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Abstract

Abstract

The Weald of Kent, Sussex and Surrey has long been recognised in the literature
as a centre of iron production, an industry that spanned from the late Iron Age to
the early 19t century. During the period of Roman occupation, evidence suggests
iron was produced at some localities on an industrial scale. However, the limited
archaeological evidence for its existence in the Anglo-Saxon period and its
relative absence from the Domesday Book, save a single reference to a ‘una
ferraria’ near East Grinstead, suggests that by the 11" century iron-production in

the Weald only operated on a small scale.

By the 14t century however, evidence of iron production is more apparent in the
archaeological and documentary record. It is at this time that a unique collection
of records, of the Tudeley Ironworks at the manor of Southfrith, Kent were
created. These accounts offer a rare insight into the annual outputs of a Wealden
ironworks, along with details on the site’s construction, its equipment and the
identity of ironworkers and woodland workers, involved in supplying the
necessary raw materials and managing the furnace. At a time when plague and
population loss had led to considerable uncertainty across England, Tudeley
Ironworks along with its wood colliers and ore diggers, found itself in the middle

of significant social changes.

While documentary evidence is scarce for the iron industry, several important
accounts imply that iron was more than just a local commodity by the 14th
century, but one whose trade was connected to nobility, Royalty, and the Church.

Commodities such as nails, arrows, iron bars and horseshoes were transported
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across England and used to repair Royal houses, castles and equip Edward III’s
war horses, during the Scottish wars in 1327. Sites operating on a larger scale to
fulfil these orders are indicated in the documentary record, which include Roffey
where, in 1327, 1000 horseshoes were made. Eleven years later 6000 arrows
were sent from near Horsham to the Tower of London. At times trade was
controversial and in 1300 London ironmongers complained that Wealden
ironworkers were selling iron strakes for cartwheels at shorter than the normal

lengths.

How do these historical accounts relate to the archaeological evidence? and what
was the nature of Wealden iron-production sites during this period? Excavations
at Crawley have suggested it may have formed a centre of production during the
medieval period, while the 1327 and 1338 references to horseshoes and arrows
suggest other larger-scale production sites were also in existence. Other
questions are raised over the working and spatial relationship between smelting
and smithing at this time — were they separated, or did they form collaborative

groups?

This thesis uses an archaeo-historical approach to identify and define centres of
iron production within the Weald. Two case study sites were investigated which
included Tudeley Ironworks and Roffey, both of which were recorded in
documentary accounts and offered the opportunity to carry out archaeological
field surveys. Site morphology and technology was investigated in both cases,
using a range of methods including landscape reconnaissance survey,
geophysics, fieldwalking and macromorphology. Along with site specific analysis,
the wider economic landscape of both sites was investigated to identify related
woodland industries that provided the necessary raw materials for these sites to

operate.
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1 The Historical and Archaeological context

Chapter 1: The Medieval Iron Industry of the Weald - its
Historical and Archaeological Context

This chapter discusses previous research into the Medieval iron industry of the
Weald, both archaeological and historical, and considers the current state of
knowledge that both sources of evidence present. It considers the main areas
that require further research, including the development of the industry, its
economic operation, how widespread it was, and whether centres of production
existed — and how such centres may be defined. Finally, it calls for an archaeo-
historical approach using the two case studies of Tudeley and Roffey to shed
light on these debates, specifically the presence and nature of centres of

production.
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1 The Historical and Archaeological context

Chapter 1: The Medieval Iron Industry of the Weald - its

Historical and Archaeological Context

1.1 - Introduction to iron-production in the Weald

The Weald of Southeast England, covering large parts of Kent, Sussex, and
Surrey, has long been recognised as an important region for iron production.
While archaeological and historical evidence shows the industry was
established prior to the coming of the Romans in 43AD, and continued until the
19t Century, there remain considerable gaps in our understanding of its
developmental changes and the importance it held at certain points in its long
history. To assume that the industry went unchanged during this long temporal
expanse would be simplistic and questions of scale and continuity remain
widely debated, particularly for the period after 410AD when Roman occupation
ended and up to the 15" Century, generally referred to as the early and late
medieval. Over the last ninety years, various studies have sought to enhance
our understanding of the industry, notably by Straker (1931), Cleere and
Crossley (1995) and Hodgkinson (2008), and their work remains the most
significant sources of reference on the industry. And yet these works
acknowledge how the medieval period remains the most understudied, with only
a handful of sites receiving detailed investigation. The iron industry at this time
still poses a number of significant questions which include what happened to
the industry at the end of the Roman occupation of Britain — did it continue or
was it re-established, how did periods of continuity or discontinuity affect the
transfer of knowledge between practitioners, and how did the industry operate
from an economic perspective - were there centres of production by the 14®
century, or is this a too simplistic or inaccurate interpretation? This period
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stands on the cusp between the preceding Roman period where documentary
records do not survive, and the post-medieval period of the blast furnace
technology, where our understanding is greatly enhanced by historical
accounts. For the medieval Weald, records on iron working are sparse, and yet
where they do exist, particularly the Tudeley accounts, they have the potential
to both enhance our understanding of the archaeological record and to mislead
it.

This thesis considers the nature of the iron industry by the late medieval period
and seeks to answer the question of whether we can see evidence for centres
of production in the historical and archaeological record, and if so, what
constitutes such a centre. Two case studies are examined, Roffey Ironworks in
West Sussex and Tudeley Ironworks in Kent. Each were chosen for their rare
survival of historical accounts and the potential they offered for archaeological
fieldwork which would enable a comparison between the documentary and

archaeological data.

This chapter will consider the understanding and research that has been carried
out on the medieval iron industry at the outset of this study. It will begin by
looking at research into the industry from the 19™ century to the present day
and the theoretical and research frameworks that past scholars have applied. It
will go on to consider the main documentary sources available for the period
and the archaeological evidence that exists to contextualise the industry. It
considers the advantages and limitations with these two sources of evidence
and the broader debates with iron-working at this time, specifically the rise and
existence of centres of production and the development of the industry through

the course of the period. Finally, it argues a need to consider the iron industry
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Medieval Ironworking sites of the Weald

Correct as of 22nd August 2022
Data retrieved from WIRG site database

Anglo-Saxon Sites (Red)

Medieval Sites (Blue)

0 — Court Lodge Farm

1 — Friar’s Oak (bloomforge)

2 — Millbrook (smelting)

3 — Buriton Village Hall (bloomforge)
4 - Lyminge

0 — Crawley (17 sites)

1 - Ifield Mill Pond

2 — Brambletye Manor Farm (2 sites)
3 —Chantlers Farm

4 — Chingley Forge

5 — Coldharbour Cottage

6 — Courtlands Farm

7 — Firey Field

8 — Frittenden

9 — Great Wildwood

10 — Hoadley Wood

11 — Hodges Wood

12 — Huggett’s Farm

13 — Loxwood Place Farm

14 — Minepit Wood

15 — Monktonhook

16 — Newbridge Furnace and Forge
17 — Pannel Farm

18 — Parrock

19 - Piping Wood

20 — Roffey

21— Southwater Street

22 — Spaulines, Etchingwood

23 — St Margaret’s Garden

24 — Summersales

25 — Tanyards Shaw / Tankards Croft
26 — Thunderfield Castle

27 — Tudeley

28 —Warren Farm

29 — Wet Wood, Mousehall

Figure 1.1 — The distribution of Anglo-Saxon and medieval iron-production sites identified within the Weald across the counties of Sussex, Surrey, Hampshire and Kent. Map compiled by
the author. Base map courtesy of Digimap OS Collection. Distribution data from www.wirgdata.org.
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within the wider context of the medieval economy, in terms of trade and
exchange mechanisms and its inter connections to other industries that need

studying. The sites discussed in this chapter are mapped on figure 1.1.

1.1.2 — The Weald and its landscape
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Figure 1.2 — The location of the two case study sites of Tudeley and Roffey that form the focus of this study. Base map
courtesy of Digimap OS Collection.

The Geological setting

The Weald has a complex geology, the product of the laying down of different
sediments under varying environmental conditions (fig. 1.2). These first began
to form during the Cretaceous period around 140 million years ago, when the
sediments that form the Wealden beds began to be deposited. At this time, the
Weald formed part of a great swamp or lake in which rivers from what today
forms the Thames Valley, Devon, Cornwall, and Brittany drained into. For
around 20 million years these rivers brought with them sediments, initially sand,
followed by finer sediments of mud and silt as the rivers became silted by the
sand (Brandon 2003, 28). As these sediments accumulated, their weight

caused them to compress to form the clay, siltstone and sandstone layers of
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Figure 1.3 — Sketch illustration of the geology of the Weald and its formation. Based on Brandon (2003).

what is known as the Wealden Beds (Worssam 1983, 4-5; Brandon 2003, 28).
The Wealden beds comprise the Ashdown Beds, the Wadhurst Clay and the
Tunbridge Wells Sand, collectively known as the Hastings Beds, and the Weald

Clay (fig. 1.3) (Worssam 1983, 4-5).

100 million years ago, sea levels began to rise, and the Weald was submerged.
The sea brought with it its own sediments in the form of marine sands, that were
to form the Lower Greensand, Gault and Upper Greensand, followed over the
next 35 million years by accumulations of the remains of sea creatures which
was to form the chalk (Worssam 1983, 5). At the time the Alps were forming 30
million years ago, the same earth movements in the form of uplift were enacting
upon the Weald (AONB). This folding, called the Wealden Anticline led to the
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formation of a great dome, covered by the outer strata of chalk. The crest of this
chalk dome in time eroded away but remained on the outer periphery as the
South Downs and North Downs, which today form the northern and southern
boundaries of the Weald. The Weathering away of the chalk from the centre of
this dome, left the underlying Wealden Beds exposed as the largest outcrop
forming the High Weald. This in turn is encircled by smaller bands of the Lower
Greensand, Gault and Upper Greensand (Worssam 1983). It was these
deposits that contained the iron ores that first attracted the early metalworkers

to the region.

The Environmental Setting

The great geological diversity of the Weald is reflected too within its
environmental setting, with the forested area of the High and Low Weald and
the chalk grasslands of the North and South Downs on its fringes (fig. 1.4). The
forest has dominated much of the region’s history, covering parts of the
counties of Kent, Sussex and Surrey. Today many of the species that were in
existence by 3000BC including oak, elm, ash, hornbeam and alder still grow

within surviving patches of ancient woodland (Brandon 2003, 35). The

Figure 1.4 — The Weald, as viewed from Ditchling Beacon on the South Downs. (Author’s Image).
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expansive forest led the Saxons and Jutes to name it Weald, from the Germanic
word for forest and it is highly probable that the area was seasonally exploited
for the resources it contained (Brandon 2003, 3). Gardiner (2003, 154) notes
that while temporary sites are likely to have existed in peripheral locations to
help with acquiring valuable resources, identifying these sites which are unlikely
to leave substantial archaeological traces is problematic. He notes Millbrook
(discussed in Section 1.1.4) as one example of a ‘temporary base for resource
procurement’ (Gardiner (2003, 154). Oak was of particular importance and
thrives on the Wealds clay soils, important for shipbuilding and the construction
of the timber framed buildings that are a familiar site in many of the Wealden
villages (Brandon 2003, 8). During the medieval period, efforts were made to
clear areas of the forest for agriculture and after the Norman Conquest
settlements sprung up within previously forested areas. Traces of former forest

that escaped clearance still survive today in remaining historic woodlands and

-

Figure 1.5 — The scarp slope of the South Downs, which form the southern extent of the Weald. (Author’s
image).
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Figure 1.7 — View towards the South Downs (Author’s image).
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o

Figure18 — View along one of the many trackways that lead from the Weald up onto the South Downs
(Author’s image).
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L

Figure 1.10 — Views over Ashdown Forest (Author’s image).
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Figure 1.11 — A steep sided stream or ‘gill’, a typic/ feature of oodlands in the Weald (uthor’s
image).
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wide wooded shaws on the boundaries of fields. Some of this surviving ancient
woodland contain steep sided gills, where the continued action of flowing water
has cut through the softer strata. The heavy clay of the Weald has long been
noted for its impassibility and frequent footfall over time led to the formation of
sunken tracks and parallel routeways through the forest to avoid impassable
routes, with the trees on either side of such tracks touching branches to form

holloways (figs 1.5-1.11).

1.1.3 — The Production of Iron

The term ironworking is one widely used within the literature but not always
given clarity as to what specifically it is referring too. The production of iron
involves a series of distinct processes that may be carried out by one or more
individuals and on the same or in different localities. Juleff (pers. comm. 2019)
defines it as a two-stage process, Stage 1 as the irreversible extraction of iron
from its ore with the use of smelting which, assuming a successful smelt will
produce a spongy mass of iron called a bloom. Stage 2 forms the refinement of
this bloom into usable bar iron, which requires consolidation through re-heating
and hammering to remove remaining trapped slag. This iron can then be
worked by smiths to produce finished products and the re-heating of the metal
enables this iron to be re-worked in the future — hence the ‘reversible process’.
The archaeological evidence in the Weald for these processes is discussed in
Section 4.7.1, however it is important to make this distinction here between
smelting — the extraction of iron from ore and smithing — the creation of finished
products from the consolidated iron. There are of course many other personnel
involved in the process along with the smelter and smith. There are the ore
diggers and colliers who supply the raw materials necessary for smelting to take

place and ultimately the possibility of middlemen who act as go between,
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Figure 1.12 - The stages of iron-production from the acquisition of raw materials, to smelting, refining and smithing. Processes are not necessarily confined to a single group of individuals or location.
Image based on Juleff pers. comm. 2019.
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liaising with the smelters and smiths and exchanging the products of the smith
within the wider economy (fig. 1.12). The term ironworking therefore
encompasses many processes and will only be used when the industry in its

entirety is being discussed.

1.1.4 - Centres of Production?

The concept of centres of iron production will be examined through the course
of this thesis and a discussion on the current use of the term can be found in
Chapter 7. It is important to note that the term centre of production is somewhat
loaded and has been applied in archaeology to many sites and locations, not
just for iron-production but also for other industries, with little attempt to fully
define its meaning. The Weald as a region has been classified a centre of
production in the wider research on the industry, however within the Weald at a
site-specific level, the literature discusses local centres of production, in which
Crawley is one example. Such centres have been defined along various
attributes including spatial distribution of sites, the clustering of sites and a sites
level of output, such as the apparent specialisation of products including
horseshoes and arrows. The phrase centres of production has been used
loosely and in many cases the author lacks close or critical examination of how
they are defining the term and why any of the attributes listed above constitute a
centre. Understanding the intensity and organisation of production and its social
and economic implications are important and will be a theme for analysis in this
study. Throughout this chapter the concept of centres of production will be
examined based on the evidence presented in previous research and will begin
to determine certain criteria that can be tested against the two case study sites

Tudeley and Roffey, that are examined in the subsequent chapters. Such
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analysis will allow a critical examination of the term centres of production later in
the thesis and a discussion on whether the term is applicable to iron-production

in the Weald during the medieval period.
1.2 - Areview of current literature and understanding

In addition to the work of Straker (1931), Cleere and Crossley (1995) and
Hodgkinson (2008), the Wealden Iron Research Group (WIRG), founded in
1968 have identified many key sites with dates ranging from the Iron Age
through to the early 19th century, when the industry dramatically declined.
WIRG form an independent group of researchers who carry out fieldwork,
excavation, and experimental smelting as well as collaborating with other
societies and institutions to enhance the knowledge of the industry and publish
their findings in an annual bulletin ‘Wealden Iron’, newsletters, and an online
site database (Prus 2018, 11; https://www.wealdeniron.org.uk/about-wirg/).
While our understanding of iron production in the Roman period has been
considerably enhanced by recent studies, (Greenwood 2021), our knowledge of
the medieval iron economy that followed is based on a handful of historical

accounts and relatively few archaeological investigations.

It was in the mid-19" century, with the rise of the first archaeological societies
that significant attention was directed towards county archaeologies, and in
Kent and Sussex interest turned to the regions iron working heritage. Anthony
Lower in 1849 explained in the second volume of the Sussex Archaeological
Collections, how ‘of the history of the trade however, little has hitherto been
known’ (Lower 1849, 170). In his report, Lower outlined the discoveries by the
Reverend Turner, of iron-working evidence at Maresfield, explaining ‘To the

Rev, Edward Turner we are indebted for the discovery of the highly interesting
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fact, that it dates so far back as the period of Roman dominion in Britain’ (Lower
1849, 170). Broad generalisations and assumptions were made in these early
studies, including Lower’s suggestion that ‘the iron trade of Sussex was carried
on uninterruptedly from Roman times till its extinction, in consequence of the
failure of fuel, almost within our own recollection.” (Lower 1849, 177).
Furthermore, early investigations tended to treat sites in relative isolation, with
little attention on how they fitted into a broader economic framework of local and
long-distance trade and their place within settlements. Arguably this remains a

significant omission in the literature on medieval ironworks.

It is notable that early research such as Lower’s, focussed predominantly on the
Roman industry and paid little attention to the following medieval period and no
doubt reflects the lack of documentary sources that had been identified at this
time. An exception to this can be found in the work of Montague Giuseppi, who,
in 1913 translated and published the accounts of an ironworks at Tudeley in
Kent (Giuseppi 1913; Crawshaw 2018, 7). While these accounts were
incomplete, Giuseppi realised their importance in understanding medieval iron
economy and the Tudeley accounts remain the most detailed documented
record of an ironworks in the Weald for the 14" Century (Crawshaw 2018, 7)
and indeed one of only two such sources known in Britain, with the Byrkeknott
accounts (Durham) dating 50 years after Tudeley (Lapsley 1899; Schubert
1957, 125). Giuseppi treated the accounts within a historical framework, with no
attention to where the ironworks were physically located, and it was another
thirty years before the first attempts to link archaeological and historical
evidence was to take place (Straker 1931). Since Giuseppi’s translation was
published, the Tudeley accounts have been quoted in most publications on the

medieval iron industry of the Weald, and generally have been taken as an
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accurate reflection of how a 14" Century ironworks operated (Straker 1931, 34-
37; Schubert 1957, 125; Hodgkinson 2008, 43-48). Even in other iron-working
regions such as Northamptonshire which, like the Weald, also lacks
documentary sources for the period, the Tudeley accounts have been used to
illustrate details that archaeology cannot provide (Foard, 2001). In the Weald,
the accounts have been compared to various excavated ironworks, including
Minepit Wood in Rotherfield (Money 1971); and yet with Tudeley’s physical
location remaining elusive, they have never been directly compared to the
archaeological site they relate to. This raises the question of how far these
accounts should be used as a historical comparison to the archaeological
record of other sites until the site of Tudeley Ironworks is correctly located and

investigated.

One of the earliest cross disciplinary studies was by Mary Cecilia Delany in
1921. Her study into the historical geography of the Weald drew on a
combination of archaeological, historical, and geographical evidence, to identify
areas where iron-production predominated. Her study identified some of the key
evidence for the development and scale of the industry, from the Roman period
through to the end of the blast furnace era in the early 19" century (Delany
1921). Specific areas where she concluded the industry dominated included the
major river valleys of the Cuckmere, Ouse, Adur and Arun and the areas where
ore was easily obtainable, specifically the Hastings Beds and Weald Clay
(Delany 1921, 7-8, 28-29). What was most significant here was her cross
disciplinary discussion of both the historical evidence and the landscape
evidence that attested to iron production. At this time few sites had been
excavated, but earthworks such as bell pits were being recognised (Delany

1921, 34). Her appreciation of the wider landscape context of the industry, and
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Figure 1.13 — One of Straker’s small illustrative images that he photographed during his fieldwork
outings and included in ‘Wealden Iron’. The image is of a marlpit at Cowden and demonstrates
Straker’s appreciation of other landscape features of related industries. His daughter, who may be
the figure in the picture, accompanied Straker on many of his forays, driving him to remote corners
of the Sussex, Surrey, and Kent countryside. Image source: Straker (1931; 107).

the importance of not simply considering sites in isolation but as elements within
a much wider economic landscape of related industries, is important, and

something not always considered in other contemporary or later studies.

There were until the 1930s difficulties in determining the scale of the industry in
the Weald, based on the few sites identified. It was through the work of Ernest
Straker that sites began to be catalogued and assigned to time periods. Straker,
a keen amateur archaeologist and historian living in Surrey in the first half of the
20" century, personally visited sites throughout the Weald to compile his
gazetteer and create a topographical survey of the evidence of iron-working in
his words ‘from the earliest times to its cessation’ (Straker 1931, front piece)
(fig. 1.13). He often followed stream beds that had cut through slag heaps, to
gather data on where such sites were located. Straker also compiled a
significant slag assemblage which he used to make comparisons between sites,

along with a photographic record, published in his 1931 monograph ‘Wealden
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Iron’ (Straker 1931). While subsequent movement, and the deterioration of
packaging has left Straker’s slag and photograph collection muddled and largely
unusable, what remains of the slag assemblage has recently been digitised for
study, and ‘Wealden Iron’ includes photographs and descriptions of the slag
from different sites, which can be assessed. Like Delany, Straker combined
archaeological evidence from his own fieldwork with the limited documentary
material available to him, drawing too on the evidence of placenames to identify
previously unknown ironworks and related sites. One such example of his work
was his identification of the site of Tudeley, where he attempted to link the
documentary accounts to evidence within the landscape in the form of cinder
(slag) deposits (Straker 1931, 220; Cleere & Crossley 1985, 96). While some
have criticised the way Straker identified his sites, his site catalogue, published
in ‘Wealden Iron’ (1931), formed the working site gazetteer until Cleere and
Crossley’s ‘The Iron Industry of the Weald’ in 1985. Cleere and Crossley state
that a considerable limitation with his work is that none of his sites can be said
to be medieval with any certainty (Cleere & Crossley 1985, 96). And yet Straker
made no pretence of the fact that further research was required — something
that in the case of Tudeley has taken place since, with three possible sites
proposed as the famous 14" century ironworks (Herbert 1986; Crawshaw 2018,

7).

Between the work of Straker and the 1980’s, occasional papers were produced
in the Sussex Archaeological Collections, or as monographs identifying sites of
iron production from varying periods. Some of these were the outcome of the
rise of rescue or developer-led archaeology, prompted by the expansion of
urban centres and construction of reservoirs within the rural landscape. One of

the most well-known projects at this time was the investigation into the Bewl
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Valley Ironworks, led by David Crossley ahead of the construction of Bewl
Water Reservoir (Crossley 1975). Crossley located the site using notes from
previous fieldwork, including Straker who had recorded scatters of cinder, and
from limited documentary evidence (Straker 1931; Crossley 1975, 2-6). From
his excavations, Crossley identified three phases of activity on the site dating
from around 1300 to its abandonment in the early 18" century (Crossley 1975,
1, 6, 16-23). This forms one of the most well-excavated medieval ironworks of
the Weald, and yet still raises questions over whether the site was water-
powered and how extensive the use of water-power was at ironworks of this
period. There have also been greater numbers of field surveys, particularly
since 1968 when the Wealden Iron Research Group (WIRG) was founded
(Cleere & Crossley 1985, 97). Many of the surveys have re-investigated sites
identified by Straker, while other investigations have found new locations. Like
Straker’s sites however, many of the ironworks that have been found, remain
undated (Cleere & Crossley 1985, 97). WIRG have been active in publishing
their research, with the first WIRG Bulletin appearing in 1969 (Prus 2018, 11)
and this has allowed some level of periodisation and cross comparison to take

place.

Cleere and Crossley produced their monograph ‘The Iron Industry of the Weald’
in 1985, and while it provides a detailed overview of the state of knowledge at
the time, it gives few details on medieval bloomeries or specific sites
(Hodgkinson 2000, 23). In 2000, Hodgkinson was able to create a gazetteer of
the known medieval sites from historical and archaeological records which
included Crawley, Hartfield, Millbrook, Upper Parrock, and Horsham, many of
which contained more than one bloomery (Hodgkinson 2000, 23-31). Compared

to those identified from the Roman period, these represent a relatively small
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percentage of the overall known bloomery sites recorded on the WIRG
database (www.wirgdata.org) and raises the question, was iron working less
prolific during this period or have the sites simply not been identified?
Hodgkinson’s later monograph ‘The Wealden Iron Industry’ highlights the
question of why there is no evidence for ironmaking in the Weald in the first few
centuries after the Romans left and that for the remainder of the period only 36
sites have been conclusively dated archaeologically as medieval. He explains
that many more have the potential to be medieval but remain undated
(Hodgkinson 2008, 35-48). While Hodgkinson suggests that discoveries in
Crawley indicate it formed a centre of iron-making, the lack of excavation within
other Wealden settlements, makes it hard to assess the extent to which

Crawley was typical (Hodgkinson 2008, 42, 48).

1.3 - The Iron Industry in Context: Documentary sources

Cleere and Crossley (1985, 87) state that the considerable limitation to the
study of the medieval iron industry is the relative lack of documentary sources.
While there are occasional references to iron production prior to 1066, it is in
the Anglo-Saxon period that sources are most sporadic. One surviving source
includes a reference from 689 to the King of Kent who granted an iron mine at
Lyminge to the Abbot at St Peters Canterbury (Cleere & Crossley 1985, 87).
The relative absence of evidence in both historical and archaeological sources
has led researchers such as Cleere, Crossley and Lower to question the extent
to which the iron industry predominated during the pre-conquest period (Lower
1849, 177; Cleere & Crossley 1985, 87-88). The Domesday survey of Kent and
Sussex in 1085, does little to advance our understanding of the industry. There
is a reference to a ‘ferraria’ operating at Lavertye near East Grinstead, however

this remains our only indication of the industry’s existence at this early date, and
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it is not clear whether this is a reference to an individual ironworker, a forge, or
a furnace (Cleere & Crossley 1985, 87). As Crawshaw (2022, 12) explains,
ferraria can be translated as a forge, a smithy or forge, or an iron mine,
depending on the translation followed. The uncertainty with its translation
means it is hard to assess the exact nature of the reference, particularly without
the identification of the site. Lower concludes that ‘/ron is not mentioned in the
Domesday Book suggesting ironworking if it was in existence was unimportant
at this date’ (Lower 1849, 177). However, according to Brandon (1974, 79), the
Sussex entries in Domesday are limited because they omit records for outlying
territories that were held by manors south of the Weald, by the coast and the
South Downs. When considering that access to resources, including ore
sources and timber, might limit iron-working to these more northern territories,
away from the manors, this may explain why we see so few references to iron
production in the Domesday survey. Brandon states that this results in the
Weald appearing almost empty (Brandon 1974, 79). Poor survival of manorial
sources for 13" and 14" Centuries does little to enhance our knowledge of the
later medieval period, with Tudeley forming the only detailed record from this

time of an ironworks attached to a manor (Cleere & Crossley 1985, 93).

This is not to say that there are no records in existence. A careful study of
historical sources does reveal occasional and sometimes indirect evidence of
the Weald’s iron-working past. There are references within manorial court rolls
for example, such as for the manor of Wartling, where a Ralph Kenne ‘raised
under villeinage one forge’ and ‘gives the lord one bloom of iron which he has
founded worth 2/6 to be able to work the said forge to Easter’ (Hodgkinson
1996, 7). It is worth noting that this account came to light relatively recently and

raises the possibility that similar accounts remain undiscovered in other court
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Figure 1.14 — A plough from the 14th century demonstrating the iron components that it contains, as referenced in
inventory accounts within the Weald. Image source: Van Ness (1905: 218).

rolls or manorial records. The estate of John de Lynleghe at Withyham is also
recorded as containing a forge in 1320 (Cleere and Crossley 1985, 92). Like
the Tudeley accounts, these references must be treated with some caution as
they refer to specific events and single ironworks. Nevertheless, like Tudeley,
they appear to have been held by a manor. The question of how these sites fit
into the local or wider iron economy, and whether they can be classified as

centres of production will be returned to later in the chapter.

Indirect evidence also informs us of secondary products that were most likely
made within the Weald, such as an inventory from 1397 for the property of the
Earl of Arundel, where agricultural items included ‘a plough with all the iron
furniture’, a ‘bushel bound with iron’ at Allington, ‘2 harrows with iron teeth’ at
Northease, and a ‘iron fork for dung’ at Rodmell are listed, along with household
items that include ‘2 iron candle-sticks’ at Cuckfield (Salzman 1953, 41-43) (fig.
1.14). This account will be considered in chapter 7. However, it is important to
note here that this demonstrates the varieties of uses iron held and its

importance to other economic activities such as agriculture.

The majority of documentary material comes from the later medieval period in
the 13™ and 14™ centuries. From this Cleere and Crossley have attempted to
piece together evidence for the trade of iron and understand how the ironworks

of the Weald fitted into the broader economy of England (Cleere & Crossley
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1985, 88-92). The Crown was a major purchaser of iron products from the mid-
13™ century and into the later 14" century (Cleere & Crossley 1985, 88),
however the survival of these sources may be producing a somewhat skewed
picture, for it should not be assumed that this was the primary source of trade.
Nails, iron rods and horseshoes are among the main products that are referred
to during this period (Durrant Cooper 1865, 117; Richards 1924, 8). In 1253, the
Sheriff of Sussex provided the Royal Army with 30,000 horseshoes and 60,000
nails (Straker 1931, 33), and while there are no details as to the sites these
were acquired from, it implies the region
was an established source of producing
bulk orders of this scale. Iron tyres for
cartwheels may also have been an export
of the Weald, for in 1300, the Guild of
Feroners in London made a complaint

against the Wealden Smiths for producing

tyres at too short a length. This led to the

17T N1 1T

Figure 1.15 — Barbed and socketed arrowhead
dating from the 13t — 14t century and found in
markets to check future tyre length London. Representative of a possible arrow type

made in the Horsham area at that time. Image

(Straker 1931’ 33) Arrows too were made courtesy of Wyatt, S (2018), Portable Antiquities
Scheme.

ordering of rods of standard length for the

in the Horsham area. However, the difficulty here is knowing whether all the
accounts are referring to arrows with iron heads or if they were simply
describing the wooden shafts (Cleere & Crossley 1985, 89). The 1338 Sheriff
Accounts (Library roll 12 Edw III) state that 6000 arrows of ‘good dry wood with
heads well sharpened’ were arranged to be carried from Horsham to the Tower
of London, suggesting iron heads were included, but again it should not be

assumed that this was the case in every reference (Durrant Cooper 1865, 117)
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(fig. 1.15). Accounts from the period do on occasion make a distinction between
those with or without arrow heads, such as within the Close Rolls of Edward Il
in March 1341, when the Sheriff of York had to supply a sheaf for the steeled
arrows and one for the non-steeled arrows (see chapter 7) (transl. Maxwell Lyte
1902). This highlights the challenges with using these documents to understand
the industry. In this instance we cannot be sure iron arrow points were indeed
produced at Horsham, and even if they were, whether the production of arrows
simply represent sporadic occurrences, for history tends to record the unusual
or exceptional, and not always the norm. However, in this instance, the ability to
acquire quantities large enough to fulfil such orders, however infrequent, would

require the existence of established production capacity.

The presence of a murage grant made to Lewes in 1266, which allowed
residents to charge tolls on every cart and horse load of iron for sale coming
from the Weald, to assist with the repair of the Town Walls after the Battle of
Lewes in 1264 (Straker 1931, 33), would suggest a frequent enough trade to
make such tolls worthwhile. A penny toll for every cart load and half for every
horse is not going to go far towards the repair of the Town Walls unless such
movement of iron occurred on a regular basis. If such large amounts of iron
were being transported around the region, implied by this account, it might imply
the existence of production foci capable of producing such quantities. These
few references raise broader questions about the Weald as to whether centres
of production can be defined as locations in which specialist products were
manufactured, how such centres originated and under what economic
circumstances, how they functioned, and how widespread such centres were, if

indeed they existed?
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1.3.1 - The Tudeley Ironworks Accounts

While documentary sources relating to individual ironworks are generally absent

for the medieval iron industry, not only for the Weald but England as a whole,

two surviving accounts do offer a valuable insight into the day-to-day activities

of an ironworks and their wider landscape economy. These include the Tudeley

accounts from Kent and the Byrkeknott accounts from Durham (Lapsley 1899;

Giuseppi 1913)

Figure 1.16 — The Tudeley Accounts

The Tudeley accounts (figs. 1.16-1.17), of
which a transcription and translation is
presented in Appendix C1, were first
discovered, and published by Montague
Giuseppi in 1913. They cover two periods from
1329-1334 and 1350-1354, with some
occasional references after this date (Giuseppi
1913, 145). They cover a forty-year period,
recording not only products of the ironworks
but also the individuals involved, such as the
lessees and their ironworkers or ‘blowers’.

While the day-to-day running of the works are

recorded, they also offer a broader insight into 14" century society can be

gained by studying them (Richards 1924, 15-23; Cleere & Crossley 1985, 92).

The accounts formed part of the wider manorial archives of the Southfrith

Estate, part of the Lowy of Tonbridge and in the possession of Elizabeth de

Clare, a powerful and influential figure in medieval England (Richards 1924, 15).

Richard of Tonbridge later ‘de Clare’ had been granted the Lowy of Tonbridge
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Figure 1.17 — The Tudeley Accounts. First
discovered by Montague Giuseppi in the Public
Records Office among the records of the
Exchequer, Giuseppi realised the importance
they held to understanding the medieval iron
industry. He presented them to the Society of
Antiquities on 5t December 1912 explaining
‘they seem to suggest a possible source
material to any one who may have a mind to
be the future historian of the iron industry of
the Weald’. The main period of the accounts
are found in a small role of parchment (above)
comprising four pages of varying sizes, and
written in Latin, French and OId English.
Photographed by the author with kind
permission of the National Archives.

after the Norman Conquest in the 11" Century (Mortimer 1980, 121; Cole 2014,

75). The Lowy formed an area of land around Tonbridge and its castle and

according to Ward (1980, 119-120), had no clear boundary, but was mixed with

various holdings.

The term Lowy originates from the word ‘leowe’ or league, as a measure of

distance and encircled around three to four miles from the castle at Tonbridge

(Cole 2014, 75). The Lowy supported the maintenance, supply and defence of

Tonbridge Castle, and comprised two deer parks or forests, the Northfrith and

the Southfrith (Ward 1980, 122-124; Cole 2014, 75). It was said by Robert of
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Torigni in the Chronicle of William of Jumiéges, that upon receiving the Lowy of
Tonbridge after 1066, Richard Fitzgilbert used rope to measure out his estate,
so that it replicated the area of land he had held at Brionne in Normandy
(Mortimer 1980, 121; Cole 2014, 75). Mortimer (1980, 121) does point out
however, that if this story is true, and the later boundaries went unchanged from
Fitzgilbert’s original 11™" century estate, the irregular shape makes it hard to
determine how a rope could have been used to measure them. It was after the
death of her brother Gilbert in 1314 at the battle of Bannockburn that Elizabeth
inherited the Southfrith chase, which contained the Tudeley ironworks (Richards
1925, 15). Elizabeth de Clare and her Receiver (who kept the manorial records)
had a great influence over the Tudeley works, particularly at times when it was
run in-house by the estate. It is this manorial influence that requires analysis to
establish Tudeley’s importance in the wider medieval economy. Recent
excavations of a medieval settlement site at Trellech in Monmouthshire, have
suggested it was founded specifically as a centre to produce iron, to furnish the
de Clare’s army with ore brought to the site from the Forest of Dean (Evans
2016). Perhaps this site can be seen to parallel Tudeley, which was in
ownership of the same family, in terms of bringing in resources from the wider
landscape of the manor, a wider landscape so often forgotten in studies of
ironworks and addressing this may help to place Tudeley into both a wider

landscape and social context.

The Tudeley accounts provide detail on the wider resource economy that
supported the ironworks, describing how resources of iron ore and charcoal
were interchangeably brought to the works from within and outside the estate
(Richards 1925, 19). This suggests that Tudeley was not a temporary works,

making use of accessible supplies of ore, but a permanent establishment to
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which raw materials were brought - further supported by the account of 1354
when a building was erected at the site in 1343, emphasising its permanent
nature (Giuseppi 1913, 148). Tudeley thus challenges the notion of centres of
production, as while it does not represent a nucleated group of ironworks as
might be the case at Crawley, it is still a centre in which goods were brought to,
from within the manor and further afield.
References to other ironworks in the
accounts, such as one at Newefrith Juxta
Bournemelne, and two in the possession of
Thomas Henry, also raises the question of
how these related to the Tudeley site
(Giuseppi 1913, 148). Were these close to
_ Tudeley or further away on the estate, and
can their presence also be considered part

of a centre of production?

Contrary to any other ironworks of this
| period in the Weald, the Tudeley accounts
| offer an insight into those producing the iron

and managing the works. It is these details

that provide clues to the social organisation

Figure 1.18 - Cast Iron grave slab in Wadhurst
Church. (Author’s image). of the Wealden iron industry and the

importance of kinship. Thomas Springet was the lessee of Tudeley from 1350 to
1354, while at the same time a Robert Springet, suggested by Hodgkinson and
Whittick (1998, 18) to be related to Thomas, held the Newefrith ironworks,
thought to be to the South of the Tudeley works (fig. 1.19). Guiseppi suggests

that Richard Culpeper, keeper of the works from 1357, was part of an important

47|Page



1 The Historical and Archaeological context

local family in nearby Pembury parish, and that succeeding generations
continued making iron, with the name Colepeper appearing in Kent in later
centuries (Giuseppi 1912, 150; Straker 1931, 34) (fig. 1.18). It would suggest
iron making was an occupation passed down within families. Perhaps when
looking to define a centre of iron production research should consider the
significance of family groups and kinship as a controlling factor, rather than just
the distribution or density of sites. While documentary sources provide details of
individuals that allow an examination of kinship, archaeological remains may
offer this too, particularly the analysis of materials such as the technological
waste (slag), between the sites of Tudeley and others in the vicinity, that may
suggest similar processes were in use, potentially representing know-how

passed down through iron-working families and kinship.

Figure 1.19 — Record of Thomas Springet, who is listed as both lessee and
Keeper of the works in various years in the accounts.

A limitation with the Tudeley Accounts is that they are incomplete, with evident
gaps between the years 1335-1349 (Hodgkinson 2008, 44). Giuseppi explains
that he found them on four skins of parchment at the Public Records Office
among the records of the Exchequer, and stresses that they do not belong in
these records, and survived by chance (Giuseppi 1912, 145-146). Their chance
survival raises questions over whether they are representative of a typical
Wealden ironworks of the period, particularly when no other ironworks appear to
have been recorded in this way. Other ironworks are briefly referred to within

the Tudeley Accounts, and yet the absence of detailed records for these within
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the manorial archives raises the question of whether these had records that
simply did not survive or if they were never recorded in the first place. The latter

might imply Tudeley was an altogether different type of ironworks.

Prior to this project it was not possible to compare the Tudeley accounts to any
archaeological evidence, since no site for the works had been conclusively
identified in the field (Herbert 1986). While Straker's suggested site on the
Devils Gill was a viable candidate, it had not received any form of detailed
archaeological survey (Straker 1931, 220; Herbert 1986). It could not be
assumed that Tudeley represented a ‘typical’ ironworks based on the accounts
alone, and there was need to exercise caution when projecting these accounts
on to other archaeological sites until the site for Tudeley had been located.
Money, for example, compared Minepit Wood with Tudeley, as the sites
morphology and the evidence of processes identified in his excavation including
the presence of a building and ore roasting and are described in the Tudeley
accounts (Money 1971, 103). Foard (2001, 86) goes further and compares
calculations of the amount of charcoal required to fuel the Tudeley ironworks, to
ironworks in Rockingham Forest in Northamptonshire, a completely different
region of England. Money stressed the importance of identifying and
investigating Tudeley, something Straker also stated in 1931, so that
comparisons can be made to Minepit Wood (Straker 1931, 220; Money 1971,
103). Tudeley’s production figures of between 112 and 231 blooms per annum
for 1329-1334 and 39 to 252 blooms per annum for 1350-1354 (Cleere &
Crossley 1995, 103), have been quoted in much of the literature on iron-working
during the period, with little consideration on how representative Tudeley was.
There is a need to question how far we can rely on these production figures as

the ‘typical’ output of an ironworks. Archaeologically there seems to be
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considerable variation in both the scale and technology of individual ironworks,
which leads us to question how far the evidence from Tudeley can be applied to
other sites. The very fact that these accounts have survived while others have
either disappeared or were never recorded, could indicate that the ironworks of
Tudeley were somehow different. However, as Giuseppi states, the accounts
appeared to have been misplaced when he found them and thus their survival
may be merely accidental (Giuseppi 1913, 146). Attempting to link history and
archaeological remains in the case of Tudeley is problematic and runs the risk
of interpreting the archaeological evidence to fit the documentary sources or
vice versa. This can be seen in the past attempts to locate the site of Tudeley
on the ground, with several potential sites identified, but none conclusively
linked. To avoid this, both sources of evidence should be treated with equal
consideration and caution. Both will have limitations and cannot be used alone
to reconstruct the operation of the ironworks. There should also be caution in
projecting the Tudeley accounts onto the whole iron industry of the Weald, and

assuming they are in any way typical.
1.4 - The Iron Industry in Context: The Archaeological Evidence
1.4.1 - Continuity or re-establishment — the origins of the medieval industry

Iron production was taking place in Britain long before the coming of the
Romans in 43AD. Strabo reported in the 15t century that ‘Most of the island is
flat and overgrown with forests, although many of its districts are hilly. It bears
grain, cattle, gold, silver, and iron. These things, accordingly, are exported from
the island...” (Strabo. Transl. Jones 1923, 255). The Roman influence however
appears to have led to iron becoming a major product traded from Southern

England between the 15t and 5" centuries (Delany 1921, 24; Cleere 1971, 205-
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206). Hodgkinson (2008, 32) explains how a number of sites exhibit evidence of
being of high importance, with large slag heaps, high status Samian pottery and
permanent masonry buildings, such as at Beauport Park. What is less well
understood is what happened to the iron industry once Roman control had
lapsed towards the end of the 4" Century. Delany states that there is no
evidence of iron-working for around 700 to 800 years after the Romans (Delany
1921, 25). Brandon however, when considering the Saxon colonisation of the
Weald, suggests that there may have been some degree of continuity of
Romano-British iron-working sites into the Saxon period and that the
exploitation of resources in the Weald at this time was aimed at iron-mining as
opposed to agriculture (Brandon 1974, 76). Delany suggests that the dense
woodland of the Weald had been opened up by the Romans through clearing to
make way for roads and settlements and allowed it to be exploited for its iron
(Delany 1921, 10). Fleming takes a different view, believing that by the late 4th
century, the Roman metal economy was disintegrating and settlements that had
formed central places for the iron industry had collapsed, resulting in limited
accessibility to fresh supplies of iron (Fleming 2012, 9). He argues that the
resultant collapse in the Roman metal industry led to scavenging and recycling.
At Bloodmoor Hill in Suffolk, scrap Roman metalwork, smithing slag and
hammerscale have been found together and might suggest that during the 5th
and 6th centuries iron goods were recycled, repaired, or reworked (Fleming
2012, 9- 24). Hinton (2005, 35) notes the occurrence of scrap iron as an
indication that recycling of iron goods was taking place at this time. This might
explain why so few Anglo Saxon bloomery sites have been found in the Weald

or elsewhere in the UK and why those that have been identified, primarily
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Millbrook, from the 9™ century, are of a late Anglo-Saxon date (Tebbutt 1981b;

1982).

Even with the emergence of a late Anglo-Saxon iron industry, there is very little
evidence for its widespread use in the Weald and indeed other regions such as
the Forest of Dean, which had been concentrations in the Roman and later
Medieval periods (Birch 2011, 7). Despite there being artefactual evidence of
ferrous alloy objects from the period (ibid 2011, 6), there is not enough site-
based evidence currently identified to suggest the economy supported full time
specialists at this early date. Fleming (2012, 10, 14) argues that with the
collapse of Roman control, the crippled economy was unable to support
specialist metal producers, due to the absence of markets, and this ultimately
over time led to the erosion of know-how and expertise. During the Anglo-Saxon
colonisation of southern England, the earliest settlements were situated south of
the South Downs or along the Ouse Valley, where present day settlements
ending in ‘ing’ attest to their Anglo-Saxon origins. Beyond the Downs,
settlement names are notably different, ending in ‘den’ ‘ley’ ‘hurst’, ‘field’ and
‘fold’, and originate as clearings within the forest which are suggested by
Delany to have taken place at a later date, in the later medieval period (Delany
1921, 13-14). On the other hand, the Anglo-Saxons made use of the Weald by
the 9 century, with sites such as Millbrook, situated within Ashdown Forest,
providing clear evidence of Anglo-Saxon smelting (Tebbutt 1981, 17-20) (fig.
1.9-1.10). The absence of other contemporary sites to Millorook makes it
difficult to assess how widespread iron smelting was during the late Anglo-
Saxon period; however, it is possible that iron-working was a seasonal activity,
and likely to leave fewer archaeological traces than a permanent or long-lived

production site. This is supported by Butler's excavation of a middle Saxon
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settlement at Friars Oak near Keymer, at the foot of the South Downs (Butler
2000). Here, consolidation or forging slag was recovered, and while fragments
of forge hearth bottoms were also found, there was no evidence to suggest
smelting had taken place (Hodgkinson 2000, 41-42). Hodgkinson suggests that
iron blooms may have been brought to the more highly populated settlements
along the South Downs, from the Weald which lay to the north, where they
could be consolidated and traded. This he suggests would account for smithing
slag found at Friars oak and elsewhere, where ore is not present within the local
geology (Hodgkinson 1997 (b), 5). This would certainly support the idea that
iron-production at this time was a more small-scale, seasonal activity, and
perhaps only carried out to meet local demand, rather than feeding into any
large scale or extensive trade network. Birch (2011, 8-10), argues that iron-
smelting is more likely to have been carried out outside of the main settlement,
however as more archaeological investigation has been carried out within
settlements, the absence of evidence is more likely to reflect an archaeological
bias rather than no iron smelting took place. There has however been some
limited evidence of smithing within settlement contexts such as in London,
where metalworking tools, smithing hearth bottoms, hammerscale, and hearth
linings have been recovered (Birch 2011, 8). Birch (2011, 9, 14) suggests future
research should adopt a Scandinavian approach of considering the infield
(farmstead or settlement) and the outfield (area beyond the settlement), for the
outfield may be where smelting evidence lies and is supported by ethnographic
parallels in Ethiopia and the Sudan. Ethnographic evidence suggests this
separation can be attributed to both practical factors, such as avoiding fires and
proximity to raw materials, but also for the social perception of iron-smelters,

and the smiths seemingly magical ability to turn iron into artefacts, and Birch
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sees this as being a possible scenario for influencing Anglo-Saxon ironworks,
with the lack of excavation outside settlement areas meaning these sites remain
undiscovered (Birch 2011, 14). This could explain the evidence of both
Millbrook and Friar's Oak, for Friars Oak can be seen as the infield settlement,
where iron was brought to for smithing, while Millbrook forms the outfield area
where smelting took place. The limited number of sites found from the Anglo-
Saxon period does call into question how prosperous the production of iron
really was at this time; However, if smelting was carried out on a more seasonal
basis and if furnaces were more frequently single use in the 5th or early 6th
centuries as Fleming (2012, 14) suggests, then traces in the archaeological
record are likely to be more ephemeral. Furthermore, as the lack of dating
evidence is a common limitation with sites recorded on the WIRG database,

other undated ironworks may also have an Anglo-Saxon origin.

1.4.2 - Anglo-Saxon Iron-production within elite settlements

Discoveries beyond the immediate Weald at the sites of Lyminge, Canterbury
and Mersham in Kent along with Ramsbury in Wiltshire are providing further
evidence on the nature and location of iron-production prior to 9" century. They
demonstrate the role of centres under elite, royal and monastic control in
organising the production and distribution of iron and secondary products
between the 6th and 9th centuries and represent a small number of settlement
sites where iron-production has been investigated. Excavation at Lyminge in
Kent has led Thomas (2016, 356-364) to suggest that the generally absent iron
industry for this period can be found on the outlying and peripheral zones of

royal and monastic centres, areas frequently unexplored in past excavation
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campaigns. To the south of the 8™ century church and monastery, open area
excavation has revealed an area of domestic and craftworking activity which
appears to have been organised into activity zones from the arrangement of
boundary ditches (Thomas 2016, 352-358). Here both smelting and smithing
were practiced (ibid, 352-358). Lyminge parallels evidence from other sites in
Kent including Mersham where the main phase of smelting and smithing
appears to be contemporary with the 10" or early 11 century church of St John
the Baptish to the north-east (Reynolds 2011, 380, 384). This association
between iron-production and high-status settlements is also found in other
regions most notably at Ramsbury in Wiltshire, which was founded as a
Bishopric in AD909 (Haslam et al 1980, 1). Here iron-production was identified
on the northern side of the High Street 175m from the present-day church

thought to be on the site of an Anglo-Saxon cathedral (Haslam et al 1980, 1-3).

Historical evidence also attests to the importance of iron-production at these
elite settlements from an early date. A charter of AD689 records how an iron-
bearing estate in the possession of the royal vill at Lyminge was granted to St
Augustine’s Abbey at Canterbury by King Oswine (Thomas 2016, 365). This
demonstrates the importance placed on such locations by the elite, something
Thomas (2016, 365) attributes to a desire to control the production of iron tools.
This is supported by archaeological evidence at Canterbury where the main
period of ironworking, predominantly smithing, appears to have taken place
between AD750 and AD850 (Donnell and Young 2015, 177). The documentary
evidence also implies that there was a royal interest in iron at Mersham when in
ADB858 King Aethelberht is said to have turned the land into ‘folkland for himself’
(Reynolds 2011, 380-382). Reynolds (2011, 380) suggests the term ‘folkland’ in

this context meant Arthelberht had imposed obligations of food rents and

55|Page



1 The Historical and Archaeological context

customary services on this land. While iron is not specifically mentioned in this
account a large pit containing waste from