late,
the reference to Sutton as the ‘mother
church’ is significant, as is the fact that the
parishioners of a scattering of churches had
failed to pay their customary church-scot to
Sutton. The inference is that the other
churches round about were still making their
payments, and that all these churches were
once part of the old parochia of King’s Sutton.
The evidence for the other churches in

the deanery ranges from the fairly definite to
the tenuous. Walton chapel never became a
separate parish and disappeared along with
the hamlet. The Astrops had no chapel, but 16
of the 77 Astrop yardlands belonged to the
parish of Newbottle, as did 24 of the 60
Charlton yardlands. This implies that the
parish of Newbottle was carved at a fairly
early date out of the earlier, larger parochia
which included all these field systems. From
the middle of the 12th century, Dunstable
Priory held the church at Newbottle, and
there is an agreement of c.1249/68 recorded
in the cartulary that Matthew,Archdeacon of
Buckingham and Rector of Sutton, will have

his tithes due from Charlton to Sutton
carried to the Prior’s curia (barn or farmyard)
in Charlton, in the parish of Newbottle, as he
had nowhere to take them himself; but this
was not to give the rector any parochial right
over the farmstead (ideoque protestor quod hac
occasione nullum jus parochiale in prefata curia
prioris aliquando poterimus vendicare).11 There
were also medieval chapels at Purston and
Charlton which never achieved parochial
status.
Franklin proposes from his study of early

church records, that Brackley was the first
church to achieve separate status, probably by
the mid 12th century, together with its own
daughter churches – Astwell, Whitfield
(which belonged to the manor of King’s
Sutton in 1086), Syresham and Evenley. This
then brings in Croughton, whose glebe-lands
were intermixed with Evenley’s, and the
chapel at Astwick. It is probable that the
group dependent later on Marston St.
Lawrence (Warkworth, Middleton Cheney
and Radstone) were all originally within
Sutton’s parochia (we have already seen that
Radstone owed church-scot, and the lower
part of the tower there is late Saxon in date).
It is possible that Stuchbury, Greatworth and
Sulgrave were appendant to Marston before
the 12th century, and therefore also originally
under Sutton.
What of Baker’s evidence of antiquity –

that Buckingham and Hornton-cum-Horley
in Oxfordshire were dependent chapels?
Unfortunately this connection does not seem
to date back before the Conquest. In 1086
Bishop Remigius of Lincoln held the church
of Buckingham and its lands: formerly they
had been in the hands of Bishop Wulfwig, of
Dorchester. The first mention of a Sutton
connection comes in a writ of Henry I
(1099/1123) to Bishop Robert Bloet,
granting ‘the churches of Sutton with all
lands, customs, tithes, and whatsoever
belonged to them, and the land of Horley…
for increasing the prebend … which
Ranulph Flambard held at Lincoln.’12 Domes-
day Book gives no hint of any previous
tenurial connection between Horley or

king’s sutton: an early anglo-saxon estate? 9

9. Blair 1985,116.
10. Quoted in Franklin1982.

11. Fowler 1926, no. 830. 
12. Victoria County History (VCH) Bucks, Vol. 3.



Hornton and Sutton, though the Oxford-
shire Domesday gives very few pre-1066
landholders, making pre-Conquest connec-
tions difficult to trace. Hornton is included in
the Horley entry, and the 10-hide estate held
of the Count of Mortain by Ranulf Flambard
later became the prebendal manor.13 It seems
likely therefore that these Oxfordshire
churches became dependent chapels only
because they were part of the same prebend,
centred on Sutton. Similarly, it does not seem
to be proven that Buckingham was originally
subsidiary to Sutton, though the St.
Rumbold/Rumwold legend does connect
the two places.
St. Rumbold’s story is told in the Vita

Sancti Rumwaldi, which was written in
Worcester some time after the Conquest.
Rumbold was an infant prodigy, supposedly
the grandson of Penda of Mercia, who, being
born in a meadow near King’s Sutton in 626,
announced his faith, demanded baptism
(with specific instructions), and predicted his
own death three days later. He was buried,
according to his own stated wishes, at King’s
Sutton for a year, then at Brackley for two
years, and finally at Buckingham.14 It may be
that the purpose of the ‘official’ life, written in
the late 11th century, was partly propaganda:
recalling one of the old Anglo-Saxon saints,
emphasizing the importance of the rites of
baptism and burial, and reinforcing the
importance of the old minster churches.
Local folklore kept the cult alive: the shrine of
the saint was being venerated in the 9th
century in Buckingham, where there was a
St. Rumbold’s chantry in the 15th century.15
The chapel in Walton was dedicated to St.
Rumbold, and there was an altar in King’s
Sutton to him before the Reformation;
Brackley and Astrop both had a St.
Rumbold’s well. The folkloric basis of this
story does perhaps suggest that there was

some early connection between Sutton and
Buckingham – is it pure coincidence that
both churches are dedicated to SS Peter and
Paul? Brackley is dedicated to St. Peter alone.
Sutton’s status as royal manor and

hundredal centre, which will be discussed
below, reinforces the evidence already
rehearsed for the church’s early standing as a
minster. Figure 2 shows the possible extent of
the parochia. However, Brackley became the
name-town of the rural deanery, superseding
Sutton as the ecclesiastical centre of the area.
In Domesday Book, Brackley appears as a
small manor of 2 hides, with another hide
recorded together with Halse. A new market
place with typical long thin burgage plots was
laid out to the south of the church, along the
Oxford-Northampton road, in the 12th
century, and the town grew as a commercial
centre. Little more is heard of the market at
Sutton, though in 1252 a market and annual
fair were granted to the lord of the manor,
but it may be that it was eclipsed not only by
the new town and market at Brackley, but
also by the market created (or possibly
confirmed) by Bishop Alexander of Lincoln
(the ‘Magnificent’) at Banbury, between 1123
and 1148. The river Cherwell could be
crossed at Banbury, and there was a stone
bridge built in the 13th century, possibly
replacing an earlier wooden structure. This
would have taken traffic away from Sutton.

Ancient royal demesne and hundredal centre
Landscape historians have found the idea of
the ‘multiple estate’ useful in analysing early
territorial organization and hierarchies of
settlement, though in recent years there has
been some criticism and revision of the
model.16 This model suggested that large
estates in the Anglo-Saxon period were based
around a chief manor or ‘caput’, with
dependent or specialist settlements round;
these subsidiaries tended to be granted away
and became independent units in the
centuries before the Conquest.
Domesday Book shows a modest estate of

3 hides in King’s Sutton held by the king,

10 northamptonshire past and present

13. VCH Oxon, Vol. 9.
14. A. Thacker 1985, 1-25, discusses the Rumbold legend
together with other Mercian royal cults, especially that of
St. Eadburg, to whom the church at Bicester was
dedicated, and whose home was at Adderbury, (Eadburg’s
byrig) just across the Cherwell from Sutton; Blair, 1994,
groups this legend with those of St. Frideswide (Oxford),
St. Osgyth (Aylesbury) and St. Freomund (Cropredy).
15. VCH Bucks, Vol. 3.

16. See Jones 1976; Gregson 1985; G. R. J. Jones: ‘Multiple
estates perceived’, in Journal of Historical Geography XI
(1985).
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though the wording ‘The King holds
SUTTON’, reveals that this is the principal
manor. The entries for principal manors are
always written like this in Circuit IV (the
counties of Leicestershire, Warwickshire,
Northamptonshire and Oxfordshire).17
Sutton also contained a mill and one of only
three markets mentioned in the county,
another significant pointer towards
minster/central place status. The other two
markets were those at Oundle and Higham
Ferrers, but it is probable that there were
others already operating; Northampton was
described as a ‘port’ or market town in the
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle in 1010. Only one
dependency is described: ‘to this manor
belongs Whitfield’; this is only 2 hides, but
contains a significant amount of woodland.
There is a multiplicity of tenants in the
surrounding vills, with no clear pattern of
landholding connecting them either to each

other or to Sutton, but many of the estates
still owed soc to Sutton, suggesting that they
are the fragmented remains of a bigger
original whole.18
But what might the original estate of

Sutton have been? Brown and Taylor make a
case for the group of settlements shown in
Figure 3 as an entity originally based on the
Iron-Age hill-fort of Rainsborough, the
caput thereafter transferring to Sutton.19
However, the ‘medieval’ parish boundaries
shown here are actually the modern parish
boundaries, of no very great age. Bryant’s
map of 1827 (see Figure 4) shows the pattern
of detached portions belonging to
Newbottle and King’s Sutton, revealing how
the intermixed yardlands of the two parishes
were rationalized at the time of parliamentary
enclosure. Before this, it would not have been

12 northamptonshire past and present

Figure 3: Brown & Taylor’s 1978 ‘Probable boundaries of medieval land units.’
(NB: ‘Early Saxon battle’ should read ‘Early Saxon burials’)

17. See Roffe 1990.

18. It is still not clear what exactly is meant by soc in the
Northants Domesday; but it seems safe to assume that it
reflects some kind of former relationship.
19. Brown &Taylor 1978.



possible to draw a boundary between the two
parishes, as the lands were intermixed
throughout all the furlongs of the open fields.
Figure 5 shows Brown and Taylor’s map
tidied up for the RCHM 1982 Inventory.20
This map still does not take account of the
intermixed yardlands. It shows the whole of
the Charlton field-system as a detached

portion of King’s Sutton, whereas two-fifths
of Charlton’s yardlands lay in Newbottle
parish. The whole map is seriously
misleading: in this group of parishes the
boundaries of parish, manor and township
are not the same, but the assumption seems to
have been made that the parish boundaries
define estates. Township boundaries – defining
the economic unit/field system that surroun-
ded a particular settlement – are likely to be
the oldest and least changed through time.
Great Purston was clearly one settlement but

king’s sutton: an early anglo-saxon estate? 13

Figure 4: Extract of Bryant’s map of 1823. The cross-hatchings show how the inter-
mingled yardlands of the open fields of Astrop (16 in Newbottle, 71 in King’s Sutton), and of
Charlton (24 in Newbottle, 36 in King’s Sutton) were allocated after the enclosures of 1772

20. Royal Commission on Historical Monuments: An
Inventory of Archaeological Sites in South-West Northants,
London, (1982).



was divided between two manors; there is no
evidence for two separate field systems. Little
Purston seems not to have been a medieval
settlement with its own field system; and
Upper and Lower Astrop were two small
hamlets sharing the same field system.
This study will argue for a larger group of

parishes as a more likely original estate (see
Figure 6). Brown and Taylor’s suggested
southern boundary, between Aynho and
Walton Grounds, displays a series of right-
angle turns, which can only have come about
by the late imposition of an administrative
boundary between the interlocking furlongs
of field-systems already in existence. The
hedge here seems older than the
predominantly post-parliamentary enclosure
hedges in Charlton, but probably not pre-
Conquest.21 This boundary also runs just to
the south of Rainsborough Camp and is
unlikely therefore to be as ancient as the hill-
fort: a large fort such as this must have

‘owned’ at least all the land in its immediate
vicinity. Air photographs show vestiges of
possible boundary ditches and a ‘pit
alignment’ to the south, in Aynho and
Croughton parishes, probably relics of
enclosures in the fort’s territory.22
The hill-fort’s possible territory leads on to

the question of ‘continuity.’ The question to
ask here is: continuity with what? King’s
Sutton, like many other early settlements, was
preceded by a large Iron-Age hill-fort and a
largish Romano-British settlement, but there
was also a large number of other sites as well.
Roman sherds were found in the village
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Figure 5: RCHM 1982 map of Farthinghoe, King’s Sutton and Newbottle, medieval
settlements and estates

21. Unpublished hedgerow survey of Newbottle parish,
Charlton & Newbottle History Society, 1999; dating
hedges by Hooper’s Rule (see Rackham 1996, and Pollard
et al.1974) is now considered unreliable (T. Williamson:
Hedges & Walls, London, (2002), pp.77-85) because of the
large number of local variables.
22. Information from Sites and Monuments Record,
Northants SMR.



centre, there are early Saxon burials, a possible
henge in the south of the parish, and more
Romano-British evidence at Walton.
Intensive field-walking reveals a dense pattern
of dispersed settlement in the surrounding
vills.23
This fits with current thinking about early

settlement: that by the end of the Romano-
British period most of this region was already
settled, and that exploitation and occupation
were particularly intensive in the river valleys.
The present understanding of the first
Germanic settlements as small, dispersed,
impermanent and unstable, leaving little in
the archaeological record, makes continuities
of settlements less likely, though it does not

rule out continuity of territories within
which the settlements could move.24When in
the 7th century a hierarchy of settlements,
with some ‘high-status’ sites, appears, then it is
possible that some coincidences of Saxon
with earlier major sites may arise from the
‘tendency of Anglo-Saxon elites to associate
themselves with sites of past importance as a
means of legitimising their authority’.25
However, in this region, where traces of
earlier pre-Saxon boundaries and fields can
be seen, many appear to bear little relation to
later units.26 The Romano-British site at
Rowler Farm, Croughton, for example,
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Figure 6: Suggested core estate for King’s Sutton: a block of land, containing a variety
of resources and contained on one side by the river Cherwell, and on two other 

sides by brooks (Deborah Hayter)

23. Information from SMR; RCHM 1982; author’s own
fieldwalking; F. Blore: Croughton Evaluation Report, Central
Archaeology Service Project 492; D. Hall’s fieldwalking
(personal communication).
24. Bond (1985) is dubious about continuity of
settlement, giving the example of Bloxham, a few miles
away, with 5 Roman sites within the parish. 

25. Lewis et al., 1997, 91; but c.f. Phythian-Adams 1978,
where a case is made for possible continuity from the
territory of a Roman fortlet and Roman villa to the parish
of Claybrook.
26. Hall: Open Fields; Brown & Foard: Saxon Landscape:
‘There is no evidence of continuity in Northamptonshire
to compare with that demonstrated in East Anglia . the
pattern of medieval fields generally bears no relationship to
the underlying Iron-Age and Roman field systems
revealed as crop-marks by aerial photography.’



overlies an earlier Iron-Age site which itself
overlaps the parish boundary between
Newbottle and Croughton.27
Referring again to Figure 6, what are the

component parts of this possible estate? We
know that there was an early and important
church, and that the king held the central
manor at Domesday; there was also a weekly
market. Sutton had its dependent hamlets: the
Astrops; Walton, the settlement of the weala,
Britons or serfs; the Purstons, Prestetone in
1086, the settlement of the priests, probably
land which endowed the priests of Sutton,
rather than an estate farmed or lived in by
priests.28 Charlton, like Preston, is a place-
name often found in association with a royal
manor, and seems to mean a settlement
which was not granted out into other hands,
but kept for the ‘king’s own husbandmen’,
available for the home estate.29There was also
an Astwick, the east wic, ‘farm’ or possibly
‘dairy-farm’, and just to the north of Sutton
itself, there was a Barton, represented only by
a former field-name, now a street, and some
ambiguous earthworks; this was the bere-tun,
originally ‘barley-farm’, or the ‘home-farm’
of the central manor.30 As an early centre of
these various specialist dependencies, food
renders would have been brought to Sutton
to the royal reeve, and the shape of the central
‘square’ of the village, with church, manor-
house and ‘Court House’ on two sides, may
be significant. Squares are rare in villages here
and the usual shape for medieval markets is an
elongated bulge in the high street. The Square
at King’s Sutton has roads entering at three
corners and a footpath on the fourth: could
this be a relic of the early Saxon settlement,
when food renders from a largely pastoral
people came in ‘on the hoof ’, to a central
corral?31
Any large estate needed access to varied

agricultural resources: meadows for hay,
summer pasture, woodland and arable. The
Sutton estate had all of these. The meadows

along the wide Cherwell valley are still lush,
and have spent much of the recent winters
under flood-water. These were worth 20s per
year in 1086. There was also extensive
meadow at Purston along the brook, and
parish boundaries coinciding just to the
north of Purston suggest that this was a
resource originally shared by the surrounding
settlements. In 1509 the arrangements for the
mowing of Purston Mead were written out:
the whole process was extremely
complicated, with mowers coming from
Purston, Newbottle, Farthinghoe, Thenford,
Middleton Cheney and Chacombe.32
Farthinghoe and Aynho are both hohs,
referring to their position as a ‘heel’ or ‘spur
of land’; it has also been suggested that hoh
could refer to the function of these areas as
‘outlying woodland pasture.’33 Evenley is at
the southern end of the band of woodland
indicated by place-names along the county
boundary; there was a Grofhey in Evenley in
1275, later Grove Farm. The name Evenley
itself, the level leah, indicates a settlement
originally in heavily wooded country.
Finally, why is a major estate centre called

Sutton, generally indicative of a lowly or
subsidiary settlement, south of somewhere
more important? Campbell makes a case for
early tunas as ‘significant places,’ possibly royal
vills; and the wider context of King’s Sutton,
not so far considered here, as the possible
centre of the eight hundreds south-west of
Watling Street, suggests that Sutton might
have had an earlier name, now lost, replaced
by Sutton after the territorial reorganization
necessary after the reconquest of the
Danelaw and the making of the shire.34 There
are other examples of centres which were
simply called the tun of their district.35 This
would explain Sutton as the centre of the
south part of the shire.
The name Newbottle begs questions too.

Bodl (sometimes later ‘bold’) is given the
meaning ‘building’ in The Place-Names of
Northants, but it might also imply an
important place: ‘the word appears in poetry
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27. Blore, Croughton.
28. Gover et al. 1933.
29. Finberg 1964.
30. Information re field name from King’s Sutton
Enclosure Award, NRO Enrolment Vol. L p.203; re bartons
see Blair 1994, 80.
31. Cf the (later infilled) market square at Kineton: C.
Phythian-Adams, personal communication.

32. See Charlton & Newbottle: the History of Two
Villages, C & N History Society (2000), pp 35-37. 
33. See Gelling & Cole 2000, 186-188; Everitt 1979, 70.
34. Campbell 1979.
35. Sawyer 1985.



in contexts which suggest a “superior hall, a
castle, a mansion”’.36 Certainly, Newbottle’s
position on the hill overlooking King’s
Sutton might suggest that it had some
defensive role relating to Sutton.

Might this also relate to the mysterious
Eadboldestowe, the name of the Domesday
Book hundred to the north and east of
Sutton? This name has not survived: The
Place-Names of Northants gives it as ‘Eadbald’s
place’ (recorded variants of this name include
Edboldestone, Edboldestou, Alboldestou,
Albadesto, Albodesto, Albodestow, Abbotestan).
Stow usually indicates either religious
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Figure 7: The Domesday hundreds, showing the detached portions; the vills owing
soke to King’s Sutton are in capitals. Also shown are the Oxfordshire vills listed under the

Sutton hundred (position of Heyford, Glympton & Wootton not to scale).

36. Campbell 1979; Foard 1985 ‘bodl may indicate a
fortress.’



importance or a central meeting place, but
who was Eadbald? Could the name instead
refer to the ‘old bodl’, as opposed to the ‘new
bodl’ at Newbottle? The meeting-place of this
hundred was identified by Bridges as a hill
called Gallows Field to the south of
Stuchbury, but this hundred did not operate
independently for long and the two hundreds
were being administered together in the 13th
century. It seems likely, from the
intermingling of the hundred boundaries,
that they had originally been one before the
Conquest.37

The wider picture
King’s Sutton may have been the centre, not
just of the estate described above with its
varied resources, but also, further back in
time, of a larger and less easily defined
territory. Figure 7 shows the Domesday
hundred boundaries, and the vills further
afield which owed soc to Sutton. It seems
likely that sokes were indicative of older
lordships based on regalian rights; in the 11th
century most sokes were still held by the
king, earls, or endowed churches.38 The map
also shows some of those Oxfordshire vills
which appear in the Northamptonshire folios
under the Sutton hundred rubric. It used to
be considered that they had been placed in
the ‘wrong’ county by scribal error, but ideas
about linked territories with complementary
resources, and the fact that all these vills had
significant amounts of woodland or pasture,
allow us to guess that their inclusion in the
Northamptonshire folio recognizes their
previous existence as outlying members of a
large territory pre-dating the county
boundary.39
The final map (Figure 8) shows some

possible linkages. The evidence for some of
these is tenuous. Woodland (1 league by 7
furlongs, possibly 560 acres) is referred to in
the King’s Sutton Domesday record under
the dependency of Whitfield. This will have
lain in the King’s Hill area of Whittlebury
Forest. For meadow arrangements, an agree-

ment of 1240 specifying that tenants from
Middleton (Stoney, in Oxfordshire) have
rights to mow part of the meadow of
Sidenham (in Sutton) does seem like the
formalization of an ancient system of sharing
resources.40 It seems that a swathe of
intercommoned heathland, wood, wood-
pasture and pasture remained for some time
along the county boundary. Morton
described it in the early 1700s: ‘The Third
Tract of Heath is in the farthest Western Part
of the County beyond Brackly, by some
called Bayard’s Green, a heathy Ground of
perhaps several Hundred Acres within the
Lordships of Croughton, Imley [Evenley] and
Hinton; which yet is only a Side of a much
larger Heath extending into Oxfordshire’.41
The presence of Dog’s Mercury (Mercurialis
perennis) under many of the road hedges here
show them to be either relict woodland, or to
have been adjacent to woodland.42 The
shiring of these counties was late, and it looks
as if the boundary was laid out along a
common frontier zone which had not been
exactly delineated before.
What emerges from all this is that King’s

Sutton was an early settlement in a prime
riverine position; it seems to have had a classic
‘minster’ church; it was ‘ancient royal
demesne’, though much of the estate had
been granted away in bits and pieces by the
time of Domesday; and it seems to have been
the centre of some sort of ‘federal manor’ or
‘multiple estate’, with dependent and smaller
settlements round it.
But beyond where the sources can take us,

and moving into the realms of speculation,
King’s Sutton may have been the centre of
some much larger grouping. Is the battle
noted in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle in 584
between Ceawlin and the British at
Fethanleag, a lost place-name identified with
Fethelee at Stoke Lyne, a few miles away,
significant of an area of disputed territory?43 It
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37. Cam 1944, ‘Manerium cum hundredo.’
38. Sawyer 1985.
39. See Ford 1976; Fox 1989; Hooke 1985, all of which
show these patterns of early linked territories in largely
pastoral landscapes.

40. Salter 1930.
41. J. Morton: The Natural History of Northamptonshire,
London, (1712), p. 9.
42. Rackham 1997, 203.
43. M. Swanton (Ed.): The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle,
London (1996; 2000 Ed.), p.20; M. Gelling: The Place-
Names of Oxfordshire EPNS Vols. 23 & 24, (Cambridge
1971).



has been suggested that this battle (and
others) may actually have been between rival
groups of English; Blair describes ‘a
competition for land and power between
rival military groups, moving in fitful stages
towards a more stable federation’, that of the
Gewisse, later the West Saxons.44 But in the

7th century the area came under the over-
lordship of the mighty Penda, as he welded
the scattered Anglian peoples into the
Mercian hegemony. The number of Mercian
royal saints whose cults are scattered across
the area may reflect the determination of the
Mercian royal house to stamp its mark on
various strategic centres. Two sons of King
Wulfhere were venerated at Stone (Staffs);
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Figure 8: Linkages: ecclesiastical dependencies, detached pasture, woodland or
common rights.

44. Blair 1994, 38-39.



Penda’s daughters Cyneburg and Cyneswith
were enshrined at Castor by Peterborough;
St. Rumbold, as we have seen, managed to
spread his influence over three places (or
perhaps the translation of his remains
reflected the decline of Sutton and the
growth of Brackley and Buckingham); St.
Osyth and St. Edith were at Aylesbury, and St.
Eadburgh, whose home was reputed to be
Adderbury (Eadburg’s burh), was venerated at
Bicester, another minster church; St.
Freomund of Cropredy was reputed to be the
son of Offa.45
By the time the shire boundaries were

drawn, some time in the late 10th century,
the border region between Wessex, former
Mercia and the area of the Danelaw became
Oxfordshire, roughly speaking, defined by
Blair as ‘north of the West Saxons, east of the
Hwicce and south-west of the Anglo-Danish
peoples.’46 Sutton, though integral to this
border region, became part of
Northamptonshire, but may have been
separated from part of its river-valley territory
by this late and arbitrary boundary. The
hundred boundaries are ragged on both sides
of the Cherwell, and the county boundaries
between Oxfordshire and Northampton-
shire, and between Northamptonshire and
Buckinghamshire are full of anomalies,
perhaps reflecting earlier groupings. North-
east of Watling Street, the shire is based on the
area of the Nene valley and parts of the
valleys of the Ouse and the Welland, (many of
the hundreds are based on river-valley entities)
but the area to the south-west is bounded by
rivers rather than by watersheds, as is the
whole of Oxfordshire – almost all of
Oxfordshire’s towns are on the edge of the
county.
Looking further afield, how does Sutton

relate to Banbury, farther (due north) up the
Cherwell valley, another important and early
centre? Brown & Taylor make much of the
importance of Rainsborough Camp as an

early ‘caput’, but Rainsborough is but one of
a circle of Iron-Age hill-forts which appear to
be centred on Banbury: going clockwise they
are Rainsborough, Ilbury, Tadmarton,
Madmarston Hill, Nadbury Camp, Arbury at
Chipping Warden and Thenford; this last was
the smallest and now completely ploughed
out. Sutton and Banbury were linked by
sharing ‘Peculiar’ status at the Reformation
(the bishop of Lincoln maintained juris-
diction over these two churches which
otherwise would have been subsumed into
the dioceses of Peterborough and Oxford)
but this hardly seems to indicate any early
linkage. It has to be admitted that no
archaeological trace of an important Saxon
hall has ever been suspected at Sutton –
perhaps the ecclesiastical centre was at Sutton
and the royal hall elsewhere? Adderbury is
very close, just across the Cherwell, with an
equally large and important church; this vill
seems always to have been linked to Bloxham
as the joint centres of a double hundred –
does this relate in some way and if so, how?
Much scholarly ink has been expended on
the hidation of Northamptonshire: does the
different hidation of the south-west give any
clues about early groupings (it is different to
the hidation of Oxfordshire as well)?
None of these speculative enquiries,

interesting though they are, seems to shed
further light on Sutton’s early status and
territory. Tantalizing clues and question-
marks are plentiful; evidence is scrappy or
non-existent. King’s Sutton was a minster
church and a hundredal manor: the rest will
have to remain an unsolved puzzle.
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Medieval Northamptonshire was dominated
by the king’s forests. At their height, during
the late 12th and 13th centuries, the royal
forests of Rockingham, Salcey and Whittle-
wood extended in an unbroken band from
the River Welland in the north to the Great
Ouse in the south, encompassing about half
of the total area of Northamptonshire.1 This
does not mean that about half of the county
was covered by woodland, but that this was
the area subject to forest law. Thus, not only
heaths, parks and woods, but also many of
Northamptonshire’s towns and villages,
together with their fields of arable and
pasture, fell within the jurisdiction of the
king’s forest officials. This was a substantial
tract of countryside. Across England as a
whole during this period, no more than a
third of the country’s land area lay within the
boundaries of the royal forest.2 North-
amptonshire was, therefore, affected more
than most counties by the imposition of
forest law.
The introduction of forest law was largely

a Norman innovation, imposed soon after the
Conquest, primarily in order to protect the
king’s hunting. In addition, the fines levied by
the justices of the forest rapidly ensured that
the new laws also became a significant source
of royal income. Fines for such offences as
killing deer, clearing woodland, or keeping
hounds in the forest were high. In
Northamptonshire in 1176 a total of £122
1s. 8d. was collected from the forest eyre
ordered by Henry II, out of a total sum levied
from the county of £782 6s. 8d.3 More of
this sum was paid in the following years.4 The

forest eyres were particularly profitable, but
throughout the reign of Henry II and those
of his successors, money was regularly
brought to the royal Exchequer by the sheriff
and forest officials. In Northamptonshire, for
example, in 1160 fines worth £31 10s. 2d.
were received for assarting in the forest, in
1173, £8 8s. was returned for ‘pleas of the
forest’, and in 1175 £87 14s. 6d. was paid for
‘waste, assarts and pleas’.5The pipe rolls of the
reigns of King John and Henry III reveal that
similar sums continued to be collected in the
13th century. This revenue-raising power was
partly a result of the jurisdiction of the forest
lying outside the normal rule of law, subject
to the personal authority of the king, who in
an age before parliamentary taxation was
frequently dependent upon his ability to
inflict heavy fines. As Richard Fitz Nigel
wrote in the Dialogue of the Exchequer:

The whole organization of the forest… is
outside the jurisdiction of the other
courts, and solely dependent on the
decision of the king.…The forest has its
own laws, based, it is said, not on the
Common Law of the realm, but on the
arbitrary legislation of the king; so that
what is done in accordance with forest law
is not called ‘just’ without qualification, but
‘just, according to forest law’.6

The arbitrary exercise of the king’s authority
in his exploitation of the forest led to
growing resentment, particularly among the
aristocratic landowners whose freedom of
action was curtailed by forest law. The
restrictions imposed by the king prevented
landowners from cutting down their own
woods or clearing their own land for farming
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without approval from the forest officials.
They were prohibited from hunting the
beasts of the forest and were forbidden to
allow their herds to wander unchecked. King
John was particularly ruthless in the fines he
exacted, ensuring that the baronial rebellion
which culminated in the signing of Magna
Carta included measures to limit the extent
of the royal forest and investigate the ‘evil
customs’ of the foresters. These clauses were
considered so important that they were taken
out of Magna Carta, extended, and enshrined
in a separate document known as the Charter
of the Forest in 1217.7
King John not only exploited the royal

forest by imposing fines for offences against
forest law, such as the three marks (£2) owed
by William de Munchensi in 1208 for assart-

ing three acres of land in Towcester.8 He was
also prepared to license the disafforestation of
substantial tracts of land, including whole
counties, such as Cornwall, for large, one-off
payments of cash.9 One of the aims of this
paper is to assess the extent and implications
of this process of disafforestation. What
practical difference did disafforestation make
to the lives of those communities who
escaped from the shadow of forest law? The
focus of the study is the royal forest of
Whittlewood which, at its height, straddled
the county boundary between Northamp-
tonshire and Buckinghamshire. The primary
objective of the paper, however, is to establish
the boundaries of Whittlewood Forest in the
13th century, a period during which they
were subject to often radical change.
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Figure 1: Domesday woodland in the Whittlewood area
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The extent of Whittlewood Forest in the 12th and
13th centuries
Whittlewood does not enter the surviving
written records until the early 12th century.10
In a writ of about 1130, Henry I instructed
Richard Basset, Aubrey de Vere, Hugh de
Kaynes and all his foresters of Whittlewood
(omnibus forestarijs suis de Whitlewoda) to allow
the monks of Luffield Priory to have their
easements in the forest as in times past.11This
charter usefully reveals that more than a single
forest official was in charge of Whittlewood
during the reign of Henry I. It may be
envisaged, therefore, that the forest was
already divided into a number of constituent
parts – later known as bailiwicks – which
were managed by local landowners, such as
Hugh of Stratford, the forester in fee of the
bailiwick of Wakefield, who died in 1278.12
Hugh traced his ancestry back to Broneman,
a forester of Henry II’s reign, to whom the
king granted the keepership of Whittlewood
Forest together with land in Puxley.13 Other
bailiwicks, of Buckingham, Hazelborough,
and Silverstone, were named during the 13th
century.14 The grant to Luffield Priory
probably allowed the monks to cut down
trees and make assarts.15 But although such
charters in favour of the church are relatively
common, Henry I has a reputation for being
niggardly in sharing his monopoly of hunting
beasts of the forest, and it may be doubted
whether the monks of Luffield enjoyed a
completely free hand in the exploitation of
their lands.16

It is unclear whether Whittlewood was
already a royal hunting-ground before the
Norman Conquest, but it was certainly
named by the Anglo-Saxons. Both the wood
and one of its core settlements, Whittlebury,
appear to take their name from the same
person, probably Witela, a diminutive of
Witta, who may have been a Saxon noble-
man.17 Domesday Book makes no direct
reference to the forest of Whittlewood.
Nevertheless, it is clear that the Whittlewood
area was endowed with very considerable
tracts of woodland in 1086 (Figure 1). The
important royal manor of Greens Norton, for
example, contained woodland measuring
four leagues long and three leagues wide. This
was equivalent to about 12,096 acres,
according to the method of calculation
adopted by Oliver Rackham, and almost
certainly extended into the heavily wooded
parishes of Paulerspury, Silverstone and
Whittlebury.18 Thus, there was still a Norton
wood in both Paulerspury and Whittlebury
in the later middle ages.19 Other parishes
which lay within the boundaries of the forest,
such as Passenham, Potterspury, Towcester
and Wicken, also contained substantial
quantities of woodland in 1086.20 Indeed, the
recorded woodland of Northamptonshire in
Domesday Book was located in just two
main areas, one in the north and one along
the south-eastern border of the county,
which corresponded with the later forests of
Rockingham, Salcey and Whittlewood.21
In 1184 the king’s forests reached their

fullest extent as a result of Henry II’s Assize of
Woodstock. In the South Midlands Henry
decreed that the royal forests should run in a
continuous line from Northamptonshire and
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Huntingdonshire through Buckinghamshire
to Oxfordshire. These were the forests of
Huntingdon, Rockingham, Salcey, Whittle-
wood, Bernwood and Shotover. Although
the forests kept their own names and
accounts, they were placed as one adminis-
trative unit in the care of the ‘Warden of the
King’s forests between Oxford and Stamford
Bridges’.22 These forests were largely
unaffected by the disafforestations made by
Richard I and John, and the communities
within them suffered from John’s increasingly
rigorous imposition of forest law.23
In order for the forest of Whittlewood to

lie adjacent to the forest of Bernwood, a
considerable area of land to the south of
Whittlewood and to the north of Bernwood
had to be afforested. An undated perambu-
lation (but drawn up in 1219 or during the
1220s) claimed that Henry II extended
Bernwood as far as the River Great Ouse,
that is, to the stretch which flows between
Buckingham and Brackley.24 By implication,
this became the southernmost boundary of
Whittlewood Forest, and the surviving
documentary evidence appears to confirm
that this was indeed the case, at least until the
middle of the 13th century. The forest eyre of
1255 reveals a number of vills in north
Buckinghamshire being ordered to conduct
inquiries into breaches of forest law that had
occurred within Whittlewood. These
included places such as Shalstone, Radclive,
Chackmore and Maids Moreton, which lay
close to the Great Ouse and thus may have
bordered upon the northerly reaches of
Bernwood.25
The 1255 forest eyre was the last to be

conducted within the Buckinghamshire
portion of Whittlewood Forest of which we
have record. It is not certain when the
parishes summoned at that time began to be
disafforested but it is likely to have been
during the reign of Edward I. An examin-

ation of forest perambulations, probably in
1316, led to the compilation of a list of
settlements which had once lain within
Whittlewood but which no longer did so:
Buckingham, Maids Moreton, Lillingstone
Dayrell, Leckhampstead, Akeley, Dadford,
Lamport, Chackmore, Radclive, Water
Stratford, Shalstone, Westbury, Biddlesden and
Luffield. A number of private woods held by
individual landowners were also disaffores-
ted.26 Despite the efforts of Edward I and his
son to prevent this large-scale disafforestation,
by 1300 at the latest Whittlewood was
effectively confined to Northamptonshire.
According to the jurors of Bucking-

hamshire, recorded at the time of the
perambulation of the forest in 1300, it was
only during the reign of Henry II that
Whittlewood was extended into the county.27
Before 1154 north Buckinghamshire had
been free of forest law. There is little reason
for us to doubt this statement. Certainly no
unequivocal evidence survives to suggest that
under the Norman kings Whittlewood
encompassed the settlements, woods and
fields of north Buckinghamshire, and Henry
II is known to have extended the boundaries
of the royal forest in many other parts of
England.28 Thus, it was probably only for a
little over a century that the parishes of
Buckinghamshire were subject to the forest
officials who took charge of the bailiwicks of
Whittlewood.
It was not only in Buckinghamshire but

also in Northamptonshire that particular vills
and woods were placed outside the
boundaries of Whittlewood Forest during the
last years of the 13th century. The same early
14th-century examination of forest peram-
bulations listed the following places in the
county which were no longer part of the
forest: the vill of Brackley with the wood of
Spitelwode, the wood of the prior of Luffield
called Hynewode (Henhood in Luffield Abbey
civil parish (CP)), the wood of Alan la
Zouche, the wood of Mariwode (Mary Wood

the extent of whittlewood forest and the impact of disafforestation in the later middle ages 25

22. I. M. W. Harvey, ‘Bernwood in the Middle Ages’, in
Bernwood: The Life and Afterlife of a Forest, ed. J. Broad and R.
Hoyle (Harris Paper Two, University of Central Lancashire,
1997), 3-4. See also the map, opposite p. 140, in Bazeley,
‘Extent of the English Forest’.
23. Young, Royal Forests of Medieval England, 20-1, 25-6.
24. Harvey, ‘Bernwood in the Middle Ages’, 4.
25. PRO, E32/2, mm. 1d, 3.

26. PRO, C47/12/11, m. 6; Grant, Royal Forests of England,
161.
27. The Eighth Report of the Commissioners Appointed to
Enquire into the State and Condition of the Woods, Forests, and
Land Revenues of the Crown (London, 1792), 28-9.
28. Young, Royal Forests of Medieval England, 19.



in Syresham CP), the woods of Hemwode and
Langenho, the wood of Robert de Waucy, the
wood of Buthenho, the wood of Thomas Wale
with the vill of Wappenham, the wood of
Okesstobbeswith the fields, the wood of Hugh
de Doddingseles, the wood of Hugh de Ver
de Bokynhull (Bucknell in Abthorpe CP), the
wood of Monekeswode (Monk’s Wood in
Silverstone CP), the wood of Dokwellehay
with the vills of Towcester, Abthorpe,
Foscote, Wood Burcote and Caldecote, the
vills of Greens Norton, Wyk, Caswell,
Duncote and Field Burcote with the wood
of Kyngthorn (Kingthorn in Greens Norton
CP), the wood of Laurence de Pavely with
the vills of Paulerspury, Plumpton and
Heathencote, the wood of John de Gorges,
the wood of Robert Lupi, the wood of Hugh
le Despenser with the vills of Alderton and
Grafton Regis and with the wood of the

abbey of Grestain, the vills of Slapton and
Bradden, the wood of John de Wahull and the
wood of Henry Gobion, the wood of
Matilda de Beauchamp with the vills of
Potterspury and Yardley Gobion, the wood of
Henry Spigurnel with the vill of Cosgrove,
the wood of Adam de Forho, the wood of the
prior of Snelshall, the wood of Adam Bernyl,
the wood of Elias de Tingewick, the wood of
John son of John, the wood of Amice wife of
John Lupi, the wood of John bailiff of
Grafton Regis, and the wood of John Mers.29
Although this document reveals that the

Northamptonshire boundaries of Whittle-
wood Forest were contracting in the later
13th century, there remained an unbroken
tract of countryside across which the king
was able to hunt, from the parish of Syresham
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Figure 2: Wakefield Lawn and surrounding coppices, c.1608.
From a map of Whittlewood Forest in Northamptonshire Record Office (Map 4210)

29. PRO, C47/12/11, mm. 3-4.



in the west to Passenham and Potterspury in
the east. The core of the forest around Wake-
field Lawn (Figure 2) and the royal hunting
lodge at Silverstone thus remained intact,
even if woods close by were placed outside
the jurisdiction of the king’s forest officials.
For instance, Monk’s Wood, which belonged
to St. Andrew’s Priory, Northampton, lay
adjacent to the coppices of Sandyhurst and
Shiplands, part of Hazelborough wood.30 In
the east, Watling Street became the effective
boundary of the forest, with the exception of
one or two small woods. By this time too the
woods of Hanger and Shrob were separated,
as a result of the assarting activities at Puxley.31
These lists of parishes and private woods,

in both Buckinghamshire and Northamp-

tonshire, which at the beginning of the reign
of Edward I had almost certainly formed part
of Whittlewood Forest, allow the reconstruc-
tion of the forest at its greatest extent, in the
late 12th and 13th centuries. The only
problem lies in identifying on the ground
today the individual woods of late 13th-
century landowners. Furthermore, no
perambulation of Whittlewood’s boundaries
survives until the reign of Edward I. There
can be little doubt that Edward, like his
grandfather King John, was willing to reduce
dramatically the size of the royal forests in
return for financial assistance from the
community of the realm. In 1286 two very
different perambulations of the Northamp-
tonshire portion of Whittlewood Forest were
conducted.32 By this date it may be assumed
that Whittlewood lay almost exclusively in
Northamptonshire. The first of these two
perambulations shows the forest extending
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Figure 3: The ‘long’ and ‘short’ perambulations of Whittlewood Forest, 1286.
The parishes of the Whittlewood Project study area are highlighted
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westwards to encompass parishes such as
Brackley, Sulgrave and Blakesley. In the
second, the western boundary of the forest
passes through such parishes as Whitfield,
Syresham, Wappenham and Greens Norton,
thereby reducing Whittlewood in size by
almost one-half (Figure 3). No explanation is
provided in the document for the differences
between these two versions.
Edward I made no general concessions

with regard to the royal forests in 1286.
Indeed, he was still at this time endeavouring
to ensure that as much land as possible
remained subject to forest law. However,
throughout his reign he was faced by
opposition to the administration of the forest
officials, and the perambulation of several
forests conducted between 1277 and 1279
demanded extensive disafforestation.33Thus, it
seems plausible to suggest that these two
perambulations, recorded in a roll of forest
pleas and regards in 1286, represent an
attempt by the county community to seek a
reduction in the size of Whittlewood Forest
from its widest extent, perhaps in readiness
for the eyre of that year. If this was the aim,
however, it appears not to have worked. At
the forest eyre of 1286 the vill of Falcutt near
Helmdon was amerced for forest offences,
and in both 1255 and 1286 the inhabitants of
places such as Astwell, Bradden, Slapton,
Wappenham and Whitfield were required to
conduct inquiries into breaches of forest law
that had occurred within the forest.34 In
John’s reign too, fines for assarts were
collected at Astwell and Helmdon,
demonstrating that Whittlewood extended
into the area encompassed by the ‘long’
perambulation of 1286 at this time.35 It
appears that there was no immediate
reduction in the size of the forest as a result of
the perambulations conducted in Northamp-
tonshire in 1286.
However, the years of crisis for Edward I at

the end of the 13th century forced the king
to grant significant concessions relating to the
boundaries of the royal forest. As part of a
package of measures granted in October

1297 in return for a new tax of a ninth, it was
agreed that perambulations of the forest
would be conducted. However, a further
grant of a 15th had to be extracted from
parliament in January 1301 before the king
agreed to put the findings of the perambul-
ations into effect.36 Three perambulations of
Whittlewood were made in 1299 and 1300,
one for each county in which the forest lay:
Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire and North-
amptonshire. The jurors of Buckinghamshire
concluded that when Henry II was crowned
no part of Whittlewood lay within the
county.37 Those woods which were consid-
ered to be part of the royal forest in the 13th
century were afforested only during the
reigns of Henry II and his sons. Thus, they
were to be disafforested as part of the
concessions granted by Edward I. Similarly, in
Oxfordshire, ‘the vill of Boycott [now part of
Stowe parish in Buckinghamshire] with its
fields, woods and appurtenances in the
possession of the abbot of Biddlesden [was]
disafforested’. Likewise, Lillingstone Lovell
(now part of Buckinghamshire), ‘with its
fields, woods and other appurtenances is
outside the forest’.38 Indeed, the only part of
Whittlewood to remain outside Northamp-
tonshire was a detached part of the parish of
Lillingstone Dayrell, now part of Lillingstone
Lovell, which lies adjacent to the present-day
Northamptonshire parishes of Deanshanger
and Whittlebury (Figure 4).39
The Northamptonshire perambulation

further reduced the size of the forest,
compared with the shorter of the two
perambulations of 1286, and became the
definitive version of the boundaries of
Whittlewood for the remainder of the middle
ages, surviving in multiple copies today.40
The parish of Wicken, for example, was
disafforested at this time. Although the
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perambulation cannot be followed precisely
on modern maps, it is clear that the
boundaries either encompassed or passed
through the present-day civil parishes of Old
Stratford, Deanshanger, Whittlebury, Silver-
stone, Syresham, Whitfield, Wappenham,
Abthorpe, Towcester, Paulerspury, Yardley
Gobion and Potterspury. It has been
estimated that henceforth Whittlewood
Forest comprised some 20,480 acres or about
32 square miles.41 The core of the forest
consisted of the king’s demesne woods of
Handley, Hazelborough, Puxley, Shrob,
Silverstone, and Wakefield, and the woods
belonging to the lord of Greens Norton.
These were later reorganized into the walks
of Handley, Hanger, Hazelborough, Shole-
broke, Shrob, and Wakefield, and were divided
into coppices, some of which also date back
to the 13th and 14th centuries (Figure 5).42

The impact of the disafforestation of Whittlewood in
the 13th and 14th centuries
What practical difference did the contraction
of Whittlewood Forest in the late 13th
century make to those people who lived
there? The clamour for disafforestation came
principally from landowners whose freedom
of action, to hunt deer and to clear, enclose
and farm their land, was curtailed by the
officials who imposed forest law. These were
the people with the power to force Edward I
to grant concessions in return for the
collection of a tax. It is more difficult to assess
the attitude of the ordinary inhabitants of the
area, whose lives were restricted as much by
their local lords as they were by the king’s
forest officials. Indeed, it may be doubted
whether the residents of a village such as
Silverstone, who might poach occasionally to
supplement their diet, or who illegally felled
timber or pastured their animals, made much
of a distinction between the king’s woods and
those in private hands. The penalty, if caught,
was often the same, as a comparison of the

fines imposed by the prior of Luffield’s
woodward with those of the king’s justices in
eyre reveals.43
For the landowners of the Whittlewood

area, the restrictions of forest law often
resulted in delay and expense before their
land could be put to use. It has already been
mentioned that the earliest reference to
Whittlewood Forest occurs in a charter
granting the monks of Luffield Priory their
easements in the forest as in times past.44 It is
clear, however, that this did not provide the
community with a completely free hand in
the exploitation of their lands. A good
example of the restrictions which continued
to apply is demonstrated by the case of the
priory’s wood of Hynewode (modern
Henwood), which was granted to the priory
by Henry de Hinton (modern Hinton-in-
the-Hedges) in 1240 or shortly thereafter.
The wood was described as lying between
the king’s wood (part of Hazelborough wood
in Whittlewood Forest) and the wood of the
Hospital of St. James and St. John in Brackley,
and abutting on the lawn (landa) of Luffield.45
In 1248 an inquest was held at Hynewode,
then still part of Whittlewood Forest, before
William de Northampton, bailiff of the forest,
by 12 ‘free and law-worthy men’ of the
villages of Silverstone, Syresham, Towcester
and Whittlebury, who judged that the prior
of Luffield would cause no damage to the
king or the forest if he ploughed up an area
of undergrowth (rifletum) which lay between
the priory’s arable land and the dense
woodland (magnum coopertum) of the forest.46
The significance of this case is that the

prior of Luffield was required to go to
considerable trouble and expense, arranging
for an inquest to be held, merely in order to
plough up a little over one acre of land,
because it lay within the jurisdiction of the
forest. No doubt the prior found himself
obliged to pay a fine to the king for this
privilege and perhaps too a douceur to the
bailiff of the forest, although no record of this
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survives. The inconvenience of having to seek
the permission of the forest officials every
time a piece of scrubby waste was to be
incorporated into the arable, which must
have occurred regularly in an era of high
levels of population and the widespread
colonization of previously unploughed land,
surely encouraged many landowners to seek
the disafforestation of their woods, fields and
farms. Another such inquest was held in 1233
before John Marshal, lord of Greens Norton,

was allowed to assart three acres in Norton
wood.47 In 1306 the abbot of Biddlesden was
permitted to enclose and cultivate 20 acres of
waste in Syresham only after an inquest
reported that ‘there is not a frequent repair of
the deer there’.48
Lords were also required to seek royal

consent before they were allowed to cut
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Figure 4: The detached part of Lillingstone Dayrell
outlined on the one-inch Ordnance Survey map of 1833

47. Close Rolls 1231-4, 243.
48. Calendar of Patent Rolls 1301-7, 463.



down their own woods for sale. Selling
timber and other woodland produce was
often used as a way of raising money quickly,
to pay off debts or to fund a military
campaign.49 For landowners within the forest,
this option was subject to the attentions of
the king’s officials. However, permission
might be granted, especially if the money so
raised benefited the royal administration.
Thus, in 1298, Edward I allowed Hugh de
Vere to sell timber worth 100 marks (£66
13s. 4d.) from his woods of Bucknell and
Dokwellehay, prior to his departure overseas
on the king’s service.50 Other examples can
also be found. In 1292, following an
inquisition ad quod damnum, the king granted
Robert de Pinkeney the right to fell and sell
oaks and other large timbers to the value of

£40 a year in his wood of Wappenham.51
Similarly, William Marshal was given licence
to fell and sell oaks and other trees worth
£60 in his wood of Norton Marshal in
1303.52 Hugh de Vere’s woods were among
those disafforested by Edward I in c.1300. By
contrast, William Marshal’s remained within
the boundaries of Whittlewood Forest.
One illustration of the changes brought

about by disafforestation is provided by two
extents of Potterspury manor, the first dated
1297 and the second dated 1301. In the first,
on the death of Richard son of John, the
manor’s woodland, worth 6s. 8d., was
described as lying within the king’s forest of
Whittlewood. In the second, on the death of
Matilda de Beauchamp, no mention is made
of the wood which appears to have been
absorbed into the manor’s park. Significantly,
Matilda enjoyed the right to hunt deer (feris)
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Figure 5: Coppice bank in Buckingham Thick Copse, Whittlebury
(Photograph: R. Jones)
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in the park which Richard almost certainly
did not.53 Matilda’s wood was one of those
disafforested at the end of the 13th century
and she was thus freed from the restrictions
relating to hunting imposed by forest law. Her
successors continued to maintain the park
and the deer during the 14th century.54
The park of Potterspury was enclosed and

the deer kept away from the manor’s many
acres of arable land. Within the royal forest,
the thrill of the chase meant that the king’s
deer were not allowed to be obstructed by
fences or hedges surrounding fields of corn.
Thus, an earlier lord of Potterspury, in 1232,
was allowed to enclose his arable with a ditch
and hedge only on condition that it was low
enough to enable the king’s deer to pass freely
over it.55 The consequences for landowners
could be very damaging. On the death of
Henry Green in 1369, an inquest recorded
the value of his manor of Heybarne, which
straddled the county boundary between
Buckinghamshire and Northamptonshire,
lying partly in the detached portion of
Lillingstone Dayrell parish and partly in
Whittlebury parish. The part lying in
Buckinghamshire was worth just 3s. 4d. a year
‘because it lies in the forest of Whittlewood
and is destroyed by the king’s deer’. A similar
excuse was used to explain the low valuation
(6s. 8d.) of the part lying in Northampton-
shire.56 Likewise, at Deanshanger in 1415,
arable land within the forest was valued at just
2d. an acre, compared with 4d. an acre outside
it.57 Finally, at Passenham in 1382-3, a
hayward was employed to watch over the
manor’s corn at night, in order to prevent the
deer from entering it.58
It was not only the king’s deer that could

damage the value of a manor. The forest
officials might also attempt to take advantage
of their position. For example, in 1270 the
king was informed that Roger de Wauton
paid £1 9s. 3d. into the Exchequer each year
for land in Akeley, a rent which had been
extorted from him by Robert Passelewe

during his term as justice of the forest. The
king immediately released Roger from his
obligation to pay.59 Similarly, in 1317 the king
learned that Peter de Montibus had been
denied the right to receive estovers (wood for
repairs) at his manor of Whitfield from the
forest at Hazelborough, to pasture his pigs
there without paying pannage, and to keep
his dogs unlawed, as a result of the oppressive
actions of the forester, John de Tingewick.
Again, Peter’s rights were immediately
restored.60 The exploitative tendencies of the
king’s forest officials encouraged a number of
landowners to secure exemptions from their
jurisdiction. Thus, in 1267 Oseney Abbey was
confirmed in its right to take estovers from its
own woods ‘without view and livery and
danger of the foresters, verderers or other
bailiffs’.61 Similarly, in 1258 Luffield Priory
secured the right to transport timber and
firewood freely through Whittlewood Forest
for five years, together with an order to the
‘foresters and others not to vex them
contrary to this’.62
The disafforestation of large parts of

Whittlewood Forest at the end of the 13th
century freed many landowners from the
numerous restrictions imposed by forest law.
Their ability to exploit their own lands
undoubtedly became easier and was no
longer subject to such close scrutiny.
Occasionally inquests were ordered into the
state of the forest, which investigated
hindrances to the free movement of deer, but
it is unclear whether any action could be
taken to remove them. For example, in 1368
it was reported that two deer-leaps had been
constructed in the earl of Warwick’s park at
Potterspury, close to the forest, so that the
king’s deer could enter the park but not
escape, ‘to the detriment of the king’s forest’.
The same inquest also named nine
landowners within the forest who had
enclosed assarts or crofts with hedges, thereby
obstructing the passage both of the deer and
the pursuing hunters.63
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53. PRO, C133/80 (6); C133/100 (1).
54. PRO, C134/50 (30); C134/90 (16).
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For the historian, of course, the contrac-
tion of the forest and the administration that
went with it means that often we do not
know what changes landowners introduced
because no record was made of them. Thus, it
is only in areas which remained subject to the
attentions of the forest officials that the
clearance of woodland and the extension of
the arable can still be traced in any detail. For
example, at the forest regard of 1348, it was
noted that John de Molyns, lord of one of the
manors of Silverstone in 1337-8, wasted 42
acres of woodland there before granting the
manor to the abbess of Burnham (Bucking-
hamshire), who wasted a further 60 acres of
Silverstone wood. The timber (including 500
oaks) and other wood was probably sold, and
part of the land was taken up by the prior of
Luffield who enclosed it.64 In conclusion it
might well be questioned whether the
clearance of this wood would have occurred
any sooner or been on a larger scale had
Silverstone been placed outside the bounds
of the forest. In other words, disafforestation
may not have made much practical difference
to the action landowners decided to take. It
simply made their life a little easier.

Conclusion
This paper has sought to trace the growth of
Whittlewood Forest in the 12th century and
its contraction in the later 13th. This was a
process occurring in many of the royal forests
of England at this time. However, the
evidence for Whittlewood is particularly full
and the individual settlements and woods
exempted from forest law can be named and,
in some cases, located and mapped. Further
work is required to trace the history of those
woods for which good documentation

survives, to determine how they were
exploited following their release from the
jurisdiction of the king’s forest officials.
It is clear that landowners were put to

delay and expense in exploiting their lands as
a result of forest law. They might also suffer
damage to their crops from the deer and
extortion from the officials appointed by the
crown. However, it is more difficult to be
certain that they were ever prevented from
pursuing a particular course of action by the
restrictions of forest law. Both lords and
peasants hunted deer, felled timber, pastured
their animals, and cleared, enclosed and
farmed the woodland surrounding their
settlements. Such activities may have
increased following disafforestation, but the
ability of the foresters to curb these practices
during the period for which records survive
seems not to have been entirely successful.
Some surprise has been expressed that the
aristocracy was for so long prepared to
acquiesce in the imposition of forest law.65
Perhaps the answer lies in the fact that in
practice its impact was irritating but relatively
limited.
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Appendix 1. The ‘long’ perambulation
of Whittlewood Forest, 1286
(PRO, E32/77)

The boundaries of the forest began at the
bridge of Thornton, and so by the river Ouse
to the bridge of [Old] Stratford, and from the
same bridge always by the same river to the
river called Stiule [the Tove], and so up by the
same river of Stiule to the bridge of Athilford,
and from the same bridge up by the same
river of Styule to the bridge of Kademan, and
from the same bridge always by the same
river to the bridge of North outside the vill
of Towcester, and from the same bridge by
the king’s highway which leads to North-
ampton through the middle of the vill of
Tiffield to the place called Snakemore, and
from Snakemore, as the ancient bounds are
accustomed to be understood, by a certain
greenway to the windmill of Dinscote, and
from the same mill up by the way which
leads to the vill of Cold Higham (Heyham),
and from the same vill by the way which
leads to the vill of Litchborough (Lyces-
baruwe), and from the same vill by the way
which leads to the vill of Maidford, and from
the same vill always by the way which leads
to the vill of Adstone (Atiston), and from the
same vill by the way which leads to the
bridge which is in a certain vill between the
vills of Canons Ashby (Esseby) and Moreton
Pinkney (Morton), and so from the same
bridge up to a certain thorn called Smal-
thorn, and from the same place always by the
highway which leads between the vills of
Culworth and Sulgrave, and so by the same
way to the vill of Middleton Cheney
(Middelton), and from the same vill by the
highway which leads to the vill of Marston
St. Lawrence (Marston), and from the same vill
by the way which leads to the vill of
Farthinghoe (Farningeho), and from the same
vill by the way which leads to the vill of
Hinton-in-the-Hedges (Hinton), and from
the same vill by the king’s highway which
leads to the bridge of Brackley, and from the

same bridge always by the water to the mill
which is at the head of the grove of
Turweston (Torueston), and from the same mill
always by the same water to the bridge of
Turweston, and from the same bridge to the
stream called Everisford, and so always
between the two bailiwicks between the
counties of Northamptonshire and Bucking-
hamshire through the middle of the forest,
and by the same boundaries which are
between the counties of Buckinghamshire
and Northamptonshire to the said bridge of
Thornton.

Appendix 2. The ‘short’ perambulation
of Whittlewood Forest, 1286
(PRO, E32/77)

The boundaries of the forest began at the
bridge of Thornton, and so by the water of
the Ouse to the bridge of [Old] Stratford, and
from the same bridge by the same river to the
river called Stiule [the Tove], and so up by the
river of Stiule to the bridge of Athilford, and
from the same bridge by the same river to the
bridge of Cademan, and so by the same river
to the bridge of Nort outside the vill of
Towcester, and from the same bridge by the
king’s highway which leads to Northampton
through the middle of the vill of Tiffield to
the place called Snakemore, and from
Snakemore by the king’s highway called
Oxenfordwey between the vills of Duncote
and Burcote, and so by the same way through
the middle of the vill of Bradden, and from
the same vill by the same way through the
middle of the vill of Slapton, and from the
same vill by the same way through the
middle of one end of the vill of Wappenham
to the windmill which is outside the same
vill, and from the same mill by the same way
to the place called Crowfield, and so by the
same way between the park of Whistley
(Wissele) and the vill of Westcote and so to the
bridge called Huberdisbrigg, and from the
same bridge by the same way through the
middle of the vill of Brackley.
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The last five years have seen a large amount
of historical research being carried out on
Lower Catesby. Jane Laughton’s article has
revealed new information on the Nunnery.
In addition there has been aerial photography
and surveying work by Northamptonshire
Historic Environment Team plus an historic
analysis of ‘Priory Meadow’ which I under-
took as part of an MA project. The discovery
of an important 1638 map of the parish has
also revealed significant new topographical
features. This has considerably augmented the
survey works and historic research under-
taken on the village earthworks and former
mansion by The Royal Commission on Hist-
orical Monuments (Christopher Taylor, John
Heward and Robert Taylor), which was
published in 1981 and 1996. It is therefore an
appropriate time to re-assess the historic
landscape of the village of Lower Catesby, or
‘Shoppes’, and the medieval layout of the
nunnery.
The known sites of both the village and

the nunnery lie within an area of permanent
pasture surrounding ‘Priory Meadow’ which
is located centrally within Grid Square SP 51
59. To the east is the back road between
Hellidon and Lower Catesby and to the
south and west are the upper sections of the
River Leam that has its source 2 km to the
south at Leam Pool. Forming the northern
boundary is the bridle path from Lower
Catesby westwards towards Napton on the
Hill. The land falls gently from the road
westwards to the river and contains a well-
preserved and diverse set of earthworks.
Combining both the earthwork and parch

mark surveys it is possible to obtain an
understanding of the village layout. The same
is not true of the Nunnery site. In the post-
medieval period this was the site of a mansion
and gardens that were commenced in the
1540s and continued until the building was

demolished in the 1860s. It is known that this
mansion, ‘Catesby Abbey’ contained medieval
features. The present buildings on the site are
the Church of St. Mary erected in 1861, a
converted stable block at the entrance to the
site, and ‘Priory Meadow.’ formerly a row of
buildings but now two residences. All of these
have affected this small area of landscape.
Similarly, farming practices over the last century
and over 300 years of gardening operations,
building construction and destruction, have all
created a complex topography shown in a
1996 aerial photograph of the site (Figure 1).
In order to reveal the medieval core of the
landscape it is necessary to identify features
belonging to the later periods and eliminate
them from the palimpsest.
Figures 2 and 3 show the results of the

parch mark record and the earthwork survey
undertaken in 2001 by Glenn Foard. Figure 2
identifies the earthwork and water features
and Figure 3 the parch-marks1. Earthworks
are shown as hachures and parch marks from
the aerial photographs as black lines. The
letter ‘W’ prefixes the water features. Standing
buildings are shown in solid outline. The
central building ‘A’ within the rectangular
enclosure is St. Mary’s Church, the long
building ‘B’ to the north of the church is
‘Priory Meadow and at the entrance to the
drive is a group of buildings ‘C’ which are
called the ‘Old Coach House’, ‘Clock Tower’
and ‘Northstead.’ The earthwork survey did
not extend into the gardens of the ‘Old
Coach House’ group of buildings. In all there
is a large triangular complex of features
covering about 8ha. Identification of those
features which are likely to be post-medieval
in date requires comparison with the
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This article is a continuation of the paper written by Jane Laughton for Northamptonshire Past and
Present No. 54 (2001), which explored the medieval documentary evidence for the nunnery and
parish of Catesby. It reports on the building and earthwork remains of the monastery and the house
that was erected on its site (Brian Giggins) and also has an account of the historical record since the
Dissolution (Jane Laughton).

1. These are based on an aerial photograph in
Northamptonshire Sites & Monuments Record taken by
RCHME (now English Heritage), reference: NCCAP
SP5159 dated: 22-07-1996; neg. no. 16671/004.



surviving estate maps for Upper and Lower
Catesby, starting with the most modern.
There are two estate maps which are

significant, One drawn from a survey by
Richard Whitey in March 16382 and a
second of 1801 by H. Cullingworth for John
George Parkhurst Esq.3 Parkhust had
inherited the property from John Parkhurst,
his uncle, in 1797,4 and had probably

commissioned the map to assist with the
management of the estate. This map has been
redrawn using a modern Ordnance Survey
map as a base and is reproduced as Figure 4.
Cullingworth’s 1801 estate map shows a

well wooded park to the west of the Hellidon
Road in the centre of which there was a large
house comprising three wings around a
courtyard that was open to the north. This
was ‘Catesby Abbey’, now demolished, the
home of George Parkhurst. A short distance
to the north of the ‘Abbey’ was a detached
range of buildings, which in 1849 was
described as ‘A capital range of stabling’ but is
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Figure 1: Aerial photograph dated 22-07-1996. North is to the right and the central
buildings are St. Mary’s Church (left) and Priory Meadow (right)

(Reproduced by permission of the Historic Environment Team, Northamptonshire County Council)

2. Northamptonshire Record Office (NRO), Map
6388.
3. NRO, Map 5690.
4. Northampton Herald 24/2/1894.
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Figure 2: Plan of combined Earthwork and parch mark surveys with an Ordnance
Survey 100 metre grid and the earthworks numbered (B. Giggins)

Earthwork Features & Grid References (8 figure = centre of feature)
E1 boundary banks SP515 957, E2 N-S hollow-way SP516 597, E3 bank of hollow-way SP516 597, E4
E-W hollow-way SP514 596, E5 platform SP515 596, E6 platform SP515 596, E7 long linear hollow
SP514 596, E8 drained pond SP5150 5964, E9 drained pond SP5154 5964, E10 probable drained pond
SP5162 5963, E11 building platform SP5162 5961, E12 quarried area? SP5164 5963, E13 N-S linear
mound SP516 596, E14 bank SP517 596, E15 circular mound SP517 596, E16 N-S linear mound SP517
596, E17 substantial E-W bank SP5144 5962, E18 substantial linear hollow with stream SP596 514, E19
platform SP5145 5961, E20 NW-SE substantial hollow SP514 595, E21 bank SP514 595, E22 cutting
SP5149 5942, E23 rectangular earthwork SP5151 5953, E25 rectangular earthwork SP5154 5959, E26
N-S scarp slope SP515 595, E27 E-W scarp slope and mound SP515 595, E28 hollow rectangular
earthwork SP5158 5953, E29 drained pond SP5157 5950, E30 N-S linear mound SP516 595, E31 E-W
linear mound SP5163 5954, E32 N-S bank SP516 596, E33 linear hollow SP5150 5949, E34 curved bank
SP5154 5946, E35 Substantial linear bank SP5156 5945, E36 Linear bank, E37 undulating low lying area
SP516 05945, E38 descending linear hollow SP5148 5953, E39 wide linear hollow SP5150 5952, E40
N-S bank SP5148 5965. W1 linear pond SP5167 5967, W2 rectangular pond SP5167 5948, W3 linear
pond SP5167 5945.
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Figure 3: Plan of combined Earthwork and parch mark surveys with an Ordnance
Survey 100 metre grid and the parch marks numbered. (B. Giggins)

Parch Marks & Grid references (8 figure = centre of feature)
P1 NE-SW rectangles and lines SP5156 5971, P2 NE-SW rectangles and lines SP5156 5970, P3 rectangle
SP5159 5971, P4 N-S line SP5160 5974, P5 N-S large rectangle & lines SP5161 5973, P6 N-S line &
return SP5163 5970, P7 N-S attached rectangles SP5165 5973, P8 N-S rectangle SP5167 5973, P9 N-S
line SP5170 5972, P10 N-S line SP5148 5963, P11 NE-SW parallel lines SP5153 5968, P12 E-W parallel
lines & return SP5157 5965, P13 N-S line attached to P12, SP5160 5967, P14 rectangle SP5162 5961,
P15 E-W adjoining rectangles SP5165 5965, P16 circle SP5170 5965, P17 E-W rectangle SP5146 5955,
P18 N-S lines SP5147 5959, P19 right-angled lines SP5150 5954, P20 E-W line & attached rectangle
SP5154 5959, P21 N-S line SP5156 5959, P22 Crossing N-S & E-W lines SP5158 5956, P23 rectangles,
lines & arcs SP5153 5954, P24 attached rectangles SP5156 5954, P25 two arcs SP5155 5953, P26 N-S &
E-W lines SP5157 5952, P27 N-S & E-W lines SP5158 5952, P28 N-S alignment of pits SP516 595,
P29 N-S alignment of pits SP516 595, P30 E-W line SP5163 5958, P31 ‘Y’ shape SP5163 5955, P32
NE-SW line SP5164 5952, P33 E-W line SP5162 5951, P34 broad E-W line SP5161 5947, P35
converging lines SP5163 5947, P36 E-W line SP516 596. 



now known as ‘Priory Meadow.’ Access to the
‘Abbey’ was from a drive westwards from the
Hellidon Road, which passed through the
pleasure gardens. The view eastward from the
entrance of the drive was along an avenue of
elms which led to the ruined church of
Upper Catesby. On the south side of the
drive was a grove of lime trees pierced by a
central east-west walk leading from the west
wing of the house to the junction of the
Hellidon Road and the lane to Upper
Catesby. There were also two north-south
walks leading from the access road south-
wards. The most easterly of these passed by
two ponds. At this point the alignment of the
walk crossed the upper reaches of the River
Leam by a bridge and continued as an avenue
of trees in a field known as ‘Great Abbey Side’
leading southwards to the Hellidon Road.
Some trees in the avenue were shown on the
map as having been felled which suggests that
the avenue was of some age in 1801.

The map shows the road leading north out
of Hellidon towards Catesby on the same
alignment as the avenue and walk until it
reached the external limits of the Park at
‘Great Abbey Side’ and the avenue of trees. It
then abruptly turned to the east and then
north, passed between two large ponds and
formed` the east boundary of the pleasure
gardens for ‘Catesby Abbey’. This change of
alignment would suggest that an eastward
extension of the pleasure gardens occurred
during the post-medieval period leaving the
former public highway to be used as a private
access road within an avenue of trees. This
route was presumably abandoned in favour of
the present shorter east-west access road
leaving the old route as a woodland walk and
avenue.
There were several other tree-lined

avenues. One led northwards from the dam
on the west side of a pond north of  ‘Priory
Meadow’ and the other was situated in ‘Great

catesby: an interdisciplinary study, part ii 39

Figure 4: Redrawn section of the 1801 Estate map (B. Giggins)



Abbey Side’ to the west of the avenue
formerly mentioned. This ‘Great Abbey Side’
avenue and the northern avenue from ‘Priory
Meadow’ would have been visible from the
‘French Garden’ adjacent to the house on the
west side. Since ‘Priory Meadow’ was a stable
range in the first half of the 19th century it
would suggest that the avenue was 17th or
early 18th century when part of this building
had residential use.
The park was well supplied with water

features. To the north of the access road were
two rectangular ponds and a canal, with a
fourth pond, to the west, filled-in. On the
south side of the woodland, east of ‘Catesby
Abbey’, was a small rectangular lake and two
rectangular ponds. The lake and adjacent
rectangular pond still survive as does the
‘canal’. To the east of the Hellidon Road were
the ‘T Pond’ and a small lake called the ‘New
Pond’ or ‘New Pool’. Both these ponds were
filled-in during the 19th century5 but the
‘New Pond’ was restored circa 1995.6
The recently discovered 1638 map (Figure

5) illustrates considerable differences from the
later 1801 landscape. ‘Catesby Abbey’ is
shown isometrically as a building orientated
north-south with three gables and what may
be a projection on the east side. This
representation ties in well with the 19th-
century illustration of the east wing but
regretfully it does not give any indications of
the south and west wings. ‘Priory Meadow’ is
not indicated on this plan at that time as it
was not a principal building but was used as
service accommodation.
Roads are not well indicated on this map

but some were later sketched on as single
pencil lines. The road from Upper Catesby on
the east is indicated by the gap between the
boundaries of the agricultural closes.
Surprisingly there is no indication of the
north-south route from Lower Catesby to
Hellidon that is prominent on the 1801 map
with its avenue of Trees. This may be due to
the cartographer excluding details of
Hellidon parish from the survey.
The access road from Upper Catesby had

‘Court Close and ‘The Old Pond’ on the

south side and ‘Ram Close’ on the north. The
‘Old Pond’ covered a much larger area than
its successor the ‘T Pond.’ Presumably of
medieval date, this pond is curious in that it
appears to have a jetty in its north-west
corner adjacent to the road. To the south of
this pond, and presumably linked to it, was
the ‘New Pond’ mentioned above.
On entering the grounds of ‘Catesby

Abbey’ the road widened to form a rect-
angular yard with the Hopyard on the north
and gardens with two ponds and probable
terraces and walkways on the south. These
formed the basis of the rides in the 1801
woodlands. The roadway continued as a
dogleg off the north-west corner of the yard
and went north of the house where the
principal entrance was probably located. To
the north of the access road was a field of 12
acres called Dovehouse Yard that included a
rectangular building which may have been
the dovehouse.
The southern boundary of Catesby

Abbey’s gardens was an irregular narrow
channel with two buildings on its course. On
the south side of the middle section of this
channel was an area called Millbanck. This
suggests that the building immediately
adjacent to the channel near to the house was
a water mill. The water feature is essentially a
mill leat leading from the ‘The Old Pond’ to
the river which possibly fed two watermills.
By 1801 both buildings along the leat had
been demolished and only two fragments of
the leat were left as ponds.
It is possible to identify many of the

earthworks and some parch marks in Figures
2 and 3 with the features shown on the 1801
map. Earthworks at E24 appear to mark the
location of the west wing of Catesby Abbey
and E25 the northern end of the east wing
The E19 earthwork at the west end of the
drive to Catesby Abbey was the location of a
rectangular building surrounded by trees. A
building to the north of the access drive is
represented by E11 and P14. The linear
earthworks E30 and E12 are the two north-
south walks cutting through The Grove, and
the linking E31 earthwork is all that survives
of the east-west walk from the house to the
Hellidon Road. Parch marks P28 and P29
suggest an alignment of pits either side of the
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5. NRO, uncatalogued deeds, Box ‘A’ 123.
6. Pers. comm. Mrs. G. Darby.
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Figure 5: Extract from 1638 Estate map showing site of the nunnery and village of
Lower Catesby (Reproduced by permission of Northamptonshire Record Office; Map 6388)



north-south walk and can be explained as
tree-pits for an avenue defining the walk. It is
apparent that E9, E10 and E29 are ponds
from an earlier period that have been
drained. The earthwork E8 and parch mark
P10 appear to represent a pond, with a brick
or stone dam on the west side which had
been similarly drained. On the northern part
of the site there appears to be little correlation
with the earthworks and 1801 map. From this
it can be concluded that they are earlier and
that the avenue of trees situated to the north-
west of ‘Priory Meadow’ did not have a raised
walk associated with it.
There are also present-day earthworks and

water features that can be seen on the 1638
map. The present Pond W1 is on the site of a
large rectangular pond but is a narrower re-
cut of this 1638 feature. Elements of this
earlier pond possibly survive as earthwork
E14 and parch mark P6 which may be a
stone revetment defining its north side. The
Royal Commission earthwork survey of the
site7 appears to show this early pond as
earthworks that have now been destroyed.
Although there may have been slight changes
to pond W2 since 1638 these appear to have
been minor. Pond W3 is on the alignment of
the mill leat from the now filled-in Old
Pond. Only three sections of the mill-leat
course survive as earthworks E29, E28 and
E39 along with earthworks E38 and E27,
which formed the Millbanck. The broad
linear hollow E39 was the wider section of a
mill leat feeding the southern mill, which is
possibly indicated by earthwork E30 with the
tail-race discharging down feature E38.
Earthwork E22 is in the correct position for
the outflow of a sluice to control the water
level in leat E39. It is probable that the mill
would have an overshot or low-breast shot
wheel.
The tailrace discharged into a lower

watercourse E20 which broadened to form a
U- shaped pond E18. This was also fed by the
outflows to the ponds E8, E9 and pond W1
on the north side of the site. On the 1638

map there is a building which appears to be
located on bank E17 and which has the
appearance of a watermill with the tail race
forming feature E7. A second mill in this
position would fit in with the medieval
accounts of an upper and lower mill.
There are a few 1638 garden features now

surviving as earthworks. The north-south
terrace survives in part as earthwork E32 and
the L-shaped walk or terrace as E31 and
northern half of E30. It is possible that E28 is
the remains of the small linear pond that was
in the garden. Both parch-marks and
earthworks delineate the Dovehouse yard
boundary. Earthwork E40 and the north part
of E1 form part of the west and north
boundaries of the enclosure but the earlier
RCHM survey8 shows earthworks, now lost,
which defined this section of the enclosure in
more detail. The boundary between the
‘Hopyard’ and ‘Dovehouse Yard’ is earthwork
E16 and it is possible that part of the southern
boundary is represented by parch mark P36
which could indicate a stone wall. Both the
building and adjacent pond shown within
Dovehouse Yard are represented by
earthworks E10 and E11 and parch mark
P14. There is the probability that the latter is
a rectangular stone dovecote of post-medieval
date.
It is highly unlikely that the buildings on

the east side of the park, i.e. the Old Coach
House, Clock Tower and Northstead (C),
contain any medieval material as this area is
shown tree covered on the 1801 Map. Within
the church there are medieval sedilia and
piscina in the chancel, and in the bellcote is a
medieval bell with the inscription ricardus
de wimbis me fecit. None of these is in situ
as the chapel was constructed in 1861-2 on
the foundations of the former chapel of
Catesby Abbey. The stonework was not from
the chapel in the house but from the
brewhouse at the northern end of the eastern
service wing.9 In 1859 it was described as
consisting of three sedilia, a priest’s door and
a piscina. It was noted how the position of the
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7. Royal Commission of Historical Monuments
(England) [RCHM] NorthamptonshireVol. 4 (1981), 41, fig.
37.

8. Ibid.
9. W. Whellan History, Gazetteer and Directory of North-
amptonshire (London 1849) p.420.



priest’s door between the sedilia and piscina
was unusual and perhaps unique.10 The bell
probably came from a clock tower situated
close to the chapel in the eastern wing of the
house.11
The 1801 map shows Catesby Abbey

comprising three wings enclosing a small
rectangular courtyard that was open to the
north side. Protruding eastwards from the east
wing were three parallel extensions; the
chapel, with its adjacent bell tower, was the
southern of these. The principal frontage was
on the western side, which was drawn by Sir
Henry Dryden in 184412 and was photo-
graphed in 1861.13 These show that,
externally, the wing was 17th century in date.
None of the limited documentation relating
to the house indicates any medieval survival
in this wing. The story of the house
containing a ‘Nuns Dormitory’14 was quickly
dismissed as a ‘modern’ roof in 1859.15 In

comparison, the south range looks consider-
ably older in the 1861 photographs and
drawings (see Figure 6). These show that this
range was built on a sloping site with the
south side having the exposed windows of a
basement. This was the location of the
‘famous’ kitchen and Capital arched cellerage
beneath for wine, ale and beer, showing the
ponderous thickness of the walls.16 A medieval
window is recorded as being in the south wall
in 1859.17 It is unfortunate that no drawings
or photographs of the ‘arched cellarage’ and
window in the south range survive as these
could have assisted in proving whether or not
this range incorporated parts of the monastic
refectory.
There is little doubt that the east wing

contained medieval material. An annotated
block plan of 1859 by Sir Henry Dryden
shows the position of the sedilia, door and
piscina at the north end of the wing18 (see
Figure 7). By this date the demolition of two
of the additions to the east wing had
occurred leaving just the chapel projecting.
The chapel had some fragments of late
medieval glass in the east window19 and a

catesby: an interdisciplinary study, part ii 43

Figure 6: West Wing of Catesby Abbey 1861
(Reproduced by permission of Northamptonshire Record Office; NAS 48/15-23)

10. T. James 1864, ‘On Catesby Priory’, Associated
Architectural Society Reports 7 (1864), pp. 256-68.
11. Auction particulars for the 19 July 1849 by Mr. E.
Robins.
12. Northamptonshire Public Library (NPL), Dryden
collection – Catesby.
13. NRO, NAS 48/ 15-23.
14. G. Baker, History and Antiquities of the County of
Northampton, part 1 (London 1822) p. 289. 
15. NRO, NAS 4.

16. See footnote 11.
17. NRO, NAS 4.
18. NPL, Dryden collection – Catesby.
19. James 1864, .256-68.



photograph of 1861 shows a small corbel at
the junction of the east and north walls with
some narrow ribs coming from it.20 It is
presumed that these were remnants of 17th
or 18th century vaulting and were not
medieval, since antiquaries such as Dryden
and Bloxham would have noticed them.
The medieval arcading in the brewhouse

was also photographed in situ in 1861 and
shows the stone partition mentioned by
Baker.21 James suggests that the wall west of
the sedilia was the south wall of a chapel and
that a window could be detected in it.22
Looking at the photograph it is easy to
understand why they thought that this
feature was a sedilia, i.e. seats for church
officials during the service that are found on

the south side of medieval chancels. It
comprised short clustered columns termin-
ating in moulded corbels from which sprung
a trefoiled canopy with leaf-shaped crockets.
However, it would seem that this feature is
arcading and not a sedilia since the seats have
no depth. It is possible that this section of
medieval walling survived the post-Dissolu-
tion destruction and was incorporated into
the brewhouse because it was very ornate.
Priory Meadow is more complex than the

present external appearance would suggest
(see Figure 8). The building is divided
centrally by a thick stone wall and those roof
trusses to the west have a felling date range of
1529-39 whilst those to the east were felled
in the winter of 1579-80.23 Both works are
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20. NRO, NAS 48/ 15-23.
21. Baker 1822, 289.
22. See footnote 19.

Figure 7: Sir Henry Dryden’s block plan of Catesby Abbey in 1859
(Reproduced by permission of Northamptonshire Libraries and Information Service)

23. Dendrochronology survey by Dr. M. C. Bridge of the
Institute of Archaeology, University College, London, April
1999.



likely to have been undertaken by Edward
Onley who inherited the estate in 153724 and
who died in 1582.25 The dividing wall is
earlier than the 1529-1539 west end of the
building. This wall stands 9.2m high and is
1.17m wide. It has three small rectangular
windows at its apex, each of which are deeply
splayed on the east side and have an external
face on the west side (Figure 9). One of the
apex windows was altered to support a purlin
of the 1529-39 roof. The alignment of the
windows shows that the ridge of the earlier
building was slightly higher, and slightly south
of the present ridge alignment and also that
the roof pitch was less steep. These features
suggest that the western half of the building
was built up against a tall wide medieval stone
building that was later demolished apart from
its west gable which remained as a central
wall when the building was extended to the
east in the 1580s. This medieval building was
undoubtedly monastic and may have been
aisled or possessed a roof structure supported
on ‘crucks.’
In Priory Meadow there is therefore one

piece of medieval masonry still in situ but
identifying which of the earthworks, parch
marks and water features are likely to form
the medieval settlement of Lower Catesby
and the nunnery is more problematical. From
the evidence of the 1638 map it appears that

former ponds at E8 and E9, as well as the
larger predecessor of the linear pond W1 are
likely to be medieval. The presumed tail race
E7, mill pond E18, leat E20 of the lower
pond are probably medieval as is the leat E39,
tail race E38, and mill dam E27 of the upper
mill. Whether the ‘dog-legged’ leat leading
from the Old Pond is medieval is uncertain.
This could either represent a moat-like
feature defining part of the monastic
boundary or a late 16th- or early 17th-
century diversion of the leat associated with
laying out gardens for the house. However, as
there is not yet any contradictory evidence it
will be assumed that the course shown on the
1638 map is late medieval.
Identifying other possible medieval

earthworks within the central area defined by
the ponds and water courses is also
problematical. Earthworks E24 almost
certainly mark the west range of the house
and E25 the north end of the east range but
neither can be proved to be medieval. There
is a high possibility that earthwork E15 and
the associated circular parch mark P16 are
medieval as they are cut by the Hop Yard
boundary bank E16. This bank is pre 1638
but unlikely to predate the 1520s when the
first hop garden is believed to have been
commenced in Kent. The circular feature
could be a dovecote or horse mill. Other
parch mark complexes within this area which
are not associated with post-medieval garden
features and buildings are parch-marks P15,
P17, P20, P23, P24, and P25.
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Figure 8: Front elevation of Priory Meadow (B. Giggins)

24. J. Laughton ‘Catesby in the Middle Ages’
Northamptonshire Past and Present 54 (2001), 32.
25. Baker 1822, 29.



On the northern side of this central area
are earthworks and parch marks that are
associated with the previously identified site
of the deserted village of Lower Catesby.26
Earthwork E4 is the hollow way of the east-
west medieval route from a bridging point on
the River Leam to Upper Catesby that
formed the main street of the village. A slight
change of alignment of the route is shown at
E3 after it crosses the junction with a north-
south route indicated by E2. This main
north-south route continued until the 17th
century and was later taken into the parkland
of the house. Some of the village plot
boundaries survive as earthworks E1 and
prior to 1975 there were other plot
boundaries together with evidence for a back
lane on the north side of the main village
street to the east of the central road junction.27
Some traces of the buildings that occupied
this section of the village are indicated by the
collections of parch marks at P1, P2, P3 and
P4. None of these routes or buildings is
shown on the 1638 map. The probable
medieval features on the site are shown in
Figure 10.

The medieval stonework that survived in
the east wing of the main house is one of the
key pieces of information to understanding
the layout of the nunnery. It comprised of a
length of early 14th-century wall with blind
arcading, doorway, piscina and possibly a
window, aligned in an east-west orientation
and which originally extended beyond the
width of the east wing. It is undoubtedly
ecclesiastical and part of either the Canons’
chapel or the Nuns’ church. The latter is more
likely and its probable location in the
Nunnery complex was between the church
choir and a sacristy in the east range of the
cloister garth. The sacristy was used for the
storage of sacred vessels and vestments and
required an entrance into the choir. It was the
preserve of the officiating Canons and
Roberta Gilchrist has noted that in nunneries
the entrance to the sacristy was often the
most ornamented area of the Nunnery.28 This
may account for its survival at the
Reformation and incorporation into the
new house. What is not clear, however, is
whether this would be the correct location
for a piscina? It may have been a suitable
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Figure 9: Priory meadow central wall (B. Giggins)

28. Gilchrist, R. 1994 Gender and Material Culture pp.109-
111.

26. RCHM, NorthamptonshireVol. 4 (1981), 38.
27. Idem.



position for a piscina associated with an altar
or could have been a Holy Water stoup for
use of Canon’s moving from the sacristy into
the choir.
St. Mary’s, the nuns’ church, is known to

have had a tower, and both were later known
as the church and bell tower of St. Edmund.29
The church tower is likely to have been
located at the west end of the church with
the body of the church being a simple
rectangular structure. Typically the cloister
would have been located to the south and the
refectory building located opposite the
church on the south side. This was the
location of the south range of ‘Catesby
Abbey’ with its ‘famous cellars’, kitchen and
medieval window, which has traditionally

been considered to be the site of the
refectory. Dryden’s rough plan of Catesby
Abbey in 1859 would suggest that the
distance between the medieval wall and the
south range was just over 60 feet (18m),
which would indicate the length of the
cloister. This equates well with the excavated
Nunnery site at Little Marlow.30
It is the standard in monastic plans for the

chapter house to be located on the east side
of the cloister and the Prioress’s hall on the
west. The accounts would suggest that this
was the case at Catesby. There is a tradition
that the chapel in the east wing of ‘Catesby
Abbey’ was on the site of the monastic
chapter house but Dryden’s 1859 plan would
suggest that it was located too far south along
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Figure 10: Blind arcading in the brewhouse photographed in 1861
(Reproduced by permission of Northamptonshire Record Office; NAS 48/15-23)

29. Laughton 2001, 11. 30. Gilchrist 1994, 101.



the east range of the cloister for this to be
correct. Interestingly a skeleton, possibly
female, was unearthed immediately to the
north of the chapel in recent times.31
Internments have been found in chapter
houses and were often the place of burial for
the head of Monastic Houses.32 If the burial
found was that of a prioress buried in the
chapter house it would reposition the chapter
house further to the north in the more usual
location next to the Sacristy.
The upper mill complex shown on the

1638 map is likely to be site of the watermill
that was repaired in 1452-3.33 In Jane
Laughton’s article on Catesby she concludes
that the nuns’ kitchen would have been
located in the south-west corner of the
cloister. The Nunnery accounts suggest that
the kitchen and bakehouse were close to each
other as both were roofed together in 1452-
3 and also that the bakehouse and mill were
close together as the walls between them
were daubed.34 If the mill mentioned was the
‘Upper Mill’ then the arrangement would fit
well with the suggested location of the Nuns’
cloister.
The Canons played an important part of

the religious life of the Catesby Nunnery
until the 15th century but could only enter
the Nuns’ buildings on official duties. They
had their own range of buildings which
included a chapel, dorter, hall, kitchen,
buttery and privy, all of which are mentioned
in the 15th and early 16th-century accounts.
The accounts do not offer any clues to the
location of these buildings but it is probable
that the Canons would have required access
to the Sacristy on the east side of the cloister.
It is possible that these buildings are
represented by parch marks P23 and P24. The
long building P23, abutting onto the side of
the mill leat looks as if it should include
privies that would drain into the leat. It could
be the Nuns’ reredorter but appears to be too
far away from the east range of the cloister
containing the Nuns’ dorter. Alternatively it
could be the Canons’ dorter and privy with

parch marks P24 being some of the other
buildings enclosing three sides of a court. This
would place the Canons in a convenient
location for obtaining access to the Sacristy
and the church.
The significant central medieval stone wall

found in ‘Priory Meadow’ building is
probably within the precinct of the nunnery
but outside the enclosure that contained the
Church and nuns’ cloister. It is the west wall
of a large stone building with three small
rectangular unglazed widows at the apex
with broad and deep rear splays to let the
light in. Half way down the external west face
of this wall, crossing the whole width, is a
shallow chamfered offset. Offsets were
occasionally used in medieval stone buildings
to represent the location of an upper floor but
in this instance the offset is too high. It is
more likely that it is an architectural feature
that follows the height of the side wall. The
lack of both buttresses and ventilation slits
would suggest that this building was not a
barn. It is apparent that the windows were to
provide light and the depth and breadth of
their embrasures suggest they lit a large
ground floor or first floor chamber. This wall
could be west wall of ‘St. Edmund’s Hall’, the
monastic guesthouse, which was rebuilt in
1452-3, but the limited structural and
documentary evidence is insufficient to
conclude this.35
The mention of boundary walls within

the accounts does suggest that a precinct
boundary wall surrounded the Nunnery. This
would have been built of stone to control
access and of sufficient height to preserve
privacy but need not have been more than
2m high. Documentary evidence for the
location of the walls is limited to the
‘boundary wall towards Hellidon,’ ‘next to the
highway towards Hellidon,’ ‘next to the
highway towards Shuckborough’ and the
‘boundary wall called St. Edmund’s Barn.’36
In order to understand the possible

location of the precinct walls it is important
to establish the probable medieval route to
Hellidon. The present route to Hellidon is
unlikely to be medieval as the RCHM
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31. Pers. comm. Mrs. G. Darby.
32. Gilchrist 1994, 112.
33. Laughton 2001, 14.
34. Idem p.13.

35. Idem p.13.
36. PRO: SC6/946/24.



earthwork survey of Catesby shows the
present road cutting across ridge and furrow.37
A more likely candidate is the route of the
former avenue of trees crossing ‘Great Abbey
Side’ which has previously been discussed,
and which was on the same alignment as the
earthwork E32. This may indicate the
position of the south-east corner of the
perimeter wall. It would be supposed that the
wall would have followed the line of the mill
leat on the south and west and the two ponds
E8 and E9. St. Edmund’s Barn may have been
located close the north-west corner of the
precinct close to the lower mill pond, where
it may have abutted, or incorporated, the
precinct wall. It had a door at its west end
leading into an orchard that may have abutted
the west section of this enclosing wall.38 From
this point the wall probably lay on the north
side of the building that may have been St.
Edmund’s Hall and continued eastwards until
it reached earthwork E6, which with
earthwork E4 probably formed the medieval
road from the Nunnery to Shuckborough.
Here the wall is presumed to have followed
the southward section of this road which
turns eastwards along the approximate
alignment of the modern roadway leading to
Priory Meadow and then southwards along
earthwork E32, the medieval road to
Hellidon, until it reached the south-east
corner of the precinct. This circuit would
have completely enclosed the nunnery
grounds leaving the church and cloister
located centrally within it.
The principal entrance into the nunnery

precinct would have been a gatehouse, which
would have some architectural distinction
and been the residence of a porter. In the
accounts it is referred to as the Prioress’s gate.
This had a booth next to it in 1382 and there
was a cottage within the gate re-let in 1423.39
Its position would probably have been at the
‘dog-leg’ junction of the road to Hellidon
and the road to Shuckborough. This would
have led into and ‘L’ shaped outer court
encircling the north and west side of the
claustral buildings. This area is the presumed

location of the Upper Mill. Le Barke house for
a dyer, a barley barn, chaff house, great barn,
hay barn, horse-mill, granary, ox-house and
pease barn are mentioned in the accounts. It
is possible that there may have been a second
gate in the north-west of the corner between
the north-west pond E8 and the lower mill
pond E19. A route from this point to the west
end of the village would have allowed access
from the village to ‘Upper Mill’ within the
precinct, the west courtyard and the ‘Lower
Mill’ just outside the precinct wall.
Jane Laughton40 has established some of

the topography of Lower Catesby village.
One of the most frequently mentioned
topographical feature is the pillory, the
manorial court form of punishment where
the guilty party is placed on a platform on a
stout post where the head and hands are
secured between hinged boards. Pillories
were usually erected within market places
and used for punishments such as selling
underweight goods. The Lower Catesby
references are to ‘Pillory Lane’, ‘Pillory Well’
and ‘Pillory Water’ which must have been
located close to each other and the medieval
market place. ‘Pillory Lane’ appears to be part
of ‘the way to Hellidon’ at the western end of
the village on the south side. ‘Pillory Water’
was subject to an ordinance forbidding the
washing of woollens, hides and skins in it and
a tenant was fined for allowing his animals to
damage ‘Pillory Well.41
The obvious candidate for ‘Pillory Lane’ is

the section of the Hellidon to Shuckborough
road, previously discussed, that may have
abutted the north-east precinct boundary.
This was on the south side the south side of
the village and ran along the dam of the large
north-east pond shown on the 1638 map.
This pond was probably the ‘Pillory Water.’
Of the ‘Pillory Well’ there is no trace but in
1883 Sir Henry Dryden recorded an
interesting find in the area. ‘About the spot
(Catesby Abbey) are remains of various ponds,
channels &c. In the winter of 1882-3 Mr.
Goodman, the occupier of the farm under the
present Mr. Attenborough, in cutting a new drain
about 300 feet N by E of the present chapel, came
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37. RCHM NorthamptonshireVol. 4 (1981) fig 37, p.41.
38. Laughton 2001, 14.
39. Idem, p.15.

40. Idem pp.7-32.
41. Idem pp.15, 18.
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upon a pavement of encaustic figured tiles, laid in
mortar, about 6 yards E & W and 4 yards N & S
but irregular in outline. It was about 2ft 6ins under
the surface and was evidently of re-used tiles, as they
were not arranged with regard to pattern. Probably
they came from the nunnery church. Mr. Goodman
from their position near a former pond, and from a
drainpipe being found on the pavement, thought
they were the floor of a bath. … The drain pipe
found on the pavement is a cone [blank] long, about
4 ins diameter at the large end, and 2 ins at the
small end having an aperture 11⁄8" diameter through
it. The original large end is gone.’42 This
description would suggest that Mr. Goodman
found the ‘bath’ or pool of a demolished
cold-water bath house built as a garden
feature for the use of the occupiers of
Catesby Abbey.’43 It is possible that this bath
house would have utilised the former ‘Pillory
Well’ as a water source. The 1801 map shows
a building that would fit this location adjacent
to earthwork E6 to the west of the ‘Long
Pond’ W1. This was about 105m (344 feet)
north-east of the church and so was very
close to the 1882 description.
If the presumed locations of ‘Pillory Lane’

and ‘Pillory Well’ are correct then the
medieval pillory would have been close by
and also the medieval market place. In 1382 a
‘seld’ or booth located next to the Prioress’s
Gate was leased out. The location of this
booth suggests that the market was situated
outside the Nunnery Gatehouse. It can
therefore be argued that if the presumptions
on the location of Pillory Lane, Pillory Water
and Nunnery Gatehouse are correct then the
market place would have been located south
of the present pond W1 about the position of
earthwork E12 at grid reference SP 5163
5962.
The ‘Pillory Water’ was possibly also

known as the ‘fishpond’ or just as the ‘the
pond.’ Its position would tie-in with the 1379
bequest of William Smith to repair the road
between the head of the pond and the end of
Biggin in Shopes. This road would be the
east-west road from Upper Catesby indicated

by earthworks E4 and E3. At least one
building stood next to the fishpond in 1339
as a window opened over it. There are also
several references to the fish weir. Women
washed their clothes there and there was a
cottage or house next to it in 1405.44 As
‘Priory Water’ was the principal pond within
the village of Lower Catesby and therefore
the easiest place for nuns to wash their
clothes, it is likely that the fish weir was
situated at the west end and formed part of
the controlled outlet of water to the lower
pond at E9.
In bringing together the available

cartographic, documentary, earthwork, parch
mark and building analysis information, it has
been possible to put forward a possible layout
of the site which is shown in Figure 11. This
has to be treated with caution. It is a simplistic
analysis of the whole medieval period and
fails to take into account the numerous
changes that would have occurred during this
period. The recently discovered 1638 map has
radically altered the interpretation of the site
and future discoveries through newly found
documentary or archaeological work will
refine or completely alter my historic
analysis. Hopefully my interpretation of the
present knowledge of the site will act as a
stepping stone or challenge for further work
to undertaken.
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The medieval history of Catesby Priory and
its manor was the subject of an article
published in Northamptonshire Past and Present
in 2001.1 This paper continues the story,
presenting the documentary evidence for the
alterations made to the monastic buildings
and precinct in the centuries following the
Dissolution. The sources reveal a continuous
process of change, traces of which are still
visible in the earthworks and parch marks
which have been analysed by Brian Giggins
in the first part of this article. The conversion
of the medieval open fields into the enclosed
landscape we see today deserves a separate
study and will not be treated here.
In 1537, after the dissolution of the

monasteries, the site of the former Cistercian
priory at Catesby and its possessions were
granted to the London lawyer John Onley, in
exchange for £400 and the surrender of a
moiety of the manor of Richards Castle in
Herefordshire and Shropshire.2 Onley came
from an east Warwickshire family and was
possibly a descendant of the John Onley who
had rented pasture land at Catesby in the mid
15th century.3These interests the later Onley
evidently shared, for he soon had a store of
cattle, sheep and wool at Catesby, which his
wife inherited when he died within months
of his purchase of the manor.4
John Onley was succeeded by his son

Edward, and it was he who converted the
claustral ranges of the former priory into a
private house, inserting floors and adding
windows to light the new attic storeys, and
demolishing the nunnery church.5 Edward
Onley may have been influenced by the
building activities of his neighbours. Sir
Edmund Knightley rebuilt the great hall at

Fawsley in the years 1537-42, raising the roof
and adding a new oriel and fireplace. This
work heralded a major programme of expan-
sion and modernisation which continued
throughout the mid 16th century.6 And at
Burton Dassett in Warwickshire, some ten
miles from Catesby, the grazier Peter Temple
transformed an old-fashioned house into a
home fit for a gentleman in the summer
months of 1548 and 1549. At this time
Temple had regular commercial dealings
with villagers living in and around Catesby,
buying cattle and selling wood.7 It is probable
that Edward Onley knew both men and he
may well have wanted a similarly impressive
home, particularly after his appointment as
sheriff of Northamptonshire in 1574. In the
will he made eight years later, he left to his
wife the best bed in the Great Chamber in
the ‘new building’.8
His son Edward inherited the estate and

held it until his death in 1638. During his
tenure he made alterations to the house,
producing the early 17th-century structure
depicted by Henry Dryden in 1844, in his
drawing of the south and east fronts of the
building.9 The recently-discovered map of
1638 depicts the east front with the same three
gables plus a projection (Figure 5).10 Possibly
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Northamptonshire, 139.
9. Northampton Public Library (hereafter NPL),
Dryden Collection, BB93/10315.
10. NRO, Map 6388.



this was the chapel shown on Dryden’s
drawing and which was said to have been
built in ‘about 1640’.11 Edward Onley died in
1638 and the estate passed to a nephew, also
called Edward, who presumably
commissioned the map of Catesby drawn
that year by Richard Whiting of Warwick.
Whiting also produced an accompanying

terrier which is held at Northamptonshire
Record Office and which has hitherto been
dated to the ‘17th century’.12 This terrier
provides additional information about the
changes which had been made in and around
the former monastic precinct by 1638.
Adjacent to the house were a courtyard and
a woodyard three acres in extent; there were
gardens and orchards of similar size. Some
land had been put to practical uses: the
dovehouse yard, the withy plot and the
warren for example, and the hop yard, where
hops still grow in the hedges today. Other
land, however, had been set aside for
recreational purposes. Twenty-four acres had
been carved out of the Lower Biggin and
converted into ‘The Parke’; somewhere there
was a bowling alley. Six ponds were listed, five
of them close to the house. The garden pond
was small but the New Pond and the Old
Pond each exceeded three acres. Other ponds
were in the dovehouse yard and close to the
mill.
Edward Onley sold the Catesby estate to

John Parkhurst in 1664 but the new owner
did not spend time there until after 1680
when he became MP, first for
Northamptonshire and then for Brackley.13 In
1674 the house had 20 hearths and was
smaller than the house at Fawsley, where
Devereux Knightley paid tax on 26 hearths.14
Towards the end of the century, however, the
west range at Catesby was largely rebuilt and
provided with an imposing new front.15
Attention was also given to the grounds. In

1694 John Parkhurst planned to extend his
gardens on the north and the east sides,
realigning the existing roads in the process.
The proposed new road on the north would
pass next to Parkhurst’s great barn and stable,
and through the Oxyard, Dove Close and the
Nether Biggin. An official enquiry evidently
found nothing prejudicial in the proposals
and the boundaries were extended as
planned.16 The ‘dog-leg’ turn taken by the
present road from Catesby to Hellidon results
from this realignment, and the avenue of trees
planted at the time still survives.
A document of 1700 listed the three

gardens belonging to the capital messuage
known as ‘Catesby House’: the Great Garden
with its fishponds adjacent to the house, the
Bakehouse Garden and the Bleaching
Garden. The Woodyard remained and
covered two acres; there were two water
mills, two dovehouses, six acres of land
covered with water and a Coney Grove. The
parcel of enclosed ground called the Parke
was now some 45 acres in extent.17This park
was noted by John Bridges some two decades
later but he declared that the large warren
had been destroyed about 30 years
previously.18 There were still two water mills
and two dovehouses in 1731, but by this date
ten acres of land were covered with water and
the number of gardens had increased to five.19
Possibly this resulted from the exertions of
the gardener John Price, who married the
‘cook-maid’ Elizabeth Bound at Catesby in
January 1731.20 Parklands and avenues were
fashionable at this period, because they
provided a fine setting in which landowners
could display their wealth and power. At
Fawsley there were plans for a new avenue
across the park in 1741; Capability Brown did
further work there in 1763.21

The evidence of the estate map of 1801
has already been discussed in some detail by
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Brian Giggins; he has also redrawn the
section showing the house and its gardens.22
(Figure 4). Some 20 years later George Baker
recorded the small walled park surrounding
‘Catesby House’; he declared that few
features of the former priory remained and
that all that survived of the nuns’ church were
the ‘trefoiled pedimental arches’ and a piscina
at the upper end of the brewhouse.23
The property may have been somewhat

neglected at this time, possibly because it was
occupied by tenants. In 1824 the manors of
Catesby, Hellidon and Staverton were
mortgaged in fee in order to secure £6,000
plus interest. The capital mansion house at
Catesby was now known by the name of the
‘Abbey’ and the site of the house, together
with the garden, pleasure grounds and park
contained just under 31 acres.24 Twenty years
later, when George Charles Parkhurst Baxter
came of age, the ‘Abbey’ was thoroughly
repaired and re-roofed, but Baxter left for the
continent in 1847 and never returned.25 The
Catesby estate was put up for auction and the
sale particulars of 1849, together with the
accompanying map, give full details of the
house and grounds as they then were.26
The ‘ancient manor hall’, claimed to have

been known as ‘Catesby Abbey’ from the
earliest period, consisted of ‘three sides of a
square, the centre area forming a courtyard of
some extent, the range of stabling
completing, though at some distance, the
fourth side’. The auction particulars gave the
dimensions of the numerous rooms and listed
the notable features: the old oak panelling, the
handsome doors in the entrance hall, the
famous kitchen, and the capital arched
cellarage which showed the ponderous
thickness of the walls. The eastern wing was
devoted to the chapel (40 feet long by 16 feet
wide), fitted with pulpit, reading desk and
pews of the finest old carved oak. There was
also an outer chapel or entrance, with stairs
leading to the clock tower. This was

presumably the ‘ante-chapel’ with seats for
the common labourers, described by the
Reverend Thomas James in 1859. The main
chapel contained the high closed pews
occupied by the family, and seats for the
tenants and the upper servants.27
Other buildings listed in the auction

particulars included a spacious brew and
bakehouse, a wood barn, a blacksmith’s shop
and a poultry-house. The ‘capital range of
stabling’ lay to the north of the mansion.
‘Substantially built,’ it comprised five stalls and
three loose boxes, a cow-house for six cows,
a carriage-house and a piggery. Above were
the ‘famous’ lofts for hay, corn and straw, and
a harness room. This building is the present
‘Priory Meadow’ and the famous lofts
remain, their fine roof timbers the sole
survivals of the building activities of Edward
Onley in the second half of the 16th century.
The 1849 sale document placed much

emphasis on the gardens surrounding the
house. In front was a pleasure garden in the
French style, enclosed by a stone wall and
with numerous flowerbeds. To the south the
pleasure garden was more open and to the
rear (east side) was the Rookery with a
beautiful grove of lofty lime trees, affording
cool and delightful promenades during the
summer months. The entrance was at the side
of this grove and commanded a beautiful
view of the stately avenue of noble elms
which led from the mansion to the ruins of
the church in Over Catesby. Several fishponds
adorned the grounds, among them a
particularly large one encircled by trees
where wild fowl congregated and with a
never-failing supply of fish. The house,
gardens, pleasure grounds and ponds covered
71⁄2 acres, and the park with its ponds, stables
and buildings was 161⁄2 acres in extent.
In spite of these glowing descriptions the

house remained unsold until 1857, when it
was purchased by James Attenborough of
Brampton Ash. According to his nephew
Attenborough was advised by everyone to
pull it down as there was nothing worth
preserving. The nephew had never seen ‘a
more uninteresting building, so different to
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monastic buildings generally’.28With demoli-
tion imminent, members of Northampton
Architectural Society visited Catesby in June
and in September 1859. They found the
house in a ruinous condition and the chapel
was ‘utterly condemned as unimprovable’.
Both were pulled down in 1860 or 1861. A
new chapel measuring 54 feet by 181⁄2 feet
was erected on the site of the ancient one in
1861-2, with the medieval sedilia and piscina
reset; a new mansion house was built on
Church Hill in 1863, incorporating some
medieval panelling and a 17th-century
staircase from the old one.29
The conveyance document of James

Attenborough’s will records the changes
made on the site by 1869. The mansion
house and its offices had been pulled down,
and the courtyard garden and pleasure garden
had been thrown into the Park. The T-Pond
and the New Pond had been filled up. Other
outbuildings had been demolished and the
stables had been converted into six cottages;
in the yard at the back were the privies and
also a bakehouse. Part of the courtyard garden
was now occupied as gardens for the cottages.
In 1872 four new pales were fixed on the
gates at the entrance of Upper Cottage; the
wood fence in front of the cottages and the
return of the fence as far as the sunk fence
were painted.30 In later years Attenborough
was accused of cutting down the avenue of
elms leading to the church in Upper Catesby
but this charge was refuted by a relative. The

grove of lime trees and part of the Rookery
were cut down, however, and sold for a large
sum of money.31 Further changes were made
to the surviving buildings and grounds in the
20th century. The former carriage house and
stable block were converted into three private
houses in the 1950s; the six cottages became
the two dwellings known as ‘Priory
Meadow’ in 1985 and the gardens were
reorganised.32
In May 1536 the king’s commissioners for

monasteries in Northamptonshire (among
them Edmund Knightley) reported that they
had found the priory at Catesby to be in very
perfect order, with the prioress and sisters as
good as they had ever seen. If any religious
house deserved to stand, none was more
meet for the king’s charity than this one.
These recommendations displeased the king,
who accused the commissioners of accepting
‘rewards’ from the convent. Somewhat
chastened, they returned to Catesby a month
later to begin the suppression.33Within a few
years the Onley family initiated the sequence
of alterations which continued in the
centuries that followed and which has left so
many traces in the present landscape.
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Northampton was a remarkable place in the
decade of the ‘forty-five’; superficially an
ordinary small market town, it was home in
the mid-18th century to men and enterprises
that influenced events far wider than their
place or time.
Perhaps best known today of those North-

ampton residents, was Philip Doddridge, a
non-conforming minister of religion who
arrived in the town in 1729 bringing with
him a small school that grew in numbers and
prestige to rank among the more renowned
of non-conformist seminaries. As an educ-
ationalist, Doddridge was respected by
members of British universities and more
widely. At his academy students were trained
to think – and to be independent and open
in their thinking. Although the principal
direction of teaching was towards a religious
ministry, this academy was equipped with
such scientific apparatus as the times and
funds allowed and some students displayed
technical and scientific leanings that later
found expression in noteworthy industrial
and scientific innovation. Two such were John
Roebuck and Joseph Priestley; the former
best known for his Carron Ironworks and the
lead-chamber method of sulphuric acid
production, and the latter for being a leader
in the isolation of gases.1
A Northampton resident of the 1740s less

well-recorded than Doddridge was Thomas
Yeoman, a millwright, who had come from
the London area to carry out work associated
with a cotton spinning mill that began prod-
uction in 1742. This was owned by Edward
Cave, born in Rugby but resident in London
where he had founded The Gentleman’s
Magazine, a nationally read publication which
was to continue in circulation long after his
death. Housed in an old corn mill renovated
for its new purpose, Cave’s was no ordinary

cotton factory – it was ‘the ancestor of all
cotton spinning mills’.2
Thomas Yeoman was, in some measure, in

Cave’s employ, but he also had other interests.
One of these was the installation of ‘ventil-
ators’ devised by the Rev. Dr. Stephen Hales
FRS, probably the leading scientist of his
time. The purpose of these ventilators was the
removal of noxious air from mines, gaols,
workhouses, the below-decks areas of ships
and other confined spaces. They were highly
successful and noticeably reduced death rates
wherever they were installed.3
Another of Yeoman’s varied interests was

surveying, and it was he who surveyed the
Nene from Thrapston to Northampton in
1744 with a view to rendering that stretch of
the river navigable, though it was to be 12
years before this major and expensive
undertaking was put into practice under
Yeoman’s supervision. The timing of the
operation had political undertones related to
the need of local prominent Whigs (more
particularly Lord Halifax) to be attentive to
matters affecting Northampton townsfolk.
With his seat at Horton, only a few miles out
of town, Halifax displayed a marked
benevolence towards events close at hand.4
Halifax became President of the Board of

Trade and Plantations in 1748 and was
responsible for a considerable extension of
commerce with North America. Among his
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innovations were instructions that all
transports to Nova Scotia were to be installed
with Hales’ ventilators – with Yeoman in
charge of installation. Eight years later
Yeoman was appointed to take responsibility
for ventilation arrangements on all naval ships
with the style of ‘Chief Marine Super-
intendent of H.M. Navy’.5
Northampton had been one of the first

towns in the country to set up a charity
school and it was not long before it took a
lead in another philanthropic venture. A
local surgeon had expressed the opinion, in
1731, that an infirmary ought to be
established in every county centre. The first
was opened at Winchester in 1736; North-
ampton was not far behind. At the head of a
subscription list opened in 1743 was the
Countess of Halifax; Edward Cave’s was the
next highest donation. Cave’s name was
immediately followed by that of Thomas
Yeoman.  When it came to the practicalities
of putting the scheme into effect, it seems
that Yeoman and Doddridge were the people
most heavily involved. (Hales was not slow to
urge that a ventilator be installed, providing
Yeoman with an account of ventilators
erected at a London hospital.)6
In 1747 a quiet, taciturn man of no great

presence entered this lively Northampton
stage. He was William Shipley, a teacher of
drawing and painting of whom it has been
said, he ‘did not create masterpieces, he made
masters instead’. Though an artist of no mean
quality Shipley had scientific interests and also
had friends in a better position than he to
indulge such interests. One of these was
Henry Baker, FRS, FSA, who asked Shipley
as he moved from London to Northampton
to keep him informed of any ‘natural
curiosities’ he came across.7
Shipley was soon in a position to give his

friend Baker pleasing news for not long after
his arrival he was invited to meetings of the

town’s Philosophical Society, some of the
members of which were happy to
correspond with people in other parts of the
country possessing scientific interests. In a
very short time Baker was in communication
with Doddridge.8
The Northampton Philosophical Society

was one of many similar associations of
thinkers to be formed during the 18th
century. It was exceptional in so far as its
activities were unusually well recorded, due
to their receiving frequent mention in The
Gentleman’s Magazine. Although Edward
Cave, the proprietor/editor of that periodical,
may have been a member he was not in a
position to attend meetings frequently; the
most likely reporter was Yeoman. He was one
of the Society’s earliest members and was
several times its President. He was also a
frequent lecturer, discoursing on electrical
phenomena and a range of mechanical
subjects.
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So here in this small provincial town with
one of the first charity schools in the country,
was an infirmary – one of the earliest of its
kind used as a model for others, a seminary of
outstanding educational quality, the world’s
first cotton spinning mill, there was also a
philosophical society with some notable
contacts.
In summary, this society’s relevant mem-

bership and contacts included: Thomas
Yeoman, perhaps the first person to whom
the style ‘Civil Engineer’ was applied, whose
acquaintances included Lord Halifax – leading
Whig politician and sometime President of
the Board of Trade, Dr. Stephen Hales – one
of the more distinguished scientists of his
time, and Edward Cave – publisher of a
nationally distributed periodical and an
associate of Dr. Samuel Johnson and also his
American fellow-printer, Benjamin Franklin;
Dr. Philip Doddridge – educationalist with

extensive contacts including Lord Halifax,
Henry Baker FRS and, among a great many
others, Dr. Isaac Maddox, Bishop of
Worcester who regularly met with Dr.
Stephen Hales on a London philanthropic
committee; and William Shipley – an art
master with scientific interests and a head full
of schemes for national improvement. Two
other members of the Northampton Society
will receive mention below in a different
context.
For some years Shipley had been con-

sidering the merits of giving awards for
innovation in a variety of spheres of activity.
It is said that he was impressed by the
improvements made in bloodstock by the
prizes to be won at races. His mind moved
towards a scheme of offering awards to
encourage improvements in various aspects
of national life, such as agriculture and manu-
facturing; the awards or ‘premiums’ to come
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Figure 2: An extract from Shipley’s ‘Proposals… for the promoting of Liberal
Arts, Sciences, Manufactures, etc.’ published in the Northampton Mercury, 8th June 1753



from funds raised by donations or subscrip-
tions provided by supporters of such a
scheme.
Shipley was not the first to think on these

lines. Probably the most successful of similar
projects had been the Dublin Society for
Promoting Husbandry and other Useful Arts
founded in 1731. Shipley’s ideas were not
very different but rather broader in outlook.
Although his Northampton friends were
initially lukewarm to his ideas, some gradually
came round to them and, so encouraged, he
went ahead and published his ‘Proposals for
raising by Subscription a Fund to be
distributed in Premiums for the promoting of
Liberal Arts and Sciences, Manufactures etc.’
dated, ‘Northampton, June 8, 1753’ this was
an announcement that was to have far-
reaching consequences.
However great the merits of the lively

town from which Shipley launched his
‘Proposals’, if they were to have national
appeal he had to return to the metropolis
where people of standing and influence were
more numerous. Even there the backing of
people of high social station would be
desirable, if not essential. Again Shipley’s
Northampton contacts played a part; but it
was Dr. Stephen Hales whose significant
Northampton acquaintances at this time
were Thomas Yeoman and Lord Halifax who
was to play the crucial role. As Shipley’s
thoughts had been maturing, Henry Baker,
who had good reason to believe that Hales
would be sympathetic to Shipley’s plan, had
suggested that he should seek means to make
his ideas known to Hales. It is likely that
either Yeoman or Halifax was the means of
providing an introduction.
Baker was right, Hales did more than

sympathize or make encouraging noises, he
was quick to recommend Shipley to two
members of the nobility whose patronage
was vital, Lords Romney and Folkstone. In
addition, probably through Hales’ influence,
the Bishop of Worcester readily backed
Shipley and recommended a meeting of
those who had indicated support. Although
the bishop was not able to attend this
meeting, he sent a monetary contribution. So
it was that Lords Romney and Folkstone, Dr.
Stephen Hales FRS, Henry Baker FRS,

William Shipley and half a dozen others,
principally London acquaintances of Shipley,
gathered in a Covent Garden coffee-house
on the 22nd of March 1754 – and, at that
coffee-house meeting, the Society of Arts was
born. Permission to add the word ‘Royal’ was
granted a century and a half later.9
None of the people who met with Shipley

in March 1754 was a direct Northampton
acquaintance. Doddridge had died three years
earlier; Cave two months before; Yeoman was
active on surveying work in the Midlands
and on other business. However, from 1760
onwards, after returning to London to reside,
he took a very active part in the new Society.
As indicated, Doddridge’s friend, the Bishop
of Worcester, was an essential element in
getting the Society started. Cave’s acquaint-
ance Samuel Johnson was soon an active
member, as also was Cave’s friend, Benjamin
Franklin, who paid a Life Subscription in
1756, corresponded with the Society from
America and, during a stay in England, chair-
ed at least one of the Society’s committees. Sir
Thomas Samwell Bt. and William Hanbury
FRS, of the Northampton Philosophical
Society, preceded Yeoman in membership as
also did Lord Halifax.
The Society of Arts’ title confuses many

unacquainted with the breadth of the term
‘arts’ in the 18th century. At that time Thomas
Yeoman could properly be referred to as an
‘artist’, as could the more famed civil engineer
John Smeaton. People possessing such pract-
ical skills as those of millwrights, shipwrights,
architects, agriculturalists, apothecaries and the
like were all ‘artists’. ‘Philosophical’, as in the
title of the Northampton Society, was a
common 18th-century adjective distinguish-
ing these technical ‘arts’ from the ‘polite arts’.
Fairly soon after its inception the Society of
Arts began to appoint specialist committees
relating to the practical spheres in respect of
which awards were offered; these were
Agriculture, Manufactures, Mechanics and
Chemistry. There were also committees
concerned with Polite Arts and Colonies and
Trade.
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Expressed briefly, the initial plan was to
collect annual subscriptions (five guineas
from nobility, two guineas from other
members) to be distributed as monetary
awards (‘premiums’) to candidates most
successful in devising improvements in
specified fields of activity. Later, awards were
also given to applicants who offered
innovative proposals accepted as meritorious
by the Society although relating to matters
not set out on its ‘Premium Lists’; ‘bounties’
was the term generally applied to these
awards. In all cases immediate publication of
all improvements rewarded was a condition
of acceptance. Such publication could be by
public notice, as in the Society’s Transactions,
or where more appropriate, by the submiss-
ion of a model which would be placed in the
Society’s ‘Repository’ to be freely available for
examination by the public.
In the Society’s category of Polite Arts

young people were usually offered gold and
silver medals rather than monetary awards.
Later, medals proved to be incentives to
landowners for whom a 20 or even 50 guinea

award was not deemed suitable recognition.
For these people the principle objective was
to encourage the planting of trees on account
of a long-standing but increasingly critical
shortage of timber for shipbuilding, iron
smelting and other industrial and domestic
purposes. It has been estimated that in
consequence of these awards more than
50,000,000 trees were grown, including
15,000,000 oaks.10
No such spectacular figures can be claimed

regarding other subjects to which the Society
paid attention. These were extremely
numerous and superficially they may not
seem now to be of great consequence but
they had merit in and for their times. They
have been recorded elsewhere.11The Society’s
annual ‘Premium Lists’ were a compilation of
subjects requiring improvement for the good
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Figure 3: Front entrance to the home of the RSA. Built for the Society by the brothers
Adam as part of their Adelphi development, it has been occupied by the Society from 1774
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of the national economy. It may be, however,
that the Society’s greatest contribution lay less
in the individual subjects for which it was
able to give awards than in the stimulation of
a general sense of ‘improvement’ or awareness
of the desiderata of innovation.
After an anxious start, the Society made

solid progress and it is remarkable how
quickly it became known and regarded
countrywide. To many it was ‘The Science
and Arts Society’, to some ‘The Patriotic
Society’. Its first 50 years had the roseate glow
of success and general respect but, for a
variety of reasons, the original award-offering
programme began to fall out of favour,
especially in the early decades of the 19th
century. From the 1840s onwards fresh
approaches to the stimulation of innovation
were developed, including annual exhibitions
of the products of industry culminating in the
great International Exhibition of 1851. This
was followed by encouragement of technical
education through Mechanics’ Institutes and
a series of technical and commercial
examinations. When in good running order
the former were hived off to the freshly
founded City and Guilds of London

Institute; the commercial examinations
remained with the Society for another
century but are now controlled by a separate
body, although retaining the style ‘RSA’ by
agreement with the Society. Something
resembling a return to award-giving occurred
with the revival of Industrial Art
competitions in 1938. The following year saw
the institution of the Faculty of Royal
Designers for Industry (RDIs). More recently
an ‘Education for Capability’ campaign was
launched, to be followed a few years later by
events intended to stress ‘Industry Matters’,
including an ‘Industry Year’.
The work initiated in Northampton by

William Shipley two and a half centuries ago
and backed by some of his Northampton
acquaintances still goes on:

‘For their work continueth
Broad and deep continueth
Greater than their knowing’

(Rudyard Kipling: Stalky & Co.)
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This article focuses on the enclosure
movement and its effect on the three
Northamptonshire parishes of Warmington,
Whittlebury and Roade between 1775 and
1820. The respective dates of enclosure Acts
were 1774, 1797 and 1816. Issues to be
examined include costs of enclosure, the
effects that enclosure had on landholders in
regard to land awards, loss of common right,
and employment and demographic trends.
The parishes chosen provide contrasting
differences, with Warmington generally situ-
ated in a region of low lying ground with
meadow, while both Whittlebury and Roade
can be classed as ‘woodland parishes’.
Presentation of a bill to parliament was

often decided by the lord of the manor, the
clergy and prominent landowners, with little
consultation with other proprietors. This
appears to have been the case in Warmington
and Roade. A letter to a small landowner in
Warmington indicates that he had little
influence in enclosure decisions.1

Sir, you are a proprietor of a very small
parcel of land in Warmington, which
parish it is proposed to inclose and it will
be of great benefit to the proprietors. I
send you a copy of the bill which has been
approved by Mr. Blowfield. I got it … only
yesterday and should have sent it to you
sooner. I am going to Oundle tomorrow
morning for a few days. As soon as I return
to town will wait up on you about this
… and hope I shall find the bill has your
appropriation.

The letter makes it clear that Mr. (Ishmael)
Blowfield was an important person in the
parish, further confirmed in the enclosure
award which named him as a  ‘prominent prop-
rietor in Warmington,’ and awarded 158 acres
of land or 5.7 per cent of the total enclosed.

The enclosure act describes him as a North-
amptonshire gentleman from Oundle.2
In Roade, the rector, who was also the

rector of most of the nearby township of
Ashton, gave his assent to enclosure of the
parish to the steward of the lord of the
manor, the Duke of Grafton, in 1816, the year
of the enclosure Act (Figure 1). The steward,
named as ‘Mr. Roper,’ was John Roper from
Potterspury, who was one of two
commissioners appointed in Roade in 1819
and also one of the three commissioners
appointed in Whittlebury.3
Enclosure acts usually stipulated that if a

commissioner died or became incapacit-
ated, he would be replaced by a nominee of
the interested party.4 The rector of Roade
was empowered to appoint any new com-
missioners as and when required. Two
commissioners were paid £150 each, and
should they require more than 60 days to
complete their work they could claim £2
10s. per day.5 Disputes over awards made by
commissioners could lead to umpires being
appointed to arbitrate matters, as at Roade
where John Davis of Bloxham was paid £3
for each day he was engaged.6 A feature of
enclosure costs was that landholders were
usually expected to meet them within a
relatively short period, regardless of their
ability to pay. Commissioners, empowered by
warrant, could relieve a person of goods and
chattels which would be sold with any
overplus returned to that person. In Roade,
the sale of these articles was determined at a
price set by the commissioners and con-
sidered by them to be fair.7 In Warmington, it
was stipulated that if after 21 days payment
had not been received, a copy of the rate
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1. Northamptonshire Record Office (NRO), ZA 5888,
26 March 1774.
2. NRO, ML799, the Award made 19 April 1775 refers
to Blowfield.

3. NRO, M36. Whittlebury Award; 2818/4, Roade
Award.
4. W. E. Tate, The English Village Community and the
Enclosure Movement (1967), pp.107-14.
5. NRO, RC7/45, Award extract gives details of
commissioners’ fees, 11 June 1819.
6. NRO, RC7/45, details of appointment of an umpire
in Roade.
7. NRO, 2818/4 Roade topographical notes.



would be affixed to the doors of the parish
church. Certain proprietors were authorized
by the commissioners to enter any part of the
land of the debtor and take away goods or
chattels found, and keep them for five days at
the expense of the debtor. If no payment was
forthcoming then these personal possessions
would be sold, with any surplus following
subsequent charges returned to the owner
under the proviso that payments of the rates
levied thereafter would be paid. Doubt
regarding future payments meant surplus
money remaining as security. The surveyors
were required to produce receipts or
vouchers for all payments of 20 shillings and
upwards as well as showing accounts of
monies collected, received and laid out.8
If costs were to be met by the sale of land,

commissioners would estimate what land was
sufficient to raise the required sums of money.
Loans were available for landholders in
Whittlebury and Roade, not to exceed £3

per acre in Whittlebury and £5 per acre in
Roade, with interest set at five per cent for
both parishes.9 These terms seem harsh for
small landholders if one considers that
labouring payments varied little in this
period, being between one shilling and one
shilling and six pence per day.10
Enclosure usually meant clergy were

exonerated from paying boundary costs. In
Warmington, the Vicar, John Morgan and the
Rector, William Compton had their
allotments fenced around with ditches and
quickset hedges made at the expense of other
proprietors, who were also designated to
maintain their boundaries thereafter.11 In
Roade, the clergy were exempt from costs for
seven years, after which they would be faced
with meeting the expense of repairs.12 Both
the rector and vicar of Roade were still to be
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Figure 1: Instructions from the Rector of Roade for the Enclosure Bill of Roade,
1816 (Northamptonshire Record Office, G4136/8; photograph Peter Moyse)

8. NRO, ML799, consequences of non-payment in
Warmington.

9. NRO, G49 stipulated details of loans for Whittlebury;
YZ 562 details of loans for Roade.
10. NRO, 342P/124, Surveyors of the highway account
book 1796-1813 in Warmington.
11. Ibid.
12. NRO, RC7/45.
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Figure 2: Part of Warmington enclosure map, 1775
(Northamptonshire Record Office, Map 2864B; photograph Peter Moyse)



paid surplice fees, mortuaries, and Easter
offerings.13 Costs passed on by the clergy in
Roade included the erecting of barns and
other buildings due to the rector’s allotments
being a good distance from the rectory, while
the vicar’s allotments had no buildings or
barns on them, nor were there any available
in exchange.14
Ongoing costs for proprietors in Whittle-

bury included keeping enclosed hedges,
ditches, mounds and fences in good repair.
Proprietors whose land adjoined Whittle-
wood Forest faced a penalty should fences be
neglected. Jurors residing in Whittlebury
viewed that if the fences did need repair, the
owner would receive written notice for this
to be done within six days, and neglect or
refusal to carry out this work would result in
a penalty of 40 shillings being imposed.15 In
Roade it was stipulated that if any gate, stile,
post, rail or any other fence was damaged,
then a penalty would be imposed on the
perpetrator.16
Enclosure costs in Warmington and Roade

led to improvements in road construction
and drainage systems. Commissioners in
Warmington empowered the responsibility
of maintaining roads and footpaths to
appointed proprietors whose expenses were
covered with a rate levied on those land-
holders benefiting from this maintenance.
One of these proprietors was Ishmael
Blowfield who was given the task of
maintaining and allowing certain proprietors
and tenants to dig mortar for present or
future buildings. Road maintenance included
straightening or completely replacing roads
with new cuts set at a standard width. In
Warmington, public roads were set 60 feet
wide with private roads built to accomm-
odate owners and occupiers of that area,
while in Roade the roads were reduced to a
width of 30 feet. Warmington also had a
hauling way and towing paths maintained by
the side of the River Nene for horses,
hauling, drawing or towing boats or barges
along the river, with costs only apportioned
to those proprietors who benefited.17

Drainage costs were relatively high in
Warmington with poor drainage a serious
problem for the soil. Although open fields
were drained by furrows between strips of
land, much of the rich soil was eroded away
and the furrows were often full of water
washing away manure.18 Five of the principal
proprietors were appointed surveyors of the
highway with all five or any three,
empowered to scour out or cleanse and repair
the drains and all the banks. Costs were
financed by a levy on all property owners or
proprietors who required them, such as those
residing in marshland areas, or those who had
allotments near the banks of the River Nene.
There was also a charge for the building of a
sluice built to discharge the water into the
River Nene.19
Parishes were required to keep records of

land tax returns from 1780, although in the
case of Warmington they can be found in
1748 and 1749 but not again until 1775.
Land tax returns are an important source in
determining the amount of land owned and
the number of landholders in a parish,
although there are major flaws in the
calculation of accurate figures, for example
different soils were valued at different rates
within and between parishes.20 A
memorandum listing the value of land to be
enclosed in Lords Fields, in the parish of
Whittlebury shows that within an area of 40
acres, the acreage value varies between £17
6s. and £7 6s.21Whittlebury also paid a land
tax rate three times higher than the
neighbouring parish, Greens Norton.22
Following the enclosure of Warmington in

1775, the lord of the manor, Thomas Powys,
was given the title of 1st Baron Lilford and
became one of two members of parliament
for the County.23 The land awarded came to
2,763 acres, of which Powys was allotted
1,077 acres or 39 per cent. There was a
deduction of 44 acres from the rector’s total
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13. NRO, YZ5762
14. Ibid.
15. NRO, M36, Whittlebury Act.
16. NRO, G4136/2.

17. NRO, ML799.
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as recompense for the annual sum of £24
charges for glebe lands and rights of
common. Prior to enclosure, the rector was
entitled to both great and small tithes as well
as glebe land and rights of common, and was
compensated with 553 acres of land or 20 per
cent of total land enclosed.24 The vicar, John
Morgan also received compensation for his
glebe land and common right with the award
of 54 acres. Morgan would continue to
receive great and small tithes in old enclosed
land in nearby Eaglethorpe, amounting to
£10 per year as well as surplice fees and
Easter offerings.25 Four landholders were
awarded more than 100 acres and accounted
for 20 per cent of the total award.26 If
medium sized landholders are defined as
those awarded between 20 and 100 acres
then seven proprietors fall into this category,
and they accounted for 333 acres or 12 per
cent of the total award, leaving just 7 per cent
of the land owned by 28 small proprietors.27
Land tax returns for Warmington in 1775

reveal that of 13 small landholders awarded
land following enclosure, five are not listed,
their names only appearing six years later.28
This may have been due to delays in meeting
the enclosure payments, or the amount of
land awarded was deemed to be too
negligible to be taxed. However, it does
appear that there was a substantial reduction
in small holders in this parish following
enclosure, with 41 small holders in
Warmington in the year of the award,
reduced to 21 by 1786. The number of large
landholders remained static and medium size
holders reduced by just two. These figures are

reflected in land tax returns showing 59
proprietors in 1775 reduced to 29 by 1786.29
For this purpose acreage equivalents are used.
These are calculated by dividing the total
parish tax sum by the number of acres of
taxable land in a parish for a particular period.
This is £0.089 between the years 1776 at
Warmington, after dividing the total amount
of land tax paid per year, £245.65, by the
total acreage awarded, 2,766 acres. Acreage
equivalent calculations in Table 1 show the
beneficiaries to be landholders awarded 100
acres or more, with four landholders
increasing their holdings by 594 acres, an
increase of 105 per cent. Ten of the small
landholders no longer listed as proprietors in
the 1786 land tax returns were now tenants
for the lord of the manor.30
Twelve cottagers in Warmington who had

been allowed to keep a maximum of four
cows and 20 sheep on the commons, were
compensated with land totalling just over 34
acres between them.31 However, only one
cottager (Mrs. Drake), remained a landholder
by 1786, with 10 out of 12 cottagers not even
taking up their allotments.32
In Whittlebury, the Duke of Grafton, as the

lord of the manor, was awarded 41 acres, or 6
per cent of the land which included an
eighteenth of all common and waste ground
that was not common right to any person,
deemed to be in lieu of right to the soil.33The
rector was awarded 178 acres or 26.5 per cent
of land and was recompensed for his tithes by
a corn rent based on the average price of
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Table 1 Land holdings of more than 100 acres in Warmington 1775-1780

Awards 1775 Acres Land tax in 1780 Acreage equivalents in 1780

J. Maydwell 175.5 £11 14s. 10d. 266.8 (52% increase)
I. Blowfield 158 £14 19s. 10d. 340.6 (115% increase)
T. Cockman 125 £8 16s. 2d. 200.1 (60% increase)
S. Rudge 106 £15 9s. 3d. 351.4 (234% increase)

Source: Northamptonshire Record Office, Warmington land-tax returns 1775-80

24. NRO, ML799.
25. Ibid.
26. Ibid.
27. Ibid.
28. NRO, Warmington land-tax returns 1775-86.

29. NRO, Warmington land-tax returns 1775-86.
30. Ibid., 1775-80.
31. NRO, Warmington land-tax returns 1775-86,
Warmington: Cotterstock glebe terriers.
32. NRO, ML799.
33. NRO, G49. Act for Whittlebury.



wheat in Northamptonshire for the 21 years
prior to January 1796. This would be charged
to proprietors in four even and equal
payments per year, and had to be paid within
28 days notice.34 Apart from the rector, the
most prominent landholder was John Cooke
who was allotted just over 127 acres or 19 per
cent of the award. Six landholders awarded
between 20 and 60 acres, accounted for 244
acres or 36 per cent of the land, with the
remaining 12 per cent allotted to 22 small
landholders.35 Although the names of four
small landholders are missing from land tax
returns between 1798 and 1808, they are
replaced with four more, three probably
being family members. Alice Tilley was
replaced by Joseph Tilley in 1803, Joseph
Linnell by S. Linnell in 1803 and Thomas
Padbury by Michael Padbury in 1801.36
The total number of landholders for

Whittlebury increased from 27 to 32
between 1798 and 1809 with little difference
in acreage amounts for both large and small
landholders. For instance, the four largest
landholders who included the lord of the
manor, the Rector H. Beauclerk, Thomas
Cooke and Lord Bathurst, accounted for 458
acres or 68 per cent of the land in 1798 and
totalled 445 acres ten years later. Those
owning less than 10 acres of land accounted
for 49 acres in 1798 and 52 acres in 1804.37
Proprietors in Whittlebury entitled to
common right could graze their cattle over
two pieces of ground called Porters Wood
and Long Hedge (detached parts of
Whittlewood Forest, 75 acres, lying on the
edge of Whittlebury fields) for a term of 12
out of 21 years. Although the next term of 12
years would commence before the award,
common right was to be extinguished within
12 months after the award. Those deemed to
be awarded land in lieu of common right
were given a period of six months to decide
whether to accept it or not.38 There is a lack
of information regarding compensation for
loss of common right for tenant cottagers,
probably because the parish had access to

Whittlewood Forest where commons
remained open until the 1850s, until it too
was enclosed.39
The land award in Roade in 1819

included 534 acres of land previously
enclosed, as well as 1,036 open-field acres.
Boundary problems were prevalent due to
some farms being in the parishes of Hartwell,
Ashton and Stoke Bruerne, and several
exchanges of land had to be made to get a
simple well defined boundary line.40The lord
of the manor was allotted 519 acres which
included 188 acres from previously enclosed
land, amounting to around a third of the total
award. The rector was not the incumbent and
was rector of most of the land in nearby
Ashton. He was awarded just over 75 acres in
lieu of glebe land, while the vicar of Roade
was allotted a total of 133 acres in lieu of
tithes and glebe land. Overall the total land
award to the clergy accounts for 13 per cent
of the award. Large landholders of the parish
or those awarded between 50 and 100 acres
numbered six and accounted for over 415
acres or 26 per cent of the total award.
Medium size landholders awarded between
10 and 50 acres numbered six, which
represented 129 acres or 8 per cent of the
total award. Eight proprietors awarded land
less than two acres either sold or exchanged
land, or because of the costs refused to accept
land allotted, with only Daniel Wiggs
awarded 19 perches becoming a tenant, in
this case to one of the larger landholders, Sir
William Wake.41
Of the 17 small landholders in Roade

who accepted their awards, only one, George
Pinkard, awarded less than two acres gave up
his land and became a tenant for another
small holder, Rueben Winters in 1822.
Charles Dent and William Geary both small
holders no longer owned land by 1826 while
William Black, another small holder was
replaced by Susannah Black in 1824. No
large landholders’ names are absent from the
land tax returns in the six years following the
award, with just one medium size landholder,
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35. NRO, M36. Whittlebury Award.
36. NRO, Whittlebury land-tax returns 1798-1808.
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John Lovell, awarded 34 acres no longer on
the land tax returns by 1825.42The number of
proprietors remained stable following
enclosure with a total of 35 in 1817 rising to
39 by 1826 and is reflected in land holdings
between these years. Two proprietors, John
and Charles Markham reduced their land
holdings by a total of 76 acres, while three
proprietors; the vicar of Roade, Stephen
Warwick and Robert Cave increased their
holdings by 30 acres. Small landholders saw a
slight rise in total land ownership with 16
owning less than 10 acres increasing to 20.43
To summarise, Warmington saw a

reduction of small holders between 1775 and
1786, from 41 to 21, with land transferred to
large landholders who within five years had
increased their holdings from 564 to 1,159
acres. Nine proprietors became tenants of a
large landholder within this period and
another five becoming tenants for the Lord of
the Manor.A major factor in the reduction of
small landholders in Warmington may have
been increases in rent. In contrast to Warm-
ington, the number of small landholders in
Whittlebury remained constant with some
small holders replaced by others. This was also
the case in Roade, where although eight
small holders either sold, exchanged or
refused the allotments awarded to them, their

numbers did not diminish in the immediate
years following enclosure.44
The importance enclosures had on

common and waste land can be shown in
J. Neeson’s calculations that one acre in six
in unenclosed Northamptonshire in 1750
was common waste.45 Owners of common
right in Warmington were allowed to keep a
relatively healthy number of livestock on
small pieces of land, prior to enclosure. For
example, Figure 3 shows a cottage advertised
for sale in the Northampton Mercury in
1753, with common right allowing the cott-
ager three acres of land for two cows and ten
sheep to graze. In Roade, every occupier of
open field land could pasture a horse or a
cow before enclosure. In 1764 the following
orders and regulations were made by the
juries of the parishes of Ashton, Roade and
Hartwell.46

That each occupier of lands in the said
three parishes… put on the open fields
and commonable land three sheep for
each acre of ley ground. In these fields one
sheep for each acre of Meadow land…
one cow for every fifteen acres of arable
land which each occupier of land holds…
and not changing again in the year.
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Figure 3: Notice for the sale of a cottage at Warmington, 1753
(Northampton Mercury) 

42. NRO, Roade land-tax returns 1817-26.
43. Ibid.

44. Northants RO, 2818/4 Roade topographical notes;
Roade land-tax returns 1817-26.
45. Neeson, Commoners, pp.96-97.
46. NRO, Roade G3626b.



Once bylaws or field orders were ratified,
field officers were appointed whose duties
included dealing with stints, agistments and
brandings to control the number of livestock
on the commons.47 For example the parish
jury in Whittlebury in 1764 ordered that
branding the cattle was a precaution taken in
the commons after harvest.48

we further agree that all persons in
Whittlebury who puts any great cattle in
the field shall within three days after it is
cleared: shall keep… brand of the first
letter of their cristian name. It’s for such
default the owner shall pay two shillings
for each not branded. And if any person
sells any commons the persons as sells
them shall within three days give notice to
their field tellers who he sells them to, and
first letter of their name shall be
aforementioned

Custom required not only branding of cattle,
but stinting was also used to restrict the
number of animals that could be pastured.
During harvest grazing during the night was
forbidden and breach of the custom resulted
in heavy fines. In Whittlebury in 1724 it was
ordered that 49

no person whatsoever having right of
common in fields of Whittlebury shall

turn any horses, cows from sun setting to
sun rising till harvest is wholley got in
penalty three shillings and four pence

In Roade in 1764 it was decided that50

the field tellers to pound… cattle that are
turned on to the Common Fields or
Commonable ground of Ashton, Roade
or Hartwell above the aforesaid …
regulation for cattle to be taken and
grounded and one shilling to each. Field
tellers each and every day they go out and
take account of each persons stock to be
paid out of each persons belongings… the
penalty of five pounds on each and every
default to the Lord of the Manor of
Grafton

Hogs were kept away from the horse pool
when they were more than ten weeks old to
keep the water clean. Unringed pigs were
also a health hazard and could damage the
pasture. In 1724 an order was made that ‘all
hogs and pigs of eight weeks be ringed by the
first day of November.… every person
making default to pay three shillings to the
Lord of the Manor.’51 However, supervision
of different parishes provided different
problems. For example, it appears that
woodland areas were easier to supervise
livestock, consequently reducing the threat of
disease. This was the case in Whittlebury,
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Table 2: Population of the parishes of Warmington, Whittlebury and Roade
1801-1851

Year Warmington Percentage Whittlebury Percentage Roade Percentage
increase increase increase

1801 450 533 345
1811 480 6.6 537 0.75 428 24
1821 519 8.1 642 19.5 480 12.1
1831 617 18.8 670 4.4 553 15.2
1841 640 3.7 748 11.6 716 29.4
1851 671 4.8 707 (5.4) 695 2.9

Source: Census 1801-51, Population of England and Wales I, Division 3
South Midland Counties (1852), pp.38-50

47. Neeson, Commoners, pp.110-11.
48. NRO, G362 1h, Branding in Whittlebury.
49. NRO, G3379b. Stints in Whittlebury.

50. NRO, G3626b. Stints in Roade.
51. NRO, Roade G3293a. 



where grazing rights differed from the other
two parishes. Commoners had access to the
commons in Whittlewood Forest and
although only cows, bullocks and horses were
commonable, with sheep, goats, asses and
geese excluded, this land provided a valuable
source for fuel and repairs.52 Pettit points out
that forest inhabitants had the right to
housebote and estovers.53 In other words,
commoners had the right of wood and
timber from the forest for necessary repairs to
their property. It may be the case that
enclosure did not affect those with common
right in Whittlebury to the extent of the
other two parishes, for common right was
not extinguished in Whittlewood Forest until
the 1850s.54
Militia lists are useful in providing a picture

of eligible occupations and population sizes
in the late 18th century. If one assumes that
men serving in the Militia for a particular
year accounted for 70 per cent of males in a
parish, a multiplication of this figure by the
average household number for Northamp-
tonshire of 4.5 should provide a reasonably
accurate figure of the population of a parish
in the county. The factor 4.5 seems an
appropriate value when compared to

household averages for the three parishes
from the first available figures given in the
1841 census which showed factors of 4.7, 4.3,
and 4.1 for Warmington, Whittlebury, and
Roade respectively.55 Using these calcula-
tions, militia lists show the population of
Warmington totalling 488, 424 and 244 for
years 1762, 1777 and 1781.56 Whittlebury’s
population in the corresponding years shows
figures of 180, 301 and 225, while Roade
shows a population of 180 in 1777.57
Census records show that between 1801-

51 there were increases in the populations of
all three parishes, shown in Table 2.
Although population increases for the

three parishes do not match county and
national averages of 61 and 93 per cent
between 1801-51, census and militia records
shown in Figure 4 show steady increases, and
in the case of Warmington and Roade is
substantiated from available baptism and
burial records. Table 3 compares the two
parishes, with different years covered due to a
44-year difference between their enclosure
periods. Warmington has records for 20 years
before and 30 years after enclosure and
Roade 60 years before and 40 years after
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52. NRO, Whittlebury G49.
53. P. A .J. Pettit, The Royal Forests of Northamptonshire: A
Study in their Economy 1558-1714 (1968), pp.152-54.
54. NRO, Map 2910; Act 1853, G4167; Award 1856,
G4168.

55. Census 1801-51, Population of England and Wales I,
Division 3 South Midland Counties, pp. 38-50.
56. NRO, Militia Records M248 for Warmington,
1762,1777 and 1781.
57. NRO, M248. Militia Records for Whittlebury 1762,
1777 and 1781. M248, Roade, 1777.

Table 3: Baptism and burials in the parishes of Warmington and Roade

Warmington Roade
Year Baptisms Burials Crude growth Year Baptisms Burials Crude growth

rate rate

1760 12 13 (1)
1780 8 14 (6)
1790 8 9 (1)

1754 23 10 13 1800 6 9 (3)
1764 17 14 3 1810 8 4 4
1774 10 22 (12) 1820 8 3 5
1784 17 27 (10) 1840 16 6 10
1794 26 9 17 1850 20 4 16
1804 21 13 8 1860 21 8 13

Source: Northamptonshire Record Office, Warmington 342p/5, 342p/6, 342/11
Roade 281p/3, 281p/4, 281p/8



enclosure. It can be seen that figures based on
militia records for Warmington indicate
depopulation in 1777 and 1781 but increases
in the crude growth rate in years 1794 and
1804. Roade saw positive growth rates from
1810 (the decade before enclosure) which
continued to rise. Overall, crude growth rates
show 20 per cent increases in population for
Warmington between 1754 and 1804, and a
53 per cent increase for Roade between 1760
and 1860.
The commonest occupations for the three

parishes were labourers and servants.58 All
three parishes saw large increases in the
number of labourers as a percentage of the
total workforce. Warmington saw a rise from
29 per cent of the workforce in 1777 to 67
per cent by 1861. Roade saw an increase
from 22 per cent to 45 per cent, while
Whittlebury increased from 13 per cent to 31
per cent.59 However, there was a decline in

the number of servants in both Warmington
and Whittlebury, a factor being the reduction
of male servants following enclosure.60 In
Warmington, male servants accounted for 38
per cent of total servants in 1841, yet none
was employed by 1861. Just one male servant
was employed in Whittlebury by 1861 after
accounting for 42 per cent of servants in
1821. In Roade, a third of the servants in
1841 were male, but by 1861 only female
servants were employed.61 It may be that male
servants took up alternative employment,
with evidence showing not only increases in
numbers working the land, but also increases
in the number of available occupations such
as plate layers, gardeners, milliners, saddlers,
watchmen, timber dealers and woodmen.
In Warmington some small landholders

who did not take up their allotments took up
other occupations, while others whose
awards were inadequate to survive on, either
continued or started other occupations. For
example, John Freeman was awarded three
acres of land with land tax records indicating
he no longer possessed this land a year later.
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58. See Appendix 4.
59. NRO, M248, Militia records for 1762-77-81 show
that labourers account for 33, 29 and 30 per cent of the
workforce in Warmington, with census records for decades
1841-61 giving figures of 54, 56 and 67 per cent for that
parish. In the same periods, calculations for Whittlebury
give figures of 36, 13, 36, 38, 39 and 31 per cent. Roade
had 22 per cent labourers in 1777, and 34, 36 and 45 per
cent in decades 1841-61.

Table 4: Occupations of the head of the household from baptism records for the
parish of Whittlebury

1820 1825 1835 1840

Publicans 2 1
Butchers 1
Blacksmiths 1
Lacemakers 1 3
Labourers 43 36 17 7
Forest keepers 1
Shoemakers 5 6 2
Carpenters 1 2 1 1
Timber merchants 1 2
Bakers 1
Farmers 1
Shepherds 2
Wheelwrights 1
Masons 1
Sawyers 3

Source: Northamptonshire Record Office, Whittlebury 363p/4

60. Idem, figures for servants in Warmington are 30, 32, 38,
27, 24 and 21 per cent. In Whittlebury the figures are 50,
not applicable, 50, 16, 8 and 6 per cent.
61. Census, pp.38-50.



The 1777 militia list shows Freeman to be a
miller, William Drake had dual occupations,
for as well as looking after his enclosure
allotment of four acres, the 1762 and 1777
militia list records also show he earned a
living as a tailor.62 Parish wills prove that he
died in 1777 with his wife taking over the
land.63 Although this suggests that a greater
variety of work opportunities existed
following enclosure, it appears that work
entailed in carrying out enclosure such as
fence-making and road construction was not
carried out by the local labour force in
Warmington, with the award stating that ‘this
type of work was carried out by a mobile
workforce’.64
Although labouring remained the most

common occupation in the three parishes,
employment in lacemaking became more
prominent in both Whittlebury and Roade.
At Whittlebury lacemaking rose from 9 per
cent of total occupations in 1841 to 42 per
cent in 1851 and 45 per cent a decade later,
while Roade saw increases from 5 per cent to

20 and 21 per cent in the same periods. These
increases do not appear to have occurred in
Warmington despite evidence of women
apprentices in the parish in the early 1700s.65
Baptism records for Whittlebury substantiate
evidence that this parish saw increases in
lacemakers following enclosure, and show
that between 1820 and 1840 there was a rise
from 1.7 to 17.6 per cent of total occupations
(Table 4). These records also show that
labouring in Whittlebury accounted for 77,
86, 60 and 41 per cent in years 1820, 1830,
1835 and 1840.
Enclosure for the three parishes did not

result in fewer people working the land.
Warmington for example, saw an increase of
yeomen and farmers from 45 per cent of the
workforce between 1720 and 1774,
increasing to 54 per cent between 1777 and
1852. In Whittlebury, the number of yeomen,
farmers and labourers working the land rose
from 45 per cent in the 35 years preceding
enclosure, to 52 per cent in the following 48
years. These included small landholders
Humphrey Savage, awarded four acres and
who died in 1825, and John Clark and
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Figure 4: Population of Roade, Warmington and Whittlebury 1762-1851

62. Militia Record for Warmington 1762 and 1777.
63. NRO, Parish Will for Warmington 1777 (Soke of
Peterborough).
64. NRO, ML799. 65. NRO, Warmington 342p/128.



Thomas Smith who were awarded less than
two acres of land. Other small landholders
include Joseph Linnell, died in 1802, when
his land passed to S. Linnell who was
probably his son; Thomas Padbury died in
1800 his land passing to Michael Padbury,
who died in 1811. Large landholders
included Thomas Cooke, awarded more than
127 acres, and remained a large landholder
until he died in 1823. However, there was a
greater diversity in occupations following
enclosure, rising from 26 to 39 different types
for the three parishes.
In Warmington, Thomas Cooper was

awarded five acres of land, which he kept for
two years and took up the occupation of a
Maltster.66 Samuel Clark, a cottager was
awarded almost two acres of land in lieu of
common right, and sold the land and was
listed as a labourer in 1786.67 Out of 163
families in Whittlebury in 1831, 77 were in
agricultural occupations, 64 were involved in
trade with 22 not in either. Small landholders
who took up alternative occupations
included John Treadwell, awarded two acres
of land, yet no longer listed in land tax returns
four years later and listed in his will as a
butcher. George Jeffrey was awarded nine
acres yet was listed in 1827 as a labourer,
while James Foster, in possession of almost an
acre of land in 1805 was listed a shoemaker in
1830.68
Working the land remained the most

common type of employment in Roade,
accounting for 30 per cent of occupations.
However, the variety of occupations
increased by 44 per cent following enclosure,
reflected in a 50 per cent reduction in the
number of farmers, labourers and yeomen,
with increases in land holdings of large
landholders.69 For example, Stephen Warwick
and Robert Cave increased their land
holdings by 30 acres, whilst five landowners
awarded nine acres or less are recorded in
their wills with different occupations. William

Black, awarded under an acre of land died as
a shoemaker in 1824, and George Pacey,
awarded just over an acre of land died in 1831
as a shopkeeper. Charles Dent, awarded three
acres, most probably sold this land as there are
no records for him in the land tax returns
and his will shows him to have been a
shopkeeper. Reuben Winters, in possession of
six acres died in 1834 a maltster, while
William Geary was awarded nine acres but is
not recorded on land tax records. This may be
because he sold his land, for his will lists him
as a butcher.70
Enclosure did not result in depopulation

of the three parishes studied, although
Warmington did show decreases for six years
following enclosure. However, this was
followed by steady increases with an overall
58 per cent increase in the 70 years following
enclosure. Whittlebury showed a 33 per cent
population increase over 50 years, whilst
Roade showed an increase of 45 per cent
over 30 years. In terms of employment, the
numbers working on the land increased in all
three parishes. The occupations of labourers
and servants were the dominant categories of
employment for Warmington and Roade
both before and after enclosure, and was also
applicable until 1841 for Whittlebury. The
post-enclosure period saw a rise in lace-
making in both Roade and Whittlebury and
by 1851 it was the most prevalent occupation
in Whittlebury. Sources show not only a
greater variety of occupations, but increased
working opportunities for women as
lacemakers and servants, although it is not
clear how much this was due to enclosure.
In conclusion, costs were not always

uniformly charged and often imposed on
landholders regardless of their ability to pay
and usually they were expected to pay within
a short specified period. However, those who
could afford the costs would reap the
benefits, including improvements in boun-
daries, roads, footpaths and drainage systems.
Enclosure did lead to a reduction of small
landholders in Warmington, but little change
in the other parishes. It appears that many
cottagers, awarded little land as compensation
for loss of common right would have been
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66. NRO, Warmington land-tax 1783, Warmington parish
will 1783. 
67. Ibid., 1786, 1786.
68. Ibid. 
69. NRO, parish wills for Roade 1780-1840. Enclosure
award. Roade G2818/4 topographical notes. Land-tax
returns for Roade 1817-26. 70. Ibid.



hit hard. Prior to enclosure the commons
were well organised and regulated and prov-
ided an effective means of self-sufficiency for
those with adequate amounts of land.
However, it appears that enclosure did not
lead to depopulation in any of the parishes
and there were increases in the numbers of
those working the land. A percentage reduc-
tion in servants was more than compensated
with a rise in the numbers employed in lace-
making. Enclosure also saw increased
diversification in occupations in the three
parishes. All these changes cannot be attri-
buted solely to parliamentary enclosure; for
example an increasing population would
have been a dominant factor. Another major

factor was that the amount of land due to
many in the three parishes as compensation
for loss of cottage common rights was
insufficient to provide a farming income.
Although this represented little economic
change from before enclosure, when the use
of cottage common rights to graze animals
was only a supplement to income, enclosure
provided real estate that could be sold, and
the proceeds used to support a trade.
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Appendix 1

Warmington Parliamentary Land Awards made 19th April 1775

Landowner Number of allotments Area (acres)

Lord of the Manor: Thomas Powys 11 1,077.5
Rector: William Compton 6 553.5
Vicar: John Morgan 2 54.5
Vicar of Cottestock: Samuel Ward 2 4
Brown’s Hospital 1 9
Warmington School 1 1.5
Oundle School 1 2
Stone pit and Mortar pit 2 5
John Maydwell 5 175.5
Ishmael Blowfield 5 158
Thomas Cockman 5 125
Samuel Rudge 2 106
Edgely Hewer/Blackthorne 3 76
Smith/Rowell 4 83
C. Chaplin 2 44.5
Henry Bellamy 2 43
William Reesby 3 25
Richard Yorke 2 14.5
George Rowles 1 144
John Joshua, Lord Carysfort 3 21
John Rands 2 38.5

Totals 70 2,766

Source: Northamptonshire Record Office, ML 799



Appendix 2

Whittlebury Parliamentary Land Award made 9th August 1800

Landowner Number of allotments Area (acres)

Lord of the manor: Duke of Grafton 8 41.5
Rector: Henry Beauclerk 10 178.5
John Cooke 23 127.5
John Inns 2 60.5
John Corbett 6 53
John Carter Pollard esquire 1 46
Richard Yates 2 38.5
Thomas Padbury 2 23.5
Joseph Linnell 3 21.5
Trustees of Geoffrey Hammond 3 11
Edward Grendon 3 14
George Jeffery 3 10
Mary Astwell 2 7
George Carter 2 6.5
Earl of Pomfet 1 5
Alice Tilley 6 4.5
Humphrey Savage 2 4
Richard White 1 3.5
John Treadwell 3 2.5
Trustees of Towcester School 2 2
Matthew Hickingbottom 3 2
Thomas Graid 1 2
John Clark 3 1.5
Joseph Lern 1 1
William Savage 1 0.5
Stone and gravel pits 3 1
Earl Bathurst 1 0.5
Ann Linnell 1 0.5
Society of Quakers 2 0.5
Thomas Newman 2 0.5
William Woodward 2 0.5

Totals 105 671

Source: Northamptonshire Record Office, M36
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Appendix 3

Roade Parliamentary Land Awards made 11 June 1819

Landowner Number of allotments Area (acres)

Lord of the manor: Duke of Grafton 46 519
Rector of Ashton 2 75.5
Curate of Roade: William Butlin 8 113
William Butler freehold 3 20.5*
Elizabeth Paggett 11 59*
Elizabeth Paggett (old enclosure) 8 25
John Goodridge 5 15
Charles Hands 3 2.5
William Geary 3 9
Stephen Warwick 6 49*
Stephen Warwick (old enclosure) 4 12.5
Sarah Travell 7 6
John Caporn 2 2
John Cave 5 24.5*
Robert Cave 3 71*
Robert Cave (old enclosure) 9 36
Charles Longstaff 5 5.5
William Clark 6 53*
William Clark (old enclosure) 2 2
Joseph Paggett 5 8.5
John Marriot 2 6.5
Thomas Martin 2 5
Thomas Marriot 1 3.5
Stephen Blunt 5 62*
Stephen Blunt (old enclosure) 9 21
John Lovell 2 34*
John Lovell (old enclosure) 1 0.5
Rachael Cave 2 0.5
Worcester College, Oxford 9 98.5
Northampton Corporation 2 36*
Feofees of Roade Poor 3 11
Sir William Wake 6 64
Overseers of the Poor 1 12
Mary Evans 3 8
The Baptist Society 1 0.5
Charles Markham 1 9
Geoffrey Kite 1 4.5
John Markham 10 39
Mrs. Markham 2 8
Benjamin Blunt 4 23
12 more small holders 31 15

Totals 241 1,570

*refers to open-field enclosure
Source: Northamptonshire Record Office, G2818/4 Roade topographical notes
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It is a sad reflection that British historians
have relatively ignored the tremendous
achievements of this extraordinary woman
born in Northampton in 1808. Caroline
Chisholm’s main work was in the field of
emigration in the mid-nineteenth century.
However, her work commenced in Madras
where her husband, Archibald, a Roman
Catholic, whom Caroline married at the
Church of the Holy Sepulchre in December
1830, served with the East India Company
Army. It was there that Chisholm founded
The Female School of Industry for the
Daughters of European Soldiers to enable
European Soldiers to remove ‘their children
from the Barracks and Putchery Lines.’ The
children were ‘instructed in reading, writing,
arithmetic, needle-work, and domestic
management’ and ‘their religious instruction
and moral conduct’ was made an object of
particular interest.’1
Chisholm’s work in founding and

securing subscriptions to fund the school,
finding accommodation, dealing with the
rules and regulations, travelling long distances
within India with her husband and giving
birth to two sons, stood her in good stead for
her work in Australia. The family travelled to
Australia in 1838. Archibald had been granted
two year’s sick leave and the family no doubt
chose Australia for the beneficial climate. It
was not long after their arrival in Sydney that
both Caroline and Archibald became very
much aware of the appalling plight of
emigrants who arrived in the colony without
money or the prospect of a job, and without
relatives or friends to support them. Caroline
was particularly concerned for the young
single women, many of whom ended up
living on the streets and, in some cases,

working as prostitutes. Archibald returned to
Madras in 1840, but Caroline and her sons
remained in Australia. Initially Caroline
supported young women by taking them
into her home (as many as nine at a time).
Recognising that this was not the answer, she
founded the Sydney Immigrants’ Home,
initially for single females, but soon extended
to families and young men. The home was
run entirely on public subscription and also
housed the only free employment registry. As
there was a scarcity of jobs in Sydney,
Chisholm continued her efforts by dispersing
the unemployed into the country, leading the
way herself to allay any fears of the bush. She
organised resting stages and employment
agencies at a dozen rural centres, and gave
evidence before a Select Committee on
distressed labourers, outlining a scheme for
settling families on the land with long leases.
The land-owning members of the comm-
ittee opposed her scheme. During the period
from the foundation of the Home until the
family left for England in 1846, Chisholm
found employment for over 11,000 people.
Due to poor health Archibald retired from

the army and returned to Australia in 1845 to
work with his wife. Caroline felt the best help
she could give intending emigrants from
Britain was the evidence from those who had
already settled in New South Wales. Caroline
and Archibald toured the colony at their own
expense and collected over six hundred
statements from immigrants about their lives
in Australia. It was hoped that Government
would print the statements, but they declined
to do so.
Back home in England Chisholm fought

for the right of emancipists’ wives and
children to be sent out to Australia, and for
the right of emigrants’ children, left behind in
England because of government regulations,
to be sent out to join their families in
Australia. Chisholm endeavoured to interest
the Government in her land-ticket system
and family emigration, but the Government
was unimpressed. In 1849 Chisholm founded
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1. Eneas Mackenzie, Memoirs of Mrs. Caroline Chisholm,
with an account of her Philanthropic Labours, in India, Australia
& England, to which is added A history of the Family
Colonization Loan Society, with its Rules, Regulations and
Pledges, also the question answered who ought to Emigrate.
London, Webb, Millington and Co., 1852, 12. Hereinafter
referred to as Memoirs.



the Family Colonisation Loan Society
(FCLS). The object of the Society was to
encourage and help families accumulate half
the cost of the fare, the remainder being
funded by the Society. The emigrants were
required to repay the Society after two year’s
residence in the colony. Archibald acted as
Honorary Secretary and Treasurer to the
Society, and in 1851 left England to act as
Australian agent for the FCLS.
The Chisholm home in Islington, London,

was more like an Australian information
centre. A room was set aside and furnished as
steerage accommodation on board ship.
There were regular evening emigrants’
meetings at which Chisholm advised and
helped families suggesting ways in which
they might work together to save the cost of
half the fare. Chisholm was still concerned
with the plight of single female emigrants,
and ensured that they knew and joined in
family groups travelling on the same ship.
Not content with founding the FCLS,

Chisholm undertook lecture tours highlight-
ing the benefits of emigration in England,
France, Germany and Italy where Pope Pius
IX gave her a bust of herself and a papal
medal. She worked tirelessly to establish
better ship regulations – better ventilation
and sleeping accommodation – for those
travelling to the colonies. Many of the ship
owners resented her interference as inevitably
the improvements cost money. But Chisholm
was not afraid of ship owners and their
agents. In Australia, against strong opposition,
Chisholm successfully prosecuted a ship’s
captain and surgeon over ill-treatment of a
woman passenger. The captain and surgeon
were each fined £50.00 (a large sum in those
days) and imprisoned for six months.2 As in
Australia, Chisholm was asked to give evid-
ence to a number of Select Committees of
the House of Lords. Chisholm produced a
pamphlet in England containing some of the
statements collected in Australia from settled
immigrants.3The statements were a tremend-

ous source of information for Chisholm’s
evidence to the Select Committees.
A consortium of Australian bankers took

on the running of the Society, following the
principles laid down by Chisholm, when she
returned to Melbourne in 1854, where she
campaigned for the establishment of Shelter
Sheds (later to become known as Chisholm
Shakedowns!). Travelling to the gold-digging
areas had become intolerable, making it
difficult for wives and children to accompany
the men. The establishment of the sheds, a
comfortable day’s journey apart, made it
possible for families to make the journey
together.
Because of Chisholm’s ailing health the

family moved to Sydney for the more
clement weather. It was in Sydney during
1859-1860 that Chisholm gave four political
lectures. In these lectures she continued her
campaign for the unlocking of the land
monopoly of the squatters. She had long
advocated that the unemployed be given the
opportunity of purchasing land through
farming leases with the option to buy on
deferred payments.4 Chisholm also supported
the movement working for the early closing
of shops, the subject of the conditions of city
life, and the miserable housing which did
nothing to encourage lucky gold-diggers to
remain in Australia with their assets.
Chisholm left her audiences in no doubt of
her support for the new Electoral Act which
she believed acted as a ‘sledge hammer’ in it’s
application to all existing abuses. She voiced
her support for secret ballot and her belief
that parliamentary representation should not
be based on property qualification.5
To alleviate financial pressures and ill

health Chisholm opened a girls’ school in
July 1862. It was hoped that the school would
provide an education for Chisholm’s two
daughters, Caroline and Monica, 14 and 11
years of age, and give the family financial
security. So that Caroline and Monica could
finish their education, Archibald, the girls, and
son Sidney returned to England in 1865.
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Chisholm was too ill to join them. Archibald
junior escorted his mother to England the
following year. The family initially lived in
Liverpool, then at several lodgings in
Highgate, London. Although Chisholm was
awarded a Civil list pension of £100 per
annum by the Government, the family
continued to face financial difficulties. It was
with the help of their daughter Caroline and
her husband Edmund Dwyer Gray (who was
later Mayor of Dublin) that the Chisholms
moved to Fulham. At Fulham, following a
long illness, Chisholm died in near poverty
and obscurity on the 25th March 1877.
Archibald died in the August of that year.
They were both buried in the Billing Road
Cemetery, Northampton. The gravestone is
inscribed with the words ‘The emigrants’
friend.’ Caroline and Archibald were survived
by three of their four sons, and two of their
four daughters.
At the height of Chisholm’s fame in the

mid-19th century she was an extremely well
known woman, both in England and
Australia. Chisholm was as well known at the

time as Florence Nightingale, and reports of
her work were often featured in the British
and Australian press. Today Nightingale is still
a well-known figure, but Chisholm rests in a
rarely visited tomb. It was gratifying that on
the 12th October 2002 the Catholic
Cathedral in Northampton held a service in
commemoration of one hundred and twenty
five years of Chisholm’s death in 1877. As the
service may have generated an interest in
Chisholm, this article aims to highlight new
information that current research has
uncovered, with especial interest on her early
years in Northampton.
Chisholm did not leave any journals or

diaries, and only a few personal and business
letters have been traced. She did, however,
write extensively on emigration for news-
paper and weekly magazines, and wrote a
number of documents on emigration to
publicise her FCLS as well the Report of the
Immigrants’ Home6 that she founded in Sydney
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Figure 1: Caroline and Archibald Chisholm’s gravestone in Billing Road,
Northampton. The inscription reads: Of your charity pray for the repose of the souls of
Caroline Chisholm, the emigrants’ friend, who died 28th March 1877, aged 67 years, and of
Archibold Chisholm, Major, 30th Madras Native Infantry, who died 17th August 1877, aged

81 years. R.I.P

6. Female Immigration, considered, in a Brief Account of the
Sydney Immigrants’ Home, James Tegg, Sydney, 1842.



in 1841. Much information on Chisholm’s
life has stemmed from the work of her
original biographer, Eneas Mackenzie, which
was written in 1852. Mackenzie’s work was
written from a Victorian perspective. The
main criteria for a Victorian biographer was
to write an exemplary life as a model for
future generations, to the exclusion of the
private life of the subject concerned. Today
the emphasis is on the life of the subject and
what the subject herself/himself achieved. We
do not exclude the subject’s private life.
Indeed some readers would say we include
too much of the subject’s private life!  But in
trying to understand what motivated
Chisholm, it has been interesting to trace her
family background to ascertain the influences
that lay behind her giving up her life to help
those emigrating to Australia.
Mackenzie made it very clear at the

beginning of his biography that his work was
a standard Victorian eulogistic exemplary life
story of Chisholm that would not encroach
on her private world. He stated that he would
attend ‘more to positive public facts than to
minute personal illustrations’.7 Mackenzie
gleaned his information from ‘many facts’
which ‘Samuel Sidney… generously placed
at our disposal’ and from ‘Mrs. Chisholm’s
public statements, and any official document
in relation to her’.8 He also stated at the end
of the Preface that he had been urged to
write a serial publication, which had been
printed at a distance from his home.
Therefore Mackenzie hoped that this would
excuse any ‘slight errors’ that may have
escaped his notice.9
Regrettably there were typographical

errors. One of which was more than a ‘slight
error.’ He stated that at the age of about
‘twenty years of age the subject of these
memoirs married Alexander Chisholm, an
officer of the British army’.10 As noted,
Caroline’s husband was Archibald Chisholm,
an officer in the East India Company Army.
This error was very sadly repeated in the
notice of Caroline’s funeral in the
Northampton Herald of the 7th April 1877,

when they named Caroline’s husband as
Captain Alex. Chisholm, of the Madras Army. 
Indeed Mackenzie has a lot to answer for.

Chisholm’s other biographers have drawn a
great deal from his Memoirs and the emigrants'
Guide,11 and his misinformation and errors
have been perpetuated. One of the important
areas of confusion is Chisholm’s place of
birth. In MemoirsMackenzie wrote that ‘Mrs.
Chisholm’s father, Mr. William Jones, [was] a
native of Wootton, Northamptonshire.’ In
emigrants' Guide he wrote ‘in May, 1808, at
Northampton, Caroline Jones was born. Her
father removed to Wootton, a small village a
few miles distant from Northampton, and
was of that honoured class of country
gentlemen denominated yeoman.’ It is
difficult to understand how William Jones, ‘a
native of Wootton’ can ‘remove to Wootton.’
Research substantiates that there was a ‘slight
error’ in the latter work, and the sentence
should have read ‘her father removed from
Wootton.’ The following information
illustrates how this conclusion was reached.
A starting point in the search for details of

Caroline’s family was the will of her father,
William Jones.12 Mary Hoban’s biography
notes that William Jones died in 1814, when
Caroline was six.13 The will gives the names
of the twelve surviving children of William
Jones. Hoban, however, seems to miss the
point of the opening wording of the will: ‘I
William Jones of the Town of Northampton
in the County of Northampton, Hog
Jobber…’ As noted in the Introduction of
her work, Hoban was concerned to
introduce ‘more details of human interest’ and
she made clear that she would present
Chisholm’s ‘thinking expressed in her own
language.’ Hoban presumably wished to make
her work of more interest than presented in a
biography by Kiddle that stemmed from a
history thesis. Hoban wanted to give
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Chisholm ‘the recognition she deserved, both
from the Australian nation and the Christian
Church’.14 Hoban’s first page graphically
details William Jones riding back to ‘his home
in the village of Wootton’, whilst acknow-
ledging on page four that Caroline’s father
‘had property in the Mayorhold, the town
square of Northampton.’ Like Mackenzie,
Hoban confuses the reader.
Hoban, quite possibly from writing the

biography at a distance in Australia,
misrepresents the witnesses of William’s will.
She leads the reader to believe that Mr.
Penfold and ‘two abbés’ witnessed the will,
and that William was not well enough to

make his mark, and that Chisholm was
distressed thinking of her father unable to do
the things he wanted.15 It is quite clear from
William Jones’s will that the witnesses were
Rob. Abbey and Geo. Abbey and Wm
Pinfold (or Penfold). The 1824 Pigot’s
directory lists under ‘Attorneys’ Robt. Abbey
and Son of Gold Street. The 1830 Pigot’s
directory under ‘Attorneys’ lists George
Abbey of Gold Street. George Abbey was by
that time also Coroner for the County, and
Secretary to the Northamptonshire Law
Society. William Jones certainly put his mark,
but then he put his mark on the registers of
all four of his marriages, as did his four wives,
as noted below. By suggesting that Robert
and George Abbey were abbés adds a
connotation which deflects from the truth.
Armed with the names of William’s twelve

surviving children and with Mackenzie’s
information that William Jones was a ‘native
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Figure 2: Part of the will of William Jones with the signatures of Rob. Abbey, 
Geo. Abbey and Wm. Penfold (Northamptonshire Record Office, reference William Jones, 1814)

14. 1984, ix. Hoban was referring to the work of Margaret
Kiddle, who published her thesis Caroline Chisholm,
Melbourne University Press, 1950. Page references of
Kiddle’s work in this article refer to page numbers of the
1957 reprint. An abridged edition was published in 1969.
The original was reprinted with an Introduction by
Patricia Grimshaw in 1990. 15. Hoban, 1984, 5.



of Wootton’ who had died ‘aged 72’, the next
stage of investigation led to the parish
registers for Wootton.16 As the reader will
appreciate the very common names of
William and Jones made identification
difficult, but eventually it was revealed that
William was aged 70 when he died and not
72. As was common practice at that time, if a
child died before the birth of the next child
of the same sex, then the same name was
often reused. William had a brother called
William who was baptised on the 5th August
1742; he died and was buried in Wootton in
the December of that year. Caroline’s father
was baptised in Wootton on the 30th March
1744. Caroline’s paternal Grandfather was
John Jones, a labourer, baptised on the 29th
March 1715. He died and was buried in

Wootton just five years before Caroline was
born in 1803. Her paternal Grandmother was
Mary, probably Mary Plowman, who died
four years before her husband in 1799.
Caroline’s father married Elizabeth Pettitt

in Wootton on the 29th October 1762. A
son, James Jones, was baptised at Wootton on
the 8th May 1762. That Elizabeth and
William had a child outside wedlock was not
thought to be unusual at that time. A
premarital pregnancy proved fertility,
especially at a time when the family remained
an important unit of production.17 A
daughter, Mary was baptised in August 1764
but died only a month old in the September.
A further daughter, again named Mary, was
baptised at Wootton in September 1765.
Then the trail ran cold. No further
information about either Elizabeth or
William Jones was found.
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16. William’s death was recorded in the ‘Notices of
Deaths’ in the Northampton Mercury on Saturday, 16th April
1814. The notice read: ‘Tuesday last, aged 72, Mr. Jones, Pig
Dealer, of this town. He has left a widow and 12 children
to lament their irreparable loss.’

Figure 3: St. Sepulchre’s church, Northampton

17. See Jane Rendall, Women in an Industrializing Society:
England 1750-1880, Basil Blackwell Ltd., Oxford, 1990, 38,
40.



The Church of the Holy Sepulchre in
Northampton, as Hoban notes, is where the
birth and baptism of Caroline Jones is
recorded. The register notes ‘Caroline,
daughter of Sarah and William Jones, baptised
26th June 1808.’ This information enabled a
search for other children from the marriage,
and the marriage register. William and Sarah
were married on the 24th October 1791.
Sarah was twenty when she married,
considerably younger than her forty-seven
year old husband. The children from the
marriage were: Charlotte, baptised 24th
December 1792; Thomas baptised 10th
October 1793; Mary Ann baptised 21st
August 1795; Sarah baptised 3rd December
1797; Robert baptised 29th August 1800;
Harriot baptised 14th January 1804 and,
lastly, Caroline, William’s sixteenth and
youngest child born 30th May 1808, forty-six
years after the birth of William’s first son,
James!
The family was beginning to take shape,

but a number of children who were
mentioned in their father’s will were
unaccounted for. There were other William
Jones’s in the St. Sepulchre Register, but
which was the William I was looking for?
The will of Caroline’s father showed that the
family resided in the Mayorhold. The 1851
Census for the parish of St. Sepulchre’s
revealed a William Jones, aged 75, living in
Bearward Street, with the occupation of ‘Pig
Dealer.’ This was obviously not Caroline’s
father, but possibly a son. His place of birth
was given as Duston.
Duston parish registers recorded a William

and Elizabeth Jones. It was here that they had
a daughter, named Elizabeth, but as was often
the case, William’s wife died in childbirth. She
was buried in Duston on the 11th November
1767. One can well imagine that it was a
struggle for the 23-year old William coping
with a new born child, a five-year-old son
and a two-year-old daughter. However he
coped on his own for several years, marrying
his second wife, Mary Hurrick in June 1772.
Mary and William had three children: John
baptised in Duston in January 1774; William
(the William from the 1851 census) baptised
in January 1776 and Sarah, baptised on the
23rd November 1777. Mary died a few days

following the birth of her third child. She was
buried in Duston on the 2nd December
1777. Duston village Land Tax records show
that a William Jones was a tenant of Mr.
Atterbury from 1777 until 1779, as was a
James Jones in 1792. We can only speculate
that it was Caroline’s father and his son.18 The
1777 Duston Militia list notes that William
Jones, shoemaker, was exempt from serving as
he had young children. A James Jones,
cordwinder, appears on the 1786 Militia List
for Duston. Could this have been William’s
first son James? He would have been 24. In
the Overseer’s Book 1803 to 1819 a James
Jones was paid £1. 3s. 8d. for shoes that he
had made. Was James following in his father’s
footsteps?
William did not marry his third wife, from

the Parish of All Saints in Northampton, until
October 1784. Had Mary Saunders gone to
help William look after the young family?
The marriage is recorded in Duston parish
registers, but it would appear William and
Mary moved in to the Mayorhold following
the marriage. They had just two children,
both of whom were baptised at St.
Sepulchre’s Church in Northampton. Ann
baptised in August 1785, and George in 1787.
Mary died in 1789, and was buried at St.
Sepulchre’s on the 18th July. Quite possibly
she had contracted an illness from Sarah, her
youngest stepdaughter, who was buried at St.
Sepulchres in 1788. Records for the Parish of
St. Sepulchre’s reveal that William followed
the trade of shoemaker and then victualler
before becoming a hog jobber.

This all seems long-winded and the reader
may well wonder why so much research was
undertaken to track down all the family. But
such detailed information led to the type of
work members of the family followed and to
the men the women married, and where
they lived. For instance within Chisholm’s
immediate family, her sister Charlotte had
firstly married a soldier, a Quartermaster of
the 19th Regiment, Light Dragoons. He died
three years after their marriage. Brother
Thomas was a victualler like his father. He
was at the Hare and House in Newlands, and
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18. Regrettably no information has been found to
indicate who Mr. Atterbury was.



then the King’s Head in the Mayorhold.
Mary Ann’s husband was a boot and
shoemaker from the Drapery in Northamp-
ton. Sarah’s husband, Samuel Gage, was
landlord of the Coach and Horses at
Brixworth. Chisholm’s mother had helped
the couple acquire the inn. Robert was a
plumber and glazier, and he emigrated to
America when he was 21. He was eight years
older than Chisholm. Sister Harriot’s
husband was a cooper, and they both wor-
shipped at the Wesleyan Chapel in Upper
Grafton Street. All such information helps to
get a broader picture of Chisholm and her
family. That her immediate family and her
half-brothers and sisters followed the more
humble trades makes Chisholm’s achieve-
ments seem even more remarkable.
What also became apparent was that

although William had a very extended family,
it must have been very close knit. The 1851
census returns note that Sarah Jones was
living at 11 Mayorhold. Children from

previous marriages, together with their
children, are living in close proximity. The
Mayorhold at this time was a working class
area. That the Jones family was a close knit
unit may very well have been a formative
influence on Chisholm.
Indeed, throughout her life Chisholm was

to advocate the importance of family life,
which was a subject mentioned in her four
political lectures in Australia, and in her
novelette. In Emigration and Transportation
Chisholm wrote that she looked ‘upon the
separation of families as one of the greatest
evils connected with our present system of
emigration’ and Chisholm’s belief in the
importance of family ties and attachments
was no doubt a consideration in the founding
of the FCLS.19The ‘Society was based on the
principle of friendly parties or groups of
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Figure 4: Part of Roper’s map of Northampton in 1807 showing places
(highlighted) where the Jones family lived and worshipped

(reproduced by permission of Northamptonshire Libraries and Information Service)

19. Caroline Chisholm, Emigration and Transportation
Relatively Considered in a Letter dedicated by permission to Earl
Grey by Mrs. Chisholm with Voluntary Statements, Nos. 1 to 19,
John Olliver, London 1847, 10.



approved individuals, who are acquainted
with each other’s character, becoming jointly
and severally responsible for loans advanced
to them.’20 One of Chisholm’s strategies was
that working families should work together
to raise the cost of their share of the fare in
‘mutual co-operation’ as detailed in item 14
of the Rules of the Society. Rule 25 also
stated that ‘the reunion of families now
separated… be specially encouraged by this
Society.’21
William Jones died at the age of 70 at his

property in the Mayorhold on the 4th April
1814 and was buried at St. Sepulchre’s.
William’s will gives a clear indication as to
how far he had come from his humble start
in life. William left Sarah five hundred pounds
and well provided for, and several properties
to his surviving 12 children. By the time
William married Sarah he was established as
a pig dealer. As a pig dealer he was probably
the middleman who bought in pigs to fatten
up and sell them on. He did not own vast
areas of land – ‘a close, or inclosed ground….
Situate and being near Castle Hills’, and
‘gardens and outbuilding… situate in the
Mayorhold.’22 It was in Chisholm’s novelette
Little Joe that she invoked memories of her
father’s business that her half-brother William
continued. She remarked on the ‘poor man’s
friend – the pig.’ She went on to comment
that the pig gave ‘comfort and hope to
thousands’, and questioned ‘How many rents
does the pig pay?  How many debts wait to
be paid until the pig be killed?  How many
new dresses are bought with her bacon?
How many children are educated by the
profits of the pig?’23 Rhetorical questions that
suggest Chisholm well knew the answer.
Perhaps she had indeed waited for the pig to
be killed before she had a new gown, and was
well aware that it was the profits from her
father’s pig business that had educated his

children and possibly some of the grand-
children.24
Without a diary or letters it can only be

conjecture as to Chisholm’s feelings on the
death of her father. However, in Little Joe,
Chisholm, commenting on the death of Joe’s
mother (a widow), wrote that it was
‘astonishing how at times early sorrow and
adversity change and form the character of
youth – the lively and playful stripling
becomes all at once, under this character, the
thoughtful man; and this was the case with
Joe.’25Was perhaps Chisholm looking back to
the death of her own father? The siblings
nearest in age to Chisholm would have been
14 and 10 when their father died; an age
when they could well have been working.
Was Chisholm, like Joe, who with ‘much
earnest industry, evinced to help his
mother?’26We can only speculate.

That Caroline’s father had achieved a great
deal in his life (not only siring children!) can
be seen if we look back to his upbringing in
Wootton. He was the son of John, a farm
labourer and his wife Mary, who had four
other sons and one daughter. William, and his
younger brother, Plowman, both showed
considerable initiative and worked extremely
hard to raise their living standard from that of
their father. Plowman took advantage of the
growing sheep farming industry within the
parish and started his working life as a
shepherd, but by the time he died in 1821 he
was working as a lace manufacturer. A lace
manufacturer usually indicated a middleman,
a local dealer of lace who collected lace from
the makers at the village inn, and would then
travel to the London markets to sell the lace.
Plowman, however, quite likely travelled to
the nearer market of Newport Pagnell where
vast quantities of lace were sold.27 Dealing in
lace was quite profitable. Plowman’s personal
estate on his death in Wootton in 1821 was
declared as being under £300. He bequeathed
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20. See Rule 1, FCLS A System of Emigration, in a letter
dedicated by permission to Lord Ashley by Mrs. Chisholm,
August 1849.
21. Ibid.
22. NRO, Northampton Wills, William Jones, 1814. St.
Sepulchre’s Poor Law Books. 
23. Moran, 1991, 74.

24. Although none of William Jones’s children emulated
their father with sixteen offspring, most had six to nine
children.
25. Moran, 1991, 19.
26. Ibid.
27. Pinchbeck, Ivy, Woman Workers and the Industrial
Revolution 1750-1850, Virago, London 1981, page 205.
First published 1930.



‘a yard, Garden Ground and appurtenances
thereabouts’ to his son, William, and other real
estate cottages and closed land to his wife
which on her death was to be sold and
divided between the other children.28 Unlike
his elder brother William, Plowman was able
to sign his will. He worked his way up from
being a shepherd to a lace manufacturer and
bequeathed an estate that shows just how far
his determination and hard work had carried
him from his father’s humble beginnings. This
characteristic is clearly seen in Chisholm’s
father and in Chisholm herself.
No new information regarding Chisholm’s

mother has been found. In1854 the Illustrated
Magazine of Art declared that Chisholm had
‘to deplore her father’s loss’ at an early age,
and ‘thenceforth she was indebted to the
example and energy of her maternal parent
for many of those characteristics which have
so singularly marked her career, and place her
in the first rank among the practical
reformers of this enlightened age.’29 The
Magazine was simply reiterating Mackenzie’s
remarks. Mackenzie went on to add, ‘the life
of a young country girl [Chisholm] presents
but few points of interest. The sphere is
prescribed within a narrow compass, still an
isolated active mind will in some manner
develop its vital powers, and we find that the
practical benevolence of visiting the poor and
the sick, of advising and soothing the
distressed, shed a lustre around the girlish days
of this noble woman’.30 It is from such
information that Hoban, displaying her
fictional biographical skills, wrote that it was
Caroline’s task to distribute meals provided
by her mother.31 This, of course, is not based
on fact. However, there may be some truth in
what Mackenzie has written. In Little Joe
Chisholm wrote that ‘he who gives from an
overflowing purse comparatively gives but
little, to him who gives his mite from a scanty
one.’ In later life in her lectures and writing
Chisholm would often refer to the
‘overflowing tenderness of the poor.’32 It is
also in Little Joe that Chisholm wrote quite

passionately of Mr. Jeyes, a man of wealth,
who had neglected his duty to the poor. She
wrote, ‘we are told “that we should remember
the poor”, and oh! in how many, many ways,
and variety of forms can the rich fulfil this
injunction. This is a heavenly privilege which
the rich have at their disposal when they
carry out the designs of Providence.’33
In spite of Chisholm’s conversion to

Catholicism her words hark back to evang-
elicalism, and may very well recall Chisholm’s
upbringing and attitudes instilled in her as
a child and young woman in Northampton.
All this leads to the conjecture that Chis-
holm’s mother may have encouraged such
‘characteristics which have so singularly
marked her career,’ and the further conjecture
that Chisholm was writing about her mother
when she wrote of Mrs. Brown who adopted
Joe in the novelette:

There was a peaceful calm, a domestic
serenity in her acts, that made Mrs.
Brown’s countenance pleasing to look at.
There is something very beautiful to
contemplate in the face when the
aspirations of a well-disposed mind in a
manner illuminates the features, and leaves
its own impression and the most striking
beauty in the widow’s face was the stamp
of humanity; her face was an index of her
pure and peaceful mind; her charity of
thought and soundness of judgement were
daily exercised; her children often heard
her praise, but never censure; she was one
of those made to love and to be loved.34

Interestingly the rules and regulations of the
Female School of Industry for the daughters
of European Soldiers that Chisholm founded
in Madras note that the rod was to be spared
and only used as a last resort. Perhaps when
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28. NRO, Northampton Wills, Plowman Jones, 1821.
29. John Cassell, Vol. II, 177.
30. Memoirs, Mackenzie, 1852, 5.
31. Hoban, 1984, 6.
32. Moran, 1991, 7, 3.

33. Ibid. 58. One wonders whether Chisholm was
thinking of Philadelphus Jeyes (1814-1893). His father died
when he was still a schoolboy and his mother when he was
fourteen. He apprenticed himself at the chemists in
Drapery in Northampton. He worked extremely hard
eventually taking over the chemists on the death of the
owner. He later became the founder of P. Jeyes and
Company Limited (of Jeyes Fluid fame). There appears to
be a family connection with the Jeyes of Wootton, and
Chisholm may well of known of both families.
34. Ibid. 8.



drawing up the conditions Chisholm
remembered her mother’s praise and lack of
censure.
No new evidence has been found to

substantiate the information by earlier
biographers that Chisholm’s mother
educated her. As Sarah Jones put her mark on
both her marriage registration and her will
this would seem highly unlikely. Chisholm’s
work and her writing show a well-educated,
methodical and meticulous woman. Even by
the age of nine as a witness at her sister
Charlotte’s wedding, Chisholm was able to
sign her name clearly and distinctly. Regrett-
ably, it is not known exactly where Chisholm
was educated. She was born 46 years after the
birth of William’s first child, and there were
grandchildren who were older than William’s
own children. The ‘pig’ could perhaps have
helped finance a governess for a number of
the Jones’s offspring as Hoban suggested.
However, if Chisholm was educated above
the standard of her siblings, this may not have
been the case. There were a number of
‘academies’ in the town, three of which were
‘ladies’ academies.35 In the main, schools in
Northampton were associated with the
various places of worship within the town,
including the Dissenter’s College. From 1786
there were eleven Sunday Schools.36 The
General Sunday School, which was not
affiliated to any church, became redundant in
1823. The Lancasterian boy’s school was
founded in 1811 and the girl’s school in
1815. Few records of the earlier schools exist,
and no record can be found of Chisholm’s
education. What is not in doubt is that she
attained a high standard of instruction.
Interestingly Mackenzie gives us an insight

into the mind of the young Chisholm. He
details William Jones bringing into the home
a ‘poor maimed solder’ that he looked after
and taught his family to respect. The soldier
had ‘fought the enemies of England amid the
perils of sea and land, and sacrificed his limbs,
that they [the family] might live in ease,
comfort and security at home.’37According to

Mackenzie ‘this old soldier excited the
curiosity of the children by descriptions of
other countries, the beauty of the scenery, the
excellence of climate, the abundance of food,
the advantages that would accrue by the
possession of those paradises as colonies, and
the fortunes emigrants might reap.’38 This
event, ‘together with family correspondence
with some American settlers’ (more than
likely Chisholm’s brother Robert) ‘set the
busy mind of the infant Caroline, the heroine
of these pages [Memoirs] to ponder over the
subject, and its effects are thus recollected and
described in a letter to a friend in Sydney’:

My first attempt at colonisation was
carried on in a wash-hand basin, before I
was seven years old. I made boats of broad
beans; expended all my money in
touchwood dolls; removed families,
located them in the bed-quilt, and sent the
boats, filled with wheat, back to their
friends, of which I kept a store in a thimble
case. At length I upset the basin, which I
judged to be a facsimile of the sea, spoiled
a new bed, got punished, and afterwards
carried out my plan in a dark cellar, with a
rushlight stuck upon a tin kettle; and,
strange as it may seem, many of the ideas
which I have since carried out first gained
possession of my mind at that period; and,
singular as it may appear, I had a Wesleyan
minister and a Catholic priest in the same
boat. Two of my dolls were very refractory,
and would not be obedient; this made me
name them after two persons I knew who
were always quarrelling, and I spent hours
in listening to their supposed debates, to
try and find out how I could manage
them: at length I put the two into a boat,
and told them if they were not careful they
would be drowned; and having landed
them alive, I knelt down to pray to God to
make them love each other. 39

Chisholm’s biographers have reiterated these
two events, but none has actually unravelled
what Chisholm related in detail. Although we
have to bear in mind that these remarks are
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Chisholm’s recollections, it shows that even in
1814 Chisholm was aware of emigration –
removing families and locating them
elsewhere. Chisholm’s brother, Robert,
emigrated to America in 1821. Perhaps there
had been much talk within the family of the
advantages of emigration. The passage reflects
the religious intolerance of the age, attests
Chisholm’s belief in prayer, and shows that
wheat was a precious commodity. It also
shows that even at the age of six/seven
Chisholm was showing signs of her
ecumenical spirit and strategy. She was
prepared, even at that age to help all creeds, as
she certainly did in later life.
The passage also shows that the young

Caroline, even at such an early age, was not
worried about ‘expending all her money on
touchwood dolls removing families.’ Chisholm
wrote the passage as a woman remembering
the thoughts of herself as a young girl. As she
wrote the passage she might well have noted
the irony that even as a young girl she often
expended all her money on ‘removing
families.’ In later life she, Archibald and the
family, were often short of money because of
her expending money helping families to a
better life in Australia. The phrases Chisholm
used: ‘strange as it may seem’ and ‘singular as
it may appear’ indicate a woman reflecting on
her childhood thoughts with the realisation
that the origination of certain values
informing her moral purpose and approach
in later life were being shaped in the young
girl as she played with boats of broad beans.
Chisholm’s recollections show a natural,

but also accomplished writing. Her use of
punctuation shows the juxtaposition between
the thoughts of the older woman and the
young girl at play. It evokes child-like
qualities, and the sense of a child thoroughly
absorbed by her play. The child was punished
for spoiling a new bed, but the passage shows
the determination of the young Caroline to
continue her game ‘in a dark cellar.’ She was
not afraid of the dark, the unknown. That the
young child was not distracted from her
game, or put off by her punishment, reflects
the elder Caroline’s unswerving resolve and
dedication to her cause in later life. It also
shows the practicality of the elder woman
being formed even at the age of six/seven.

Caroline stuck her rushlight on a tin-kettle.
In later life she often advised emigrants to
use, for instance, a cask instead of a trunk to
transport their clothes. It was easier to
manoeuvre – you could roll the cask, and it
could also be used to store water, or other
commodity, once the journey was comp-
leted.
This vignette of the young child spending

hours listening to the supposed debates of her
two ‘very refractory’ dolls in a effort to find
out how she could manage them, appears as
a rehearsal for the way she dealt with people,
and sought their support, in later life. She was
obviously a child who was aware of the
dangers of emigration, for she tells her
‘refractory dolls’ that if they are not careful
they will be drowned – but Caroline landed
them alive. There is also a certain irony that
the young Caroline carried out her plan in a
dark cellar. For the work which Chisholm
subsequently undertook could be said to
have been relegated to the ‘dark cellar’ of
history.
Chisholm grew up in a period of

transition and rapid industrialisation. At the
time of her birth Britain had been at war
with France for 15 years. It wasn’t until she
was six years old that the fighting ended. The
various battles were reported in the
Northampton Mercury, but the war, unless
families had male relatives involved in the
fighting, was of less consequence to the
populace than the increased prices of bread
and other foods that resulted from
Napoleon’s attempts to defeat Britain by
attacking British trade. The blockade of the
British ports meant a reduction in food
imports. With high unemployment and low
wages the increased food prices were a
disaster for the workers, and there were food
riots in 1810. During Chisholm’s early
childhood the effects of the war and
industrial developments displaced many
manual workers.
As mentioned, Caroline married Archibald

at St. Sepulchres Church on the 27th
December 1830, but it is worth noting that
the special licence and the marriage register
states that both Archibald and Caroline were
of this parish – the Parish of St. Sepulchre’s in
Northampton. The notice of the wedding in
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the Northampton Mercury reads: ‘On Monday
last, at St. Sepulchre’s Church, by the Rev.
Spencer Gunning (by permission of the Rev.
B. Winthrop), Captain Archibald Chisholm,
of the Honourable East India Company’s
service, to Caroline, youngest daughter of the
late Mr. Wm. Jones, of this place’ (i.e.
Northampton). Although the Catholic
Emancipation Act had been passed in April
1829, Caroline and Archibald were still
required by law to be married in an Anglican
Church by Anglican clergy, who were the
only clergy legally empowered to perform
the wedding services. The Reverend Gunning
came from Dumfries and presumably was an
acquaintance of Archibald. Although the
wedding was not held in front of a Catholic
priest, the marriage was still valid in the eyes
of the Catholic Church. It was not until 1908
that Canon Law required that Catholics had
to marry in front of a Catholic priest in
England.
Previous biographers have reflected on

why Archibald, who returned from India in
1828, came to Northampton rather than
return to Scotland. The conclusion they
believe was that Archibald was either based at
the British Army barracks at Weedon or the
barracks in Northampton itself, but this is
unlikely to be the case.As a recruit of the East
India Company Army Archibald was just
that, a member of the Company Army and
not a member of the British Army. Hence,
outside the Company Army’s territorial areas
he was not entitled to use either his
designated title or British Army bases. No
reason is known for Archibald’s choice of
Northampton. 
Returning with Archibald on the Marquis

of Wellington bound for London from Madras
in February 1828 were a large number of
passengers, among who were Captain and
Mrs. and Miss Kerr. Kerr is a Scots name, but
there were a number of Kerrs living in
Northampton at the time. Dr. William Kerr
of Abington Street, was a Northampton
physician and on the Board of the Infirmary.
It cannot, of course, be said with any
certainty, but there is a possibility that
Archibald may have known Captain Kerr,
and that Captain Kerr may have had
connections with Northampton. A tenuous

supposition, but it is a possible reasoning for
Archibald returning to Northampton.
Mackenzie informs us that Chisholm

‘related at a public meeting’ that before she
accepted Archibald’s proposal of marriage

her strong faith in having a divine mission
to perform led her to give her intended
husband one month to consider whether
he would accept of a wife who would
make all sacrifices to carry into effect her
public duties.40

All Chisholm’s biographers have used
Mackenzie’s quotation, but they seem to have
missed the significance of this statement. In
one short sentence Mackenzie gives us a
great deal of information and two factors are
of importance. Firstly Chisholm not only told
her husband of her condition of marriage.
She was also not afraid to admit that she had
done so at a ‘public meeting.’ Secondly, and
more significantly, is that in 1830, as a young
woman of 22, Chisholm actually made such
a statement to her ‘intended husband.’ This
was not the expected behaviour of a young
woman of the period. Chisholm was acting
contrary to all the popular teachings of the
period. Indeed Mrs. Ellis in her book The
Women of England, published in 1841, wrote
that the ideal for a wife was ‘softness and
weakness, delicacy and modesty, a small waist
and curving shoulders, an endearing
ignorance of everything that went on beyond
household and social life.’ Mrs. Ellis would
hardly have approved of Chisholm’s actions.
Chisholm emphatically ignored Ellis’s dictate
to ‘deny her feelings, and conceal her talents.’
That Chisholm should have chosen to give
Archibald time to consider her desire ‘to
make all sacrifices to carry into effect her
public duties’ shows her independent nature
and her strong faith and determination to
perform what she saw as her ‘divine mission.’ 
As Archibald was a Roman Catholic,

Chisholm probably converted to the Roman
Catholic faith at the time of her marriage.
There are a number of suggestions within
earlier biographies and articles on Chisholm
that suggest that either the Jones family
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converted to Catholicism or that Chisholm
herself converted to Catholicism when aged
about 19, i.e. three years before her marriage.
It is doubtful that the suggestion by Roskell
in the biography of Bishop Francis Kerril
Amherst that the Jones family converted to
Catholicism is correct.41 There are errors
within Roskell’s biography. It is reported that
Chisholm died in Ireland, for instance, and, as
already noted, Chisholm’s sister Harriot and
her husband had close associations with, and
left money in their wills, to the Wesleyan
Chapel in the ‘Upper part of Grafton Street.’
Both Chisholm’s parents were buried in the
grounds of the Anglican Church of St.
Sepulchre’s, as was her brother Thomas and
members of his family. Records of the French
priest, Fr. Pierre Hersent and of Father Foley,
are either incomplete or have been destroyed.
We can only assume therefore that Chisholm
converted to her husband’s faith upon
marriage.
Two specific reasons led to the research to

establish the place of Chisholm’s conversion.
Firstly to fill a gap. Secondly to have an
understanding as to why Chisholm ‘related at
a public meeting that her strong faith in
having a divine mission to perform led her to
give her intended husband one month to
consider whether he would accept of a wife
who would make all sacrifices to carry into
effect her public duties.’42 This statement
raised the question as to whether Chisholm’s
‘divine mission to perform’ stemmed from
her Anglican upbringing or from her
Catholic beliefs. From evidence it would
appear that Chisholm’s ‘divine mission to
perform’ probably arose from her Anglican
faith, which was later reinforced by her
Catholicism. Catholicism for Chisholm,
however, was not just a means to an end to
enable marriage to Archibald. Evidence
suggests that she wholeheartedly believed in
her adopted faith. Her faith was very
important to her and sustained her
throughout her life.
In The emigrants' Guide Mackenzie notes

that following the marriage ‘Captain and

Mrs. Chisholm resided for some time at
Brighton, and two years after their marriage
they sailed for India, their destination being
Madras.’ In Memoirs Mackenzie merely notes
that ‘Captain A. Chisholm, of the Madras
army, and his wife, about two years after their
marriage, sailed for India.’  Archibald left for
India in January 1832 and Caroline did not
arrive in Madras until the August of 1833.
Why would Chisholm have stayed in
Brighton following Archibald’s departure,
when all her family and friends resided in
Northampton? Examination of various
records relating to Brighton could find no
trace of their living there. The registration of
the burial of a child, Caroline Chisholm, at
three weeks old in the Parish records of St.
Sepulchre’s Church on the 26th October
1831 (almost exactly nine months after the
Chisholm’s marriage) answered a number of
questions. No doubt the couple spent a
honeymoon in Brighton returning to
Leicester Terrace in Northampton where the
baby died. Records show that Chisholm’s
half-brother William had property in
Leicester Terrace. It makes far more sense that
Chisholm would wish to be close to her
mother for the birth of her first child, and
would wish to be with her family once
Archibald had departed for India. As noted
above, the family unit was so important to
William Jones’s extended family, and, as we
have seen, to Chisholm herself.
Mary Hoban must have pondered on the

connections with Brighton and in Appendix
2 she gives details of the Phrenological
Report that Mackenzie details in Memoirs.43
Phrenology, a reading of the bumps on the
head, was an important science at this period.
Mary Hoban did not include the Phren-
ological Report in the text of her work
‘because of some uncertainty in dates.’ The
date given by Mackenzie is 30th January
1833. Presumably Hoban was unsure of this
date as she was not entirely clear as to when
Caroline left for India, suggesting that
Archibald left for ‘Madras early in 1832’ and
‘his wife was to follow some months later.’44
Within the Phrenological Report Hoban
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adds details suggesting that the phrenological
reading of Chisholm’s head was done in
Brighton. Hoban even adds the word
‘Brighton’ before the date. Mackenzie’s
original detail of the Phrenological Report
does not mention Brighton.
It is easy to see from the above how con-

fusions have arisen concerning Chisholm’s
place of birth, her childhood and marriage in
Northampton. The perpetuation of Mack-
enzie’s information has led some to believe
that what was written was indeed fact. It is
only by going back to original sources that
we have been able to uncover the exact detail
of Chisholm’s family background. That detail
has given insight into the influences on her
life, and helped us to understand her
motivation.
We only have to read the obituary of

Chisholm in the Northampton Herald of the
7th April 1877 to sadly realise how true this
is. In part it reads:

The deceased lady was the daughter of
William Jones, of Wootton, where the
family resided, and hence may have arisen
the mistake that she was born there. The
fact is, that she was born in this town,

about the year 1808, and married Captain
Alex. Chisholm, of the Madras Army.

The obituary ends:

It is intended to raise by mutual
subscription, a monument to her memory,
in which movement we are sure the
townspeople will join, for no Cemetery
contains a more honoured grave than that
of Mrs. Catherine Chisholm.

Things don’t change. Although I did not see
the local television coverage of the service at
the Catholic Cathedral in Northampton on
the 12th October 2002, I have been told that
there was a discussion about Chisholm
around her gravestone in the Billing Road
Cemetery. Although the viewers could
clearly see the wording: ‘Caroline
Chisholm – The Emigrants’ Friend’ those
around the gravestone were talking of
Elizabeth Chisholm. I do hope this article
will set the record straight. It is still not too
late to ‘raise by mutual subscription, a
monument’ to this incredible Northampton
woman, Caroline Chisholm.
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Figure 5: Adelaide Terrace, formerly Leicester Terrace, Harborough Road,
Northampton. Chisholm’s half-brother William acquired the property, and his son William

lived in the house on the left until the 1860s (Photograph N. S. Griffin)
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RICHARD CREED’S JOURNAL OF THE GRAND TOUR 1699-1700
TO ROME WITH THE 5th EARL OF EXETER

Transcribed with modern spelling by Alice Thomas
Published by Oundle Museum, 2002  

ISBN 0 9537318 4 7
A4, 68 pp., illustrated, soft cover

Price £6.50

The title of this volume sets out its subject matter fairly precisely. The transcription of the Journal
itself occupies nearly sixty A4 pages (including five pages of maps and three of photographs of
contemporary engravings). The volume also contains a brief introduction to the Creed family
and some notes on the text of the Journal. The front cover features a photograph of a portrait of
Richard Creed. It is, in short, a handsome production, available at a modest price. And it is a
good read. 
Creed left London with Lord and Lady Exeter on 25th September 1699. The party, including

the Earl’s daughter and two of his sons, comprised ‘in all 24 persons and 29 horses’. One was
‘Mr Pulin, governor to Mr Charles’ who may be identified as Octavian Pulleyn who had
accompanied William Cecil on a Tour in 1696.1 By the middle of November the party had
reached the Italian borders then travelled by way of the Via Aemilia to the Adriatic coast then
took the Via Flaminia over the Appenines to Rome which was reached on 23rd December.
The Roman section of the journey is the most interesting part of the Journal. Creed records

the opening of the holy door in St Peter’s on 24th December; this marked the start of the Jubilee
year. It was but one of the great church ceremonies he records. More local customs, like those
carried out by a Confraternity for the burial of the dead are also mentioned. Then it is Holy
Week and more ceremonies. 
The party left Rome on 1st May 1700 and on 18th May arrived in Venice where they stayed

about ten days, departing on 29th May for home. Paris was reached by 8th July but on 7th
August the Earl died at Issy and the Journal effectively finishes. Creed did not however give up
travelling and the volume concludes with the rather brief Journal of a journey to Portugal in the
autumn of 1700. Creed himself was killed at the battle of Blenheim (1704). 
This brief outline of the contents of the Journal cannot do justice to Creed’s brisk, lively style;

the Journals were clearly written for his family not for the press. There are many intriguing
observations, like the clock projected at night onto the wall of St Andrea della Valle (page 29).
Others, like the licensing of whores by the ecclesiastical authorities in Rome, can be found in
other contemporary accounts. The names of the inns where Creed stayed are almost invariably
given. This is unusual in manuscript sources and is very rare in published accounts yet it adds an
immediacy to the narrative which is most appealing.
I cannot however give this volume the welcome I would like. The editor has provided

photographs of four pages of the photocopy from which she worked. The first of such excerpts
is on page 6 (the party was at Fontainebleau) and reads ‘… and about 80 led horses. About twelve
a clock we met the King [Louis XIV] in a very large coach and 8 horses; there was with him the Duke
and Duchess of Burgundy…’ The editor has missed out the italicised phrase and thus altered
the sense of the passage entirely. None of the other photographed pages contains errors on this
scale but the odd ‘&c’ has been missed out (e.g. p. 26 line 7) and I think that some of the ‘yt’ or
‘yf ’ abbreviations used by Creed have not been properly interpreted (e.g. page 16 line 13, page
26 line 17) though this is not easy to tell from the relatively few pages reproduced. Perhaps
without foundation, I am nevertheless not confident that the transcription is as accurate as it
should be.
My second major reservation relates to the notes. They are sparse and inadequate for a work

of this sort. ‘Names have been left as spelt except for those I have been able to verify…’ writes



the editor in the introduction but actually no attempt has been made to verify the names or
identify almost any of the numerous Britons mentioned in the Journal. With the Ford/Ingamells
Dictionary of British and Irish Travellers in Italy 1701-1800 (Yale 1997) available, many could and
should have been identified. One of the few identifications that is attempted, that of Mr. Charles
Cecil in note 29, as ‘probably’ the husband of Lady Salisbury, is just plain wrong. Lady Salisbury’s
husband, the 4th Earl of Salisbury had died in 1694; Charles was her brother-in-law.2
Note 33 refers to the cult of  ‘St Richard the King, died 722 – a king or prince of Wessex’

who supposedly died at Lucca. The legend is set out very fully but there is no mention of the
total lack of any sort of evidence to support the story. On the other hand ‘Mr Dryden’ is (in
note 28) identified as ‘probably’ John Dryden, the son of the poet. The identification is as near
certain as it can be, given that quite a lot is known about Dryden’s activities in Rome at this
time, not least from the Duke of Shrewsbury’s journal. This is deposited in the NRO and was
partly published by RCHM in 1903. Similarly, (note 43) ‘Mr Methuen… our Envoy’ is
identified as ‘probably’ Sir Paul Methuen. Again the identification is as good as certain, it could
not have been his father, John Methuen, as the note suggests, as he did not return to Lisbon until
1702 or 1703 and then as ambassador not envoy.3 The errors and ambiguities noted above
undermine one’s confidence in the accuracy of some of the other notes.
In short then, this is a very significant text for students of the Grand Tour and it is good to

have it available in print. It is just a pity that it has not been produced in such a way as to enhance
its value rather than reduce it to the status of a curiosity. Even so, and despite the reservations set
out above, this volume is well worth reading not least for the liveliness of Creed’s observations.

1. See my article ‘Northamptonshire Travellers in Italy 1690-1775’, Northamptonshire Past and PresentVol. IX, number 2 (1996),
which refers to this tour and also cites the passport permission for the 1699 tour; it was undertaken specifically ‘to go to the
Jubilee in Rome’ (p. 129). When writing that article I did not realise that Creed was a Northamptonshire traveller and should
have been included as such. I would also now add Captain Daniel Pain of Welford who accompanied Arthur Hesilrige of
Noseley, Leicestershire, on a tour to Rome in 1723. Like Creed, Pain was a military man. Sotheby’s Sale Catalogue, Noseley
Hall, Leicestershire, 28 & 29 September 1998, p. 54.

2. D. Cecil. The Cecils of Hatfield House (London 1973) p. 180. This confirms that Lady Salisbury and Charles Cecil were
travelling together in Italy at this time. Charles drowned himself in the Lago di Castello in July 1702. ‘He had been
melancholy ever since the misfortune of killing his brother’ in Paris in 1691. See Ford/Ingamells Dictionary p. 192. 

3. D. B. Horn. British Diplomatic Representatives 1689–1789 (Camden Society Vol. XLVI, London 1932) p. 95.

P. H. McKay

CATALOGUE OF PLANS OF PROPOSED CANALS, TURNPIKE ROAD, RAILWAYS
AND OTHER PUBLIC WORKS DEPOSITED WITH THE CLERKS OF THE PEACE

FOR NORTHAMPTONSHIRE, THE COUNTY BOROUGH OF
NORTHAMPTON AND THE SOKE OF PETERBOROUGH, 1792-1960, 

IN THE NORTHAMPTONSHIRE RECORD OFFICE
Compiled by Philip Riden

Northamptonshire Record Office 2000
ISBN 1 898937 43 5

Price £9.95

Each year in late November there is a flurry of activity at Westminster as Parliamentary agents
seek to beat the Parliamentary standing orders deadline for depositing new private Bills for the
forthcoming session. This is the modern surviving equivalent of the process recorded by the
fascinating new catalogue by Philip Riden, Northamptonshire’s Victoria County History Editor.
Plans for proposed works had also to be deposited with local clerks of the peace (usually the

people later known as county and town clerks). This catalogue sets out details of some 410
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deposits between 1792 (canal works near Ashby de la Zouch, enacted in 1794) and 1960 (Great
Ouse water works).
The great majority of plans were for proposed canals, turnpike roads, railways and tramways

though one or two interesting miscellanea, like the 1931 map of county petrol stations, are also
now to be found preserved in Northamptonshire’s County Record Office. Plans of that sort, at
large scales like 1:1200 and even 1:480, were difficult to produce, and the clerk of the peace
would often record when they arrived to the minute – sometimes on Sundays, in the dark, or
too late to be legally valid.
By no means all the Bills deposited were, of course, duly enacted by Parliament, and only a

proportion of those that were enacted saw the authorised works actually built. The plans were
usually prepared to a high standard of accuracy to meet the Parliamentary standards required, so
represent a resource of particular value for local historians, industrial archaeology enthusiasts and
others.
Philip Riden has provided an energetic amount of detail about the subject matter of each

deposited plan, with an interesting and erudite introduction on the legal background to the
statutory rules involved and the social setting against which what we would probably now call
‘infrastructure projects’ took place. Pleasingly produced by the Northamptonshire Record
Office at £9.95, it is comprehensively indexed, and provides vital material for further studies
into the county’s legal legislation background superficially described by this writer’s article in
Northamptonshire Past and Present (Vol. VIII, 1989-90, pp.73-82).

R. J. B. Morris

STUDIOUS TO PLEASE, 
A PROFILE OF JANE WEST, 

AN EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY AUTHOR
by Marilyn Wood 

Published by Shaun Tyas, Donington, PE11 4TA, 2003 
ISBN 1 900289 58 X

Case bound, viii+170pp. plus 9pp. plates 
Price £24

What a treasure-trove of talent Marilyn Wood has unlocked for us when she discovered the opus
of the poet and author Jane West of whose long life, 1758 to 1852, she has written a well-
researched profile. Apart from a single poem in Trevor Hold’s anthology of the county poets, A
Northamptonshire Garland, I had yet to discover Jane. She is apparently better known in the USA
with its propensity for literary studies relating to the female gender.
Jane West was born in London in 1758 to John Iliffe and his wife Jane. Her father, the second

son of a family of gentlemen farmers at Desborough, was a mercer, in trade as an upholsterer
whose emporium was in the environs of St. Paul’s Churchyard in the City of London. It was a
kind of 18th-century Heals’ or Maples where craftsmen were employed to manufacture goods
of quality. The area was associated with printing establishments and in its proximity to the
Cathedral, with the clergy and church life. During the first eleven years of her childhood Jane
absorbed an atmosphere that was to prove beneficial to her when she started writing and this
early environment enabled Jane to become acquainted with the other trades of the district.
Coming into his inheritance, Jane’s father brought the family back to farm at Desborough in

1769 where she was to become acquainted with the local gentry who included the family of
George Hill of Rothwell. When the Hill daughters married, Barbara to the Hon. William
Cockayne of Rushton Hall in 1777, and Anne to Thomas Maunsell of Thorpe Malsor Hall in
1781, the friendship between them continued and blossomed. In the following year, 1782, Jane
herself was to marry. Her husband, Thomas West, was a yeoman farmer and she moved to his
home at Little Bowden, formerly part of Northamptonshire but is now in Leicestershire.
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After the birth of her first child in 1783, a son named Thomas, Jane was to publish her first
volume, Miscellaneous Poems. Written at an Early Age. In 1791, the following ‘delight’ was written
to amuse the Cockaynes at Rushton, and from whence Marilyn Wood takes her title. Studious …
extracted from To the Hon. Mrs C…

You said the author was a charmer,
Self-taught and married to a farmer;
Who wrote all kinds of verse with ease,
Made pies and puddings, frocks and cheese.
Her situation, though obscure,
Was not contemptible or poor.
Her conversation spoke a mind
Studious to please, but refined.
So warm an interest you expressed,
It was not possible to jest.
The company, amazed, perplexed,
Wondering what whim would seize you next.

With her first novel, The Advantages of Education, 1793, Jane West launched with aplomb her nom
de plume upon her public; Mrs. Prudentia Homespun! Imagine this person, an amalgam of Truby
King and Dr. Spock, with their advice for young mothers, and in our own times, Mrs. Mary
Whitehouse, a guardian of the country’s morals. Mrs. Homespun was the perfect ‘vehicle’ for our
budding author’s talent! In the consort of George III, Queen Charlotte, she found an avid reader
(the key influence here must be Anne Percy, the wife of Bishop Thomas Percy (Reliques) and
now the royal nursemaid. Anne, formerly Gutteridge, was from Desborough.)
Her advice was always to the fore; sometimes reproachful, but more often delivered with wit

and humour. In To a Friend with a Present of Lace she reminded her readers that ‘a leopard rarely
changed its spots’.

If you her proffer’d lace accept,
And, cancelling her former debt,
The customary trade renew,
’Twill be at last the worse for you; …

Her ‘work’ being reviewed in the literary journals of the day found Jane herself embarking on
a correspondence with Mr. Urban and the Gentleman’s Magazine of which she was to become
a regular contributor.
After the death of her husband in 1823, Jane West published her last novel, Ringrove, in 1827.

She lived for another 25 years in the midst of her growing family. This ‘profile’ is full of family
history and there is much to interest local historians.
Where a description of Little Bowden is taken from the History of Northamptonshire by John

Bridges and used to portray a contemporary landscape there is risk of misunderstanding the
period. Although the history appeared in 1791 the published material is only current to the date
of Bridges’ death in 1724.
Mrs. Wood ‘clothes’ her history of the Iliffe family with details of their kinship to Humphrey

Henchman who was born at Barton Seagrave. Before becoming Bishop of London in the 17th
century Henchman was a residentiary canon at Salisbury. Given that two Bishops of Salisbury,
Robert Tounson or Townson, formerly rector of Old, and John Davenant, were both closely
related to Henchman and the Rev. Dr. Thomas Fuller, another county born cleric, and that
Bishop Tounson’s son, the Rev. John Tounson of Old whose 1688 Townson Charity is still active
and very much alive at Old, it would be rewarding for us in this County for Mrs. Wood to
consider producing a modern history of these inter-related scions of the Church and to explore
the influence and patronage associated with them!

Rosemary Eady
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A PARTICLE OF CLAY,
THE BIOGRAPHY OF ALEC SKEMPTON, CIVIL ENGINEER

By Judith Niechcial
Published by Whittles Publishing, 2002

ISBN 1 870325 84 2
Hardback, 234 by 156mm, xvi+208pp., illustrated

Price £35

Alec Skempton was born in Northampton in 1914. The first chapter, headed ‘Northampton,’ is
concerned with family connections and his time in the town until he was 18 years old. This is
based on a two-volume record of Skempton’s own family history researches made in the 1970s.
Unfortunately, the author, one of his daughters, is unfamiliar with Northampton and causes
minor irritations such as referring to Abingdon instead of Abington. From 1932 Skempton was
an undergraduate in the Civil Engineering Department at Imperial College, London. During
the first summer vacation he returned to live with his mother in Northampton and worked in
an (unspecified) architect’s office in the town, where he became interested in the history of
architecture. There are few subsequent local references but one is when ‘he began to move in
more intellectual and aristocratic circles than his provincial Northamptonshire background had
previously allowed.’
This was after he left Imperial College in 1936 and worked at the Building Research Station

in Watford. Here he became interested in soil mechanics: the background to understanding and
remedying slips in earth dams and the foundations, cuttings and embankments on roads and
motorways. This was then a new science and a subject on which Skempton eventually became
internationally eminent. Whilst the story of his progress to this eminence is related in
considerable detail, the other side of his life has equal consideration, with descriptions of his
social life and interests in books, art and music. In his inaugural professorial lecture at Imperial
College in 1954 Skempton quoted from William Blake ‘To see a World in a grain of sand…’
adding ‘or in my case a Particle of Clay,’ hence the title of this book.
There is a difficulty in this two-sided approach in that readers interested in the social aspects

will be disconcerted by unexplained technical references, and the scientifically minded may lose
interest in the quite involved social aspects. Sometimes it is difficult to keep track of individuals
amongst the large number of people involved with Skempton, particularly when having used
their surname a number of times the author suddenly resorts to the person’s first name.
The later chapters come to more recent times and the author appears more competent in

covering Skempton’s work and his activities beyond soil mechanics. His involvement with the
Newcomen Society (for the history of science and technology), the Association for Industrial
Archaeology and the history of civil engineering are all described in a lively manner. Sadly there
is no mention of Professor Skempton’s return to his birth town in the l960s to give a lecture on
‘The history of cast-iron bridges’ as part of a joint Northamptonshire Industrial Archaeology
Group and University of Leicester course at the latter’s centre in Northampton.
Skempton’s daughter does not gloss over his failings and the last chapter emphasises the

frailties of a great man, especially after the long illness and death of his wife Nancy who played
such an important part in his life. Although there are extensive references to Sonia Rolt and Julia
Elton, mainly in connection with the Newcomen Society, the author fails to recognize that they,
along with Skempton, were involved in a small group whose members enjoyed each other’s
company. The fun element of this must have been an important antidote to the pressures of
Skempton’s professional and family life. 
This book is written in the present tense whilst he was alive but Skem, as he was known to

family and close friends, died in 2001 before it was published. Although Northamptonshire
features only to a small extent, the book helps us to appreciate the contribution that professional
engineers make to our present well-being and safety and shows that they can be cultured people.

Geoffrey Starmer
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THE GREAT WORKS AT WEEDON 1804 TO 1816
CAPTAIN PILKINGTON’S PROJECT

By Beryl Williams
Published 2003 by Beryl Williams, Sira, Main Street, Whilton, Daventry, NN11 5NN

A4 Softback, viii+139pp., illustrated 
ISBN 0 9543448 0 4

Price £15

This is not just a description of the buildings of the military depot but covers all phases of
implementing the decision of the Board of Ordnance to establish a canal-served ordnance
complex situated as far as possible from the coast. Land had to be acquired and someone had to
be appointed to direct the execution of the proposed works and buildings. This was Capt.
Robert Pilkington of the Royal Engineers who is the main character in the book. The site had
to be planned and buildings designed, materials needed to be acquired, a permanent workforce
was appointed and specialist contractors for constructing the depot’s buildings had to be
identified. All of this fell to Capt. Pilkington, and the author provides a comprehensive
description of what was involved, including detailed cost estimates – an interesting comparison
with present day costs!
Housing the workers, storehouses and the gunpowder magazines each have detailed coverage

not only of their construction but also of working practices within them, such as not smoking
in the gunpowder magazine compound. The work did not always proceed smoothly. There was
a shortage of bricks in 1810 and in the same year Pilkington was accused of ‘having engaged
with a contractor in the execution of his work.’ There was a lack of clothes-washing facilities so
the soldiers’ wives were washing the clothes in the barrack-rooms – to the detriment of the
building; a shed had to be erected for the purpose.
The period of the book ends in 1814, after which there was no more major work by the

Board of Ordnance before it was subsumed by the war Office in 1855. However, the author
does provide in an Appendix a description of the site in 2002, referring to the surviving evidence
of the buildings erected by 1814.
The author has presented the results of her research in an easily followed manner and the

endnotes and sources set out at the end of each chapter are admirable. Throughout the book
there are excellent computer-generated maps, plans and illustration of particular features but no
photographs. The author gives good reasons for this but some readers may feel it is a significant
omission. Despite this small disappointment, this is an excellent, well-researched account of the
construction of an outstanding early 19th-century building complex in Northamptonshire.

Geoffrey Starmer

A HISTORY OF THE COUNTY OF NORTHAMPTON,VOLUMEV
Edited by Philip Riden assisted by Charles Insley

The University of London Institute of Historical Research, 2002
ISBN 1 904356 01 X

A4 casebound, xvi+466pp., 34 maps, plus 16 plates
Price £90

It is always uplifting to witness a resurrection, which, after a 65-year delay since the preceding
volume appeared, is undoubtedly what Volume V of the Victoria County History of
Northamptonshire is. Previous to the appearance of Volume IV (in 1937), others were published
in 1902, 1906 and 1930. In the age of the aeroplane, this is history travelling at the speed of an
elephant.
Elephants are, however, large and impressive beasts: Volume V is very much state of the art

historical writing, well up to the highest standards of modern scholarship, particularly as set out
by the Central VCH in the Institute of Historical Research in London. Set out, that is, in tablets
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of stone. Premised on the essentially antiquarian idea that the history of every county must
proceed hundred by hundred, parish by parish, taking due notice, of course, of towns and such
non-parochial topics as archaeology, industries, transport and religious history. Planned as a ‘short
topographical volume,’ Volume V manages to cover the 13 rural parishes of the Hundred of
Cleyley, in the south-east corner of Northamptonshire, in 466 pages.
Each is dealt with according to the standard formula – topography, demographic history,

manors, great families, religion, charities, education and so on, all done with great thoroughness
and clarity, superb maps and well-chosen illustrations, the product of six years’ hard work by Mr.
Riden and Dr. Insley. Happy is the local historian whose parish has been done by the VCH. In
the production of this volume, as in others, no expense is spared; the paper and binding are of
high quality (as they should be at this price). To modern eyes a hundred (an ancient but long-
dead unit of local government) is not a familiar entity – how many people in Potterspury know
which hundred they once were in? However, the editors ingeniously impose some unity on
Cleyley with a preliminary account of the greatest of the local landed-estates, the Honour of
Grafton and Wakefield Lodge Estate, in the possession of the Dukes of Grafton for nearly four
centuries, though not any longer.
Satisfying as this volume is, the completion of the VCH for the whole county of

Northampton is, one may venture to suggest, surely Mission Impossible. Volume VI, devoted to
Industrial and Transport History in the 20th century is in preparation, but beyond that the future
is uncertain. It has taken six years and tens of thousands of pounds, raised locally and through
the National Lottery, to produce this volume. An estimated additional ten are needed. Upwards
of a century since the death of Queen Victoria, less than half of Northamptonshire has been
covered. King’s Sutton, Green’s Norton, Chipping Warden, Fawsley, Nobottle Grove,
Guilsborough and Rothwell will have to wait. Will end-of-the-queue Corby ever see its
volume? Not in our lifetimes, nor in those of our grandchildren. Those who have faith in
ultimate completion remind me of those good Catholics who seem serenely confident that one
day, in the fullness of time, England will once again return to Holy Mother Church: not
impossible, but highly unlikely.

R. L. Greenall

THE MEDIEVAL STAINED GLASS OF NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
Richard Marks

British Academy, Oxford University Press
ISBN 0 19 726177 9

A4, casebound, lxxiv+316pp., profusely illustrated, plus 40 full page colour plates
Price £92

This magisterial volume is Number 4 in a series of the Corpus Vitrearum Medii Aevi, which
will eventually record all the medieval glass in England. Of the other volumes, one deals with
Netherlandish glass, another the East Window of York Minster and the third the medieval glass
in Lincolnshire. Northamptonshire is, therefore, right at the front of this important series.
Now, you might have got the impression that this volume is therefore a hugely scholarly and

specialist work, and rather dry and technical. You would be wrong. Scholarly it certainly is, but
for any Northamptonshire historian scholarly in a hugely useful way.
What Professor Marks has assembled here is a wealth of background information for all the

examples he cites. The introduction alone is worth reading, for there you will find a concise
summary about the context of medieval glass, explanations of how heraldry, colour and religious
iconography fit in, as well as material about techniques. If you want a brief introduction to
medieval glass, this is an ideal essay.
Then there are the catalogue entries. Even the tiniest of fragments has not escaped Professor

Marks’ eagle eye, and where there are significant remains these are all described and photo-
graphed. But there is more to his entries than just descriptions of the glass. Surviving glass may
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give clues to the architecture of the church; it may tell us something of the patron; its design
may be of considerable significance for artistic reasons. There are also under each entry lists of
manuscript sources, and if you are interested in any of the churches mentioned, these are
invaluable. In several cases rare drawings from these sources are illustrated.
Inevitably it is the churches with large collections of medieval glass which get the fullest

treatment. It comes as no surprise to find that Stanford on Avon gets almost 100 pages. Lowick
gets 16 and Fawsley 7, but nearly every church described gets one or two.
It is without doubt one of the most important contributions made to Northamptonshire

literature in recent years. It stands well alongside that other magisterial series produced by the
Royal Commission on Historical Monuments, a series, alas, which seems under the new regime
to have been abandoned.
Anyone who consults this volume will, I feel sure, join me in saying: ‘thank you, Professor

Marks. You have done Northamptonshire proud.’ 
Bruce A. Bailey

SHORTER NOTICES

THE LITERARY HERITAGE OF NORTHAMPTONSHIRE
An Exploration by Ian Addis and Robert Mercer

Diametric Publications, 45 Grosvenor Road, Kettering, 2002
ISBN 9533482 5 3

Price £9.95

This is an enjoyable publication, nicely produced with illustrations of considerable charm,
outlining the literary work of some 71 local authors. Organised by district, ‘Around Kettering’,
‘Around Brackley’, ‘Around Northampton’, etc. a succinct account of each writer is given, with
short quotations. As well as the Drydens, Mary Leapors and Edith Sitwells, it notices such
contemporaries, or near contemporaries, as Joan Wake, Denys Watkins-Pitchford, J. L. Carr,
Byron Rogers, Ray Gosling and Jeremy Seabrook.

R. L. G.

A book on another aspect of Northamptonshire history is to be published on 25th September
2003. Its title is Bands, Choirs and Organs in Northamptonshire and Rutland, and the launch is to be
in Peterborough Cathedral at 7pm that day. The principal guest will be the President of the
Royal College of Organists, Dr. Roy Massey, MBE, and all proceeds from the sale of the book
will be given to the organ fund at the cathedral. The publisher is Positif Press of 130 Southfield
Road, Oxford, OX4 lPA, and the author is our member Canon C. H. Davidson of Roade.

ITEMS RECEIVED FOR REVIEW

John Clare: Poems of the Middle Period, Volume 5 (Oxford University Press, 2003). Price £105.

All Saints’, Oakham, a guide and history, by Nigel Aston (Multum in Parvo Press, Oakham 2003).
Price £3 incl. p & p., from 6 Chater Road, Oakham, Rutland. LE15 6RY.
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OBITUARY NOTICES

Dr. David Sargant

David Sargant, a long-standing member of the Northamptonshire Record Society, died on 11th
January 2003. A medical man by vocation, he had a passion for his county of adoption, its under-
appreciated wealth of historical personalities and the beauty of its landscape and buildings.
He was born 15th May 1934 in Potters Bar, Hertfordshire, the elder of two sons of an

accountant father and a teacher mother. Educated at Radley, he studied medicine at Magdalen
College, Oxford, and was honorary editor of the Oxford Medical School Gazette, 1956-58.
National service took him to the Royal Hospital Chelsea where he was assistant physician

and surgeon to the pensioners and edited the Journal of the Royal Army Medical Corps. An
instinctive historian of any subject which engaged his interest, he relished the archaic pomp of
his role as a liveryman of The Society of Apothecaries. He later contributed several historical
essays to Oxford Medicine (1970), a book celebrating the bicentenery of the Radcliffe Infirmary
where he had served his placement as a junior house doctor.
He was invalided out of the army in 1963 after what proved to be the onset of a lifelong

manic-depressive illness. Lyrical and eloquent manic episodes – involving midnight taxi trips in
his pyjamas, the founding of a national magazine and deportation from America after charming
his way, with wife and three small children, through immigration without a visa – alternated
with taciturn depressions. Nevertheless, he found work as a locum GP in London, then as a
medical representative with Bayer Chemicals. Subsequently he was in general practice in
Faringdon and, briefly, Olney, where years later he was fondly remembered as a perceptive and
kindly painstaking doctor.
His moods were somewhat stabilised after a long stay in St Andrew’s Hospital, Northampton,

his introduction to a town and county he grew to love. After discharge in 1971 he remarried
and settled in Duston. He found work as a medical officer, visiting mother and baby clinics and
schools across Northamptonshire until his retirement in 1993. Boundlessly fascinated by his
surroundings, he soon became encyclopaedically knowledgeable about local history, literature,
heraldry, genealogy and architecture. As warden of St Peter’s in Northampton he appeared to
know the story of every stone in the building and enjoyed introducing visitors and school-
children to its ancient treasures. Saddened by the redundancy of one of the town’s finest
churches, he established The Friends of St Peter’s to safeguard its fabric and use.
A voracious reader with a capacious memory and a reverence for the printed page, he was

forever excitedly planning fresh books and articles on aspects of local and medical history,
projects which tended to peter out into depressive silence. The exception was his short 1998
book on Sir Henry Dryden, the roving antiquarian and 19th-century squire of Canons Ashby,
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a subject whose catholicity of enthusiasms matched his own. Once launched on the topic of Sir
Henry, particularly on the telephone, David was unstoppable and it was possible for the recipient
of his call to attend to tasks on the far side of the room before returning to find him in continued
flow. It is to be regretted that a longer biography of his cherished subject was never completed.
After a fall at home in 1999 he spent the last three years of his life in residential care.

Undefeated by his confinement he took a lively interest in the medical problems of his fellow
residents and kept up a voluminous correspondence with family, friends and such disparate
authors as Oliver Sacks and the Duchess of Devonshire, whose work he followed and admired.
His letters were small masterpieces of concision and mischievous humour.
Proud both of his maternal Scottish roots and the intermittently illustrious lineage of the

Sargants, David took great dynastic pleasure in his four children by his first wife Wendy, and the
two children of his marriage to Diana, the loving anchor of his later years. His ashes were
scattered in the garden of Canons Ashby on a Northamptonshire afternoon of rain and sudden
sun which might have been painted by Peter Newcombe, one of his favourite artists.

Tom Sargant

Dr. D. L. Bates

David Bates died on 19th January 2003 at the age of fifty, from the effects of a brain tumour.
A member of the Record Society since his student days, he had served on its Council since
1991. He brought his enthusiasm and skills to the latter body, in particular through his designing
of a Record Society website on the internet.
Educated at Northampton Town & County Grammar School, David was a Cambridge

graduate and postgraduate, awarded a doctorate in Biochemistry by that University. He
undertook post-doctoral research at Stanford University in California and, back in Cambridge,
was a respected figure in the world of Biotechnology, specialising in the study of proteins.
Eventually, he became involved in the formation of one of the first commercial enterprises in
the Cambridge Science Park.
Although living in Cambridgeshire, he maintained his connection with his native town, and

became interested in its history. I met him when he was taking the part-time Certificate in Local
History promoted in Northampton by the University of Leicester’s Department of Adult
Education, which he completed with distinction. He then found time to do a part-time Master’s
degree at Leicester, and appeared on the University’s team on the television programme
‘University Challenge.’ He also began a part-time Ph.D at Leicester on the career of the 18th-
century surveyor, Thomas Yeoman, who was involved in the navigation of the River Nene. Alas,
David never completed his doctoral dissertation, but he did write five learned articles for this
Journal – ‘All Manner of Natural Knowledge: The Northampton Philosophical Society’
(Vol.VIII, 1993-4, pp. 363-377), ‘When Earth Her Entrails Shook: The Earthquake of 1750’ (Vol.
IX, 1994-5, No. l, pp. 55-68), ‘Cotton-spinning in Northampton: Edward Cave’s Mill, 1742-
1761’ (Vol.IX, 1996-7, No. 3, pp. 237-251), ‘Cotton-spinning in Northampton: the Gibson &
Forbes Mill, 1785-1806’, (No. 51, 1998, pp. 57-75) and ‘Naturae Accedere Partes: The
Northampton Philosophical Society Revisited’ (No. 53, 2000, pp. 19-30). He was also compiling
a Bibliography of the writings of Victor Hatley, and was working on William Lester, the
Northampton engineer, whose designs appeared in the early Annals of Agriculture. Had he
lived, David would surely have made a significant contribution to the subject of the role of
science in provincial life the 18th century. Fittingly, he was a member of NIAG, the
Northamptonshire Industrial Archaeology Group.
Personally, like many Northamptonians, behind a quiet and rather downbeat manner, he was

engagingly sharp and humorous. He never married, but his passing is sincerely mourned by his
family, friends, colleagues at work and those of us in the local history fraternity who are
gladdened to have known him.

Ron Greenall
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MEMBERS ARE REMINDED

THAT THERE IS A NEED TO RECRUIT

NEW MEMBERS TO THE SOCIETY.

ALL RECOMMENDATIONS WILL BE WELCOME.

PLEASE CONTACT

THE SECRETARY, LESLIE SKELTON (01604 762 297)

FOR APPLICATION FORMS AND ANY OTHER

INFORMATION.
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