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Abstract

Kent was a key component of Roman Britain, featuring aspects it held in common with the
rest of this north-western fringe of Empire, but also elements unique to the region. With
economic activity for much of the occupation concentrated in three specific-areas

industrial zone of the Weald, a region ranging from Canterbury to Folkestone on the Channel
coast, and the upper Medway Valleyhe area covered by the modern county was

particularly important for the exploitation of natural resources. These included ferrous-ores
for iron production in the Weald, greensands for quern production around Folkestone and
ragstone quarrying in the upper Medway Valley (the latter providing much of the building

stone used in the occupation-period South East).

This study brings together a wide range of research findings to present a picture of the
ecaromic use and associated organisation of this landscape. The study shows there to have
been a hitherto unrecognized depth of economic exploitation, demonstrated by the variety of
evidence types assembled in these pages. These activities had an important role within the
Imperial, commercial and personal agendas of the time, with the thesis aiming to address the
guestion of how and why these enterprises were brought into being in the area of Kent, and
their links to wider spheres within the Empire.

Establishing the details of change and continuity regarding this exploitation provides a unique
insight into the narrative of Roman Britain. It also allows some specific themes and theories
to be explored, informing our wider knowledge of the occupation. These include the concept
of the region as being more militarised than a ‘normal’ civitas, the links between elite

settlement, individual agency and industry, the changing balance of importance between
industry and agriculture, and what remained of Romanitas in Kent at the end of the

occupation.



Figure 1: Finely worked upper Medway Valley Kentish ragstone blockeitahd wall of Roman London (this
location near Tower Hill), latesticentury AD. Hall and Merrifield (1986, 28) said over one million squaret
dressed ragstone blocks, from the five quarries identified for the firstrithésiresearch, would have been used
for the inner and outer facing alone. Simon Elliott.

Figure 2: The ‘Medway Stones’ — millstone or column base blank, one of four recovered by the afutimor
likely Roman wreck site in the River Medway, possibly Greensamd East Cliff, Folkestone. Simon Elliott.
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Chapter One

1. Introduction to the Resear ch

Developments in the exploitation of natural resources, for example stone, iron, clay and
wood, by human society can be a key indicator of societal priorities and practice, change and
continuity, and can provide a forensic level of insight into the changing daily lives of
communities who lived in the pastA particular case in point is Britain during the Roman
occupation when, for the first time in the long narrative of human occupation of the islands,
such exploitation began to occur on what we might recognise today as an industrial scale.
The degree of human and environmental impact this created far exceeded anything that had
gone before, or indeed afterwards until the advent of the Industrial Revolution if'taad 8

19" Centuries (Laurence, 2013, 43, and S. Elliott, 2014b, 49). Crucially, in Kent we can
detect this occupation-period development through many diverse datasets (some newly
available through this reseajchnd also appreciatethrough the use of anecdote where
academically appropriate. To that end, the core aim of this research project will be to use this
data and endeavour to understand and interpret it with a view to tracking occupation-period
change and continuity in the region as evidenced through natural resource exploitation
(principally, iron manufacturing in the Weald, greensand quern manufacturing in the
Folkestone region and ragstone quarrying in the upper Medway Valley) during the Roman
occupation, and then to determine the commonality or uniqueness of this experience when

compared to elsewhere in occupied Britain and indeed the wider Empire.

As can be gathered from the above, a key premise of this research is that parts of Kent were
heavily industrialised at various points during the occupation, with systematic undertakings
involving capital and labour on a large managed scale being a significant feature of the
regional landscape. The county thus provides a particular opportunity to examine such
phenomena. In an earlier study (M Dissertatiorat UCL’s Institute of Archaeology,

Elliott, 2011) | consideedKent’s Medway Valley during the occupation. This examination
revealed the intense level of industrialisation that occurred in the region during the occupation
and how this changed over time, a theme pursued in a much broader sense here where | take
the MA findings as the starting point for my PhD research. Hitherto, this evidence had not
been collated and examined synthetically. A particular focus of the MA research was
ragstone quarrying, both at the tidal reach around Allington and also, in an even more

intensive way, above the tidal reach. My MA hypothesis also discussed whether hydraulic
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riverine infrastructure would have been needed to make the river usefully navigable above the
tidal reach to enable the ragstone quarries there to be exploited to their full economic
potential through easier transportation. | also discussed the potential for an association
between the various known villas on the river and the elites who ran the quarries, using
available datageto show these connections where they existed. Dubbing the work the
‘Medway Formulg | concluded by arguing that a reasonable case could be made that the
natural resource exploitation through to the middle of theehtury in the upper Medway

Valley* was facilitated by the Classis Britannica regional navy on behalf of the state (at least
in terms of transport), after which it became much more localised in management if,

nonetheless, still being largely geared to the demands of Imperial projects.

This PhD research builds on the MA work with a view to determining if the Medway findings

of intense resource exploitation can be replicated across Kent, and more broadly across
occupied Britain. The interpretative path along which the research runs is broken down into
seven chapters, beginning with this introduction which also features background on the
specific research questions to be asked, the theoretical approaches used and the key research
parameters. The second chapter is a general background section designed to be of common
use to all of the following specific areas of the research, and to allow a view to be taken
regarding systems of authority, exploitation, power and agency in occupied Kent. In so doing,

it will cover the current debate on the nature of Roman imperialism and its likely
manifestations in the region in terms of social structure and systems of control. Specifically,

this background material will feature:

» A review of Kentish geology and its impact on the economy and settlement in the
region during the Roman occupation, important given the focus of this research on

change and continuity in the exploitation of natural resources.

» An overview of the latest thinking regarding the workings of the Roman economy to
provide context for the later regional analyses (this including a general background

sub-section which considers the extent of market integration across the Empire, a

*The River Medway and its valley feature heavily in Chapter 5 and e@rlier the specific focus of my MA
research as detailed above. A number of definitions are available for the s&gtoss of its length. For
example the Environment Agency (EA) divide the river into four sestfor its flood warning system.
However, for the purposes of this research | believe that a simpler sydtdra more useful. To that end | will
use the definition utilizd by the Victoria County History’s ‘England's Past for Everyone’ Lower Medway
Project (carried out in association with English Heritage, Hann, 20083.d&fines anything below the tidal
reach at Allington as the lower Medway, and anything above it as the Mpperay.

16



forensic examination of the nature of the Imperial economy, a similar examination of
the nature of the provincial and market economy, and finally a detailed analysis of

Imperial Estates given their importance to many aspects this research).
» A broad review of the Kentish experience of the Roman occupation.

» An analysis of Roman industrial practices to provide a backdrop for the focus on the

occupation-period extractive industries that were exploiting the natural resources.

» A discussion on occupation-period maritime transport in the South East to again

provide context for the regional analyses.

» An examination of the military presence in Britain during the occupation with an eye

to their relevance in the wider research.

The third, fourth and fifth chapters are the central part of the research and comprise three
specific regional analytic studies, their order in the flow of the thesis deliberately based on the
maturity of their respectivg available datasets, with the best-known fifstthat end | begin

with the Weald and its comparatively well-documented occupation-period iron and tile/ brick
industries. These have been examined and interpreted over a lengthy period of time (for
example by Ernest Straker, Gerald Brodribb and Henry Cleere, the pioneers of Wealden
archaeology in the 20certury) though in practice the evidence and synthesis has been
patchy and there is now much new evidence which is presented here. |then move on to the
southern part of eastern Kent, ranging from Dover (Roman Dubris) in the north and Lympne
(Roman Portus Leman)ito the south but with a specific focus on the area around Folkestone.
Here, work in recent years by a number of leading archaeologists, for example Brian Philp
and Keith Parfitt, has significantly illuminatedong history of archaeological research in the
area initiated in the 1920s by S.E. Winbblhen revisit my MA study proposition of the
‘Medway Formulain the Medway Valley, the least understood of the three regions but where
newly available data from my research for this thesis has allowed a much more detailed
picture of the occupation-period Kentish ragstone quarrying indtssemerge, together with
associated settlement. Each of the regional studies begins with a review of the details of all
of the key primary evidence sites in the three regions, providing analysis set against the
dating of the location, nature of occupation, the type of site as presented by the available

evidence, and all threaded through with the available bibliographic detail recording the

17



history of the site. Given the focus on the exploitation of natural resources and the associated
extractive industries in this research, specific comment is also made on the scale of the
industrial sites in each of the regions, both in the site summaries and main body of the
research. Where appropriate analogous modelling is used here, for eRampd&’s

hierarchy of modes of production regarding the Roman pottery industry (1982, 8), where the
linkage between capital and labour at the larger sites he modelled is particularly useful when

reviewing Kent’s extractive industries during the occupation (see 2.4 below).

Next, the sixth chapter will feature a detailed discussion reviewing the data and evidence
presented in the three regionally focused chapters. The seventh and concluding chapter will
directly address the hypotheses set out at the beginning of the research, and outline a pathway
for future investigation. Six appendices follow which provide a reference resource to the
preceding chapters of the main research. These include a summary of all of the regional
natural resources exploited for use in building and other activities in occupation-period Kent
and the South East, a full database of Roman building materials knowretadesl in later
buildings in the county (to allow the reader access to examples of the quarried materials
referenced in the core research, over and above the few still in situ), a reflection on the site
type determinations used in the research, an analysis of the occupation period Darent Valley
to provide some context fohapter 5’s study of the Medway Valley, adiscussion on the

sources of data used when referencing the Classis Britannica which is so important to this
work, and finally an analys of Roman riverine maritime technology given its importance to
the transportation of extracted natural resources in the county during the occupation. The
thesis closes with a list of abbreviations and a bibliography.

1.1 Research Questions

Within the main body of research into change and continuity in the exploitation of natural
resources in Kent during the occupation, a number of related subsidiary themes and
hypotheses will also be tested given their value to the wider research. These include the

below:

» A re-examination of my MA discussion concerning the links between industry in Kent
during the occupation and the state. Many, for example Mattingly (2006, 386), have
argued that parts of Kent such as the Weald in his case could have been under some

form of Imperial control, with Cleere and Crossley (1995, 68) and others (see 6.1.3 for
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full discussion) going further in suggesting it could have been an Imperial Estate
based on their then appreciation of the available data. Imperial Estates are a theme
which recurs in this work, especially given its focus on occupation-period iron
manufacturing in the Weald, greensand quern manufacturing in the Folkestone region
and ragstone quarrying in the upper Medway Valley. Such Imperial Estates, and their
role in both the Imperial and provincial economies, are discussed in detail at 2.2.4,
and are then a thread followed throughout the narrative, they finally being considered
with regard to the three regional foci of the research in Chapter 6.

A consideration of whether there was a southern link between the upper Medway
Valley villas and the Wealden iron and tile industries, in addition to their association

with the Medway Valley ragstone quarries.

The conception that agriculture increased even further in importance in relation to the
local economy later in the occupation, in the context of a discussion regarding the
decline of state-run extractive industrial enterprises and increased demand from the

Continent for food and provisions.

An examination of the hypothesis that towards the end of the occupation settlement in
the county deteriorated significantly, leagitwo ‘islands of activity’ in north west

Kent (centred on the Darent and Medway Valleys, still economically orientated
towards London even at this late stage) and eastern Kent (centred on Canterbury,
Roman Durovernom Cantiacorum, and the Channel coast). This utilises research new

to this work, and also an examination of existing published research.

Next, gven Kent’s proximity to the continent, I will also consider whether the

experience of Rome in the province* would have been at its most undiluted in Kent
and the Sath East, especially early in the occupation. Blanning’s (2014, 484)

assertion that Roman Kent had more in common with northern Gaul than elsewhere in
occupied Britain will be considered in this regard

*Where the term province is mentioned in the text, until the Severan/ Caraedtiems of Britain in

AD 211/ 212 (originally planned in AD 197) this references the origingleiprovince of

Britannia. After the reforms it references either Britannia Superior or Bidtamfierior dependent on

the context (for example in the case of the Classis Britannica the fa®ee?,6.2, and in the case of

the northern frontier the latter), or indeed where appropriate both. kujioke Diocletianic

reformation and the establishment of the diocese with its four andpsdditar five provinces (see
2.3.1 for discussion), given the complexity the full name of argjwovince is detailed for clarity.
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» Finally in this sub-section, note that any discussion regarding theoretical approaches
to the study of the Roman Empire and its economy (for example the debate regarding
levels of Imperial exploitation in occupied Britain, and the concept of Romanization
and its more recent counter-arguments more broadly), can be found in Chapter 2, and

particularly section 2.2.1 therein.

1.2 Research Parameters

Finally, I would like to make the following general points regarding the research parameters
used in the thesis before beginning the narrative, noting that where appropriate they are

discussed in far greater detail in the main body of the work:

» While this research project looks to derive insight for the whole of Kent, and indeed
occupation-period Britain, | have specifically chosen not to forensically look at the
county (or indeed the civitas of the Cantiaci) in its entirety but to retain the focus on
change and continuity in the exploitation of natural resources by the region’s
extractive industries. In that regard | have therefore concentrated specifically on the
three areas of economic and industrial activity detailed above, with a specific focus on
the iron industry in the Weald, greensand quern production in the Folkestone region

and ragstone quarrying in the upper Medway Valley.

» Again, while this research project looks specifically at Kent, one should note that this
is of course a post-Roman occupation geographical term. Therefore, in many areas of
the research the focus takes in other parts of the South East (as is evident in the above
commentary) when these impact on the three regions under review, for example the

Weald which by definition sits within Kent but also East and West Sussex and Surrey.

» Next, within the reviews of primary data in the three regional surveys, all sites
(excepting a few examples such as isolated temples, cemeteries and bath houses) have
been identified as one of four specific site types, namely villa settlements, non-villa
settlements/ ‘native settlements’, small towns (these three based on Richard Hyngle
tripartite system, 1989, 20), and industrial sites (the latter added by me given the focus
of the wider research on the extractive industries). As set out by Hingley (1989, 21)
villa sites are determined in the research as domestic buildings showing evidence of

the investment of considerable levels of surplus in their construction, with Branigan
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(1982, 81) earlier saying that those building such a structure were very ostentatiously
adopting a Roman lifestyle for personal betterment. Meanwhile, | define non-villa
settlements/ 'native settlements’ (the most common type in Britain during the
occupation, Lawson and Killingray, 2004, 20) as those where the inhabitants for
whatever reason chose not to display the ostensible trappings of a Roman lifestyle.
Hingley (2007, 109) highlights the fact that research interest in non-villa settlements/
'native settlementsias increaseth recent years reflecting a greater desire amongst

the archaeological community to broaden out the understanding of settlement in
occupied Britain away from just elites, the military and administration. Meanwhile
small towns (defined as distinguishable from their larger colonia, municipia and
civitas capital counterparts by the likes of Todd, 1970, 114) are defined in the research
asa variety of more extensive, diverse settlements which existed throughout the
occupation in Britain and which usually had an association with a specific activity, for
example administration, industry or religion (with many also being located at key
transport nodes). Finally, for industry | define such sites as those showing activity in
this regard but lacking any signs of rural settlement (see discussion regarding
industrial Imperial Estates in 2.2.4). The rationale behind all of these determinations,

together with a full discussion in that regard, is at Appendix C.

Before concluding this introduction | reflect next on the methodology used to carry

out the research and to facilitate its interpretive path. Wherever a hypothesis has been
proposed or a question asked (whether relevant to the whole project or more narrowly
focused) | have followed the traditional pattern of setting out the data first (this
deriving from archaeology, archival research, scientific observation and analogy),
then viewing such data through the prism of interpretive modelling, before finally
setting out my own views based on the evidence and subsequent analysis (and
considering here anecdotal insight where deemed well-judged or prescient). | have
chosen to use the widest possible variety of relevant data, ranging from that derived
from the sharper end of current peer-reviewed academic research at one extreme,
through data available in grey literature awaiting publication or never to be formally
published (and made available through initiatives such as the National Roman Grey
Literature Project which is being facilitated by English Heritage, Cotswold
Archaeology and the University of Reading), all the way through to the antiquarian

record at the other extreme. Where there is a potential problem with the data detailed
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in the sources (for example the interpretation of the military materials found in
association with the water mill site at Ickham, Mould, 2010, 144, see 2.6.4 below),
this has been specifically referenced and taken into account in my narrative, and as
always the use of any antiquarian reference comes with a strong health warning when
not associated with modern research (the miss-recording of the 1872 excavations of
the Roman villa at Teston being a good example, Elliott, 2013, 40, see 5.1.4 below).
In terms of material culture, where the Kent (and other) Historic Environment Record
(HER) has been referenced | have provided my own commentary about the
provenance of the data. The research also includes the most up to date data and
interpretations from my own practical research projects which are being driven by this
PhD research, including the villa excavation at Teston (see Figure 4 below), the
investigation of the Roman road from the Dean Street quarry site to the River
Medway with its associated occupation period burials and milestone (see Figure 5
below) and the ‘Medway Stones’ marine investigation (see Figure 2 above).

Meanwhile, please note that my research also features a number of personal citations
which provide additional data to support the plethora of published sources used. |
believe this approach is academically valid given that much of the research is current
‘work-in-progress’ and unpublished. | have also deliberately engaged with those key
individuals whose published work and on-going study plays a major role in the
narrative (for example those | thank in the acknowledgments above) to determine if

their thinking has changed over time.

Finally, | take a moment here to present in advance the highlights of the research to
familiarise the reader such that they are readily recognisable as they appear in the
narrative. As will become clear, | have deliberately set out in my work not simply to
reinterpret existing data but to provide my own new data through an active field work
programme (involving the whole community, ranging from private citizens, local
schools, local businesses and local archaeological and history societies, all the way up
to regional Government and indeed Government Agencies), thus adding to the wider
body of knowledge of Roman archaeology in Kent, in Britain and indeed across the
whole Empire. To that end, | have relocated the Roman villa at Teston last recorded
(or rather misrecorded) in 1872, and then facilitated three seasons to date of
excavation. Further, | have found a potential Roman shipwreck complete with load in

the River Medway together with its associated quay (a first dive on the site has
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already been completed by the Royal Engineers on my behalf, with professional dives
now planned). Additionally, and crucially for the wider researohake the case in

5.3 below that | have found the candidate quarries from where the ragstone which
built much of Roman London and the South East was extracted (see Figure 3 below
for the example at Dean Street, fully detailed in 5.3.3) and found a new Roman Road
which linked the principal of these quarries with the villa estates where the elites who
ran them lived. In association with the new Roman Road | have also found a newly
located Roman cemetery together with milestone, and most recently a possible
occupation-period iron working site (the first for the Medway Valley if its provenance
is proved). Lastly, a new Roman bridge across the Medway at Tovil may also have
been found, again discussed in full belpw5.1.4). As the reader may gather, the

new data presented above is heavily focused on the Medway Valley, which has been a
particular focus area of my own fieldwork activity. This is reflected in the flow of the
thesis as set out above which deliberately builds from an initial focus on background
material to inform the later research, then growing to review and re-evaluate existing
datasets for the Weald and the southern part of the east Kent coast, before moving to
the new research for the Medway Valley. This is finally followed by the discussion
where the key topics for debate are discussed, thus allowing me to set out my final

views and interpretations holistically in the conclusion.
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Figure 3: Roman metalla (see 2.2 below for definition). The Dean StweetriRquarry, with an area of
356,400m, viewed south to north running towards the River Medwaytbim. Duncan Spencer

24



Figure 4: Villa excavation at Teston, 2014 season. South wall of main rangelatdoputtress
centre, apsidal with plunge pool foreground. Simon Elliott (Site Co-Director)

Figure 5: Roman road running from Dean Street Roman quarry to Rondast Barming/ East
Farleigh villa. Two burial groups and milestone/ burial marker along itsHehgtated and excavated
by author. Simon Elliott.
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2.

Chapter Two

Background - Kent During the Roman Occupation

The aim of this chapter is to cover the current debate on the nature of Roman Imperialism and

its likely manifestations in the region of study, in so doing providing all of the necessary

background for the regional research in Chapters 3, 4 and 5 and discussion at Chapter 6 that

follow. | aim to achieve this through six topic-based essays which provide a broad view of

the following:

>

The topography of the region given its importance to the occupation-period economy

and settlement.

The Roman economy, including a discussion concerning the current debate as to its
nature (which considers the levels of market integration across the Ertipred

specific focus on both the Imperial and provincial economies, and finally a review of
Imperial Estates (important here given the focus of the research on the regional
occupation-period extractive industries, specifically iron manufacturing in the Weald,
greensand quern manufacturing in the Folkestone region and ragstone quarrying in the

upper Medway Valley).

A background overview of Roman Kent and the South East of occupied Britain, with

a focus on settlement and the economic historical narrative.

A review of industrial activity in Britain during the Roman occupation, again to
provide context for the research focus on occupation-period iron manufacturing in the
Weald, greensand quern manufacturing in the Folkestone region and ragstone
guarrying in the upper Medway Valley.

Given its importance to the regional extractive industries, an analysis of maritime

transport in the region and Britain during the Roman occupation.

Finally, and again given its potential importance with regard to the regional extractive
industries during the occupation (see Discussion at Chapter 6 in particular), a review
of the military presence in Britain during the occupation.
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2.1 The Geology of Kent and the South East

Given the focus of this research on change and continuity in the exploitation of natural
resources by the extractive industries in Kent and the South East during the occupation, below
| provide an overview of Kentish geology and its impact on the economy and settlement in

the region during the Roman period. This is further detailed at Appendix A.

The geology of Kent and the South East is surprisingly simple, especially given the wide
variety of landscapes evident across the county. It also provides the key to understanding
resource exploitation in each of the three areas scrutinized in this research - the Weald, the
region around Folkestone and the Medway Valley. McRae and Burnham (1973, 9) described
the underpinning macro-geology of Kent as sedimentary rock laid down during the
Cretaceous and Tertiary Periods which has since been forced into a dome (known as the
Wealden anticlinorium, see Figure 7) by Earth-movements culminating in the Miocene
period.This geological process created the two complimentary compound synclines now
known as the London Basin and the Hampshire Basin. Subsequent erosion, the development
of the Thames Estuary and associated drainage systems (including principal Kentish rivers
the Stour, Medway and Darent, for millennia the principal means of accessing the county
inland from the north coast), and the formation of the English Channel have then resulted in

the pattern of rocks shown on the geological map of Kent today.

These macro geological processes translate into nine geological formations (Croft, Munby

and Ridley, 2001, 1-4), which from uppermost to lowermost (generally) are as follows:

» London Clays in the north, which in terms of relief are generally flat and which
include the foothills of the North Downs. Lawson and Killingray (2004, 2) explain
that much of the surface geology of northern Kent from the Hoo Peninsula to the Isle
of Sheppey is formed from these London Clays.

» The Thanet Beds, also flat and comprising of calcareous sandstone, pale grey

sandstone and clayey sands.

» Chalk, forming the west-east horseshoe of the North and South Downs, which defines
the region. The North Downs comprises the chalk base overlain by extensive deposits
of Clay-with-Flint.
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» The Upper Greensand, comprising sandy lithoacies originally deposited in stronger
currents than the subsequent Gault Clay, hence the separation. This layer is not
present beneath the entire London Basin, passing laterally into Gault clay east of a line
between Tatsfield and Dunstable, with the Upper Greensand being completely absent

on the eastern Kentish coast and thus not featuring as a building material there.

» Gault Clay, on which sits the Holmesdale on the south slope of the North Downs, the
most fertile land in the county (Everitt, 1986, 49)

» The Lower Greensand, otherwise known as the Greensand Ridge. This comprises, in
descending order, the Folkestone Beds, Sandgate Beds and Hythe Beds which,
together with the underlying Atherfield Clay described below, form the geographical
region known as the Chart Hills in Kent. The Lower Greensand formatisn wa
particularly important in terms of regional extractive industry during the occupation,
for example the coastal outcropping of the very hard Folkestone Beds then exploited
for quern production (and nstiones, though for general reference quern will be used
in the thesis unless with regard to specific examples, see Chapter 4 below), while
within the Hythe Beds sits the Kentish ragstone which is so important to the Medway

Valley research in Chapter 5.

» Atherfield and Wealden Clay (sometimes called the Wealden Beds), on which sits the
Low Weald and which is the least fertile part of Kent and the South East. The former
clay (often described as a sub-division of the Lower Greensand) overlies the latter,
they being difficult to differentiate except for the presence of marine fossils. These
clays were much used for pottery, tile and brick manufacture during the occupation.
Worth noting here is the fact that siderite ironstone mined as iron ore for the
occupation-period iron manufacturing industry sits within at least two horizons of the

Wealden Clay.

» The Hastings Beds on which sit the High Weald. This geological unit includes inter-
bedded clays, silts, siltstones, sands and sandstones. These specific strata make up the

component geological formations known ag the Ashdown Formatign, the Wadt‘iurst

Clay Formation and thhe Tunbridge Wells Sand Formation. These deposits were

particularly important during the occupation as within them sat further siderite
deposits exploited by the Wealden iron industry, with the greatest concentration in the

whole region being found within the lower levels of the Wadhurst Clay Formation.
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Additionally, the Fairlight Clay which seems to have been the material of choice used
to manufacture the Classis Britannica bricks and tiles in the Weald (Peacock, 1977,

237) sits within the Ashdown Formation.

» On the southeastern periphery, the alluvial, wind-blown sand deposits and pebble
banks of Romney Marsh. Only a few localities were economicallyedihizre
during the occupation, though since that time large tracts have been brought into

productivity through reclamation and aggregate extraction.

This geological sequence had a formative impact on the geography and soils (and thus
settlement and land-use) in the county and region during the occupation. In that regard,
Everitt (1986, 43) explains that while the changes in geology are less visible when travelling
along the modern east-west routes (for example the M2 and M20), they become much more
overt when traversing traditional north south drove ways when at least six different
landscapes become visible in the space of no more than 65km.

The above geological formations were exploited to maximum effect in Kent and the South
East during the occupation, providing siderite for the iron industry and, principally, a wide
variety of building materials. Construction using the latter was one of the key manifestations
of Romanitas in Britain, as it was elsewhere in the Empire where available. Examples of the
use of stone as a building material do appear in the region in the Late Iron Age (LIA), for
example the Ightam Stone used as revetting material and strengthening ballast at the Oldbury
oppida in western Kent (Thompson, 1986, 270), but it is with the advent of Rome that we see
a dramatic proliferation of its use on a grand scale. As outlip&lagg (1990, 33), demand
would have initially been driven by the need for major urban centres to provide the
administration required by the new province, and clearly grand stone built structures in this
new built environment were intended to put the stamp of Rome on the local populace
(especially the elites) as part of a package which included other manifestations of the Roman
experience. Tacitus (Agricola, 21) is explicit here about the use of stone built structures as
part of this cultural suite, saying of Agricola after his two years of campaigning in Wales and
the north of Britain from AD 77:

“Agricola had to deal with people living in isolation and ignorance, and therefore
prone to fight: and his object was to accustom them to a life of peace and quiet by the
provision of amenities. He therefore gave private encouragement and official

assistance to the building of temples, public squares and good houses. He praised the
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energetic and scolded the slack. And competition for honour proved as effective as
compulsion. Furthermore, he educated the sgrig chiefs in the liberal arts...the

result was that instead of loathing the Latin language they became eager to speak it
effectively.”

A major early driver here behind this stone-built urbanisation was the societal obligation
placed on elites by the state to invest in public buildings in their communities as an

expression of their Romanitas. Halsall (2013, 90) explains:

“Spending private money on such projects brought important political rewards. It

might bring success in the competition to control the curia (town council) of the
civitas. The curia was responsible for tax collectiam important source of

patronage. Success here...(would)...be a platform for advancement on a broader
political stage, the acquisition of Roman, and perhaps even promotion to the higher

orders of Roman society.”

Such stone built structures, later to be joined by fortifications as the nature of the Imperial
experience changed, were expressed in a variety of forms and locations across the South East

region, including:

The provincial and later diocesan capital London.
The civitas capitaltaCanterbury.
The colonia at Colchester.

The small towns of Rochester and Springhead.

YV V V V V

Conquest and post conquest period fortifications, including the various Classis

Britannica and later Saxon Shore forts.

v

The later fortification of key urban sites.

A\

The phari at Dover.

» Grand stone-built rural elite country houses in the form of villas and similar, from the
later 1st century through to the end of the occupation.

» Industrial sites, for example the watermills at Ickham.

» The extensive road network across the region.

Building on this grand scale generated a huge demand for building stone and other materials,

creating an explosion in the scale of quarrying together with associated industries such as
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construction and specialist heavy goods transport. These are all considered in detail in the

regional reviews in Chapters 3, 4 and 5.

Figure 6: The geology of Kent, overview. Kent Geologists Group.
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Figure 7: The geology of Kent, Wealden Dome cross-section. Kent GeolBgists.
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2.2 The Roman Economy

Given this thesis is primarilggstudy of one aspect of the Roman economy, namely

the extractive industries, consideration is given here into the nature of this economy

with a view to providing context for all that follows. The section is divided into four
sub-sections, the first providing background to the theories and modelling of the

Roman economy that have been considered over itatiading those most up to date.

Next | consider the Imperial economy and the means utilised by the Roman state to
ensure a province paid its way, crucial to the smooth running of the Empire. |then

move on to review thprovincial economy, based on markets, free trade and patterns

of consumption (Mattingly, 2006, 496), which | broadly refer to as the market

economy (in no way implying this functioned in the manner of a modern

manifestation of a market economy). Finally I look specifically at one aspect of the
Imperial economy, namely Imperial Estates, particularly important to this research

given the focus on the regional mié& which have often been described as such (for
example the iron industry in the Weald, Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 68, and the ragstone
quarrying industry in the upper Medway Valley, Marsden, 1994, 83). The description of
Imperial Estates set out here specifically acts as a control template for such geographic
economic entities later in the research, particularly in the regional analyses at Chapters 3, 4

and 5, and in the discussion at Chapter 6.

2.2.1 Background

The world of Imperial Rome has often been cited as the archetypal ‘Empire’, attracting

interpretations of its strengths and weaknesses by archaeologists and ancient historians from
all political spectrums. Central to this debate is the nature of the Roman economy itself, this
a vital consideration as it not only helps to explain the fiscal aspects of maintaining an Empire
that enjoyed such longevity (though often experiencing times of financial crisis), but also
gives great insight into the lives of those who experienced it. With regard to the latter, a
range of views are evident here, from sometimes benevolent to often negative. In terms of the

the former, Temin (2012, 2) controversially argues that the quality of life for the average

* In his detailed examination of Imperial mine and quarry administratioh(24it0, 50) argues that most
contemporary literary sources (for example tfi@id 29 century jurist Ulpian whose work formed a major part
of the great legal digests of Justinian) understood the term metallumncan@zation where metals, stones and
other resources could be extracted, with metalla thus being a term égerégprboth quarries and mines. |
have chosen to use that convention here.
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citizen during the Principate was better than at any time before the Industrial Revolution. At
the other extreme Pollard (2000, 249), in his analysis of Roman Syria, speaks of an economy
where the exploitation of the population through taxation, the immediate requirement to
support the army (admittedly this was a border territory, a good analogy for Britain), and the
removal of natural resources under Imperial control (again a good analogy for Britain given
the central focus of this research on the extractive industries) outweighed the benefits for the
population, for example in terms of investment. Similarly, Faulkner takes this negative
experience to the extreme in his contention that the Empire, economically and otherwise, was
robbery with violence (2000, 120). All of these themes are considered below as | follow the
narrative of thinking over the nature of the Roman economy, with a particular focus on how
similar to the western pr@odern economy it was (the ‘modernists’ seeing more similarities,

the ‘primitivists’ less), and how integrated the Roman market was in the broadest sense.

The nature of the Roman economy has long been considered by economists and historians of
all leanings, for example Adam Smith, Adam Ferguson, Max Weber and John Kautsky

(Bang, 2008, 61). From the 1950s however a model developed by A.H.M. Jones (1953, 293)
began to gain ground. This stressed the centrality of agriculture to the Roman economy, he
arguing that most of the agrarian produce was consumed locally (with notable exceptions, for
example the Egyptian grain supply to Rome, see references to Paul Erdkamp’s work in this

regard below) and emphasising the importance of taxes and rents over trade and industry in

the success or otherwise of settlements large and small.

A seminal contribution to this debate was therde by Moses Finley in his 1973 work ‘The

Ancient Economywhich, taking the ‘primitivist’ position, argued that status was a key factor

in the economies of the ancient world (Finley, 1999, 45 [original date of publication 1973]).
Developing the work of Weber, he argued that these economic systems (including that of
Rome) were embedded in social standing, saying that the ancient world placed so much
importance in this regard that there was a clear differentiation between the economic
activities in which those in the upper reaches of society could participate and those below
them. In this way these economic systems of the distant past, he argued, were very different
from those of today (at least in the West) where there is a general freedom (he contends) for
all to participate in commercial and legal enterprises. He also highlighted the lack of the

concept of ‘economy’ in the ancient world, placing its origins in the early modern world, and
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also of sophisticated accounting systems (Finley, 1999, 21 [original date of publication
1973)).

An additional and furthesignificant contribution was then made by Keith Hopkins (1985,
Xiv-xv) who returned to Jones' theme, adding his view that the Roman economic model also
allowed for economic growth and was therefore not static. He saw this gropatltiaalarly
noticeable in the lateImillennium BC and the first two centuries AD, with political change

in terms of the expanding Empire of the Principate driving surplus production, and the
engagement of native populations with Romanitas being either indigenously-led or stimulated
by the passive encouragement of the Empire (Laurence, 2012, 63).

Next for consideration is Millett's dramatic intervention in 1990 with ‘The Romanization of
Britain’, a watershed in appreciating not only the Roman economy but also Roman Britain,
with its principal focus on cultural change. His work had its earliest roots in Francis
Haverfield’s 1906 ‘The Romanization of Roman Britdjrit then being incubated through
Finley’s conception of the Roman economy, and the subsequent academic debates of the

1970s and 1980s regarding the nature of this economy.

Using socio-economic and anthropological models to analyse a wide range of archaeological,
epigraphical and historical data (though with an emphasis on the analysis of material
evidence), his central contention of the Romanization process was that the integration of a
province into the Roman Empire (in this case Britain) was a two-way social acculturation
process, with complex patterns of interaction between the incoming world of Rome and the
native population, and with the impact of the arrival of Rome being minimised (1990a, 8). In
this regardMillett suggested this was more of a ‘change at the top’ adding a new Roman

upper tier, combined with a ‘light touch’ manifestation of imperialism (1990a, 7). Continuing
this theme, he believed there was a low level of centralised control from the centre, at least

early in the occupation, he saying (1990a, 8)

“The net effect of this was an early Imperial system of loosely decentralised
administration which allowed overall control by Rome while leaving the low-level

administration in the hands of the traditional aristocracies.”

This certainly set him against the views of the likes of Hingley (1982, 17) who earlier argued
in favour of the province of Britain as being an administered economy, he later emphasising

its exploitative nature (2005, 49). Millett (1990a, 8) added that he saw Roman Imperialism as
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an extension of a manifestation of the competitive elite in Rome itself, his referencing of
status aligning him with Finley’s earlier work regarding the Roman economy (though also
incorporating the conception of long-distance trade based on ceramics data), and with
Imperial expansion being piecemeal rather than planned.

More recently Erdkamp (2005, 2), taking the Imperial exploitation position, has used the
grain market of the Roman Empire as a cipher through which to appreciate the wider Roman
economy. It is particularly relevant to this research given Erdkamp’s focus on market

integration and connecting supply and demand, pertinent to the extractive industries of the
South East during the Roman occupation in terms of the access to markets, transport and

connectivity so important to their success.

He bases his research largely on epigraphic and philological evidence given the lack of
material sources to allow reliable statistical analysis. A ‘modernist’, he believes Roman

society was not dissimilar to that of pre-modern Europe (for example using examples from
Imperial Russia) and therefore looks for analogies there with the world of Rome. These
include the dominance of agriculture, the high cost of transportation and the experience there
of market integration. Erdkamp (2005, 14) specifically separates out wealthier farms from
those of the peasantry, saying the latter less frequently participated in the capital market and
often had the poorest land, this frequebiing overworked. This led to a pattern of

diminishing returns; as more of the output was consumed by those working the land the
harder they had to do so to produce this return (Erdkamp, 2005, 15). This stood in
juxtaposition to the larger, wealthier farms which found it much easier to generate a larger
surplus. Sticking with the peasant farmers, he adds that given the high instability in prices for
their produce, and the back-breaking nature of their daily working lives, they most frequently
aimed to produce just enough crops to subsist, with productivity significantly diminishing
above this line. This would mitigate against the peasantry producing any significant surplus,

and thus often having little to do with the market.

Erdkamp later looks at the evident dichotomy in the ability of the two levels of farming to
distribute their surplus (such that it was for the peasantry), with the larger estates far more
able to sell their produce in bulk, in so doing defraying their transportation costs (often
through middlemen). Meanwhile the peasant farmers, with their far smaller surpluses, were

much more likely to sell excess produce within their own communities (2005, 135).
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He also looks at the relationship between the larger and smaller farms in the context of
market integration (2005, 143), illustrating this through the level to which the market could
compensate against extreme changes in annual yields. In the pre-modern world the measures
to mitigate against such challenges were either storage or the transportation of surpluses to
regions suffering shortages, the latter only possible universally if there was a high degree of
market integration (contextually relevant to this work given the distances travelled by the
extracted materials detailed below in Chapters 3, 4 and 5). He determines that this was
actually lacking in the uniform sense, discussing the Mediterranean not being a macro-region
economically but a series of bioclimatic micro-regions (Erdkamp, 2005, 146). In this context
long-range trade and shipping lanes did exist, especially between the large cities and their
hinterlands, but not everywhere was so connected, with the majority of the smaller and
medium-sized settlements being far less integrated and supplied from their own hinterlands
(with most grain purchases here local in nature). Lavan (2014, 1) adds another factor here in
terms of market integration, namely proximity to the coast. He says there was a differential
in the experience of such integration between landlocked inland regions and those with a
coastline. Using data from the distribution of ceramics as an example, he says (2014, 3):

“...(inland) regions found it more difficult to participate in inter-regional trade (in the
context of market integration) because of high transport costs involved in moving

’

goods by river, or especially road, in comparison to those moved by sea.’

Bonifay (2014, 557) expands on this idea, using Roman Africa as an example and basing his
conclusions once again on ceramic data. He argues that Mediterranean patterns of
consumption were only visible along the strip of coastline adjoining the sea, adding that in
inland regions local production and markets substituted for more recognisable Mediterranean
products. Again the differential cost of transport is the key factor, and this is a major element
defining the provincial (and indeed Imperial) economy. In this regard Hingley (2005, 106)
argued that the Roman market system certainly seemed to be at its most integrated in the

areas which had maritime access.

Returning to Erdkamp, another dichotomy he identifies is again geographical, but this time on
a macro-scale. Given the often-present lack of market integration, he argues (2005, 279) that
the west and east of the Empire had different means of dealing with occasional harvest
shocks. Where such integration was lacking, he says that in the west the shortfall was often
taken up by local aristocrats keen to maintain the regional societal status quo. In the east
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however, permanent institutions were in place to deal with such crises, perhaps reflecting

their longer exposure to post LIA classical culture.

Finally, as one clear example of substantial market integration, he cites the grain supply to
Rome, where he estimates 30-40% of the Sicilian and Egyptian grain was taken as taxes in
kind to feed the citizens of the Imperial capital (2005, 222, see 2.2.2 below for detail on
methods of Roman taxation). In terms of how this was transported, his views have been
informed by those of both Finley (1999, 128 [original date of publication 1973])

and Rickman (1980, 4). The former argued that much of the grain importation from Sicily
and Egypt to Rome was under Government control, with private enterprise being less
important. In this context Russell (2013a, 353) later suggested that, in the context of the
improved spatial connectivity that was the consequence of improved infrastructure as the
Empire invested in communication, state orchestrated redistributive mechanisms played by
far the biggest role in the distribution patterns for goods. Rickman (1980, 4) however argued
that much of the grain importation to Rome was through the state relying on grain dealers,
shippers and warehouse owners, with private enterprise being more important than previously
thought. Erdkamp takes a middle ground in this debate between Finley and Rickman, saying
that while the private entrepreneurs were vital to facilitate the grain trade in the integrated
market, the state closely supervised this through Government-awarded contracts and
incentives (this is analogously again very useful when | later consider the occupation-period

extractive industries of Kent and the South East in Chapters 3, 4 and 5).

Bringing the discussion of the nature of Roman economy up to date, and taking a more
‘primitivist’ position, Bang (2008, 12) recently challenged its similarity to that of early

modern Europe, saying it was more akin to those of large, tributary or pre-colonial Empires
such as Mughal India, the Ottoman Empire and the Ming/ Ch'ing dynasties in China. In this
context he says it had features that a modern economist would recognise as manifestations of
a Smithsonian market economy, but underwritten by the structural weaknesses (from his
perspective) inherent in the nature of Empire, for example exploitation, patronage and
predation (2008, 204). Gardner (2013, 6) broadly agrees with such bi-polar manifestations of
the Imperial economic experience. On the positive side he talks of improved spatial
connectivity (in the context of market integration, based on modern interpretations of
globalisation), the most obvious examples being the extensive Roman road network

throughout the Empire and improved maritime trade. On the negative side he talks of
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commodification and alienation, these in the context of a post-colonial or even Marxist
interpretations of the Empire. The most extreme example of both commaodification and
alienation would of course be slavery, with Mattingly (2006, 294) describing a thriving
provincial slave trade in Britain. Interestingly, in his critique of Erdkamp’s work on the

Roman grain market, Lemak’s (2006) only criticism is that such slavery is the only aspect of

the Roman economy (and a major differentiator when compared to western pre-modern
economies) never properly addressed. Temin (2012, 121), in his appreciation of the Roman
market economy, himself says that while an appreciation of modern economics can be
applied to economies of the past (including that of Rome), the issue of slavery requires

special consideration.

Despite such misgivings however, and taking all of the above into consideration, | believe
that Erdkamp still presents a model (with his analogies with pre-modern western economies)
that is useful when studying the extractive industries of Kent and the South East during the
Roman occupation, and the society which facilitated them. As mentioned above this is
because his focus on market integration and connecting supply and demand provides insight
into the extractive industries of the region during the Roman occupation (especially with
regard to access to markets, transport and connectivity). In particular, his emphasis on the
high cost of transport illustrates the quantity (see comment above about defraying costs by
transporting in bulk) and value of the materials being extracted and transported by the metalla

here.

2.2.2 The Roman Imperial Economy: Making the Province Pay

Roman provinces were always challenging to finance, though clearly simple subsistence was
not actually their purpose, with each Imperial Procurator under great pressure to ensure it also
contributed substantially to the coffers of the Imperial fiscus. It had after all to be seen to be
pretium victoria (worth the conquest). Mattingly (2006, 491), in his stark assessment of the
experience of Britain under the occupation of Rome, is very clear about the economic drivers

of the Roman state in this regard, saying:

“The economy of Britain was profoundly affected by the desire of the Roman State tO

extract resources from thed®ince and this was a constant of Roman Imperialism.”
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Hingley (2005, 49) similarly emphasises the exploitative nature of the Empire, directly

linking Imperial expansion with the exploitation of human labour in the form of slavery, both
he and Mattingly standing in stark contrast in their interpretation of the experience of the
provinces to Roman rule when set against that of Millett, above. In the context of this debate
between those with a positive view of Romanization and the post-Romanization focus on
experience, identity and community, others more recently have not taken such a bleak view as
Mattingly and Hingley. For example Millett himself (2015, 558) has recently highlighted the
strong appetite for the symbols of the new culture as shown by data from the excavations
along the Roman road from Brough-on-Humber to York as it traverses Hayton and
Shiptonthorpe in the East Riding of Yorkshire. Meanwhile, Willis (2008) in his earlier review
of Mattingly’s 2006 work speaks of continuities enduring from the LIA, being remade in spite

of Roman refashioning and impositions. Nevertheless, the Mattingly/ Hingley exploitative
view, highlighting the note-be-doubted material demands necessitated by the need to
maintain the empire, is useful here given the nature of the metalla considered in Chapters 3

and 5 in particular, and is therefore a thread followed below.

In terms of the Imperial economy, and continuing to use Britain as an example, in the first
instance such exploitation in the broadest sense was quickly evident during and immediately
after the campaigns of conquest. In that regard the brutal exploitation of the spoils of war by
Rome to offset the expensive costs of conquest were among the first signs of the presence of
the Empire. Here, Mattingly (2006, 494) identifies private possessions in the form of portable
wealth as being primary targets of the armies of conquest, with the redistribution of the
territories of the landed elites being anoth&nese approaches were of course well-rehearsed

in Julius Caesar’s campaigns in neighbouring Gaul in the 50s BC. Once the conquest was
complete however, and a territory settled into the Empire, the primary demands on the

Imperial economy would be as follows (Mattingly, 2006, 493):

» The army, in terms of pay, bonuses, discharge bounties, materials, equipment and
supplies (noting in Britain’s case the exponentially large scale of this military
presence given the province was a border territory, see 2.6.1). To give context here,
the total costs of the salary and discharge bounties for the army iff tenfury was
150 million denarii annually (Mattingly, 2006, 493).

» The provincial Government infrastructure, noting for example that the annual salary
for the Governor alone in Britain was up to 200,000 denarii (Mattingly, 2006, 493).
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» Transport costs, often facilitated by the state (see above discussion referencing Finley,
Rickman and Erdkamp with regard to the Roman grain supply in 2.2.1).

» Capital investment, including the costs of running Imperial properties and public
lands.

» Diplomatic subsidies, always a consideration in Britain given the unconquered far
north.

These demands were clearly huge in terms of the burden they placed on the province,
especially early in the occupation. In this regard Mattingly (2006, 493) estimates that the
overall cost of running the province of Britain at this time would have beerte tens of

millions of denarii, and that outside of the spikes in military campaigning activity such as the
Agricolan Campaigns of the laté' gentury AD and the Severan campaigns of the e&tly 3
century AD (Elliott, 2016, 129 and 1p3

If we continue on this hard line view of the exploitation of the provinces by the Roman state
and Imperial household, then the various options available to the state through the Imperial

economy to ensure the province paid its way included:

» The property of the landed classes, always at risk of being appropriated and
redistributed by the state when an opportunity presented itself, their individual
fortunes being equally at risk of a sudden change in providence for the owner (with
confiscatededates often being received by the Emperor in the form of a legacy after
such an event, see 2.2.4 below).

» Land controlled directly by the state, in its most extreme in the form of Imperial
Estates. These are considered in depth below at 2.2.4 given their importance to this

review of the extractive industries in Kent and the south east during the occupation.

» The exploitation of the wider population through regular taxation (see below), tribute

demands, liturgies and labour requirements, military recruitment and slavery.

» With regard to rural populations, the use of exploitative tools such as rents, dues, price

fixing, requisitioning and (once again) tax.
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» The exploitation of natural resources, for example the metalla covered by this
research. Again this could come in a number of forms, up to and including being state
run, in the most extreme form as Imperial Estates as set out above (and noting the
wide variety of Imperial Estate types, not just those associated with industry relevant

to this research

» Profit derived from the existence of harbours, markets (detailed below in the
discussion regarding the provincial economy) and trade (which Temin says was
specifically stimulated by the Pax Romana, 2012, 2), again through taxation (for
example indirect taxation through harbour dues) and surcharges. Also included here
are customs charges at the borders of the Empire, either from waitvitihout the
Empire (or vice versa) or inter-provincial in nature. The portoria standard dues when
traversing provincial boundaries were paid near to such borders, though some goods

such as those supplied under army contracts were exempt.

» The system of military supply, incorporating a number of aspects of the above. In
Britain demand from this source had a marked etiadhe economy of the province,
involving peaks and troughs in the required output and often long distances for such
goods to travel (for example from the Wealden iron working sites to the northern
border, Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 83).

A key theme running through all of the above means of financially exploiting a province for
the betterment of the Empire was taxation. For much of the Principate, this was based on a
periodical census listing the resources of a gwewrince which allowed two direct taxes to

be levied. These were the tributum soli (based on land) and the tributum capitis (based on
capitation). Such tributa direct taxes were ultimately paid to the Procurator, with Mattingly
(2006, 496) saying that tax-farmers (working under state-contracts), Imperial fiscal officials
and local authorities often acted as middle-men to ensure the smooth running of the system.
The latter would have included local elite groups who, through a series of complex interaction
with the Imperial aristocracy, had gradually become incorporated into the Imperial economic
system (Hingley, 2005, 49).

Meanwhile, vectigalia indirect taxes (such as the harbour dues referenced above) were
collected by officials such as publicani contractors. While such methods of taxation were the

rule, there was clearly regional and inter-provincial variation across the geography of the
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Empire and the chronology of the Principate, with individuals and communities often seeking

exceptions in some shape or form.

Further, as detailed above in 2.2.1, given the lack of market integration across much of the
Empire, it was often easier to collect taxes in kind, for example in the context of the grain
supply to Rome from Sicily and Egypt (see references to Finley, Rickman and Erdkamp

above).
2.2.3 The Roman Provincial Economy

Running parallel to the Imperial economy was the provincial economy, as detailed above
featuring regional markets, free trade and localised patterns of consumption (Mattingly, 2006,
496) and often difficult to distinguish from its Imperial fellow economy. Its nature was

heavily influenced by therp-conquest economy of a given province, especially at the
beginning of a territory being incorporated into the Empire (adapting what was already there,
Millett, 1990a, 66, in this case in an economic context). Thus in Britain it has been argued
that the market economy in Kent and the South East was more sophisticated than elsewhere

given the existing links with northern Gaul (Blanning, 2014, 484).

Continuing the use of Britain as an example, from the point of conquest and the growth of the
province it seems that the provincial economy grew extensively here, particularly during the
years of the Principate, such that it catered for the top-down needs of the state (and so feeding
into the Imperial economy) but also for the downwards-up demand from a new consumer
class feeding on new ideas and innovations. With regard to the latter, Hingley (2005, 108)
highlights the subordinate cultures of craftsmen, merchants and freedmen who, seeking
prosperity and security (in a way that had not been possible in the small scale societies that
existed in their given regions prior to incorporation into the Roman Empire), drove a marked
increase in trade and industry. For a specific example highlighting data to support this view

see the Millett reference above to research at Hayton and Shiptonthorpe (2015, 558).
On the same subject, Mattingly (2006, 497) earlier said:

“If measured in simple terms across the period 50-350 (AD), there is plenty of
evidence for the evolution of urban markets and the integration of rural territories

with them, of an increase in coin use, of expanded manufacturing activity and
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increased consumption of a wide range of goods across a broad spectrum of sites

(military, urban and rural).”

Specifically on the issue of coinage, he adds (2006, 497) that this was initially part of the
Imperial economy given the need to pay the military and administration, with Hingley (2005,
108) earlier arguing the movements of groups including soldiers created a system of contacts
that was quantitatively significant (thus proving highly influential in the provincial economy
within which they resided). Nevertheless such coin use only slowly became part of the
provincial economy, in a British context not reaching a level with that used in the Imperial
economy until the® century AD. The availability of coinage was then disrupted during the
‘Crisis of the 3™ Century’ when supply was dislocated and poor quality forgeries entered

circulation to compensate.

The key component of the provincial market economy were the markets themselves (mostly
located at urban centres) which would have been officially sanctioned by the state (showing
again the ever present proximity of the Imperial economy). Such markets, which Temin
(2012, 6) says knit the Roman economy together such that it could actually be termed a
market economy (though again not in the manner of a modern conception of a market
economy), acted as emporia for the distribution of manufactured products, many innovations
of the occupation. A key issue here is the inability to identify whether demand for many of
these goods would have derived from local communities, or from manifestations of the

Imperial economy such as the military and administration.

To conclude this sub-section, the experience of the provincial economy was often bi-polar in
terms of market integration as detailed in 2.2.1, based on the geographyenittry, with

Hingley (2005, 106), Lavan (2014, 1) and Bonifay (2014, 557) outlining the importance of
being near the coast or significant riverine systems to get the full benefit of participating in an
integrated market. Evans (2014, 438) too develops this theme in his own consideration of the
Roman economy, yet again using ceramic data to explain that the economy of a given area (in
the case of his research Britain) always featured a balance between local, regional and inter-
regional trade and economic engagement, with geography (through relative transport costs)

being a constant factor affecting the balance.
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2.2.4 Imperial Estates

Mattingly (2006, 494) says that the exploitation of natural resources (as part of the Imperial
economy in a province) was a major area of state control. Referencing particularly the
metalla, this would have been in the form of direct control, at its most extreme in the form of
an Imperial Estate, or indirectly through the use of contractors or natives under production
ageements and licenses (they reporting up the Procuratorial chain of command as detailed in
2.6.2 below), though with such contracted-out metalla enterprises often initiated under direct
control by the military before being handed on (for example in the case of lead mining in the
South West of Britain, Salway, 1980, 634 and Elliott, 2016, 94, see 2.6.3)below

It was through the Imperial Estate model that the largest percentage of derived revenue could
flow most ergonomically to the Imperial coffers, with the least finding its way into the

regional market economy in many cases. In that sense it is one of the reasons archaeologists
and historians have often cited a lack of display of disposable wealth at a local level, for
example in the form of villa estates, as an indicator of the presence of an Imperial Estate.
Similarly, Mattingly (2006, 495) says there is little evidence that individual civitates

benefited from their proximity to such resources, another indicator of a significant state
presence in the form of unusual land use patterns (though see discussion below regarding
both).

Given the importance of the Imperial Estate model to this research, with its focus on the
metalla of Kent and the south east during the occupation, here the Imperial Estate model as
part of the Imperial economy is examined in detail. This will include a definition of what an
Imperial Estate was and their types, their management, the evidence used by archaeologists
and historians to identify them (especially when lacking written and epigraphic evidence), the
rebuttals to such identification to provide balance, and finally a summary of all of the above
to allow an Imperial Estate template to be developed which can be utilised in this thesis when
considering the nature of the occupation-period extractive industries in the South East of

Britain.

Crawford (1976, 36), in her detailed study of agricultural Imperial Estates, emphasised that
such geographic economic entities were the personally owned landed wealth of the Roman
Emperors, the same being true of their industrial Imperial Estate counterparts. She said

44



(1976, 36) that the latter included the large scale metalla, brickworks and salt pans, though

see below with regard to the latter.

Such Imperial Estates came into the possession of the Emperor in a variety of ways.
Mattingly (2006, 455) says that Imperially owned (and indeed other state-owned) land was
often the result of confiscation at the point of conquest from regional elites (Salway, 1981,
104 cited the royal estates of the Catuvellauni becoming the private possessions of the
Emperor after the AD 43 invasion) or later in terms of failed usurpation attempts and other
revolts. They could also be the result of inheritances from the provincial elite, the Imperial
household being one of the largest provincial landholders. Crawford (1976, 38) gives an
excellent example of the latter, based on written records, in the form of the Emperor
Hadrian’s sister-in-law Matilda bequeathing extensive agricultural estates around Sitifis in
Mauretania to the Imperial household. Meanwhile, as detailed above, many commentators
(Crawford, 1976, 36 as an example) have long argued that the metalla and other significant
industrial enterprises naturally fell under the immediate aegis of the Emperor as Imperial

Estates.

In terms of how Imperial Estates were managed, below the administrative level of the
Procurator’s office, options could have included the military where appropriate (often in

terms of opening up the opportunity in the case of the metalla, Mattingly, 2006, 507, see
above and 2.6.3 below), vilici (bailiffs, singular vilicus), chief tenants (in the form of a head
lease conductores for example) or other tenurial arrangements, and to confuse matters any
combination of such (this also applying to non-Imperial state-owned land, adding an extra
layer of confusion). Mattingly (2006, 455) is rather blunt in his interpretation of the role of

such Estate managers, saying in a British context:
“Their function was to cream off surpluses from the British occupiers of such lands.”

A good example of one such vilicus comes from the exceptionally large eastern/ coastal
Wealden iron working site at Beauport Park in the form of a reference on the bath house
stonework entrance to such an official who ran the site (Brodribb et al, 1988, 261, see 3.1.3

below).

I now turn to the evidence used by archaeologists to identify Imperial estates. This includes:
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» The written and epigraphic record. As an example Crawford (1976, 37) highlights
papyrus P. Bouriant 42 from Egypt dated AD 167 which features an administrative
survey of 3,032 ha of land of which 39% were agricultural Imperial Estates, while the
Beauport Park vilicus above provides another. Such evidence is clearly the firmest
method of identifying such geographic economic entities, though see discussion at
6.1.3 below regarding the latter example. Other epigraphic examples are more
contentious, for example that from the villa estate at Combe Down near Bath (RIB
179) referencing an Imperial freedman named Naevius who carried out reconstruction
work for the Procurator, which it has been argued might indicate a possible Imperial
Estate (Crawford, 1976, 36, and Mattingly, 2006, 399), possibly related to quarrying.
One can perhaps add here the large quantities of Classis Britannica stamped tile often
associated with a State presence at some of the key iron working sites in the eastern/
coastal region of the Weald, including Beauport Park (Brodribb et al, 1988, 275, see

6.1.3 and 6.1.4 for full discussion below).

» The lack of villa estates in a landscape featuring other activity, for example large-
scale industry (Salway, 1970, 10). Cleere and Crossley (1995, 68) have for example
highlighted this in the context of the eastern/ coastal iron working sites in the
occupation-period Weald where such elite settlement is singularly lacking, though this

is not true elsewhere (see below).

» Sticking with settlement, other atypical rural settlement patterns (Mattingly, 2006,
455). A good example of one such is the interpretation of the stone tower (building
R1, Potter, 1996, 678) and settlement at Stonea in the Fens, Cambridgeshire as a
regional administrative centre (Potter and Jackson, 1982, 118) associated with an
Imperial Estate. Here some (for example Potter, 1996, 688, and Malim, 2005, 126)
have argued that this central multiple-story stone building with its surrounding
gridded street pattern (for largely non-stone built structures) is a better fit for the
model of state-intervention than private enterprise, this view first presented by Salway
(1970, 10) Artefacts recovered here have also been used to interpret the site’s official
function, for example writing tablets, a stylus and evidence of luxury food stuffs, as
has the difficulty in supplying the stone along regional waterways to build the central
structure on this upland ‘island’ site amid the peat fens. Further, Potter (1996, 685)

talks of several pointers towards a military presence at the Stonea site, for example
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military metalwork (though note Taylor’s contention regarding a military
interpretation here, 2000, 657). In this regard, Malim (2005, 126) specifically
references the use of the military in facilitating the running of agricultural Imperial
Estates such as that argued for at Stonea.

Unusual archaeological data, for example ceramic evidence supporting the significant
expansion of the farming activity around Stonea in the e&flgehtury AD (Hartley

and Hartley, 1970) which has been used to date the initiation of the Imperial Estate
there (if such it was) to the visit of Hadrian to Britain in AD 122 (Salway, 1981, 190,
and Potter, 1996, 6J78 Malim (2005, 129) later speculated, based on data from the
original investigations, that the land itself may actually have come under Imperial
control after the Boudiccan Revolt of AD 60/ 61, later being fully exploited from the

time of Hadrian’s visit and reaching its full potential by the time of Antoninus Pius.

Unusual and unattributed developments in transport networks. Sticking with the Fens
as an example, canals provide one example where Fincham (2002, 10) highlights the
arguments in favour and against interpreting the Car Dyke as an occupation-period
transport route. New and often raised roadways (the Fens Causeway being the best
example, though noting this dates to the mid-latecehtury AD) are another in this
region, both transport modes being interpreted as evidence of the Stonea location
being an Imperial Estate (Malim, 2005, 126), requiring as they do specialist surveying
and engineering skills in their construction (if indeed the Car Dyke was a transport

route).

Unusual developments in land usage. Again using Stonea as an example, this includes
significant land reclamation with drainage (which again would have required

specialist skills in terms of surveying and engineering), and secondary land division
(Malim, 2005, 126), though see rebuttals by Mattingly, Millet and Taylor below.

Demand, in the case of Stonea from the Nene Valley to the west of modern
Peterborough given the rapid population expansion there fronitkertury and for
the military in the north of the province, easily supplied from this location given the
easy maritimewccess, a pull factor for the Imperial Estate’s produce if indeed it was

one (Malim, 2005, 128). One can perhaps add here demand for building stone in

Roman London for the ragstone quarries of the upper Medway Valley through to the
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mid-3" century (Elliott, 2016, 102), this being discussed in depth in 5.5 and 6.1.5

below.

» Using Stonea one final time as an example, other industrial activity associated with
Imperial Estates. Here this is salt manufacturing as referenced by Potter (1996, 688),

which Salway (1970, 10) originally argued was an Imperial monopoly.

I now turn to the rebuttals of these various means of identifying Imperial Estates given the
fact that outside the very hard examples of written and epigraphical data, the various models
and methodologies of identifying these geographic economic entities are a matter of judgment
by the individual archaeologist and historian, even when backed by a substantial body of

archaeological data.

In the first instance Mattingly (2006, 371) does not see Imperial Estates as being so black and
white in terms of their identification. Noting, as detailed above, that an absence of villa

estates has often been used to identify an area as a potential Imperial Estate, he believes there
are no reasonable arguments for believing Imperial Estates lacked villas, given (he argues)
such properties were frequently contracted out to private individuals and run for profit. By

way of example, he continues (2006, 371) that in North Africa large Imperial Estates (at the
heart of the agricultural zone, such as those detailed in papyrus P. Bouriant 42 above) were
dotted with farms, villages and villas. He concludes (2006, 372) that the more probable
candidates for Imperial Estates might in actual fact be found in areas featuring higher villa
estate densities, where rural identity and culture stood in contrast to the more average

development.

This is an important consideration in Chapter 5 and the discussion in Chapter 6 regarding the
ragstone quarrying industry in the upper Medway Valley in particular, given villas are
embedded within that occupatiprriod industrial landscape (though noting Mattingly’s

examples above are largely agricultural Imperial Estates). Importantly, he then identifies the
variety of candidates who might occupy such villas (again very relevant to this work, in the
context of those embedded in industrial Imperial Estates). These include representatives of
the Roman Emperors and the State, absentee landowners, the army (including the regional
fleets such as the Classis Britannica, Elliott, 2016, 108), members of the civitates, settler
groups (for example discharged soldiers with investable capital), private individuals (from the

home province and abroad), religious bodies and entrepreneurial bodies.
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Mattingly also adds, in the context of atypical rural settlement patterns, that in the absence of
hard epigraphic evidence it is difficult to detect large agricultural Imperial Estates on the
ground given they possibly resemble other types of agricultural settlement (2006, 455).

Meanwhile Millett (1990a, 120) has also argued that there are a number of problems with the
identification of land as an Imperial Estate. These include his belief that there is no reason to
suppose that land owned by the Emperor is archaeologically distinguishable today from other
types of land use. Additionally, with regard to agricultural Imperial Estates, he says that if
they were created from virgin territory, there would be more signs of a deliberately even
distribution of land, for example by centuriation, and this is often lacking (he uses the Fens as
his example). Meanwhile, regarding the issue of unusual land use and again using the Fens as
his example, he says there is no reason to believe that local populations would not have had
the appropriate levels of societal organisation needed to reclaim and develop their own land.
Taylor (2000, 652 and 653) also contends the unusual land use patterns claimed for the
Stonea site, and the interpretations of the principal stone-built structure (saying that it had
suffered such a degree of destruction that any attempt at reconstruction was highly
speculative). He (2000, 654) continues his questioning of the Imperial Estate interpretation of
the Stonea site by arguing that the canals and roads of the Fens were not part of an Imperial
project but the result of localised improvements to an existing network, he adding (2000, 655)

that the Car Dyke may actually have been a catch water drain.

Finally in these considerations, Millett (1990a, 1@djunks Salway’s earlier assertion

(1970, 10) that salt production was an Imperial monopoly in the province, basing this on

coastal salt production sites being located and excavated at numerous other locations since the
original excavations at Stonea, thus undermining this argument in favour of the Fens (in this
example) being an Imperial Estate. Taylor (2000, 655) is also critical of the use of salt
production to interpret the Fens as an Imperial Estate, he saying among other things that

given salt production in the few such sites excavated in the region ranged from the LIA to the
4™ century AD, this mitigated against them being used as evidence of a Hadrianic limperia

Estate (he further suggesting they were instead flexible and local industries).

I conclude this sub-section by reflecting on the above discussion regarding the nature of
Roman Imperial Estates as part of the Imperial Economy, aiming to determine a usable model

going forward in this research. Clearly, outside of the use of definitive written and epigraphic
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data to support such a geographic economic entity being identified as an Imperial Estate,
classifying one as such is problematic. This is further complicated by the fact that the running
of Imperial Estates themselves were often sub-contracted out, as were other state-run entities
within the Imperial economy, obscuring attempts at their determination. Such identification
must therefore be a question of individual consideration by the researcher, based on the
available data. The issue can be helped however by utilising a general though heavily
caveated model (noting the reservations of Mattingly, Millett, Taylor and others above) which
can be utilised as a concludioheck list after considering the data for each candidate in

detail to provide focus. This will help to present a viable if imperfect final template after all

of the data has been consideredye used when concluding the relevant sections in the
discussion at Chapter 6 regarding the state presence in the metalla of Kent and the South East
during the occupation (these at 6.1.3, 6.1.4, and 6.1.5). The specific features | identify in this

model are:

» A lack of settlement other than the living quarters of the work force, whether villa
estates, non-villa settlements/ native settlements or small towns, where one might
expect to find them. In the case of such settlements, common sense dictates this is
more applicable to industrial Imperial Estates than to agricultural Imperial Estates,
where Crawford (1976, 37) made the case that the latter are not always easy to
interpret and where Mattingly (2006, 371) references examples of such settlement in

North African agricultural Imperial Estates (see above).

» ‘Federal’ level investment in unusual transport networks. While | note above the
caveated nature of the features in this list, and especially in this case the examples
noted above regarding Stonea (Taylor, 2000, 655i)| believe it valid to include the
feature here. This is because | feel that, provided unusual transport networks are
considered holistically alongside the other features listed, they do add some value,
particularly with regard to two examples important to this research. The first is the
Wealden road from Rochester through modern Maidstone which terminates just north
of Hastings amid the occupation-period industrial-scale iron working sites located
there (Staveley, 2013, see section 3.3 below for full detail). The second is the possible
canalisation of the occupation-period upper Medway Valley, discussed in section
5.5.2 in the context of facilitating the ragstone quarrying industry there (Elliott, 2016,
105).
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» Unusual land use patterns, where again | note the above caveated nature of the
features in this list (for example Taylor, 2000, 652 and 653 regarding this specific
feature), but still believe this to be a valid inclusion. Once more this view is in the
context of the research presented in the thesis, given the insight it provides into the

differing natures of industrial activity in the Weald and upper Medway Valley.

» An association with other industry (for example see 3.6 below regarding tile and brick

manufacturing alongside the iron industry in the Weald).

» The presence of the Roman military in an unlikely setting, Potter (1996, 685) for
example highlighting the presence of military metalwork at Stonea as potential
evidence for a state presence there, while evidence for a Classis Britannica presence

in the Weald is considered in the discussions at 6.1.3.

Figure 8: Samian Ware and Black-burnished ware 1 pottery,¥ateury AD. Ceramic evidence provides
some of the key data used by Lavan and Bonifay when considbemmature of market integration in the
Roman economy (see 2.2.1 above). Chris Davies.
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2.3 Regional Background Overview

The geographical region now called Kent was a vital component of the Imperial experience in
Britain, featuring at the very beginning of the occupation (almost certainly being the point of
entry for the Claudian conquest, see 2.2.1 below) and indeed at the very end (when
Richborough was still an active Imperial outpost). There are five broad themes concerning
the Imperial experience in Kent which | set out here given they provide a useful template for
the later regional research regarding the exploitation of natural resources by the extractive
industries (particularly with regard to iron manufacturing in the Weald, greensand quern
manufacturing in the Folkestone region and ragstone quarrying in the upper Medway Valley).
Specifically, these themes are the Roman occupation of Kent, settlement in Kent during the
occupation, the population of Roman Kent, the economy of occupied Kent, and the end of the

occupation in Kent.

2.3.1 The Roman Occupation of Kent

Kent was known to ancient sources as Cantion before the occupation, being populated by the
Cantiaci (Jones and Mattingly, 1990, 44). It was bordered in the immediate pre-Roman
invasion period by the Trinovantes to the north, the Catuvellauni to the north west and the
Atrebates and Regnii to the west. Caesar (The Conquest of Gaul, V.135) describes Britain at
the time of his 58C sortie as being densely populated and heavily cultivated, and it is likely
he was referring here to Kent given his probable landing place on the eastern coast of the
county, both in that year and also in his later landing in 54 BC (Millett, 2007, 115).

Given its geographical position, Kent has often been at the forefront of cultural change in
Britain originating from the Continent (Wenban-Smith, 31, 2007). This noticeably
accelerated in the LIA prior to the definitive Roman invasion of Claudius (Emperor AD 41
AD 54) in AD 43, as the economic and later political reach of Rome spread aggressively
northwards from the Mediterranean (Haselgrove, 1987, 116, Cunliffe, 1988, 108, and
Cunliffe, 2013, 360). As Champion (2007, 129) detalils:

“The final two centuries of the Iron Age saw major changes in the nature of society in

South Eastern England, including imports from the classical world (such as wine
amphora, Italian bronze vessels and South Gaulish samian ware), the emergence of
new types of settlement, the adoption of coinage, the appearance of a new mode of
burial, and new styles and techniques for the production of pdttery.
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Such dramatic economic and social change in the LIA manifested itself in other ways too.

For example Haselgrove (1997, 71) uses archaeological data from Iron Age brooch finds
across the county to argue for the appearance of new fashions and means of adorning the
body, while Hill (1997, 106) interprets data from toilet instruments and vessels for washing as
indicating a new focus on bodily hygiene among some elites. Champion (2007, 131) believes
that together these latter two developments show that a major change was taking place in the
nature of human relationships. Meanwhile, Blockley and others (1995, 42) also argue that
LIA data from the excavations at the Marlowe car park site in Canterbury, featuring a
potsherd with graffiti and the use of inscribed coins, indicate a new (though limited) level of
literacy. Finally, Champion (2007, 131) cites architecture as an example of LIA cultural
change in Kent, specifically the increased appearance of rectangular plan buildings and fired-
clay building materials.

Political change is also evident in Kent in the LIA. One could argue a key factor here would
have been the economic impact of the arrival of the kinds of elite goods described above and
seen in quantity in the recent excavations at the likely port of Folkestone, East Wear Bay
(Parfitt, 2013, 27). Further, direct interaction between the Kentish elites and events on the
Continent would also have played a major role. In this regard, Caesar (The Conquest of Gaul,
V.119) is explicit in saying Britons regularly fought against his forces during the conquest of
Gaul as allies of the Gallic tribes, he also explaining that Gallic King Diviciacus of the
Suessiones (located in the Aisne Valley) claimed dominion over some of the tribes of
Southern Britain (The Conquest of Gaul, 11.58). Archaeological data to support these LIA
political links between Kent and the Continent of the Caesarean conquest comes in the form
of the proliferation in the county of Gallo-Belgic E coins minted in Gaul to fund the conflict
with the Romans (Cunliffe, 2013, 326), illustrating the shared practices and kinships which
characterisdthese transmarche communities. Some final insight into the political situation in
the LIA in Kent comes once again from Caesar, who explains (The Conquest of Gaul, V.139)
that at the time of his 54 BC expedition there were four Kings in Cantion, namely Cingetorix,

Carvilius, Taximagulus and Segovax.

Caesar seems to have secured tribute from British tribes that was potentially enduring through
the later first century BC. Some have argued that the process by which the more prosperous
regions of pre-conquest Britain (including Kent) ultimately fell under the political control of
Rome was actually more insidious and protracted than simply through post-Gallic conquest
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cultural contact followed by the®'entury Claudian invasion. Manley (2002, 143) for

example says:

“An alternative understanding to the events of AD 43 is to consider the events of that
year as the culmination of a process of the preceding century, which effectively had
subjugated at least the South East of Britain and brought that area within the

complete control of the Roman Empire some time before AD 43.”

Whatever the truth here, the Claudian landing was clearly a major watershed. Given its
proximity to the Continent, and noting arguments in favour of other potential landing places
such as Chichester (Manley, 2002, 131), Kent is still widely argued to have been the landing
place for this crucial event (Grainge, 2005, 117).

The most likely landing areas would have been the coast of eastern Kent, with the then shelter
of the Wantsum Channel and the broad expanses of beach from Sandwich to Deal being
particularly inviting to the invaders, adding to the relatively safe harbourage of Pegwell Bay.

With regard to the Claudian invasion Moody (2008, 141) explains that:

“Given the size of the operation, it is unlikely that a single location can be identified
for the Roman landings. More probably, the ships landed where they could, in the
network of harbours, beaches and trading ports on the east and western sides of the

Wantsum with the troops securing themselgsunits, over a wide area.”

Wherever the specific landing places were in eastern Kent for this invasion, the locale for the
event was later commemorated by the building in the reign of Domitian of a monumental arch
at Richborough which stood from the latérckntury through to the laté“Zentury, latterly

being used as a signal station (Strong, 1968, 72).

Kent was known after the AD 43 invasion as Cantium (featuring the civitas Cantiacorum),
becoming part of the original province of Britannia from the nitd&dntury through to the
early 3¢ century when it became part of Britannia Superior following the reforms of
Septimius Severus (Mattingly, 2006, 22%pllowing Diocletian’s later reformation, Kent sat
within the new province of Maxima Caesariensise of four (or five) provinces in the new
diocese of Britain (White, 2007, 51).
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2.3.2 Settlement in Occupied Kent

Kent rapidly established itself as a key region within the province, with 12 of th 21 1
Century villas in the South East such as that at Eccles being located in the county (Allen,
2013). It sat firmly within the more settled south and east of occupied Britain which thrived
as part of the Imperial project, unlike the upland north and far west which Mattingly (2006,
149) argues was economically dominated by the large military presence there needed to
maintain the extreme north western borders of the Roman Empire. This division areated
geographically bipolar experience for those living in Britain during the occupation, having
major implications for Kent given that the principal gateway through which the military
presence symbolically entered and left the islands sat within the county at Richborough
(Millett, 2007, 143). Newly arriving military units will have been greeted with the striking
sight of the presumed gilded equestrian statue that sat astride the Richborough arch (Strong,

1968, 45), whether they landed at Richborough or sailed on through the Wantsum to London.

This concept of the county, and specifically itstéathe context of Richborough, fulfilling

the role of therovince’s principal gateway is particularly important and allows us to begin to
differentiate Kent from the rest of the south and east. There is clear evidence of this
differentiation well before the occupation, for example Ashbee (2005, 118) arguing that there
was continual cultural exchange between the county and the Continent given their close
proximity, ahead of much of the rest of the region, from at least the Mesolithic period
onwards. This predated Britain becoming isolated from the rest of the Continent by rising sea
levels, then continued afterwards as a matter of course. In this regard Yates (2004, 13) details
the disproportionate increase in metalwork in the county in the Bronze Age as Kent benefited
from its proximity to the Continent, while above in 2.3.1 | detail the extensive economic,

social and political changes that occurred in Kent in the LIA. Expressing a personal view,

Millett (pers. comm. 17 April 2014) takes this differentiation into the occupation, saying:

“Kent is certainly a place of difference (from the rest of the south and east) in Roman
Britain. The province had its closest links with northern Gaul and the Rhineland
(rather than the Mediterranean), and this was writ large in Kent, it being the place of
closest contact and the location of the provincial principal gateway. This connection
between Kent and the Continent continued through the end of the occupation and into

post-Roman Britain. In this context Kent was part of a much wider cultural network,
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with Richborough being unique as the British end of the connectivity between here

and the Cetinent.”

Other examples of theventy’s occupation-period differentiation, in addition to it being the
Imperial Gateway, are considered in much greater detail below in the regional studies but
include the unusually large number of public buildings in Canterbury compared to many other
civitas regional capitals (Millett, 2007, 169), and the extensive extractive and manufacturing
industries that thrived in Kent until at least the middle of th€8ntury. Kent’s regional
uniqueness continued well after the occupation, exampled by data from grave goods and
burial practices which show a strong Frankish influence in the Saxon county (Welch, 2007,
220).

Moving on to the chronology of settlement in occupied Kent, Blanning (2014, 480) says that
as evidenced by villa estates there is a blaasticeable pattern. This began with an increase
in rural settlement in the LIA, this accelerating rapidly with the Roman occupation and the
establishment of villa estates, particularly towards the end oftherttury AD. There is

then a noticeable decrease in new sites in theehtury, with by the latter part of this

century many of the original Roman sites falling out of use. This decrease in occupied sites
continued into the'8century, with by the mid®century only a quarter of original foundings
still being in use, often in different ways to their original function as an elite residence. A
good example in this regard is the temple at the villa site in East Farleigh, part of which

became a kitchen with the installation of ovens at this time (see 5.1.4 below).

As today, there are strong indicators that settlement in Kent was uneven during the
occupation, and in parts such as the North Downs and Weald less dense than other areas of
the south and east (Blanning, 2014, 128, and Millett, 2007, 170). The Roman Rural
Settlement Project (a collaboration between English Heritage, The Leverhulme Trust,
Cotswold Archaeology, the Archaeology Data Service and the University of Reading)
illustrates this, showing that while more of Kent has been excavated than elsewhere in the
region (making up 34% of the total), the county only ranks seventh out of eight in terms of

the number of Roman sites recorded per hectare, and by some way (see below table).
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Table 2.1 - Roman Rural Settlement ProjeSobuth East.

Sites per Hectare County

1.45 Oxfordshire

1.45 Buckinghamshire

141 Surrey

1.21 West and East Sussex

1.2 Hampshire and Isle of Wight
0.85 Berkshire

0.45 Kent

0.4 Greater London

Allen, 2013.

In Kent during the occupation the below areas were the most densely settled, tracking the
principalroad and marine (both coastal and river) transport routes, fertile soils and industrial

activity in the couty:

» The countryside along the north coast and along Watling Street.
» The strip of land running along the foot of the South slope of the North Downs.

» The rivers valleys of the Stour, Medway and Darent.

Data from a century and a half of excavations in the county show that Kentish villas had a
particularly local quality, for example many featuring underground cellars similar to the
practice in adjacent parts of the Continent (see discussion below in 5.1.4 concerning the
Wouldham/ Burhammithraeumy). Blanning (2014, 482) adds that villas in the county

tended not to feature large triclinia, but instead had particularly large porticus. Meanwhile
Taylor (2011, 183) argues that villas in the region featured bath houses from an earlier date
than elsewhere in Britain, as evidenced at the villa site at Teston on the Medway (the first
phase here dating to the laté€rcentury, Elliott, 2013, 40), indicating a strong desire to

display Romanitas from the very beginning of the occupation as well as reflecting proximity
to the Continent. Additionally, the appearance in the occupation of large contemporary burial
barrow mounds associated with villa estates also reflects experiences on the Continent, for
example those at Flaxweiler in Luxembourg (Krier and Henrich, 2011, 213) and Koninksem
in Belgium (Crowley, 2011, 199). Such barrows and other manifestations of mortuary
behaviour, as evidenced by the walled cemetery at Barming (Taylor, Jessup and Hawkes,
1932, 145), were built with visibility in mind, either from their associated villas (as in the
case of Teston) or from local roadways, often those leading to the villas. The latter is an
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example of the importance of the visitor experience, which Catling (2013, 33) says was a key
factor when villa locations were being selected. Taylor (2011, 184) adds that the vistas from
the villas up and down the Kentish river valleys would also have been a key factor in their
location in the county, with that at Teston again being an excellent example and a good

candidate for a future viewshed analysis.
2.3.3 The Population of Occupied Kent

Determining the exact size of the population of Roman Kent is problematic, especially given
the similar but larger scale issues detailed by Millett (1990a, 185) and Mattingly (2011, 219)
for establishing the population of the whole of occupied Britain. With regard to the latter,
Mattingly usefully sets out in tabular form Miltét figures set against his (for the 2"4 and 4"

Centuries), broken down into three broad communities as below:

Table 2.2 - Roman population in Britain.

Community Type Sub Unit Millett 1990a Mattingly 2 C Mattingly 4" C

Military Army 10,000- 20,000 | 45,000- 55,000 | 20,000- 25,000
Garrison 50,000~ 100,000 50,000
settlement (vici | 200,000
and similar)
Urban Major towns 183,971~ 120,000 100,000
290,057 (both
major and small
towns
Small towns 25,000 50,000
Rural Villa dwellers Mid-point 5,000 60,000
average of 3.3
million, both
villa and non-
villa.
Non villa 1,700,000 2,215,000
settlement
Total 3,665,000 2,000,000 2,500,000

After Mattingly, 2011, 219.

Based on the archaeological evidence and also analogy from elsewhere in the Empire,

together with my own research in this thebiselieveMillett’s figures to still be the most

accurate. The figure of 3,665 million would be up from a maximum of arounchilvon in

the LIA, it then falling back to below two million after the occupation, then beginning a

steady climb and reaching up to eight million before the Black Death in theetdury
(Cunliffe, 2013, 97).
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Looking specifically at the Kentish population during the occupation, Goacher (2009, 391)
has attempted to determine its size using the methodology utilized by Millett (1990a, 185) in
his above national estimate. In that regard she suggests an urban and regular military
population for Kent of 18,000, a rural population in agriculturally productive areas of 51,000,
a rural population in the less productive areas of 35,000, and a population in marginal areas
(for example the Weald) of 6,000. This gives a grand total of 110,000, 3,000 less than the
population of modern Maidstone. Interestintilis figure compares less favourably than

other regions in the productive south and east of Britain during the Roman period. For
example Greene (1986, 124) speculates that that Northamptonshire would have had a
population of up to 150,000 in the same period. Such a differential between two modern
counties nominally featuring a similar occupation-period regional economy is best explained
by the fact that the less productive rural and marginal areas in Northamptonshire, and indeed
elsewhere in the region, were better utilised than in Kent (though noting that the different

academic methods used in the two distinct timeframes of research could also be a factor).
2.3.4 The Economy of Occupied Kent - Geography

In terms of economic activity in Kent during the occupation, a number of leading
commentators have set out their views based on settlement patterns, numismatic data and
pottery data that during the Roman period there were three distinct geographic regions in the
county. These views are set out below for later exploration in the regional surveys in
Chapters 3, 4 and 5 (they being particularly useful given the three regions the commentators
identify broadly track the geographic areas of these surveys) and disaoSStoapter 6.

Mattingly (2006, 386, in what he describes as a minimalist reading of the e\idagsahat

the Weald, rich in iron siderite and timber but thinly settled, was a very distinct entity which
could have been under some kind of Imperial control. Meanwhile, again baaed on
minimalist reading of the evidence, he limits the specific civitas of the Cantiaci to north
eastern Kent (as opposed to this being the entire area of the modern county, 2006, 386). He
indicates this north eastern area was distinguishable from the north western region of the
modern County (centred on the river valleys of the Darent and Medway, which featured many
of the region’s villa estates) where the land may have been leased or sold to private land
owners. Meanwhile Moorhead(2014, 117) analysis of Roman coins in Britain using data
from the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) also highlights the same three distinct
geographic economic areas, with a comparative lack of coins found in the Weald (though
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caution should be used here given the likelihood of less detectoring in this area) and dense

concentrations in both the eastern region and in the north western river valleys.

Next, Lawson and Killingray (2004, 20) say there were broadly two major centres of pottery
production in occupied-Kent which also reflect the above regional economic analysis, these
being the Canterbury-wares of the eastern zone and the Thames-wares to the northwest in the
Thames/ Medway Estuary. Lyne (1994, 126) says that the latter was particularly successful
by the 29 century, dominating the west of the region but also being found in quantity in

London and across eastern Surrey where it competed wittethen Weald’s own Alice

Holt pottery industry.Lyne’s research (1994, 428) goes on to show that this polarisation of

the eastern and north western pottery industries, with comparatively little in the Weald
excepting at its western edge, continued well into theehtury even taking into account the

decline of Thames-ware industry from tH&@&ntury.

Each of these three occupation-period economic zones had differing regional economic
allegiances (Moorhead, pers. comm. 26 February 2013), with the Weald (especially the
eastern/ coastal area, see 3.4 below) looking to the coast from where manufactured materials
were exported both around Britain and indeed to the Continent. Mattingly (2006, 386) argues
that the Weald remained under some form of Imperial control (see discussion in 6.1.3
regarding this region being part of the Imperial economy, and the case for it being an Imperial
Estate or not). Intensive industrial activity here ceased in the thag«&ury, at which time

much of the region was abandoned (Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 81). This intense Principate
industrial presence, and the subsequent regional abandonment, would help explain the
comparative lack of settlement in the Weald itself, and especially the lack of small towns and
villas in the Weald in Kent (excepting the small town of Westhawk Farm at its extrem

eastern edge) and West Sussex, and the similar lack of such sites in Wealden East Sussex
save the possible roadside settlement at the major iron working site at Footlands Farm,
recently identified by the Hastings Area Archaeological Research Group (HAARG) through
geophysical survey (Cornwell, 2013, 14, also see 3.1.4 and 3.2 below for discussion regarding
the sites at Garden Hill and also Bardown). Indeed the main regional settlements seem to
have been on the periphery of the Weald at Barcombe (a villa, with a small settlement now
also recorded at nearby Bridge Farm), Buxted, Penhurst, Hassocks and possibly Arlington
(Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 58).
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This pattern in the Weald, with the majority of settlement as mapped to date being found on
the periphery of a major Roman industrial zone, has analogous parallels elsewhere in the
Empire, for example the industrial region at Autun in eastern France (Harrington and Welch,
2014, 110). Given the fact that minerals were designated an Imperial monopoly in the
Empire (Mattingly, 2009, 296), one can reasonably argue that one of the explanations for this
lack of settlement in the Weald was active discouragement by the state to preserve the vital
raw materials located thee This would have included not only siderite for the iron industry

but also clay for tile manufacturing and trees in the extensive Wealden forests for their wood

to support industrial activity, and also for building and ship construction.

Meanwhile, for the eastern region Moorhead (pers. comm. 26 February 2013) believes the
area was under the control of a separate sphere of economic influence centred on Canterbury
and stretching to the Channel coast as far south as Folkestone, while for the north west
Mattingly (2006, 386) argues that land in this area was again distinct from the rest of the
county and, as set out above, possibly leased or sold to private landholders. In this regard
Moorhead (pers. comm. 26 February 2013) adds his belief that this north western zone was
specifically in the economic sphere of London throughout the occupation, with Mattingly
(2006, 386) also saying it was possible some land in Kent was assigned to London.

These three regional areas of economic activity as identified by the above commentators may
actually have had their roots in the LIA based on coin and pottery data (Holman, 2000, 220,
and Haselgrove, 2005, 1), especially if one were to use earlier processual models linking
oppida defended settlements with specific hinterlands. Examples would be that at Boughton
Monchelsea with the Weald (as argued by Howell, 2014, 40, see 5.1.4 below), those at
Canterbury and Bigbury with the east and that at Oldbury with the north west. In this regard
Cunliffe (2009, 237) still believes that authority across the south and east of Britain in this
pre-Roman period was centred on these oppida, from where he argues elites cantrolled

subsistence economy dominated by grain production.

The stamp of the state may have actually been county-wide and not just restricted to the
Weald, this interpretation evidenced by the preponderance of public buildings in Canterbury

as mentioned in 2.3.2 above, some being conspicuously very large such as the theatre, and the
comparative lack of nearby villas to the civitas capital (Taylor, 2011, 183). Andrews (2001,

25) here draws on comparisons with towns in frontier regions where the military did not

invest in villa architecture, one hypothesis being that in a Kentish context this was because of
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the domineering effect of the military in the county. He argues that through much of the
occupation Canterbury was more of a centre for local military and state representatives to
gather rather than being the more traditional type of civitas capital catering for an extensive
civilian population. Taking his comparison with frontier regions further, a useful analogy
might be the north and west of occupied Britain where the military presence was clearly
dominant (Millett, 1990a, 100, though in our region of study clearly not to that extent.
Additionally Andrews (2001, 25) believésat Kent’s proximity to London added to a sense

of militarisation across the modern area of the county given that both the Governor and
Procurator resided therth¢ugh noting Millet’s assertion that only the latter was permanently

based there, 1998, 7), and later the vicarious. An example would have been their assignments
of troops and state functionaries, some of whom may have lived, at least for some of the time,
in Kent.

2.3.5 The Economy of Occupied Kent - Chronology

In terms of chronology, Pollard (1988, 198) uses ceramic data from his extensive review of
occupation-period pottery in Kent to argue that like much of southern and eastern Britain the
county seems to have flourished for much of the early part of the occupation. Millett (2007,
159) similarly says that the growth in the number of buildings constructed in a ‘Roman’ style

and the spread of the use of similarly ‘Roman’ objects in everyday life across the county from

the late # century AD is also a key indicator of economic prosperity. This was not to last
throughout the occupation however, with both Blanning (2014, 480) and Mattingly (2006,
388) saying that by the"4entury, when other parts of the diocese such as the South West
were experiencing a late resurgence, this was singularly not evident in Kent (Blanning, 2014,
480). Lyne (1994, 127) adds further evidence here, referencing the decline of the previously
resurgent southern market for goods from the Thames-ware pottery industry from th& later 3

century.

For the earlier and seemingly economically more successful period, archaeological data at the
major harbour settlements which developed at Richborough and Dover (Millett, 2007, 169)
indicate that this success was assisted by cross channel trade, with Philp (1982, 178) also
believing Lympne may have been such a commercial centre. This trade was driven by two

factors:
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» The desire on the part of many elites to attain and display the trappings of Romanitas,
this being magnified by proximity to the Continent as set out above. In this regard
Pollard (1988, 198) highlights the import of elite pottery from the Rhineland and
Gaul, while Millett (2007, 159) highlights the similar import of objects for use in

everyday life from the Continent.

» Also, as detailed above, the disproportionately large military presence in Principate
and later Dominate Britain (for example for goods for onward shipment to the north
and west, Mattingly, 2006, 122). Moody (2008, 156) specifically sets out his view
that intensive demand in the South East region was driven by the military presence in
Britain during the occupation, with Evans (2013, 438) using pottery data to argue the
same case and saying this began in the Flavian period. James (2011, 155) adds that
demand for ‘Roman’ goods would have been particularly strong among the military
quarter masters and legionaries who saw themselves as Roman and yet lived (certainly
by this date) for the most part distant from Rome, such goods helping them to
distinguish themselves from the natives among whom they lived at the periphery of
Empire. Similarly auxiliaries, raised elsewhere in the empire but based in Britain,
would have encouraged trade with their own homelands to maintain their own
identity. While the convergence of legionaries and auxiliaries in terms of their
battlefield role in the later Empire may have changed this cultural vector, particularly
with the emergence of limita&nborder troops who became more embedded in the
communities in which they lived, demand for military trade would have been
maintained to support the comitatenses field army troops and foederates mercenaries.

Within this narrative of a largely prospering county until later in the occupation, Cunliffe
(1969, 9) highlighted the differing fortunes of Rochester and Canterbury (see Figure 9),

particularly in the ?° and early 8 century. He said:

“Rochester remained surprisingly small and was only 23 acres in extent when, in the

late 2nd century, it was enclosed by an earthen rampart and later a stone wall. The
reason probably lay in its stifling closeness to London...Canterbury on the other hand
developed into a densely packed town of more than 120 acres unhindered by the

presence of a wall until the (late) 3rehauwy.”
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Figure 9: Artists impression of civitas capital Canterbury’s town centre showing forum, theatre and public
baths, circa. AD 300. The town featured an unusual imbalance in urban land use with a preponderance of
public buildings. Canterbury Archaeological Trust.

Figure 10: River wall or bastion, Rochester Roman small town, built from finely worked blocks of upper
Medway Valley ragstone. Archaeology South East.
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One can see here, in the context of the Imperial economy (and even the provincial market
economy), taxation and supply being aligned with a regional centre of Government, in this
case Rochester with nearby London. The respective populations of both towns are also
instructive in considering their dimorphic development, with Goacher (2009, 391) again using
the methodology of Millett (1990a, 185) to estimate that Canterbpepulation at the

height of the occupation was 9,500, while that of Rochester she estimates at 1,300. To
provide context, such a figure would make Canterbury the sixth largest town in Roman
Britain (London being the biggest at between 25,000 and 30,000 at its peak in thé%arly 2
century, Swain and Williams, 2008, 37), with Rochester remaining a classic small town with
an administrative function on a key transport node. It therefore seems reasonable to me,
especially given the preponderance of public buildings in Canterbury as discussed in 2.3.4, to
agree with Cunliffe that while Canterbury was able to flourish as the regional civitas capital,
Rochester’s development was stunted given it fell in the shadow of the nearby provincial

capital of London, a comparative short distance to the west along Watling Street and the

Thames Estuary.

Fleming (2010, 2) is particularly impressed by the vibrancy of the economy of Britain during
this early period (both in an Imperial and provincial context), commenting on the great
distances which huge amounts of modestly-valued goods travelled from the core of Empire to
the margins (an indicator of the levels of evident market integration here at this time). She
explains that such levels of trade were higher during this period than at any time in the next
1,500 years. By the middle of th& 8entury however a major change is evident which

occurred across all levels of society in Kent and indeed Britain. The debate regarding this
change was initiated by Reece (1980, 77) who in his reappraisal ‘@frisis of the &'

Century argued that around this time there \@agadual reversal of the flow of the Roman
economy from a model where the centre supplied the regions to one where the regions were
much more independent economically. Millett (1990a, 127) developed this theme, arguing
that in the early period thewould have been a major flow of wealth from taxes raised in the
centre of Empire to the expanding edge where the military was situated and where the money
raised was being spent. He explained that this inflated prices at the periphery of Empire and,
once the Imperial expansion had finished, created a local market ivtiene made sense for
goods to be produced and procured locally given the additional cost of those supplied through
inter-provincial trade. Mattingly (2006, 500) also acknowledges this change, saying that
manufactured goods from the Continent were a rarity in Britain by'tramad 4" centuries
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(indicating a decreased level of market integration here). He adds that in his view one of the
key reasons for this import-substitution (the replacement of Continental imports by regional
goods) was the need to lower the cost of the always exponentially large military presence in
Britain. Such views act as a useful counterbalance to arguments that the later regionalised
economy was the result of the disruption of inter-provincial trade caused by periodic civil war
and major barbarian incursions in Gaul, Gamnand northern ltaly in the®century crisis.

Halsall (2013, 89), summarising a traditional view of this debate, explains his view that:

“The production of Roman goods that had taken place in the heart of the Empire had
moved out to the provinces. Instead of a unified system exporting Roman goods from
the core to the periphery in return for raw materials flowing from the periphery to the
core, a more fragmented system now emerged. Production and consumption took

place within provincial units.”

For balance it is worth noting here that Mattingly (2006, 510) has a slightly different view,
even while agreeing that the change in the flow of imports did take place. In this regard,
rather than seeing the economic experiences of occupied Britain as chronologically bi-polar,
he looks at the issue on three different levels. These are the regional economy asepart of th
wider Imperial economy (see 2.2.2 above), as part of the provincial economy (see 2.2.3
above), and additionally as part of the extra-provincial economy. Crucially, he says that he
believes the development of the latter two were always under the domineering influence of
the former, even after the flow of imports was reversed (2006, 496).

Even noting this slightly different approach, as can be seen all of the informed commentators
referenced above see a change in the direction of the flow of goods into and out of the
province to a greater or lesser degree by the fflideBtury. It is perhaps in this light that we
should view one of the most visible manifestations of such an adjustment in occupied-Britain,
namely the significant changes in the exploitation of natural resources by the extractive
industries in Kent and the South East. This is evidenced by the virtual disappearance of large
scale iron manufacturing in the Weald, and the replacement of industrial scale ragstone
guarrying in the Medway Valley by much more localized activity (both discussed in depth in
the relevant chapters below, set against the respective available data sets). Change in this
regard is also evident in the fortunes of the elites residencies in the county as identified by
Blanning (2014, 480) in 2.3.2, this arguably relating to the disappearance of the larger state-

run enterprises (see discussion in Chapter 6). As Fleming (2010, 5) explains:
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“...many villas in Kent...doubtless the country homes of families who had prospered

in London’s good times, were deserted.”

As with elsewhere in the diocese, some elite dwellings were to reappear within the new town
walls of urban centres when a move away from public buildings and industrial quarters
towards orchards, market gardening and waste ground is visible (again though, less so in
Canterbury). Halsall (2013, 92) says that by the beginning of'tcertury:

“...British towns were rather different from thei"®century precursors. Where there

had been shops, larger town houses appeared.”

Not all of the elite villa residences were abandoned in the middle oFtberBury however,
though even for those that remained change was coming. Moorhead and Stuttard (2013, 205
say that by the beginning of th¥ dentury there is strong evidence of a further change in the
ownership of those that survived, they citing examples in Kaéigeventis particularly

evident in the Medway Valley, for example at the villa sites at Eccles, The Mount, East
Farleigh and Teston (see 5.1.4 below). In this regard, the coin hodretioéus found near
Allington Castle could point to trauma in the county following the failure of the Gallic

Empire (though, for balance, it could also be related to severe coinage devaluation at this
time, Kulikowski, 2016, 180), while other events leading to such changes may have been the
Carausian revolt and its subsequent failure in the [ateB8tury, and the later usurpation

attempt of Magnentius in the 4th century. In the aftermath of the latter Constantius 1l dealt
with the diocese of Britannia particularly harshly. Such falls from grace for the elites were
not uncommon, with Brown (2012, 188) highlighting the case of the late Roman poet

Ausonius whose family had lost their place in the nobility after the Gallic Empire failed.

Interestingly, the narrative of the occupation in Kent concludes with a final burst of economic
activity of some kind in the mitb-late 4" certury as evidenced by numismatic data, though

at a time when Blanning has highlighted that only a quarter of the villa estates across Kent
were still in use (2014, 480). Throughout the county, at surviving villa sites and at specific
locations in the county such as Whitefriars in Canterbury (Moorhead, 2012, 2) and the water
mills at Ickham (Brickstock and Casey, 2010, 75), the peak of coin activity is during this late
period between Reece’s Period 17 (House of Constantine I, AD 330-348) and Period 19

(House of Valentinian, AD 364-378) for villas, Period 13 (Gallic Empire, AD 260-75) and
Period 19 for Whitefriars, and Period 13 and Period 21 (House of Theodosius Il, post AD 388
and the final Period) for Ickham. The juxtaposition of a peak in numismatic data with the
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continued decline in elite settlement is particularly interesting here, with the former arguably
indicating societal stress as wealth was hoarded or discarddtmne of crisis. Another
interpretation could be to reinforce the view however that the state was increasingly important
economically in the region as the end of the occupation approached, with the roles of the
elites diminishing and that of state officials and the military increasing, and with the peak of

coin activity being explained by loss rather than hoarding or discard.

Figure 11: Decorated ragstone from Roman villa at East Farleigh, refounthby eatused in a neighbouring
garden wall. Simon Elliott.

Figure 12: The Mount villa in Maidstone, artists impression. Note Blackfriangld tsainsport vessels loading
ragstone from the Roman Boughton quarries. Canterbury Archaeologisal Tr

70



2.3.6 The End of the Occupation in Kent

Given the focus of this work on change and continuity in Roman-occupied Kent, as seen
through the prism of the exploitation of natural resegrl conclude this background section

on the narrative of Roman Kent by considering the end of Romanitas in the county. This is
particularly relevant as its sheds light on the differing fortunes of the three regions in the
county being reviewed, providing context for the regional analyses which follow.

The region’s fate was ultimately wrapped up in that of the entire later dioqesé in Kent’s

case northern Gaul, Blanning, 2014, 484), with debate still raging among archaeologists and
historians as to what actually happened politically and economically in Britain as the
occupation neared its end. Arguments range at one extreme from the diocese suffering
catastophic collapse (sometimes with a transitional phase) p@ief that the change was

gentle in nature with the life experiences of those living through it being different but no

worse.

Very bullishly in the apocalyptic decline camp, Reece (1980, 78) saw the decay starting early
and talks of the disappearance of British towns by AD 350. Faulkner (2000, 120), writing
from a radical perspective viewing the Roman Imperial project as an example of violent
larceny on a grand scale (as detailed above), sees this decline starting even earlier, saying
that;

“In...the mid-39 century, civil construction-work in the major towns of Roman Britain
all but collapsed...even basic maintenance and repair of the existing stock was

sometimes neglected.”

He adds (2000, 130) that this urban degeneration continued dramatically intocéretury,

aside from a few oases of civilization amid the urban decay, leading to a final cultural

collapse betweeAD 375 andAD 425. He details (2000, 148) that the rural experience
paralleled this, being one of earlier boom turning to later bust, and believes that talk of a late
occupationwide revival should be rejected with the ‘golden age’ towns being replaced by a

gloomy, urban experience in an age of blood and iron (2000, 130). While accepting the
dramatic decline modeFaulkner’s dialectic opposite de la Bédoyere (1999, 14)

fundamentally disagrees with the fanris long-held grim view of late Roman Britain. He

believes the experience up to the point of collapse was very different, as evidenced by the late

economic boom visible in archaeological data from the South West (though not in Kent as
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detailed by Blanning, 2014, 480). ®fulkner’s dystopian view of late Roman Britain, de la

Bédoyere says:

“...It was never like that. The Roman Britain of the 4" century would still have been

identifiably Roman to any Roman from any time.”

He sees a late cultural revolution in occupied Britain prior to a sudden collapse, with the
diocese being a safe haven from the tribulations on the Continent and where an estate-based
rural lifestyle for societal-elites replaced the previous urban experience.

Interestingly, Faulkner also talks of a transitional period between the later Roman occupation
and the early period of Anglo-Saxon expansion during theebitury, when he sees evidence

for a potential peasant revolt (2000, 178). EsmdZidary (1989, 204) also talked of this
transitional period in his discussion on continuity and change, highlighting a post-Roman but
pre-Ando-Saxon phase in thd"®entury and arguing for a degree of acquiescence on the part
of this post-Roman society with regard to the eventual dominance of Anglo-Saxon material
culture throughout much of Britain. Brown (2012, 393) also highlights this transitional phase,
arguing that late period regionalism was more marked in Britain than elsewhere in the
Western Empire, including the possibéeemergence of pre-Roman tribal identities. Though
such ideas of a ‘Celtic Revival’ remain contentious, it is noteworthy that many early Saxon
military burials are to be found along pre-Roman tribal boundaries at sites such as
Dorchester-on-Thames in Oxfordshire, with Yorke (1995, 30) and Henson (2006, 64) arguing
that these reflect the deployment of foederates by these neesyergent tribal polities.

Moving to the arguments in favour of more gentle change, with no abrupt break or

intervening transition, some archaeologists and historians have recently begun to argue that
this later period was actually (for better or worse) one of gradual shift, where for many
inhabitants the experience was not of an overnight catastrophic collapse but instead a slightly
different experience as each generation came and went. In this regard, Gardner (2007, 257)
talks of change being achieved in many areas not by rebellion or disaffection but by local
communities exercising agency, generation by generation, to affect small changes. Under this
hypothesis, for the majority of such people these changes would have been barely perceptible

as they carried out their everyday lives, with Halsall (2013, 254) saying:

“Effective Imperial power was retreating but no-one knew they were living through

‘the end of the Roman Empire.”
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Such views offer a different interpretation to the black and white of Faulkner and de la
Bédoyere. Developing this picture of gradual rather than radical transformation at the end of
the occupation, evidence of the changing nature of the local economy is also visible in the
archaeological record. Fuelled by a proliferation of domestically produced, Roman-style
goods, Fleming argues (2010, 21) that actually the period ABrA90AD to AD 360 was a
high-point of the occupation in certain parts of Britain (for example the South West) rather

than Faulkner’s calamitous ruination of occupied Britain.

Meanwhile, Milne in work in preparation (pers. comm. 31 May 2011) sees the process of
gradual change (as opposed to dramatic collapse) being the natural result of the late Romano-
British elites wanting to retain the trappings of Romanitas while taking a more independent
approach to engagement with the central authorities of the Empire. He argues that Romano-
British society would have seen less and less return for the taxes they paid, for example in the
form of security against what had become endemic raiding, and had begun a process of
disengagement well before the eaffycentury when Roman authority is widely accepted as
ending. As mentioned above, Gardner (2007, 257) succinctly describes this as a decision
taken by numerous communities at local level, independently over time, rather than a grand
occupation-wide process, though Milne (pers. comm. 31 May 2011) suggests it happened on
a more organized basis. It should be noted that the central authorities of the Empire had long
noted the risk of revolt in Britain given its remoteness from Rome and the large military
presence, hence the gradual division of the original province of Britannia into two, then four
and finally (possibly) five provinces as detailed above in 1.1. While this reflected an Empire-
wide process, especially followiijocletian’s Tetrarchic reformation, Britain can be seen as

an extreme case given its unique local issues.

Whether the end of the occupation was revolutionary or evolutionary in nature, its visibility in
Kent is not in question. Particularly illuminating is the data from regional coin finds which

fall off dramatically as the very end of the occupation approached, with Period 21 Theodosian
coins increasingly few and far between and at specific locations only. This is a pattern
reflected across Britain, with Moorhead (2012, 212) saying that evidence from the PAS
database shows the monetary economy was shrinking. Bronze coins of Honorius (Augustus in
the West from AD 393) seem to be the last base type to arrive in the diocese in any quantity,
though Moorhead (2014, 206) adds here that even these diminish to a trickle (from Aquileia
and Rome) following the closure of the Gallic mints at Arles, Lyons and Trier in AD 395.
Meanwhile, the last major silver issues in the West were siliquae of Arcadius (Augustus in
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the Eastern Empire from AD 383) and Honorius, minted in Milan between AD 397 and AD
402. Further, very few gold solidi (from the mints at Ravenna, Rome, Milan and Aquileia)
seem to arrive in Britain after AD 408, one exception being a solidus of Jovinus (ADb 411

AD 413) recorded in the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) database (Moorhead, 2014, 211).
Kentish coin expert David Holman says in private research (pers. comm. 19 January 2013)
that this numismatic insight is illustrative of a dramatic late fall in activity across the county,
he highlighting the comparative rarity of coins of Honorius compared to Theodosius 1
(Eastern Emperor AD 379 to AD 392, also of the West to AD 395) and Valentinian Il
(Western Emperor AD 375-AD 392) at villa sites such as East Farleigh (one Honorian coin)
and Teston (one Honorian coin). Holman explains that the only exception is the huge bronze
coin hoard found at Richborough (and excavated between 1922 and 1925) where 998 of the
coins date to the reign of Honorius, but even here none are later than AD 402.

Further refining our knowledge of Kent at the end of the occupation through numismatics,
Moorhead 2014 201) shows that very few of the late coin issues have been found atitside

late period ‘islands of activity’ in the east and north west economic regions of the county

(significant industrial activity in the Weald having finished in the middle of theeditury).

The vast majority of these coins were of base metal, these being indicative of military/ state
activity given their use to pay the military and officials (see 2.2.5 above), they being far more
common at late urban/ military sites in tiidands’ than at rural sites. Similarly, in

unpublished research Moorhead (pers. comm. 21 January 2013) argues that the increase in the
numbers of clipped silver siliquae in this late period could plausibly be interpreted as
additional evidence dd state/ military presence, the clippings from these coins under such a
hypothesis being used to make bullion ingots (Moorhead, 2012, 211) to pay the state or
military officials in the diocese at the very end of the occupation, with Robertson (1974, 34)
having said that this left the clipped coins in circulation only at the few places they were still
of relevance. Looking at the end of activitythe two ‘islands’ themselves, the

disappearance of late coins shows the end of activity at various specific sites before the
overall end of the occupation, at locations such as the Saxon Shore fort at Lympne. Similarly,
using the same data, both Dover and its Saxon Shore fort, together with settlement around
Folkestone, also fell out of use before the end of the occupation. Mattingly (2006, 388) more

broadly highlights the abandonment of coastal villas in the region at the same time.

The overall effect of this pattern of decline was to leave Canterbury and Richborough as the

‘last men standing’ in the astern ‘island’ as the surviving population retrenched into their
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core areas (Blanning, 2014, 480), though the decline continued with Canterbury seeming to
collapse at the beginning of th# Bentury as evidenced for example by the hurried Stour
Street family burial dug into a roadway in the temple precinct (Brookes and Harrington, 2010,
28). A significant period of time then ensued with the town being to all intents and purposes
abandoned before its later occupation by arriving Saxons (Millett, 2007, 183). This would
have left Richborough as a lone beacon of the Empire indttisre‘island’, evidenced for
example by the coin hoard detailed above (Moorhead, 2014, 209), this site relying for
survival on its strategic location facilitating access to the fading diocese.

Meanwhile, in the north westerisland’, the data presents a similar picture to that in the east,
with the surviving villas gradually falling out of use to leave only a few of the major ones in
existence. The latest activity in the upper Medway Valley, as evidenced by coins of Honorius
and Arcadius being founds interestingly in the upper Medway Valley at East Farleigh and
Teston. These coins are again of base metal, hinting once more at a state or military
presence. When the end did finally come though, it seems these final sites were abandoned in
haste given that there is little evidence of the robbing out of useable building materials
(though noting the late antique shift towards timber usage in building construction) as seen in
the downriver Medway Valley villa sites, for example at Eccles, and in the Darent Valley.
Further evidence of a rapid abandonment of the Teston site is provided by the fact that it
seems to have fallen from local knowledge rapidly, given it has no association at all with
modern field boundaries and, today, a mature tree line passes through the length of its main
range. Meanwhile, the presence of early Saxon pottery found at Teston amid the final
occupation phase can reasonably be interpreted to indicate the cause of this haste (this and

other potential explanations are discussed in full in 5.1.4 below).

Taking all of the above evidence into account, all indicators poetémtinuing trend of

marked change in occupation period Kent in the [8teehtury, except in thaslands’, and

even here Romanitas fades as we enter'freebtury. By this time memories of an
industrialised county with its intense industrial enterprises had long faded. What followed
has been described as dramatic and grim by Moorhead and Stuttard (2012, 249), with
Moorhead (2014, 11) later arguing that coin use ceased in Britain around AD 430. By this
point post-Roman British society was experien@argutal, sharp flattening out to coincide

with the final disappearance of Romanitas (with the exception perhaps of the South West for

a generation or two).
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Figure 13: The end of the Roman villa at Teston, domestic range. Neatly stackex riodj tile was found here
ready for transport elsewhere before the site was rapidly abandoned.BSlioitbn
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2.4 Industrial Activity During the Roman Occupation

While acknowledging the importance of agriculture in the pre-modern economy, industry
nevertheless still played a highly significant and integrated role in the Roman economy and is
indeed central to the core theme of this research regarding the exploitation of natural
resources by the extractive industries in occupied Kiahthe South East. Evidence of these
processes can be perceived by us today in a variety of ways, for example the widely
recognised data showirahigh concentration of pollutants from Roman industrial activity
(particularly lead and copper emissions) found in Greenland ice cores. Here, the only other
major pre-later 18 century peak occurs during theMdentury and relates to industrial

activities by the Sung Chinese on the other side of the globe (Borsos et al, 2003, 5).

Of course, industry did exist in these islands before the arrival of the Romans. Examples
include the minting of coins in the LIfor a Kentish example see the reference to a mint in
pre-Roman Rochester in 5.},.pottery production, quern stone production (again for a

Kentish example see 4.2 below regarding such industrial activity at East Cliff in Folkestone),
mining and metal production. Technological innovation also occurred, for example with the
adoption of the potter’s wheel, the rotary quern and the lathe. However, with the arrival of

the Romans something truly revolutionary happened, certainly in terms of scale, engineering
innovation, the presence of manufacturing and the growth of consumerism in response to the
availability of newly mass produced goods (Gardner, 2013, 7). These new industries did not
exist in isolation either but were features in a complex international economic system, and
were supported by an equally complex maritime and road-based transport infrastructure. This
allows us to consider such activity as being part of a much wider industrious landscape,
reviewed as a whole across the islands of Britain here to provide context for the Kentish

experience detailed in the regional analyses below (S. Elliott, 2014b, 44).

The Roman economy featured industries both great and small. These ranged from epic state-
controlled mining and quarrying enterprises (the metalla) and manufactories producing a

wide variety of products (for example weapons of uniform quality and size and garum fish
saucg, through to local milling and food production enterprises. With the arrival of the

Romans in Britain, this industrial suite then became a feature of the British experience of the

Empire.

In a specifically British context, we can look at a variety of examples of this new industrial
experience. These included industries which are specifically detailed below in my own
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research, for example huge iron producing enterprises (see Figure 14 below), tile and brick
production, mill and quern stone manufacturing and the associated milling industry, and

industrial scale mining and quarrying.

Another industry which thrived during the occupation was pottery production, and here
Peacock’s key 1982 work'Pottery in the Roman Wrld’ most usefully provides a model not

only to view this industry in occupied Britain and elsewhere in the Empire, but also through
analogy other Roman industrial activity. In his model Peacock broke down this crucial
activity into a hierarchy of seven different modes (1982, 8, these covering both domestic and
imported ceramics), starting with household production at the lowest end (the least visible in
the available data), followed by household industry (evidenced by Dorset Black-burnished
ware, known as BB1), individual workshops (Severn Valley ware), nucleated workshops
(with urban examples including those in Colchester and rural ones the Alice Holt potteries),
then manufactories (imported Samian ware), estate production (where amphora manufacture
for estate goods would be an example) and finally military or official workshop production
(Holt in Cheshire). For manufactories he did draw one link with the present which would sit
comfortably with a modern economist, namely the evident connection at such sites between
capital and labour, while at the other end of this spectrum between past and present
commonality he identified the latter two modes of production (estate production and military/
official production) as ones which do not sit comfortably in his wider hierarchy, let alone in a
modern context. Interestingly, he also precluded pottery factories in a Roman context (an
eighth mode type, above the manufactory level) as a mode of production givnpine s

arguable failure to exploit mechanical power to any extent (1982, 10).

Focusing on the British experience of the pottery industry, here were &wide variety of

styles from differing modes of production (d&acock’s examples above, 1982, 8), catering

for requirements high and low, these being a key indication of the arrival and ensuing spread
of Romanitas in the islands. In this regard de la Bédoyere (2000, 9) states that Roman style
pottery found its way into all areas of daily life, as can be seen in works of synthesis on
Roman potteryypes such as Tyer’s atlas or the work of Willis on samian ware (Tyers 1996;

Willis 2005; 2011).

To this native Romano-British pottery we can add a modest indigenous glass production
industry, with major known glass production facilities including that located on the south side

of the forum in London and at Caistor-by Norwich (Roman Venta Icenorum, Jones and
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Mattingly, 1990, 216). Most recently Howell et al (2013, 10) have also highlighted further
significant glass production in Roman London at the Bow Bells House site south of
Cheapside, this being one of many such sites coming to light in the provincial capital.
Meanwhile, occupied Britain also featuradegionally focused mosaic manufacturing
industry which seems to have particularly thrived in thedntury. Jones and Mattingly
(1990, 223 argue in this regard that there were six specific mosaic schools in this later

period.

Britain was also home to a thriving textile industry. In particular, the province was known
within the Empire for two specific textile products. These were a type of the birrus rain-
proofed hooded cloak, and a form of fine quality tapetia woollg (Wild, 2002, 1). In the

AD 301 Edict of Diocletian the British version of the latter is actually listed as the best
available across the Empire. For its cloth fibresitidastry made use of sheep’s wool and

flax, with the occasional addition of hemp and animal hair. Silk is also present, though as an
import. Some of the cloth would also have been dyed, with around 20% of the woollen
products found at the northern border fort of Vindolanda showing evidence of dyestuff (Wild,
2002, 1). The dyes identified here were either imports such as Madder (rubia tinctorum L),

which gave a red colour, or local lichens which gave a purple colour.

Brewing was also a major industry in occupied Britain, with Kent providing an excellent
example of the industrial scale of brewing operations during the Roman presence in the
islands. Carruthers (2014, 143) explains:

“In the Ebbsfleet Valley at Northfleet villa, brewing appears to have been taking
place on an...industrial scale...Malting ovens, a barn and three brewing tanks with

the largest holding up to 16,000 pi@s092 litres)were excavated.”

Meanwhile salt (vital as a preservative and a flavouring for food) was also the subject of
industrial activity in occupied Britain. Roman salterns of significant size have been located
around The Wash (a continuation of a strong LIA tradition), the East Anglian Coast and
Thames estuary, along the south coast, and around Bridgewater in Somerset (see discussion in
2.2.4 regarding the provenance of salt manufacturing sites as Imperial Estates). Further, brine
springs associated with salt production have been located at Northwich, Middlewich, Henhull
and Whitchurch along or near the Rivers Weaver and Dane, and around Droitwich in
Worcestershire (Woodiwiss, 1992, 183). Even a type of fish sauce such as garum may have
been produced in occupied Britain, with Biddulph (2013, 20) suggesting Stanford Wharf in
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Essex as a possible location while Locker (2007, 151) similarly suggests a site excavated at
Peninsula House in London as another (the latter based on the remains of vast quantities of
young herrings and sprats found there in association with shards from amphora used to
transport fish sauce).

Last but not least, an occupation-period coin minting industry is also evident in Britain (this a
function of state production set within the Imperial economy, see 2.2.2 above). Contemporary
copies of Roman coins were produced here in very large numbers in the Claudian and
Neronian period (AD 41-64), Severan Period (AD 193-235), the Barbarous Radiate period
(AD 275-85) and in the®century from AD 330 to 348 and AD 355 to AD 364. Meanwhile

the principal official mint for purely indigenous coins was first founded in London in AD 286
by the usurper Carausius, with coins being produced here from AD 286 to AD 324, and then
AD 383 to AD 388 (Moorhead, 2014, 32). Of the 29 major Roman mints from aceoss th
Empire in the PAS database of Roman coins found in Britain, the 2,987 coins made in
London make this mint the fifth largest represented, as one can see from the below table
(impressive when those with higher representations are Rome, Trier, Arles and Lyon).
Additionally, Carausius set up a second mint (dubbed the C mint) which manufactured further
coinage, of which 417 are recorded in the PAS database. There were clearly far more coins
being minted and in circulation in Britain during the occupation than both before or indeed

after.

Table 2.3 - Mints across the Roman Empire

Alexandria 47
Amiens 193
Antioch 108
Aquileia 474
Arles 4,300
“C mint” (Carausius and Allectus) 417
Carthage 11
Constantinople 50
Cyzicus 65
Gallic mints (Gallic empire) 1,949
Heraclea 48
London 2,987
Lyon 4,012
Milan 10
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Nicodemia 37
Ostia 15
Ravenna 15
Rome 11,701
Rouen 6
Serdica 6
Sirmium 19
Siscia 712
Spain 45
Tarraco 5
Thessalonica 110
Ticinium 143
Trier 10,616
Tripolis 5
Viminacium 1
TOTAL 38,441

Number of coins from major Roman mints on thASPatabase, after Moorhead, 2014, 32.

A final point to consider here is that industry also had an impact on settlement, for example in
the location of small towns (see 1.3 above and Appendix C below) and even the location of
villa estates. While the latter are often associated with agriculture, | discuss below in 5.3 and
6.1.5 whether many of those in the Medway Valley were associated in some way with the
ragstone quarrying industry. Other recent examples include the villa located by Wardell
Armstrong Archaeology at Emerson’s Green near Bristol. This has been associated with

textile manufacturing and spiécally textile dyeing (Symonds, 8, 2014).

Figure 14: Roman cinder-heap, Gallants Lane iron-working site, upper Madhallay. Simon Elliott.
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Figure 15 Roman lead ingot, latetentury AD, Gallants Lane iron-working site, upper Medway Valley. Ray
Morris.
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2.5 Maritime Transport in the South East During the Roman Occupation

As referenced above in 2.2.1 by Lavan (2014, 1) and Bonifay (2014, 557), maritime transport
(by sea, canal and river) was essential to the smooth running of the Roman economy and had
a direct impact on the prosperity of a given region. In this regard it was therefore a major
factor in the success or otherwise of industry in Britain during the occupation, including those
of an extractive nature exploiting natural resources in Kent and the South East under review
in this research (principally iron manufacturing in the Weald, greensand quern manufacturing
in the Folkestone region and ragstone quarrying in the upper Medway Valley). It is therefore
discusedin detail here givelit is a thread which runs through all three regional surveys

which follow.

Maritime transport was the preferred choice of transporting heavy goods over long distances
in the pre-modern world, and even today, specifically because of cost given it is significantly
cheaper than land transport. The wider importance of transport costs is illustrated by Russell
(2013a, 95) who cites the example of the Baths of Caracalla in Rome where 50% of the
construction costs were taken up by shipping and haulage. Therefore any advantage
regarding this cost would be taken, and in this context the below table by Selkirk (1995, 144)

is particularly instructive:

Table 2.4 - Comparison of transport options.

Vessel/ Animal/ Vehicle/ Fuel Type Distance ableto carry 1 ton on 1 gallon
Roman Merchant Ship Food/ cooking fuel 1,280 miles

Roman codicaria (towed rivel Food/ cooking fuel 32 miles

barge)

Mule Fodder 2.4 miles

Roman ox-wagon Fodder 0.8 miles

Selkirk, 1995, 144.

Hard occupation-period data for this transport price differential is embedded in the Edict of
Diocletian which highlighted sea travel as the cheapest means of transporting goods, then
inland waterways, and finally (by a distance) roads. With regard to the transport of Egyptian
papyrus, figures in the Edict show waterways being 4.9 times more expensive than travel by
sea, with roadways being up to 56 times more expensive than by sea (Campbell, 2011, 216).

More recent examples of similar economics can be found'ircdltury accounts from
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Corpus Christi College in Cambridge which details it cost the same amount to move a load of
stone 130km by water as it cost to move it 16km by land (Russell, 2013a, 96). Emphasising
the point, Russell provides one further example, saying:

“As recently as 1962, limestone from Portland in Dorset was cheaper to purchase at
Dublin (c.625km distant), to where it was be transported by sea, than at inland
Birmingham (c.210km distant).”

While the riverine transport of materials from the extractive industries exploiting natural
resources in Roman Kent and the South East is central to the regional analyses below (see
example of riverine transport galley featured in Figure 16), the above examples make it clear
that it was actually transport by sea which was by far the most cost efficient means of
carrying heavy loads from one place to another. A specific example is highlighted by Lyne
(1994, 540) where he shows that the Dorset-bB&ddand Thames Estuary-based Black
Burnished Ware 2 (BB2) industries were on¢hef main suppliers of pottery to the military

garrisons in the north of Britain into th& 8entury AD.

With regard to this maritime trade around the islands of Britain two interpretative models are
particularly useful to provide context for our review of occupation period Kent when
considering sea traffic around the British Isles. Firstly, Morris (2010, 1) argues that from the
LIA through to the end of the occupation three specific regional maritime exchange systems
existed. These facilitated the transfer of peoples and materials (which he terms

‘connectivity’, @ manifestation of regional market integration) and their interaction with each
other, though at any given time this was dependent on political and economic conditions. The

three systems were:

» The Atlantic System, ranging from the Atlantic coasts of Britain and Western Europe

to the Western Channel.

» The southern North Sea anadern Channel System, ranging from the eastern

Channel to the east coast of Britain (and centred around the Straights of Dover).

» The eastern North Sea System, linking settlement from the mouth of the Rhine to

Scandinavia.

More recently Evans (2013, 488as argued in favour of a two trade route model around the

British Isles, one on the west coast and one the east. He argues that both were driven by the
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need to supply the military presence in the north, with the west coast route having as its
principal channel crossing route that between Brittany/ Normandy and Poole Harbour. Evans
(2014, 435) uses ceramic data to show that it was to the latter that continental imports of
spices, olive oil, fish sauce, dried fruit and Samian ware arrived for trans-shipment along the
south coast and then up the west coast. In this regard the principal occupation-period ports in
the west would have included those at the legionary fortresses at Caerleon (Guest and Young,
2009, 97) and Chester (Mason, 2001, 43), and the harbour at Bowness on the western
extremity of Hadrian’s Wall (Mason, 2003, 116). Meanwhile, Evans argues that the east

coast route (more important to this research) featured London as its principal international
emporium with its strong continental links to Gaul and the Rhineland. Archaeological data
supporting this interpretation includes evidence for imports of spices, olive oil, fish sauce,
Samian ware and other Gallic and Rhenish fine wares, and Noyon and Rhenish mortaria (with
Dannell and Mees referencing London as a key emporium for the import of this elite pottery
in their ‘least cost’ discussion, 2015, 80). Once again Evans says that such imported goods
were then trans-shipped north, this time along the east coast. Allen and Fulford (1999, 177)
earlier demonstrated through their own analysis of regional ceramic exports that trade along
the east coast was two-way in nature, with local Black-Burnished wares from the Thames
Estuary joining the elite goods going nodtfd then appearing along Hadrian’s Wall and even

on the Antonine Wall. By way of reciprocation, Dales Ware and coal of north eastern origin
were then shipped back to the South East. In this regard the principal harbour on the north
east coast was that at South Shields on the south bank of the Tyne, especially after it was
greatly expanded to support the Scottish campaigns of Septimius Severus in th@ early 3
century (Moorhead and Stuttard, 2012, 162, and Elliott, 2016, 157).

Looking specifically at Kent and the South East, and the shipment of goods deriving from the
extractive industries therein, these would have fitted saainli@to Morris’ southern North

Sea and Eastern Channel SysteihEvans’ east coast trade route in their respective

interpretive models. Regional expert Andrew Richardson (pers. comm. 21 June 2013)
believes that vessels plying their trade between the Continent and Britain along the east coast
(and indeed the west coast through Dorset Harbour) were following a formalized schedule
designed to make the best use of their time and carrying capacity. He suggests a cabotage

type model:

“Clearly what was happening was that merchant ships were sailing a circuit between
a variety of Continental and British ports. Stopping off at Folkestone for example,
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they would drop off some of their cargo of luxury goods and replace it with locally
made Greensand querns. These would then be sold with other goods as the vessel
stopped off along the Wantsum Channel, in the Thames Estuary (and onto the London

emporium), and then around thesEdnglian and North Sea coast.”

Allen and Fulford (1999, 178) argue that while this trade along the east coast into the North
Sea and onwards to the Continent was common throughout the occupation, it increased
markedly from the Hadrianic period and then declined from the middle of‘tGeBtury.

They continue that north Kent and south east Essex were specifically the origin of much of
the material transported to the north (much of which Evans argues would have been trans-
shipped through LondgR013, 433), and say that epigraphic evidence for the presence of
units of the Classis Britannichiring the building of Hadrian’s Wall is evidence of the

important role the regional fleet had in this east coast trade (see discussion in Chapter 6).

An interesting microcosm of the east coast trade route is presented by the recent discovery of
four potential blank millstones or columnal bagésbed the ‘Medway Stones’ and fully

detailed in 5.1.4 belofound recently on the bed of the Medway between East Farleigh and
Tovil (S. Elliott, 2014c, 11). Archaeological building material expert Dr Kevin Hayward

(pers. comm. 3 July 2014) has petrologically examined material from one the stones and says
that it is manufactured from greensand, he adding that while it might have originated in the
Medway Valley, the most common type of such stone found there is Hassock which one
would not use as a quern or building stone given its friability. This raises the prospect that the
stone was actually quarried from the greensands around Folkestonel $d&ekbw) and
shippedirom East Wear Bay back to the Medway Valley on a vessel returning after dropping
off a load of upper Medway Valley ragstone. Under such a hypothesis the ship was then
wrecked before being able to drop off its greensand load and pick up more ragstone for
shipment on to the London emporium or back once again to the east Kent coast. Data
supporting such an argument is provided in Building 5 at the East Farleigh villa site where a
quern stone of Folkestone Greensand has been found, though interestinghcenéudy

context (again see 5.1.4 below).

Meanwhile, Black (2013, 41) illustrates that trade from the Kentish coast was equally
important travelling west, for example with regard to Wealden box flue tiles which he says
would have been carried westwards by vessels operating through the east Kent ports (and thus

fitting into Morris’ Atlantic Systemand Evans’ west coast route in their respective models).
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Such vessels would have arrived in the Weald with a cargo to sell of goods from London or
north Kent, for example Canterbury grey ware pottery. Once unloaded this would have been
replaced with Wealden pig iron and tiles before the vessels continued west. Such trade was
clearly two-way in nature, with Lyne (1994, 133) highlighting the large quantities of Dorset-
produced BB1 pottery which found its way to the east coast of Kent after being a prime cargo

on the return journey.

Given the prominence of the Classis Britannica until its demise in the middle &t the 3
century (see discussion in Chapter 6), it is likely that the frequency of the regional maritime
trade in both models would have become more problematic later in the occupation (noting
Evans’ comment on the decline of east coast trade from the middle of the 3" century

referenced above). What is clear however is that maritime trade did continue, and with the
possible involvement in some form of the state (again see discussion in Chapter 6). In this
regard Moody (2008, 154) points to the appearance in the [atarury of imported BB1 in
Thanet of a type most often associated with the military. We can also look here again to
Building 5 at the East Farleigh villa, with it¥ 4entury Folkestone greensand quern and also
another of millstone grit from Derbyshire or Yorkshire found in the same chronological

context, illustrating the continuance of long-range trading.

A final point to note here is the cosmopolitan nature of those engaged in the maritime trade
networks around Britain at all stages of the occupation. A recent find of an individual
involved in these types of activities is that of a dedication stone (of Turkish marble)
seemingly dating to the Antonine period naming a mortix Tiberinius Celerianus, a maritime
merchant who we know of from a temple dedication to the Spirits of the Emperors found
during excavations in Tabard Square, Southwark. In this epigraphy he emphasises at the
same time his trade, his loyalty to the Emperors, his allegiance to his tribe and community,
and finally to his home city (Killock, 2009, 47). Indeed, his is the first reference we have in

the historical record of someone calling himself or herself a Londoner.

Figure 16: Roman riverine transport galley carrying barrels of wilegntury AD, Trier. Meriel Jeater.
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Map 2.3—- The Roman Coastline of Kent and the South East (Beaches At Risk (2004) Interim
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2.6 The Military Presence in Britain During the Roman Occupation

Given the importance to this research of the military presence in Britain during the
occupation, and particularly the Classis Britannica regional fleet as discussed in Chapter 6, |

provide here an overview to inform the later detailed regional surveys and discussion.

2.6.1 The Size of the Military Presence

In terms of land forces, the initial Claudian invasion force under Aulus Plautius totalled up to
40,000 men (Grainge, 2005, 111) comprising four legions (legio Il Augusta, }gio |
Hispana, legio XIV Gemina and legio XX Valeria Victrix) and 20,000 auxiliaries carried by
900 ships (Grainge, 2005, 129). It is worth noting the huge size of this force (which toes no
count the thousands of servants and slaves who would have acconipamecting

Casar’s experiences in his landings in 55 BC and 54 BC. With regard to the first of these,
Caesar arrived with just two legions (legio VII Claudia Pia Fidelis and legio X Fr@tensis
totalling some 10,000 men, while the latter featured five legions (legio VIl and four others)
totalling 25,000 men plus 2,000 auxiliary cavalry carried in 680 military and 200
commandeered civilian ships (Mason, 2003, esar’s failures (if viewed as such) clearly
had an impact on the Roman psyche, with Horace (Odeg,rdferencing the unconquered

and fierce Britons (along with the Parthians) as unfinished business in the early Imperial

project of Augustus, he saying that:

“Augustus will be deemed a God, on Earth when the Britons and the deadly Parthians

have been added our Empire.”

In the case of both d@faesar’s incursions his force was clearly insufficient, a matter
definitively addressed for the AD 43 invasion (which itself can be argued nearly failed in the
context of the Boudican revolt of AD 60/ AD 61).

With regard to the size of the military presence in Britain in the post-conquest period, Martin
Millett (1990a, 181) has calculated that the army tdalp to 20,000 troops. David

Mattingly (2006, 131) goes further, saying that it numbered up to 55,000 if'tbenfury,

and between 20,000 and 25,000 in tRedntury. A useful statistic to consider here is that

the British Army in early 2014 numbered just under 100,000 regular and reserve trained
personnel. Therefore Mattingly’s figure of up to 55,000 troops in the 2 century is clearly a

huge number for this northwestern archipelago of Empire, especially given a maximum
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population at the time of only 3,665 million (see 2.2.3 apowenpared to the 64 million

today. To provide even more context, Mattingly’s military figure of 55,000 represented up to

12% of the entire Roman army at that time, in just 4% of the overall Imperial territory. Itis
also worth noting here that both Millett and Mattingly, in the same calculations which
determined the size of the military in Britain, also look at the size of the associated garrison
settlements, with the former estimating a figure of between 50,000 and 200,000 and the latter
100,000 in the " century and 50,000 in thd'4entury.

Now turning to the maritime component of the military presence in Britain, the Classis
Britannica was the regional fleet which had as its sphere of operations the British Isles, the
North Sea, the English Channel and the northern Continental coast as far as the Rhine (Milne,
2000, 127). It is considered in particular detail here in the context of the regional reviews in
Chapters 3, 4 and 5 and the discussion in Chapter 6 concerning its role in facilitating the

regional extractive industries.

The Classis Britannica was one of eight regional fleets which came into being to join the two
state fleets operating out of Misenum and Ravenna (Classis Misenensis and Classis
Ravennate) in Italy. Its importance can be judged by the annual stipend paid to its commander

when compared to other fleets, detailed in the below table.

Table 2.5 - Roman regional fleets.

Fleet Annual Stipend
Classis Ravennate 300,000 sesterces
Classis Misenensis 200,000 sesterces
Classis Britannica* 100,000 sesterces
Classis Germanica* 100,000 sesterces
Classis Pannonica* 60,000 sesterces
Classis Moesica* 60,000 sesterces
Classis Pontica 60,000 sesterces
Classis Syriaca 60,000 sesterces
Classis Nova Libica 60,000 sesterces
Classis Alexandrina 60,000 sesterces

Ellis Jones, 2012, 61. *Indicates a significant riverine component.
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The fleet had its origins in the Claudian invasion of AD 43 when the naval force of 900 ships
mentioned above was created to facilitate the incursion. Initially formed around a core of
experienced men from the Classis Misenensis, the British regional fleet was not actually
called the Classis Britannica until the Flavian period, when regional stability gave the
province the opportunity to formalise its activities. By that time Cunliffe (2013, 386)
speculates that the majority of its sailors and shipbuilders would have originated from the
Morini and Menapii coastal tribes of Belgic Gaul and from the Batavi in the Rhine Delta, on
the basis that these were the tribes in the region with the most experience in shipbuilding and
maritime activity. Mason (2003, 31) earlier detailed that other regional communities who may
have provided ship’s crew included the Chauci, Frisi and Veneti, all well known for their

nautical skills.

Boulognefunctioned as the fleet’s headquarters for much of the period of its activity, its base
there being the Classis Britannica fort which enclosed an area of 12.5ha, just over half the
size of a full legionary fortress (Mason, 2003, 30). On the British side of the Channel the
principal centres would have included Richborough, Dover and possibly Lympne on the
Kentish coast (Philp, 1982, 176), and Pevensey in East Sussex (Mason, 2003, 30). This
significant presence on both sides of the Channel reflected wider Roman attitudes to the
control of crossings, derived from the Empire being both expansionist by its very nature (at
least until the early'8century) and also the economic super-power of its day, dependent as it
was on extensive supply routdis was a theme which Philp (1981, 100) readily developed
based on the data derived from his extensive excavations between 1970 and 1977 in Dover.

Of the Boulogne/ Dover crossing he said:

“...the importance of this route has been largely underestimated...It clearly formed a
vital and indispensable extension...of the major communications network spreading

up from the Mediterranean through GawBtitain.”

The manpower complement of the Classis Britannica can be inferred from the size of the
wider Roman fleet, and its regional components, over time. The original Roman war fleets
created to fight the First and Second Punic Wars were extensive, given the nature of the
conflict across the western Mediterranean, numbering up to 60,000 men in terms of crew for
the second iteration. Most of these would have been rowers, for example 30,000 such
specialists (professionals and citizen levy and not slaves, Goldsworthy, 167, 2014) being

needed for the 203 BC invasion of Africa to man 160 warships according to Pitassi (2012,
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Figure17: Roman galley, graffiti on waste lead from CaidbgrNorwich, 2 century AD. James Beckerleg.

J=

Figure18: The Dawn PatrolArtists impression of Roman bireme liburnae of the Classis Bigtardeparting
Dover on a dawn patrgbharos in the background.he regional fleet operated from the vexillation-size fortress
here from the latersithrough to the early8centuries. Dover Museum.
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61). He believes that the 60,000 overall figure would have fallen to around 30,000 by the
reign of Augustus at the turn of th& dentury BC, then rising to around 50,000 again by the
reign of Hadrian in the™ century AD as the regional fleets reached maturity. Key factors in
this increase over 140 or so years would have been the growth of the Classis Germanica
(incorporated very late in thé'tentury BC) and creation of the Classis Britannica in the

later P century AD. As can be seen above, based on the stipend paid to their commanders,
these two were jointly the third most important fleets in the Empire after the Italy-based
Classis Misenensis and Classis Ravennate. It is from the compliments of these two latter
fleets that we can start to infer the size of the Classis Britannica, with Mason (2003, 31)
arguing that during the reigns of Otho and Vitellius in AD 69 the former had a compliment of
6,000 and the latter 10,000 (using a calculation based on the number converted for legionary
land-based warfare during the civil war of that year). He then looks at the military mission of
the Classis Britannica, arguing that it would need three squadrons to maintain sea control and
communications, on the east and west coasts of Britain and in the Bristol Channel. Finally,
he looks at the known fleet bases at Boulogne where he says the fort would have
accommodated 3,500, Dover (640 men) and other bases such as Richborough, Lympne and
Pevensey (the latter two both presumed to have featured Classis Britannica forts, though not
yet confirmed). Based on all of these factors he calculates that the compliment of the Classis

Britannica would have been around 7,000 men.

The last epigraphic testament to the existence of the Classis Britannica is that of Saturninus,
ex-Captain in the British Fleet, dated to AD 244-249 (Russel, 2002, and see Appendix E
below). Ingleton (2012, 10), Philp (1981, 115) and earlier Cleere (1977, 1) thdtl

around this time the Classis Britannica fort at Dover also fell out of use, the latter saying it
was deliberately and comprehensively slighted. Meanwhile Morris (2010, 147) also argues
that around this time there is a marked decline in North Sea trade. Such data and anecdote
has traditionally been used to argue the case that the Classis Britannica ceased to exist in the
mid-3" century, for example by Cunliffe (2013, 389). There is no clear data to indicate why
the regional navy disappears at this time, though it is around this point th@tithe of the

3rd Century begins to gather pace (discussed in detail in Chapter 6). The fleet did survive
the initial reforms of the military, and indeed separation of the original province into two, by
Septimius Severus (Emperor AD 19211) and his son Caracalla (AD 19217), and the
accession of Maximus Thrax (AD 235- 238). It may then have been the victim of the

establishment fightback as a string of Senatorial-level Imperial candidates followed the
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assassinated Thrax (P. Elliott, 2014, 44). More likely though, its fortunes may have been tied
to the fate of the Gallic Empire initiated by the usurper Postumus in AD 260 which featured
Britain amongst its constituent parts (P. Elliott, 2014, 121). In this context, the regional navy
could then have found itself on the wrong side of the power struggles of the Gallic Empire (of
its four ‘Emperors’, three were assassinated) or indeed of the Aurelianic reconquest in AD
274. In the latter regard, it is instructive that the coin hoafdeificus detailed above in

2.2.5 has been found at Allington Castle north of Maidstone on the site of a prospective
Roman villa and quarry (see 5.1.4 below, and particularly relevant given the discussion
regarding the role of the Classis Britannica in the ragstone quarrying industry of the upper

Medway Valley in Chapter)é

Maritime operations after this time around Britain largely depended on resources specifically
created to fulfil isolated regional requirements. Pitassi (2012, 15) says that by the reign of
Diocletian (AD 285- 305) the Imperial regional fleets had been replaced by smaller
squadrons (reflecting changes to the army in the same period, with the Classis
Anderetianorum being a potential British candidate here). Russel (2002) agrees that the
military and state functions of maritime activity in Britain after this time become more
regional, perhaps linked to individual military units. An example that a maritime capability
did continue would be thé"4entury numerous barcariorum Tigrisiensum detachment of
Tigris boatmen (Finkle, 2014, 138), operating on the River Tyne from the fort at South
Shields (Roman Arbeia, Hodgson, 2007, 23). Additionally we can reference the later
limitanei/ riparienses units which policed border regions featuring a river (for example the
Rhine or Danube) and which would certainly have maintained a riverine capability (Hughes,
2010). Peaks and troughs in maritime capability seem to have become the norm in this later
period, with Cunliffe (2013, 424) saying that at certain times, in certain circumstances, the
North Sea would still have been alive with shipping. Moorhead and Stuttard (2012, 174, 207)
believe that such highpoints would have been during the Carausian revolt, and later during
Julian’s period as Caesar when he ordered 800 ships to be built to convoy grain from Britain
to feed the Rhine armies. They go on to explain that this latter effort was only short lived,
and that by AD 367 the fleet was once again too small to prevent barbarians using the seas
around the diocese. Finally, Pitassi (2012, 21) argues that by AD 395 any semblance of
control in the North Sea had been lost.
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For our purposes though we can return to tHeéntury when the Classis Britannica was at

its height, takingMattingly’s 55,000 figure for the Army and adding to it the 7,000 personnel

of the regional fleet, giving a huge total of 62,000 military personnel operating in and around
the islands of Britain. This would represent an eighth of the entire Imperial military
complement at the time, a figure large enough to prompt Herodian (2.15) to comment on its

size and power.

2.6.2 Mechanisms of Command and Control

Having determined the potential size of the military force in Britain, and how the Classis
Britannica fitted into this, we can now explore the channels of command by which this would
have been utilised, both for military activity and also as agents of the state for other functions
(for example managing industry in occupied Kent, see Chapter 6 regarding the debate on this
issue). After all, 62,000 personnel gives a very sizeable force of state employees looking for
gainful employment, and though there were clearly spikes of intense military engagement

during the occupation, this was not the case all of the time.

In terms of governance, a major Imperial Roman province until the Diocletian reformation

had two different chains of command to ensure its smooth running. The first was the staff of
the Imperial Governor, and the second that of the Procurator (Birley, 2005, 3). The former
was tasked with ruling the province and was the chief administrator of Roman law. A
consular status Imperial legate (senior officer, today a senior General), he would be supported
by an iuridicus (legal expert), three legionary legates and three senatorial rank military
tribunes. Equestrian-rank officers would make up the remaining military hierarchy, with 15
legionary tribunes and up to 60 auxiliary commanders (Mattingly, 2011, 219). Clearly, the

military force of the province sat within the chain of command of the Governor.

However, it was the Procurator who was tasked with making the province pay, reporting
directly to theEmperor’s fiscus (exchequer) and thus being the main representative of the
Imperial economy in the province (though also having a key role to play in the provincial
economy). The term Procurator derives from the Latin verb proc(tanake care’) and

referred to the individuals, usually freedmen, hired by the wealthy to manage agricultural or
financial estates (Fuhrmann, 2012, 195). The use in an Imperial context originated in the
reforms of Augustus (Birley, 2005, 298) as he began to establish the apparatus of Empire,

with the name being applied at this senior level to those managing the Imperial private and
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public estates. The individuals so employed proved particularly useful in a provincial role
given the comparative lack of Senatorial interest in this regard (Birley, 2005, 298). By the
beginning of the reign of Claudius the first full provincial Procurators had agapéar

example in Judea in AD 41, they being independent of the Governor and thus acting as a
useful political counterweight. Very shortly thereafter they also began to be recruited from
equestrian ranks. The Procurators of Britain were equestrian-rank from the beginning
(Birley, 2005, 298), with the lesser procuratores employed below them including other
equestrians and also freedmen, some of the latter from the familia cgésalfiaperor’s
freedmen and slaves). Note should be taken at this point that while there might appear to be
parallels with a modern civil service here, we are talking about a strictly limited number of
individuals so the analogy is not as useful as it might appear. The procuratores would have
been registrars, finance officers and the superintendents and specialists tasked with running
major state sponsored industrial activity (for example the procurator metallorum tasked with

running the metalla state mines and quarries, discussed in full in 2.6.3 and Chapter 6).

In Britain the Procurator was styled the procurator Augusti, with the first holder of the post
being Publius Graecinius from AD 43 to AD 60 (he, at least initially, also being the
Procurator in Gaul). A key point here is that the Procurator in Britain was appointed
immediately after the Claudian invasion, the Emperor intending to make the new province
pay from the word go. After all, it had to be shown that it was worth the conquest as set out
in 2.2.2, and this priority remained writ large in Britain throughout the occupation given the
large military presence which always placed a burden on the regional economy (Mattingly,
2006, 128).

The Procurator had specific responsibility for collecting taxes through the mechanisms set out
in 2.2.2 which, as Pearson (2006, 39) explains, would have included responsibility for mines,
guarries, Imperial estates and other state monopolies and where the superintendents and
specialists detailed above would have been stationed. The territories attached to such
industries would have held a special position within the province (Hirt, 2010, 106), very
relevant to this research (see detailed discussion in Chapter 6).

In terms of total numbersglting both the Governor and Procurator’s staffs together, this
would give a combined number of less than 80 senior officials to run the province legally and

financially. As Mattingly (2011, 219) says:
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“Even if we include legionary centurions and unknown numbers of Imperial freedmen

and Imperial slaves, the core bureaucratic team inheénpe was very small.”

After the Severan reforms in the earl§ @&ntury with the creation of the two provinces in the
islands of Britain (of Britannia Superior, with London as its capital, and Britannia Inferior,
with York (Roman eboracom) as its capital), the division of command of the Roman military
in the region is unclear, though common sense dictates that the troops on the northern and
western frontiers would have reported to the Governor in York while those having a wider
regional responsibility (for example the Classis Britannica) would have reported to the

Governor in London.

Later, bllowing the Diocletian reformation, the Procurator’s role was replaced by a vicarius

who had responsibility for the wider diocese (the original province being further subdivided),
with each of the new smaller provinces in Britain being governed by a praeses-rank Governor
(who combined the role of the original Governor and Procurator). With this reformation the
constellation of civil servants supporting state activity would have been greatly expanded,
given the additional tiers of governance.

The civilian role of the Classis Britannica, far more so than the legsoosntral to this

research and is discussed in detail in Chapter 6, so here | will dwell briefly on the instruments
by which the fleet might have actually been utilized in this role. The Procurator was the most
relevant official facilitating the use of military assets for civilian purposes (as part of the
Imperial economy). Clearly there would have been some governing mechanism to allow him
to call upon the assets of the Goveradine military— when they were not required

elsewhere and when serious state-level resources were needed to facilitate his task of making
the province pay its way. Hirt (2010, 199) believes this was through the appointment of a
beneficiarii procuratoris by the Governor from the ranks of the military to serve on the
Procurator’s staff, acting as a go between. Meanwhile the importance of the regional fleet in
Britain is directly indicated by the fact that the second most senior procuratorial position on
the Procurator’s staff was the praefectus Classis Britannicae (fleet Admiral, Birley, 2005,

298), emphasising the importance of access tél¢bes resources by the Procurator. By

way of explanation here, each of the regional fleets’ praefectus classis were the direct
appointment of the Emperor, the post being part of the equestrian careerestractary

senior position, it was also rather bi-polar in that while the overall reporting line was through

Procuratorial channels to the Emperor directly, when in theatre the praefectus classis and his
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fleet were under the local military command of the Governor given its military function. This
link in the role of the praefectus classis between the civilian and military chains of command
Is even more explicit when one considers that we know of at least one individual, Marcus
Maenius Agrippa L. Tusudius in the reign of Antoninus Pius (Emperor AD-¥d3 161),

who combined the post of Procurator with being the actual military commander of the Classis
Britannica (Mason, 2003, 32). This intimacy reflects the fact that to facilitate the exploitation
of provincial raw materials, the Procurator and his staff would have used whatever resource
was to hand, and it is in this context that we should therefore not simply think of the fleet in a
maritime context, but also as a tool to perform other functions. Parfitt (2013, 45) is explicit

about this, saying:

“The Classis Britannica seems to have functioned mainly as some kind of army
service corps, supporting the Government and provincial army, rather than as a Navy

in the modern sense.”

2.6.3 The Military in a Civilian Context

Developing this theme, it is clear that the Roman military more broadly was used not just for
conflict-related activity but also as a resource to be deployed by the state as and when
required for other functions. This was after all an era before the advent a civil service,
nationalized industries or a free market capable of being engaged by the state to complete
large-scale capital expenditure projects. This debate is important when we consider and
interpret the data in the regional analyses below, especially with regard to the role of the
Classis Britannica as discussed in Chapter 6.

In the first instance, given the chain of command outlined above, clearly the military was
capable of providing an administrative capability in a given province (Goldsworthy, 2003,
144), helping with the smooth running of the Imperial economy and ensuring the presence of
the state within its provincial equivilant. A specific example is provided by one Babatha, an
early 29 century resident in the province of Arabia, whose private papers were found in
Israeli caves at Khirbet Qumran. Heeletail her property assets as recorded in an official
census in December AD 127, and indicate that her declaration was made to a cavalry
commander named Prisceo was acting in this administrative role of behalf of the

Governor (Goldsworthy, 2003,146).
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Another public function for the military was that of firefighter, with D’ Amato (2009, 14)

detailing as an example the two cohorts of military personnel permanently stationed at both
Ostia and Puteoli (modern Pozzuoli) to guard against the occurrence of fire at the port
facilities there.

Additionally the military were also highly skilled in engineering. In particular Goldsworthy
(2003, 146) details the large number of specialist craftsman and engineers attached to military
units. Blagg (2002, 182) adds that the former included highly experienced architects and
surveyors. Additionally, the professional soldiers themselves were trained engineers in their
own right, able to fully participate in the construction of not only their own fortifications but
civilian structures too. To this end Connolly (1981, 239) explained that each legionary in a
Principate legion had to carry a saw, pickaxe, sickle, basket, chain and leather strap. The
same was true of the sailors and marines of the regional fleetd) withato (2009, 15)

detailing the remains of one such individual found during the excavations at Herculaneum
who carried not only his military equipment (for example sword and dagger on a military

belt) but also a bag ehrpenter’s tools. He has been identified as originating in the Classis
Misenensis. One of the most obvious examples of the engineering prowess of such troops,
both specialists and regulars, were the roads built throughout the Empire. The commonality
of their structure reflects the use of the military in their construction, even when they were not

being built for specific military use (Goldsworthy, 2003, 146).

Other specific examples of the military carrying out purely civilian construction and
maintenance are also evident across the Empire. One such is the agueduct outside the colonia
of Caesarea Maritima on the coast of Judea where we know from inscriptions that a

vexillation the legio X Fretensis was used for maintenance work. Topically for this research
given its focus on riverine use, another example is the three-mile long canal with bridges
constructed near Antioch in AD 75 by vexillations from four legions together with 20

auxiliary cohorts. Another fluvial example relates to one Nonius Datus, a veteran of legio Il
Cyrenaica, who from epigraphic evidence at Lambaesis in North Africa is knowneo hav
participated in the civilian project to bore a tunnel through a mountain to provide a reliable

flow of water to a neighbouring town in Mauretania.

From construction we can turn to another manifestation of the engineering skills of the
Roman military being used in a civilian context, namely mining (other elements of the

workforce in the metalla, for example slaves, are considered in the relevant sections at 3.5
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and 5.4 below given the focus in this sub-section on purely military matters). In this regard de
la Bédoyere (1992, 100) is unequivocal that the majority of such extractive industries
exploiting natural resources were under state control. Using data from mining operations
across the Empire, Hirt (2010, 106) details that the actual mechanism of such state control
would have been public ownership under the authority of the Emperor (see 2.2.2 and 2.2.4
above for the discussion on the various options available within the Imperial economy to
actually control and manage the larger scale metalla operations). Whatever the ultimate such
arrangements were, given the military were readily to hand, it was invariably the troops who
initially facilitated each major mining operation. This was clearly common, a fine example
being the award of triumphal honours by Emperor Claudius to Curtius Rufus, Governor of
Upper Germany, for allowing his troops to facilitate silver mining (Goldsworthy, 2003, 148).
Mattingly (2006, 507) adds another example of the military being involved in mining, this
time for lead. This metal was an important part of the Roman economy, for use in its own
right and also as a source of silver for coin production (in this lattetlwasilver being

extracted from argentiferous lead by the process of cupellation, Jones and Mattingly, 1990,
185). The exploitation of lead during the occupation is a useful tool for the archaeologist
given that it was produced in ingots or ‘pigs’ which were usually stamped and dated, giving
insight into their origins both geographically and chronologically. We know the legions were
producing lead as early as AD 49 in Britaiitause a ‘pig’ originating in the Mendips has

been found at St Valury-sur-Somme in France stamped with the mark of the legio Il Augusta
and dated AD 49. This shows that the lead was not just for local use, and three other
examples found in Britain from this period indicate that the export route was through
Southampton Water (Jones and Mattingly, 1990, 184). Salway (1981, 634) argued that the
early exploitation of lead in Britain was so important that it was a key factor in the earlier
prioritization of the south west for conquesMespasian’s famous campaigns in the mid-late
40s AD when legate of the legio Il. In this region, at sites such as Charterhouse-on-Mendip,
lead production soon reached industrial proportions (the lead here having a particularly high
silver content), to be quickly joined by other areas such as Wales and Northumberland. In
fact the industry was so successful that by the AD 70s Britain had surpassed Spain as the
leading province supplying the metal, to the extent that the state directly intervened. As
Salway (1981, 635, he citing Pliny the Elder, Nat. Hist. 34.49.164) explained:

“By Flavian times the much greater ease with which the surface deposits of Britain

could be worked than the mines of Spain...had proved a serious embarrassment to the
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Imperial Government and production was limited by law, presumably for political

reasons such as the protection of interests in other provinces

As detailed in 2.2.2, once successfully initiated by the military, the lead mining and
manufacturing claims were quickly let to either metalla contractors, companies of socii
investors or ambitious entrepreneurs (Mattingly, 2006, 507), though with the state perhaps
retaining some kind of controlling interest as part of the Imperial economy. We have a
specific example of one of these entrepreneurs taking over a lead mining metalla concession,
the freedman C. Nipius Ascanius. Hisvate stamp has been found on a Mendips ‘pig’ dated

AD 59, and he is later found acquiring lead deposits in the early AD 60s in the Clwyd region
in Wales, here before this district was actually pacified (Salway, 1981, 634). This is a useful
counterpoint to the different experience of state involvement in the upper Medway Valley
ragstone quarrying metalla discussed later in Chapter 6 where a longer term military presence
is debated as an alternative to the early letting of commercial metalla contracts (again with

reference back to 2.2.2 above).

The limit on lead production seems to have been lifted later in the occupation, with Todd
(1996, 47) using data based on pottery analysis to show that lead mining continued to thrive
in the Mendips until at least th&8entury. The lifting of the limit may actually have

occurred during the reign of Hadrian (Salway, 1981, 635) when lead mining in Derbyshire
began, the Emperor’s name appearing on ‘pigs’ from this source which indicates the state was
again initiating production, though the industry here may not have been as successful as that
of the South West given the comparatively poorer silver content. The same was true of lead
mining operations in Shropshire and Yorkshire. Lead manufacturing did continue into the
later period though, to facilitate demand for pewter in addition to its more traditional uses,

and once again official stgps on ‘pigs’ indicate state involvement.

Meanwhile, another strong example of the state being involved in mining is with regard to
iron ore and the associated iron manufacturing industry. This is specifically detailed below in
the Chapter 3 regional study covering the Weald, with the role of the Classis Britannica in the

extensive iron manufacturing industry there discussed in Chapter 6.

Staying with the Imperial economy, from mining we can move on to state involvement in
quarrying metalla, of particular importance to the Chapter 5 Medway Valley regional analysis
below, with once again the role of the Classis Britannica therein being discussed in Chapter
6. Other known British examples of military-run quarrying, in this case specifically early,
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include the various types of freestone for pre-Flavian memorials around fortresses such as
Colchester, Gloucester, Lincoln and Alchester. The manifestation of the state in these cases

were the legions and auxiliaries themselves, with Hayward (2009, 112) in this context saying:

“The army would have had the necessary specialists, manpower, equipment and
organization at this time to survey, quarry and supply two metre long blocks (of

freestone for monuments)

One can of course add here as a further example the 11 known quarries used to provide
worked material, usually local sandstones, for the construcfiiadrian’s Wall (Breeze and
Dobson, 2000, 31). Here, in a number of cases, inscriptions in the quarries themselves
identify the military units actually carrying out the stone extraction.

2.6.4 Military Infrastructure

Next for discussion, fabricae-style workshops in Britain during the Roman occupation are
important in a Kentish context (and again particularly relevant to the discussion in Chapter 6).
Such workshops, large and small, were vital to ensure the readiness for action of the military
in all of its roles, and are thus an indication of an extensive military presence in a given
region. Analogously such workshopg specifically with Peacock’s ‘military and official’

mode of production for the Roman pottery industry (1982, 11), though in terms of size the
smaller would have matched the individual workshop mode with the larger being more akin
to the civilian manufactorig®r even factories if a degree of mechanization can be proved,

see 2.4 above).

In the first instance there is a strong and recognized association for smaller fabricae to be
located within legionary fortresses. Examples include Caerleon, Inchtuthil and Exeter, with
geophysical data at the former highlighting a courtyard building featuring extensive burnt
deposits which has been interpreted as the legionary metalworking workshop (Guest and
Young, 2009, 10pb At Inchtuthil in Perth and Kinross a similar structure, this time built from
timber, has been identified as a small fabricae by data including a smithing hearth and a slag
pit (Petrikovits, 1975, 93). Another similar structure witthe walls of the legionary fortress

at Exeter has also been interpreted as a fabricae (Bidwell, 1980, 35). Such workshops have
also been found at smaller fortress locations, for example at Corbridge to the south of
Hadriaris Wall on Dere Street. Here, archaeological data including arrowheads, iron scales

and iron slag found alongside hearths and tempering tanks has resulted in one of the buildings
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within the site othe Agricolan-period fort being interpretedasmall military manufactory
(Magness, 2011, 351).

On a larger scale howevekrhaps at Peacock’s nucleated workshop level (1982, 14),

similar dataset has been found in a non-fortress context at the Ickham Water Mills site on the
Little Stour River to the east of Canterbury. Well known as the location of an extensive
occupation-period water milling facility, it was one of only five such sites known from the
occupation in Britain (Alexander, 2011, thoughing Shaffrey’s recent assertion that

powered mills were far more common in occupied Britain than the current data suggests,
2015, 73). With four specific mills at Ickham known to have operated fronf'tiier8ugh to

the 4" centuryAD (using millstones and querns manufactured both locally and also imported
from the north of Britain and Gaul, Ridler, 2010, 251), other evidence now suggests that the
site at Ickham had other functions. Excavated in the 1970s, material culture finds included
five official lead seals, four stamped with the heads of late Roman Emperors (one of
Constantine Il, AD 337-340, and three of Julian, AD 360-363) while the fifth has a stamp
indicating it originated from Smyrna in Anatolia (Young, 1984, 33). The excavators
themselves additionally detailed the finding of spearheads, ballista bolt heads, lorica hamata
chain mail and late period helmet components (Mould, 2010, 144), while Young (1984, 35)
also highlighted the finding of late Roman fittings for cingulum military belts. Most
enigmatic thoughsia large iron hammerhead found at the site featuring mechanical
deformation on one side. The presence of this find, together with the seals, military
equipment and large quantities of iron, bronze and pewter waste indicates that the water
courses were also being used to power water hammers to produce or maintain military
equipment to support the nearby military presence in Canterbury and the regional Saxon
Shore forts. In this regard Millett (2007, 182) says:

“The location of this roadside settlement close to Richborough and with easy
maritime communications suggests continuity in the importance of east Kent for

military supply into the later Roman period.”

R.J. Spain (1984, 32), in his detailed study of Roman watermills in Britain, argued that the
site was indeed being used by the Roman state to support the military, while Young (1981,
36) also gave some idea of scale, saying:

“Ickham...was most probably in the 4" century an official works depot for local units
of the Saxon Shore, supplying them with flour and metal work. The presence of lead
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seals may suggest also that it was used for storage. It should not be regarded as a
full-scale fabricae, the Imperial arms factories recorded (on the Continent) in the
Notitia Dignitatum. There were few of them and, according to the Notitia, non were
located in Britain apart from a clothing factory. Amuch better parallel would be the

legionary works compound (detailed above) at Corbridge.”

This seems a reasonable interpretation based on the available data, with Mattingly going even
further in suggesting an Imperial Estate interpretation (2006, 386 and 455), though more work
is clearly required to definitively identify the site as any form of state-controlled military
enterprise.
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Chapter Three

3. Regional Analysis— The Weald

This chapter is the first of the three regional surveys which form the core research of the
thesis, focusing in this instance on the occupation-period iron manufacturing metalla of the
Weald in Kent, East Sussex and Surrey. This was an industrial-scale operation which
supplied much of the iron required by the military in the north and west of the province (later
provinces), and more broadly for other purposes acrossrBfinaluding London) and for

export, through to the mid-3rd century. The research presented here is specifically relevant to
the debate about the state presence regarding this and other regional industries, in the context
of the Imperial and provincial economies (and indeed the subsidiary research question
concerning Imperial Estates) as set out in 2.2.1 through 2.2.4 above, these themes then being
addresedin detail in the discussion in Chapter 6. The chapter begins with my detailing the

key primary evidence sites in this region (including a detailed site list of the most important

as defined below), followed by a discussion on occupation-period settlement in the Weald, a
similar discussion on the important theme of transport infrastructure in the region, then a
detailed analysis of the Roman iron industry in the Weald, a reflection on the work force
therein, and a discussion about the occupation-period tile and brick industry embedded within
the iron industry here. The chapter concludes with a short regional summary of the data set
out and considered here, set against the core research themes of change and continuity in the
extractive industries in Kent and the South East during the Roman occupation (this also being

considered in detail in the discussion in Chapter 6).

3.1 Key Data: Details of Primary Evidence Sites

Here | set out the key data from all of the primary evidence sites in this region to facilitate the
discussions in each following section of the chapter, preceding thisyssige analysis with a
discussion on the nature of the evidence, a review of the origins of the exploitation of natural
resources in the region and a comment on site selection and grading, all to provide

understanding for the reader in the ensuing site list at 3.1.4.

For general background, the Weald is the name used to describe the region between the chalk
escarpments of the North and South Downs and is a major geological feature impacting on

land use in Kent, East and West Sussex and Surrey. Divided into two distinct geological
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areas, the High Weald on sandstones in the centre and the surrounding Low Weald on clays,
it has always been associated with heavy soils which are difficult to farm (Cleere and
Crossley, 1995, 8). For much of the historical record the region has been heavily wooded and
it is indeed from this phenomenon that it derives its historical name, Weald being a derivative
of the Germanic wald (meaning forest, Everitt, 1986, 25). During the Roman occupation it

featured a flourishing iron manufacturing industry and that is the major focus of this Chapter.
3.1.1 Nature of the Evidence

In terms of the nature of the evidence used in my study, | am fortunate that as a starting point
there is already a mature body of work in existence and available for use given historical and
archaeological investigation of the occupation-period Weald is about to enter its third century.
This work has been led by some of the leading experts in their fields, for example iff the 19
century M.A. Lower and J. Rock) the 2d" century E. Straker, |. Margarg, ‘Fred’

Tebbutt, G. Brodribb anHl. Cleere, and most recently D. Rudling and J. Hodgkinson.
Research continues to be active given the proliferation of regional historical and
archaeological organisations, for example the Wealden Iron Research Group (WIRG),
HAARG, the Sussex Archaeological Society (SAS), the Battle and District Historicalysociet
(BDHS), the Independent Historical Research Group (IHRG) and the Kent Archaeological
Rescue Unit (KARU). We are also fortunate that data from the regional investigations is
regularly published in key regional historical and archaeological publications such as
Archaeologia Cantiana, Sussex Past and PreSessgex Archaeological Collections,

and Wealden Iron, with now defunct publications such as Sussex Notes and Queries
providing an additional treasury of historical site investigation reports from thari®26'

centuries.

All of the above have served to challenge a view among some archaeologists and historians
that, given its comparative inaccessibility and lack of agricultural activity compared to other
areas of the South East, the Weald is a region reticent to yield its archaeological secrets
(Brandon, 2003, 36). Indeed tod&IRG’s Hodgkinson (pers. comm. 22 November 2015)
expresses a personal view that, at least in terms of iron manufacturing in the past, the Weald
has benefited from more research than any other such area in the country. What this thesis
therefore attempts to achieve is to synthesise a very diverse range of sites that have been

excavated and reported over a very lengthy period of time and in many different styles.
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In terms of these sites, in many cases the existence of the occupation-period iron
manufacturing there first came to light when their associated cinder heaps and fields were
utilized to provide material to metal road surfaces for the region’s poor quality trackways in

the 19" and early 20 centuries, with the ensuing antiquarian investigations by the likes of
Lower and Rock providing the first insight into a Roman industrial presence in the Weald
which had been lost to living memory (even given a number of site names specifically
reference their past, for example Cinderfield). These antiquarians developed relationships
with the local workmen employed to dig the cinder heaps and fields such that as and when
Roman material was found they were contacted to investigate (with money likely changing
hands). These early investigations developed over time into the full suit of such activities
employed by the modern field archaeologist, including full excavation, test pitting, field
walking, walkover surveys and geophysical surveying, all backed up by modern scientific

analysis and interpretation.

In terms of the evidence itself, each site | detail consg®ne or all of the following

features: buildings (including subastial amounts of roof tile, often with a Classis Britannica
stamp, see below), burials, iron manufacturing detritus (including charcoal), pottery, coins,
glass and other associated small finds. The latter four are often found within the cinder heaps
themselves. Dating throughout the period of investigation of the occupation-period Weald has
largely relied on pottery and coins, Classis Britannica stamped tile and to a lesser extent glass
and other aspects of material culture, with charcoal being used more recently. Where any of
the latter have been used in association with pottery the dating is more reliable given the
tradition of low material culture consumption in the region during the LIA and occupation,

and the proliferation of long-lived handmade wares such as East Sussex Grog Tempered
Ware (Lyne, 39).

3.1.2 Industrial Origins

Iron production began in the Weald in the LIA on the northern and southern fringes of the
region and it is clear that the arriving Romans had detailed foreknowledge of the industrial
potential of the area. This is evidentlia Caesarian citation of ‘iron in the maritime’ (The
Conquest of Gaul, V.135) which Hodgkinson (2008, 28) argues references the Wealden iron
industry, he believing the same of Greek geographer Strabo’s comment about iron being an

export from Britain (The Geography, IV.5). He adds (2008, 29) that two recent finds of
datable charcoal in an iron manufacturing context at Tablehurst Farm in Forest Row and
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Cullinghurst Wood near Hartfield could illustrate the LIA beginnings of the industry in the
region, the latter potentially as old as tec@ntury BC, he adding that up to 23 bloomery
sites in Weald may actually date to the LIA (including high profile ones such as Broadfields,
Garden Hill, Crowhurst Park and Footlands Farm, see site list at 3.1.4 below).

Things accelerated with the arrival of the Romans however, again illustrating the high degree
of their foreknowledge, with the Weald rapidly became a key centre of industrial activity.

This was based on the availability of the siderite iron ore which sits within both the Wealden
Clays and the Hastings Beds (particularly the Wadhurst Clays in the case of the latter, see
detail at Appendix A), providing a ready source of raw material to facilitate an iron
manufacturing industry which thrived until the middle of tFec@ntury (a chronological

pattern shared with the Medway Valley and its ragstone quarrying industry, see 6.3 below and

discussion in Chapter 6).

Mattingly (2006, 386) argues that the Weald was specifically very different in nature to both
the north west and eastern Kentish economic regions during the occupation, largely because
of the comparative lack of evident settlement and the heavy focus (based on data in the
archaeological record) on industrial activity. Recent research by Harrington and Welch (2014,
109) has further helped refine our knowledge of the Wealden industrial experience during the
occupation, substantiating earlier work summariseddmes and Mattingly (1990, 193).

They have identified that there were two very specific industrial regions in the Weald, each
with evident iron working but on differing scales. The central region had some large sites but
mainly featured localised iron working, perhaps on a seasonaldyasisse already farming

the land, and catered specifically for a regional demand (Hodgkinson, 2008, 92). Harrington
and Welch (2014, 109) argue that iron manufacturing here was aligned northwards towards
London (Southwark in particular, see 3.3 below) and is associated with the main occupation-
period roadways and pre-existing LIA trackways in Sussex. Principal sites included

Broadfields, Great Cansiron and Oldlands.

However, it is in the eastern/ coastal region that massive industrial operations are visible at
some sites in the archaeological record and which have long been widely linked with a state-
presence (often in the form of the Classis Britannica, for example by Brodribb, 1979, 141,
and Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 64), this being discussed in detail in Chapter 6. Sites here
produced much of the iron for Britain and the near Continent untihthmstry’s regional

demise in the mid‘8century (see 3.4 below), catering for national and international demand,
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particularly with regard to the Roman military presence in the north of Britain and elsewhere
(Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 81, and Bray, 2010, 175). Principal sites in this eastern/ coastal
region included Bardown, BeauportdRédthe site of much of Brodribb’s groundbreaking

work), Chitcombe, Oaklands Park, Footlands Farm and Crowhurst Park.

Other industries also thrived in the Weald in addition to occupation-period iron

manufacturing, often in some kind of association with it. In this regard Cleere and Crossley
(1995, 81) highlight the timber and charcoal production industry essential to support the iron
manufacturing, while the Weald is also well known for the manufacture of brick and tile,

often featuring the stamp of the Classis Britannica regional navy as detailed above (Peacock,
1977, 236). Further, Lyne (1994,134) highlights pottery manufacturing, for example the

Alice Holt industry on the borders of the western Weald. Peacock (1987, 61) also identified
an additional extractive industry exploiting natural resources, this being the quern production
site and its associated quarry at Lodsworth in West Sussex at the extreme western edge of the
Weald, while other regional quarrying can be referenced with regard to materials such as
Ashdown Sandstone from the lowest strata of the Hastings Beds. Meanwhile, Shaffrey and
J.R. Allen (2014, 288) have also identified an important Roman whetstones industry based on
the sandstones of the Wealden Clay in the north west Weald, though so far no associated

quarry or production site has been found.
3.1.3 Site Selection and Grading

While acknowledging these additional important industries (the brick and tile industry
receiving its own section at 3.6 in this chapter), this presentation of the details of the primary
evidence sites focuses specifically on the iron industry for which the occupation-period
region is best known. Further, | have focused only on those sites where iron was being
processed in some way and not those where the evidence points to mercantile activity only,
for example the likely ports at Castle Croft and Bodiam, the peripheral small town at
Arlington (at TQ 541 068), the peripheral villa site at Barcomb&Q#17 142) and, with

regard to the latter, the adjacent small settlement at Bridge Farm (at TQ 433144).

Regarding the iron working sites, those in the occupied Weald came in a wide variety of
shapes and sizes, ranging from the single furnace site at Pippingford Park to that of 10ha at

Beauport Park. Hodgkinson (2008, 1) says in this regard:
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“They vary in size from sites where the estimated volume of waste is less than®tom

a few where it is over 10,000

He has helpfully developed a grading methodology based on the size of each site’s waste

material heap to help categorise the different sizes of iron making operations in the Weald
during the occupation, these ranging from Grade 1 (smallest) to Grade 4 (largest). This is
detailed in the below table and then utilized in the following review of the primary evidence

sites.

Table 3.1 - Romano-British ironworking sites in the Weald: waste heap grade data.

Site Grade Site Waste Total Volume % of Sites % of Total
Volume Volume

1 <=100n% 2,437 48 1.6

2 101-1000m 15,200 32 10.2

3 1001-10,000 | 66,000 16 44.4

4 >10,000nd 65,000 4 43.7

Hodgkinson, 2008, modified by Elliott 2013

Analogy can be drawn here wiBlzacock’s (1982, 9) modes of production for the Roman

pottery industry, where there are clearly parallels (see 2.4 above). For example Site Grade 1
would fit with the household production/ household industry modes, Site Grade 2 with
individual workshops, Site Grade 3 with nucleated workshops and Site Grade 4 with
manufactories. An extra layer of complication is added at some of the larger sites which have
aClassis Britannica association (discussed below in detail in 3.1.4 and Chapter 6) as they

would also potentially fit with the military and official production model (1982, 11).

Some 114 sites are now known where iron working took place in the Weald during the
occupation (Hodgkinson, 2009, 31), though from the above table it is clear that the larger

sites dominated the total volume of iron produced, despite being much fewer in number. Also
noteworthy is the fact that the three sites producing waste volumes of over 19a000m

the eastern/ coastal region, they being Beauport Park, Oaklands Park and Footlands Farm (see
3.1.4 below).

Regarding methodology, Cleere and Crossley’s analysis of 40 of the key Wealden
occupation-period iron manufacturing sites has been utilized by those studying such activity

in the region for almost 40 years and has yet to be academically updated to take into account
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the significant amount of research that has occurred since. | do that here, reviewing the sites
where some level of iron manufacturing is known to have been taken place (Hodgkinson,
2009, 31) to extrapolate the 37 that | determine to have been the most significant (this based
on the research questions being asked in this research). The specific criteria used to
determine inclusion in the list of primary evidence sites, refereiiR{G’s own

classification system, are as follows:

» Size 3 and 4 sites, based on Hodgkinson’s waste-material heap size as outlined above.

» Sites featuring other significant economic activity, for example use as a port or it
being a small town, in addition to iron manufacturing.

» Other sites featuring buildings, including those with Classis Britannica tile.

» Other sites featuring either significant quantities, or high quality examples, of elite

pottery such as Samian ware.

Each selected site is considered in terms of the dates for iron manufaatiriityg specific

site type, and finally the site history and known economic evidence (a pattern replicated in the
later primary evidence site lists for the Folkestone region and the Medway Valley). Further,
the sites are additionally classified as being either in the central or the eastern/ coastal region.
Where Classis Britannica-stamped tiles are mentioned, all are Fabric 2 (see 3.6 for detail)
unless otherwise specified. A final point is with regard to the 2008 High Weald coin hoard
found at an occupation-period satellite iron working site near Bardown which is not detailed
here as the location of its finding is publicly undisclosed (it being considered in Chapter 6,
Stuart-Hutcheson, 2012).

The sites are listed below in alphabetical order.
3.1.4 Site List

Central Reqgion

Blackman’s Farm (Grade 1, at TQ 6140 1720, number 17 on Map B.1
Date: Undated.
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site was discovered in 1977 by the Hailsham

School Practical History Group (unpublished). It was then investigated by WIRG
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(Farebrother, 1978, 5), before being considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 304)
and Hodgkinson (1999, 71). A 20m by 15m spread of tap slag was found here along with

charcoal and part @claytuyere(furnace nozzle), together with several samian ware sherds.
Broadfields (Grade 3, at TQ 258 3%®Rimber 1 on Map 3)1

Date: 15century BC through to'8century AD (based on pottery data).

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: John Gibson-Hill (1972, 25) excavated this site in the
1970s, it then being considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 297). A key High
Wealden site for occupation period iron production in the central reggivity here began

in the LIA and continued until at least th& Gentury. Archaeological data includes a total of
36 large furnaces, with Cleere and Crossley (1995, 81) speculating that annual iron

production would have been in the region of 50 tonnes.

Cinderfield/ Mill View Farm (Grade 2, atQ 5290 2190, number 15 on Map B.1
Date: Undated.

Type: Industrial site.

Site History Economic Evidence: This site was excavated in the 1970s by WIRG under the
leadership of Joseph Pettitt (1973, 13), then being considered in detail by Hodgkinson (1999,
70). A large concentration of tap slag has been found here across two fields and in a nearby
stream, together with pottery including sherds of Samiae (®ettitt, 1973, 13).

Coleham (Grade 1, aQ 4070 2410, number 6 on Map B.1
Date: Undated.
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: Tebbutt (1978, 405) IeWIRG’s excavations here in
the 1970s, it then being considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 299) and
Hodgkinson (1999, 71A scattering of bloomer slag was found in association with six sherds

of Samian ware.
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Crawlsdown Wood (Grade 3, at T& Y35 2250, number 16 on Map B.1
Date: 15'through 4" century AD (based on pottery data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site was excavated by WIRG in the 1990s
(Hodgkinson, 1997, 3), then being considered in detail by Hodgkinson (1999, 3). The site

covers an area of 1 ha and features a number of banks of bloomery waste.
Garden Hill (Grade 1 at TQ 444 31®umber 7 on Map 3)1

Date: 15tcentury BC through to thé'®century AD (based on pottery and glass data).
Type: Industrial site (and possible later small town).

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site was first located by Tebbutt during a trial
excavation in 1968 (unpublished) with it becoming the subject of lengthy excavations from
1972 to 1978 by the Garden Hill Excavation Group led by J.R. Money (Money, Fulford and
Eade, 1977, 339, and Money, 1979, 16). It has since been considered in detail by Cleere and
Crossley (1995, 300) and Hodgkinson (1999, 71).

The 1970s excavations found extensive industrial and built infrastructure, incldding 1
centuryAD roasting and smelting furnaces, a forging hearth together with associated timber
buildings, a structure with two verandahs"ac&ntury stone-built bath house and a timber
building built on a stone base. Hodgkinson (2009, 28) argues that iron production here began
in the LIA and continued until the earl§Zentury, by which time the site was being eclipsed

by the larger state-run iron production sites which had grown up in the eastern/ coastal region.
He adds that iron production here was limited, but given the associated buildings it may have

had some administration function for the central region.

Grassy Wood (Ungraded, &Q 3753 1949, number 3 on Map 3.1
Date: Undated.

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site was identified in 1993 by South East
Archaeology Services (SEAS) during a monitoring exercise for the construction of a new

water main from Ditchling to Wivelsfield Green (unpublished), it then being investigated and
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recorded by WIRG the following year (Hodgkinson, 1994, 2). Pottery including Samian ware
together with tegulae roof tile were found at the site in association with a concentration of tap

slag, cinder and burnt clay.

Great Cansiron (Grade 3, at TQ 448 382mber 8 on Map 3)1

Date: 1% through 3ratenturies AD (based on pottery and coin data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: The occupation iron-working provenance of this

large site was first noted by Margary (1951, 100) when examining antique maps while
tracking the route of the Roman road from London to Lewes which lies 2km away. It was
then investigated by Tebbutt in the 1970s (1971, 11, 1972, 10, and 1979, 14). The site has
since been considered in detail by Swift (1982, 20), Cleere and Crossley (1995, 299) and
Hodgkinson (1999, 70). Finally, it was recently the subject of an extensive geophysical
survey by Russel and Staveley (2012, 1).

Cleere and Crossley (1995, 981) speculate that iron industry operations here began under
private control, with activity continuing at the site until tféc@ntury. Most recently Russel
and Staveley survey has provided new insight into the location, revealing evidence to

illustrate this was an extensive iron-working community. Of particular importance they say:

“...along the old stream frontage (at the site) there may be evidence for quays,

suggesting links with the CLBR.”

This is remarkable for two reasons. Firstly, if further research confirms a Classis Britannica
association then it would be the first such site in the central region (as a note of caution, none
of the tile found here to date are Classis Britannica-stamped). Secondly, the nearest major
waterway to Great Cansiron is the River Medway (accessed from a stream running through
the site and where the ‘quays’ were found), far upriver from the currently known furthest

upriver occupation-period site at Teston and thus (if proved) dramatically extending
occupation-period activity in the river valley. Such a far upriver location is not uncommon in
Kent, with Durham and Goormachtigh (2015, 174) commenting on how some emporia in the

county are ‘amazingly’ so in their location.

Meanwhile, Great Cansiron is also associated with the ironstone quarries at nearby Tugmore
Shaw. Hodgkinson (2013) says:
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“The quarries here appear to be part of the Great Cansiron complex...large open-
cast workings on theaat side...seem to have predated smaller shaft mine pits which
are profuse throughout the area suggesting that the larger quarry pits may be

associated with the Roman works at Great Cansiron.”
Howbourne Farm (Grade 2, at TQ 516 2d9mber 13 on Map 3)1
Date: 2"9century AD (based on pottery data).
Type: Industrial site.

Economic Evidence: One of the earlier identified occupation-period iron-working sites in the
Weald, this location is first recorded by Straker (1931, 390) before being investigated by
Tebbutt in 1972 (1973, 115). It was then considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995,
299) and Hodgkinson (1999, 70). A bloomery has been found here in association with much
occupation period pottery including a number of sherds of good quality Samian ware.
Walling and window glass also indicate a building associated with the iron industry on the

site.

Kitchenham Farm (Grade 2, at TQ 678 1@4mber 19 on Map 3)1
Date: 15t and 29century AD (based on pottery, coin and tile data).
Type: Industrial site and port.

Site History and Economic Evidence: First recorded by WIRG (Cleere, 1969, 18) and then
investigated by Tebbutt (1976, 324), this site near Ashburnham on the eastern edge of the
Pevensey levels has been under excavation and investigation by HAARG since 2007
(Cornwell and Cornwell, 2008, 10, 2008, 1, and 2010, 16). During the occupation

Kitchenham Farm was both a port supporting nearby iron working sites and also such a site in
its own right. Data supporting the port interpretation includes the location of in situ timbers
found during the 1970s investigations which were interpreted as the remains of an
occupation-period jetty or landing stage. At the time of its operation such a port would have

made use of tidal access to Pevensey Bay to facilitate maritime commerce.

Of great interest to this research, the recent investigations by HAARG at Kitchenham Farm
have located 31 Classis Britannica-stamiled, of which 29 are of the Fabric 1 type

originating from Boulogne (Cornwell and Cornwell, 2010, 16, see 3.6 below for definition).
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These are the first Classis Britannica tiles located in the central Weald. Also found during the
1970s and more recent investigations were a large quantity of other types of building
material, Samian ware pottery (the earliest pieces being Flavian), and over 1,000 occupation-
period coins. Most recently a resistivity survey by HAARG as part of the ongoing
investigation here has identified a number of features which indicate the location of specific

buildings.

Morphews (Grade 2, at TQ 509 25@mber 12 on Map 3)1
Date: 15 century AD (based on pottery data).

Type: Industrial site.

Site History Economic Evidence: Another site first recorded by Straker (1931, 389), the

large slag heap here was much used locally for road metalling. It was considered in detail by
Cleere and Crossley (1995, 297) and Hodgkinson (1999, 70). Key finds here include a large
occupation period bloomer together with hypocaust tile indicating a building nearby.

Newnham Park, Chillies Farm (Grade 1Tt4935 2843, number 10 on Map B.1
Date: Undated.
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: Tebbutt led excavations here in the late 1970s and

early 1980s (1978, 7, and 1981b, 62). It was then considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley
(1995, 296) and Hodgkinson (1999, 71). A thick 50cm-deep layer of tap slag and furnace
lining material has been identified here in association with a number of sherds of Samian

ware.
Oakenden (Grade 2, at TQ 504 488mber 11 on Map 3)1
Date: 2" century AD (based on pottery data).

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: A large 30m by 80m cinder field has been found here
including tap slag and charcoal, together with pottery on the surface which includes Samian
ware sherds. It was recorded by Cleere (1974, 197), and then considered by Cleere and
Crossley (1995, 380) and Hodgkinson (1999, 70).
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Oldlands (Grade 3, at TQ 476 26&imber 9 on Map 3)1
Date: 15 through &' certuries AD (based on pottery, coin and glass data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This was the first occupation-period iron-working

site identified in Sussex, being discovered by the Rev. Edward Turner (Rector of Maresfield)
in 1844. Lower (1849, 17X¥cordered that Turner found Roman pottery in a cinder heap

piled beside a local roadway ready to be used for repairs. Inquiring locally of the origins of
the cinders he was directed to the site of the Roman iron-works which he found being
uncovered by workmen digging out the cinder heap. Lower (1849, 171) added that Turner
was also made aware that several inhumation burials of occupation-period date had also been
found in living memory at the site, the graves being cut deeply into surrounding cinder fields
which had fallen out of use as the occupation progressed. Lower (1849, 171) further detailed
that Turner had found a building at the site measuring 9.1m by 3.7m. The site was later
investigated by Straker (1931, 395) and Tebbutt (Tebbutt and Tebbutt, 1982, 12). It was then
considered in detail by Dalton (1983, 34), Cleere and Crossley (1995, 302) and Hodgkinson
(1999, 70).

Data from these investigations and subsequent analysis has revealed that iron manufacturing
began here in thecentury AD and continued until th& ¢entury. As with Great Cansiron,
Cleere and Crossley (1995, 74) reasonably speculate that iron manufacturing may have been
initiated under private ownership, with ore provided from the opencast mining of nearby
deposits. Material culture from the site includes coins ranging in date from Nero fh the 1
century to Diocletian in the laté®Bearly 4", Samian ware and much other pottery, glass, lead

used in a building context and a stylus.

Pounsley (Grade 2, at TQ 525 222mber 14 on Map 3)1
Date: 2" century AD (based on pottery data).

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site was first recorded in detail by Cleere (1974,
198), before being considered by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 300) and Hodgkinson (1999,
70). Cleerés investigations revealedsdagheap on the banks of a stream which incladed

wide variety of occupation-period pottery including a number of sherds of Samian ware.
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Ridge Hill (Grade 3, at TQ 369 358umber 2 on Map 3)1
Date: 15 through &' centuries AD (based on pottery data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: Excavations began here in 1927 under Straker (1928,
183) after local farmers found Roman pottery in an exposed section of 150m by 60m cinder
heap on a stream bank (this being dated by S.E. Winbolt in a letter to Straker dated 19
December 1927, Straker, 1931, 235). It was later considered in detail by Margary (1933,
177), Cleere and Crossley (1995, 298) and Hodgkinson (1999, 70). Data from the
investigations and subsequent analysis indicates iron production here begart'ioehieiry

AD and continued through to th& 4entury. One of the most northerly of the central group

of significant sites in the Weald, Cleere and Crossley (1995, 61) argue that it was originally
set up to exploit ore deposits located during occupation-period regional road building, with its

market outlet being northwards to London.

Standen (Grade 2, at T§920 3510, number 4 on Map 3.1
Date: 2" century AD (based on pottery data).

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: First recorded by Straker (1931, 239), this site was

later excavated by he and R.T. Mason (Straker and Mason, 1939, 153). It was considered in
detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 380) and Hodgkinson (1999, 71). The site features a
large 50m slagheap in which some 14 sherds of pottery have been recovered including

Samian ware.

Walesbeech (Grade 3, at TQ 395 3dGmber 5 on Map 3)1
Date: 15 through & centuries AD (based on pottery data).
Type: Industrial site

SiteHistory and Economic Evidence: The slag heap for this site was first observed by
Straker who went on to excavate it and the surrounding area with Margary (Straker, 1931,

239). It was later considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 298) and Hodgkinson

118



(1999, 70). The investigations here revealed that industrial activity began fhabetary
AD and continued until the’

Eastern/ Coastal Region

Bardown (Grade 3, centred at TQ 6632 2928nber 18 on Map 3)1
Date: 15 through & centuries AD (based on pottery, coin and tile ata
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This important site on the south bank of the River
Limden near Ticehurst was discovered in February 1909 by a Mrs Odell and Mr Eden
Dickson (Straker, 1931, 296), being initially dated through the analysis of Roman pottery
found at the location (Haverfield, 1916, 195). Initial investigations by Straker (1931, 298)
included the finding locally of a small clay lamp and an occupation-period beakless anvil.
The site was fully excavated by Cleere in the 1960s who recorded his activii@s in
RomanoBritish Industrial Site at Bardown’ which was published by the SAS in 1970. In
particular he focused on the massive occupation-period refuse tip at the site which spreads
over 100m, comprising tap slag, cinder, furnace debris and domestic waste. Also found were
the occupation-period roasting hearths, forges and a charcoal-burning hearth which helped
identify the principal iron-working areas. More recently, in 2006 during a metal detectoring
exercise the IHRG found a fine quality medallion dating to the reign of Antoninus Pius
(Emperor AD 138 to AD 161), while in 2009 HAARG located two circular enclosures near
the site exit (Hodgkinson, 2012, 1). Most recentfyeophysical survey by David Staveley

has failed to find any sign of a settlement at Bardown outside the context of the known
industrial activity (Hodgkinson, 2012, 1). The site remains a live project for the IHRG, and
has been considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 303) and Hodgkinson (1999, 70).

Bardown is a large northern outlier of the eastern/ coastal iron- manufacturing region in the
Weald, with data from the presence of Classis Britannica-stamped tile (28 in total) at the site
and its southerly transport links to the coast being used to determine its home here rather than
in the central region. Widely associated with the regional navy (Cleere and Crossley, 1995,
70), around 50 tonnes of iron would have been produced here each year, though after iron-
making activity later moved to nearby satellite sites in the e&ryeBtury the original

industrial range was re-used as a domestic rubbish dump. Describing the site when iron

production was at its height, Cleere and Crossley (1995, 75) say:
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“Bardown represents the military ironworks admirably. The only substantial building
on the site was a sturdy timber-framed barrack block of a standard type which would

have housedogie 40 men.”

A bath house may also have existed here based on fragments of box flue tile found in the

area, though the building has yet to be located.

Beauport Park (Grade 4, at TQ 786 1d0mber 27 on Map 3)1

Date: 15 through & centuries AD (based on pottery, cdite and glass data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site was first identified by its very large 1 ha
slag-heap in 1862 by the Rev. S. Arnott (1862, 138), then being investigated and recorded by
Rock (1879, 168). It then became a local source of material for metalling roads and building
in the late 19 century, with the County Highways Supervisor quarrying away up to 305000m

of the waste over a 10 year period. Beauport Park was then recorded by Straker (1931, 330),
before being excavated in detail by Brodribb and Cleere in the 1970s and 1980s (Brodribb,
1979, 139, and Brodribb et al, 1988, 232). It was further investigated in the early 1990s by
WIRG (Hodgkinson, 1991, 2) before being considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley

(1995, 295) and Hodgkinson (1999, 70). Next, it was the subject of a Time Team episode
which was broadcast as episode seven of series six in 1999. Most recently Staveley (2013)
has argued that the Rochester-Wealden road terminated at Beauport Park rather than Hastings

as previously argued by Margary (1967, 46).

Beauport Park was the second (and largest) of the principal iron ore extraction sites in the
Weald during the occupation. Iron production began here irfteritury AD and continued

until the 3¢ century (Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 70). The site is the largest of the Wealden
iron production sites from the occupation period, being up to 10ha in size in total including
the original but now quarried away 1 ha slag h@&e latter was well detailed by Straker

(1931, 330), he saying that the excavations by workmen left exposed sections of the spoil
which reveatdit to have been laid down in 25cm layers, each of which was divided into four
sub-layers. These latter comprised a sub-layer of charcoal, then one of burnt earth, then one

of iron ore waste and finally one of burnt clay.
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Based on its very large size and central location in the eastern/ coastal region, Cleere and
Crossley (1995, 70) believe that a case can be made for Beauport Park actually being the
headquarters of any state-run iron production in the region during the occupation, a view
supported by Hodgkinsa009, 33). Staveley’s (2013 view that the Rochester-Wealden

road terminated here certainly supports this view. It is further supported by tile evidence,
given the very high proportion of Fabric 2-style Wealden Classis Britannica tiles found here
(51 complete out of 1,600 in total featuring the regional navy stamp), this at the very least
demonstrating a strong association with the regional fleet. The tiles have been found in the
context of a high quality six-room military-style bath house with a floor area of2.14m
(Brodribb, 1979, 141), although there is evidence in the form of uninvestigated foundations
that settlement here was far more extensive (Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 295). The state-
association hypothesis is further bolstered by two additipieces of epigraphy, the first in

the form of a reference on the bath house stonework entrance to a vilicus official who ran the
site (Brodribb et al, 1988, 261), and the second on a tile comb featuring the stamp of the
Classis Britannica (Brodribb et al, 1988, 269, see Chapter 6 for discussion on both)

Additional material culture finds at the site have included coins, pottery and glass dating from
the F'through & centuries AD, a bronze ring and a bronze ligula.

Bynes Farm (Grade 2, at TQ 752 1hlimber 21 on Map 3)1
Date: 15t and 29century AD (based on pottery data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: First recorded by Straker (1931, 358), this site was
excavated in 1949 by B.H. Lucas (1950, 49) and then appraised by Hodgkinson (1999, 70).
Identified as a satellite site for Crowhurst Park, the excavations in 1949 revealed a large

amount of #and 29century pottery including Samian ware within the extensive slag heap.
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Figure 19: Artists impression, Roman bath house at Beauport Park! zatliry AD. The inscription to the
vilicus who ran this immense metalla site is above the main doorwagriBi et al, 1988, 220.

Figure 20: Roman slag heap at Beauport Park in the 1870s, shoeahgitokmen removing layers of
charcoal, burnt earth, iron ore waste and burnt clay for use in locabuddahg/ repair. J. Rock/ Wealden Iron
Research Group.
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Chitcombe (Grade 3, at TQ 814 2htimber 30 on Map 3)1
Date: 15t and 29century AD (based on pottery data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This extensive site was first recorded by Rock (1879,
175), then Straker (1931, 345) and Austen (1947, 84). It was then investigated by WIRG
(1988, 2) before being considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 296) and
Hodgkinson (1999, 70). The scale of iron production here is indicated by the enormous slag
and refuse dump, with Cleere and Crossley (1995, 81) estimating this to total just under
10,000n1 in volume. They say this weighed 30,000 tonnes, leading them to speculate that

total iron production would have been 70 tonnes annually. Tile, though not of Classis
Britannica provenance, has also been located here, and Rock (1879, 175) noted at the time of
his initial investigation that occupation-period buildings were still standing on the site though

these have not been found since.

Coldharbour Farm (Grade 1, at B340 4660, number 35 on Map B.1
Date: 2"9century AD, based on pottery data.

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site was recorded by Kaminski (1995, 129), it
being close to the nearby London-Brighton Roman Road. A scatter of bloomer slag was
found here in association with a cremation burial group (Kaminski, 1995, 129), within which

was recovered a Samian ware dish.

Colliers Green (Grade 3, at T30 2310, number 28 on Map B.1
Date: 2" century, based on pottery data.

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: First recorded by Straker (1931, 319), this site was
investigated by Jones (1981, 69) and then considered in detail by Hodgkinson (1999, 70).
large concentration of slag was found here in association with pottery sherds including

Samian ware.
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Crowhurst Park (Grade 3, at TQ 769 186mber 23 on Map 3)1
Date: 15tcentury BC through to'8century AD (based on pottery data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: Recorded by Straker (1931, 353), this site was
excavated in the later 1930s by Piggott (1937, 231) and Straker and Lucas (1938, 224). It
was then considered in detail by Beswick (1991, 246), Cleere and Crossley (1995, 297) and
Hodgkinson (1999, 70).

Iron production here may have begun in the LIA, and was definitely underway by thé'later 1
century AD, continuing until theBcentury. Cleere and Crossley (1995, 81) believe that the
total iron production here, based on the amount of slag still in existence today, would have

amounted to some 50 tonnes annually.

Footlands Farm (Grade 4, at TQ 772 188mber 25 on Map 3)1

Date: 15tcentury BC through to thé™century AD (based on pottery and coin data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History Economic Evidence: This site was discovered in 1924, being excavated the
following year by the SAS (unpublished at the time), the results then being recorded by
Straker (1931, 327) who noted the large amounts of LIA and occupation-period pottery
visible. Further pottery finds at the site in the 1940s were recorded by Chown (1947, 148),
with it then being considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 303) and Hodgkinson
(1987, 25, 1988, 231, and 1999, 70). Most recently the site has been the subject of a
geophysical survey by HAARG (Cornwell, 2013, 1) which has revealed what appears to be
an extensive roadside settlement at the site (see Figure 21 below). More investigation with
regard to the latter is planned though has yet to take place.

Footlands Farm is one of the largest iron manufacturing sites in the Weald based on data from
surviving waste material (spread intermittently over 2ha), with iron production beginning in

the P! century AD and continuing well into th& 4though later on a much more localized

basis). Cleere and Crossley (1995, 62) hypothesise that iron manufacturing activity here

could actually have begun in the LIA, as above with Crowhurst Park.
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Forewood (Grade 3, at TQ 754 13@imber 22 on Map 3)1
Date: 15'century AD (based on pottery data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site was first recorded by Straker (1931, 351)

and Smythe (1937, 197), then being excavated by WIRG in 1991 (Hodgkinson, 1992, 8) and
1993 (Hodgkinson, 1993, 2). It has since been considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley
(1995, 303) and Hodgkinson (1999, 70). Forewood has been interpreted as one of the larger
satellite sites for Crowhurst Park, with evidence for iron-working activity including a spread

of over 100m of slag and an unworked iron bloom.

Glossams Place (Grade 2, at 83§90 2160, number 32 on Map B.1
Date: Undated.

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: The finding of a 20m spread of occupation-period
bloomery slag was recorded here by Hodgkinson (1993, 2), it then being considered in detalil
by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 380) and Hodgkinson (1999, 70). Within the waste material

were found a number of sherds of Samian ware pottery.
Icklesham (Grade 2, at TQ 86,Ifumber 33 on Map 3)1

Date: 15t and 29century AD (based on pottery and coin data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: Noted by Straker though with no other details given
(1931, 340), this site at Telegraph Mill, East Sussex was field walked by WIRG in the early
2000s. This exercise located a platform of slag detritus which was determined to have a
volume of 600 (Hodgkinson, 2007, 5). The bases of six shaft furnaces have also been
found here, together with much bloomer slag and occupation-period material culture
including Hadrianic coins. Tile has also been found, though none to date associated with the

Classis Britannica.
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Little Farningham (Grade 1, at TQ 809 358mber 29 on Map 3)1
Date: 15 through & centuries AD (based on pottery and tile data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site, located near Cranbrook, was first identified

in the 1950s by site owner George Luck who recognised brick and tile being ploughed out of
the ground as Roman, the location then being excavated by the Cranbrook and Sissinghurst
Local History Society under the supervision of excavation secretary Cecily Lebon in the later
1950s and 1960s. Her papers on the investigation are held in Cranbrook Museum (Lebon,
1957, 224, 1958, xivii, and 1961, xiviii). It was then considered by Cleere and Crossley
(1995, 380) before the site was revisited by Neil Aldridge with the support of the Kent
Archaeological Society (KAS) in 1999 and 2000 (Aldridge, 2001, 135).

Little Farningham has been identified as an administrative site which also manufactured iron,
based on the presence of occupation-period buildings and numerous stamped Classis
Britannica tiles (51 in total, many of them in mint condition, Brodribb, 1970, 25) at such a
small iron working site (Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 297). Of particular interest, a worked

iron billet was found inside one of the buildings featuring stamped tile, together with

evidence of a hypocaust system (Woodcock, 1998, 180). Pottery has also been found, dating
from the through & centuriesAD.

Ludley Farm (Burnthouse Wood, Grade 3, at TQ 848 A0&ber 31 on Map 31
Date: 15t and 29 century AD (based on pottery and coin data).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: Located near Beckley, trial excavations here in the
early 1970s revealed large amounts of pottery within a large 100m by 50m slag and refuse
bank which had been much used for local road metalling (Scott, 1972, 29, and Botting, 73,
111). It was considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 295) and Hodgkinson (1999,
70). Pottery from the site included Samian ware, with a few occupation period coins also

being found.
Oaklands Park (Grade 4, at TQ 785 lifémber 26 on Map 3)1

Date: 15 through & centuries AD (based on pottery and coin data).
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Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site was first identified as a Roman iron working
location in the 1840s when Roman coins were found on land owned by Hercules Sharp
(Lower, 1849, 174). Straker (1931, 329) reports that the extensive slag heap was heavily
utilised in the 19 century as a source for metalling local roadways. After consideration by
Cleere and Crossley (1995, 305) Oaklands Park was then investigated in the late 1990s and
early 2000s by WIRG and HAARG (Hodgkinson, 2001, 3). Most recently a geophysical
survey of the whole site by David Staveley was followed up by an extensive test pitting
exercise by IHRG (Staveley, 2014) when a total of six large trenches were dug. The aim of
the latter was to find Classis Britannica tiles to prove a link between the site and the regional
fleet. None were found however, with Staveley noting a comparative lack of any tiles even

though a number of buildings including the smithy were found.

From the above investigations and associated data and analysis it is evident that that iron
production took place at this large, eastern/ coastal site froni'theniury AD through to the

39 century. Cleere and Crossley (1995, 91) say that the 20°@@@tag still in existence,
weighing some 60,000 tonnes, indicates a peak iron production rate of 140 tonnes per year.
In that regard it can be considered the second largest Wealden iron production site after

Beauport Park.

Pepperingeye (Grade 2, at TQ 743 ld@mber 20 on Map 3)1
Date: 15 century AD (based on pottery data).

Type: Industrial site.

SiteHistory and Economic Evidence: Located near Battle, this site was first recorded by
Straker (1931, 351). It was then considered in detail by Cleere and Crossley (1995, 295),
who thought it might be a satellite site for nearby Crowhurst Park, and Hodgkinson (1999,

70). Featuring a 1m layer of slag, Samian ware pottery has also been found here.
Romden (Grade 3, at TQ 8985 4220mber 36 on Map 3)1
Date: 15tto 2" centuries AD (based on pottery and coin data).

Type: Industrial site.
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Site History and Economic Evidence: The Roman provenance of this site, on the extreme
north eastern edge of the eastern/ coastal region, was first indicated by the findifij of a 2
century AD coin and possible associated burial in 1856 (unrecorded at the time). At the
beginning of the 20 century this prompted Basil Worsfold, the owner of Romden Castle, to
gather together some local antiquarians and carry out an investigation on his estate. This
located significant amounts of iron slag and occupation-period pottery, though again at the
time this went unreported. Both events were finally published by Worsfold in Archaeologia
Cantiana (1931, 82). Field walking in 1994 by WIRG confirmed the Roman provenance of
Worsfold’s site, finding large amounts of additional pottery together with more iron slag
(Aldridge, 1996, 16). Most recently, further field walking by WIRG in 2008 found 51
occupation-period pottery fragments including sherds of Samian ware. Also located was an
extensive 200m by 150m cinder field featuring bloomery slag, furnace lining and roasted ore
(Aldridge, 2009, 9), making it the largest Wealden Kent-based occupation period iron

working site currently known.

Runhams Farm (Grade 1, at 8@20 5100, number 34 on Map B.1
Date: 15tto 2" centuries AD (based on pottery data).

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This site was first excavated by the Mid-Kent

Training School in 1980, this being recorded by Tebbutt (1981b, 20). It was then investigated
in detail over a lengthy period of time by KARU from 1978 to 1986 (Philp, 1994, 10).

Runhams farm was then considered in detail by Hodgkinson (1999, 70). In terms of material
culture, the remains of three bloomer furnaces have been found here together with a number
of Samian ware sherds at what has been interpreted as a Roman-British farmstead featuring a

limited amount of iron manufacturing.

Westhawk Farm (Grade 1, at TQ 9996 40@@mber 37 on Map 3)1
Date: 15'through & centuries AD (based on pottery and coin data).
Type: Roadside settlement/ nucleated settlement and industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This well recorded small town, sited at the
convergence of two major regional Roman roads, lies near modern day Ashford at the

extreme eastern edge of the eastern/ coastal region. It was excavated in 1998 and 1999 by
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Oxford Archaeology, revealing a settlement of over 18 ha (Booth, Bingham and Lawrence,
2008, 272). WIRG recently rated it as a Grade 1 iron manufacturing site based on the
identification of two small but intensive areas of iron working which have been associated
with roadside trades such as shoeing horses or repairing vehicles (Paynter, 2007, 15). Booth
(2001, 3) says that activity across the whole of the excavated area of the site declined

dramatically by the mid‘3century.

Upper Wilting Farm (Grade 2, at TiZ10 1100, number 24 on Map B.1
Date: Undated.

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This new site was excavated by Oxford Archaeology

and HAARG between 2013 and 2014, though the results are currently unpublished. A 55m by
20m spread of slag alongside the remains of 14 bloomery furnaces have been found here,
together with a number of Samian ware sherds.
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3.2. Settlement in the Occupation Period Weald

As noted above in 2.3.4, and evidenced in the site list above, there was comparatively little
settlement in the Weald during the occupation. Cunliffe (1988, 84) explained the common
belief that:

“In the whole of the coastal zone between the Roman towns of Chichester and

Canterbury, no urban cena emerged.”

Modern research is now coming to light however which may challenge this to an extent, with
as noted in the site list HAARG discovering a possible roadside settlement at the major
eastern/ coastal iron working site at Footlands Farm (Cornwell, 2013, 14). Such a settlement
would be analogous with that of the small town of Ariconium in the Forest of Dean where a
similar roadside settlement developed in association with local iron working (Jackson, 2012,
195). A lively debate also exists about whether the sites at Garden Hill and Bardown were
actually small towns, with Lyne arguing in favour in unpublished work (pers. comm. 22 May
2013 but others (for example Rudling, 2013) disagreeing. Recent geophysical surveying
work at Bardown certainly seems to now rule that site out as a settlement (Hodgkinson, 2012,
1). Meanwhile, a final small town candidate with direct links to the Roman Wealden iron
industry is found at Arlington in East Sussex on the periphery of the region, a road-side
settlement sitting along the Greensand Way which linked Barcombe and Hardham and at the
place where this road crossed the Cuckmere River. This small town interpretation is again
based on data from recent geophysical surveying and excavations by the Brighton and Hove
Archaeological Society which have found roadside ditches, a large assemblage of occupation-
period pottery (including extensive quantities of Samian ware), glass and potential structures
including one constructed of masonry (Chuter, Washington and Corbett, 2008). Analogously
this is a very similar situation to that of the Westhawk Farm small town near Ashford in Kent

on the eastern edge of the Weald.

Even in the best case scenario however, it is clear that only a limited amount of occupation-
period settlement is visible in the data from this extensive region, with most being in the

context of industrial activity. Further, such settlement as there is evident only through to the
middle of the 3 century as detailed below in 3.4, after which both industry and its associated

settlement begin to significantly diminish.
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Given this limited settlement, and archaeological data from the Medway Valley where there
appears to be little or no Roman presence further upriver than Teston (from where the river
meanders towards the Weald, see 3.3 below, though also see commentary in 3.1.4 above
regarding Great Cansiron), | believe a good case can actually be made that access to the
industrial region of the Weald was specifically restricted by the state during the occupation
(see discussion in Chapter 6 in that regard). Cleere and Crossley (1995, 68) certainly viewed
it as a single and homogenous unit, they arguing that this tradition continued into the post-
Roman period when the name wald first appears as explained above, initially in association
with the Saxon Shore fort at Pevensey (Roman Anderida, the initial Germanic name for the
region thus being Andredsweald, Everitt, 1986, 53). It is instructive in this regard that there

were clearly so few sites of cultural significance in the centre of the Weald that it was named
after a site on its coastal periphery.
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3.3._Transport Infrastructure in the Weald During the Roman Occupation

In the pre-modern era the Weald, given its heavy clay soils and wooded nature, was long
associated with transport inaccessibility. Defoe (1724, 196) for example, in his tour of

Britain in the early 18 century, said that it might take up to three years for a load of Wealden
timber destined for the naval dockyards at Chatham to make the journey. Things were clearly
better during the occupation however when a number of road-based and maritime options

were available for transport purposes across the region which facilitated industrial activity.

In terms of the former, the most important (though acknowledging that from London which
crosses the North Downs near Titsey and then carries onwards to Lewes was also important
for the central Weald) was the north-south Roman road which originated in Rochester where
it branched off from Watling Street, then headed south through modern Maidstone before
ultimately terminating in the environs of the huge Beauport Park iron manufacturing site to
the immediate north of Hastings (having passed other significant iron working sites including
Footlands Farm and Oaklands Park). Following the route of the modern A229 for much of its
length (Vincent, 2007, 42), it was originally thought to actually go on to the south coast town

but recent work by Staveley (2013) now shows this not to be the case (see 3.1.4 above).

This roadway, identified as the principal land link between the north Kent coast and the
Weald by Margary (1967, 272), allowed official communications to flow both ways and may
also have provided access to the ragstone quarrying industry in the Medway Valley (see
discussion in Chapter 6). Lyne, in work in preparation (pers. comm. 12 July 2013), uses

pottery data to illustrate that goods also travelled regularly on this routeway, saying:

“The road was clearly used for two-way traffic based on the wares found both in the
Medway Valley (where some of it is Wealden) and the Weald (where some of it
originates from north Kent). The road may have been a viable alternative to coastal
maritime transport for some goods such as pottery, especially given that significant

amounts of porterage would have been needed to transfer goods to the coast anyway.

Meanwhile Houliston (1999, 162) uses data from his villa excavations in Maidstone to reach

a similar conclusion, saying:

“Inferential evidence for the transportation of iron ore and smelted iron from the

Weald comes from a number of sites (in Maidstone) including the Mount...The main
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road beeen Rochester and...(Beauport Park)...would have been an important route

for the industry.”

Margary (1967, 34) explained that access to the region (particularly the central area) was also
provided by the radial Roman road network running south from London through to the south
coast, particularly the roads to the likely port locations at Lewes (see above), Portslade and
Chichester. This network was then linked west to east by other Roman roads running along
the line of the escarpment foot of the South Downs and along the Sussex Coastal Plain.
Margary (1967, 34) further details the existence of a network of Iron Age trackways across
the Weald, for example those following the ridgeways which crossed the centre of the region.
Harrington and Welch (2014, 109) add that most of the central region roadways and
trackways, through a variety of types of connectivity, terminated at Southwark to the
immediate south of Londinium (as does of course the Rochester-Wealden road via Watling
Street). This location was a regional centre (though noting it principally catered for the needs
of London) for a variety of types of metal working and craft during the occupation
(Hodgkinson, 1994, 34) as identified from data provided by significant amounts of material
culture and metal working detritus, found particularly at the Courage Brewery site there
(Brigham et al. 1995, 1). This is directly supported by Cowan et al (2009, 106) in their
definitive appreciation of Roman Southwark which, bringing together 41 previously
unpublished excavation reports from 1973 to 1991, highlights over 60 iron-smithing and
bronze working hearths used to make a range of metal goods including nails, tools and
fittings.

All of these roadways and trackways, across the whole region, were together a principal
factor in the location of the industrial sites in the Weald, with Cleere and Crossley (1995, 61)
explaining that all such locations (whether in the central region or the eastern/ coastal region)
were within 3.5km of such a roadway or trackway. Staveley (2013) actually believes that the
Rochester - Wealden road and the radial routes from London were built specifically to open
up the region to provide access to the industrial hinterlands between them, thus enabling the

larger industrial sites to be built.

In terms of maritime transport, the occupied Weald was then as now well served by rivers
providing access from the interior to the coast, for example in the west the Rlé&s's
Haven and Ouse giving access to the central region and to the east the Rivers Brede and

Rother facilitating activity in the eastern/ coastal region. Cleere and Crossley (1995, 62) say
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that as the Wealden iron industry grew, specific ports were built on these rivers to facilitate
the transportation of the pig iron being produced. The principal ports serving the central,
more localisedegion to enable the transport of goods to the coast and onwards (as opposed
to northwards along the road and trackways) would have been:

» Kitchenham Farm near Ashburnham, on the Ash Bournéb{adry of the Waller’s
Haven) which would have had tidal access to Pevensey Bay during the occupation
given that the coast line to the east of Pevensey was much further inland (at least
tidally) prior to subsequent silting and land reclamation in the Pevensey Levels
(Cornwell and Cornwell, 2008, 10, 2008, 1, and 2010, 16).

» Castle Croft on the Wallers Haven itself, the site of an unusual earthwork where
Roman tile and coins have also been found and which would, during the occupation,

also have had tidal access to Pevensey Bay (Cornwell et al, 2007, 3).

These two sites may have actually been linked in some way given their close proximity, for

example one being the site of the actual port and the other the location of warehousing.

Additionally, recent data provided by geophysical survey work carried out by Russel and
Staveley (2012, 1) has indicated the possible presence of quays along an old stream frontage
at the central Wealden site at Great Cansiron, as noted in 3.1.4. Well away from the coast,
this would have provided riverine access to the nearby River Medway and thus a route north

to the ragstone quarries of the Medway Valley and on to the north Kent coast.

Meanwhile, for the eastern/ coastal region Cleere and Crossley (1995, 61) discuss two river
port locations to facilitate coastal access for the much larger-scale state industry present there
during the occupation. These are:

» An as yet unidentified site on the River Brede, the presence of which is indicated by
the close proximity of the early iron manufacturing sites (though noting the highly

speculative nature of their suggestion here

» An extensive facility at Bodiam, where the Rochester-Wealden Roman road crossed
the River Rother and where Classis Britannica tile has been {éuiher, 2013, 62).
Cunliffe (1988, 84) speculated that Bodiam may have actually been the principal
occupation-period inland terminal facilitating the wider riverine transport of goods to
the coast in this eastern/ coastal region, while Cleere and Crossley (1995, 64)
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highlight the fact that the location is equidistant from all of the later regional major
iron production facilities. In this regard it may have succeededdhdier

speculated port on the Brede.
Cunliffe (1988, 84) added a further potential eastern/ coastal port location:

» A site on the northern edge of Romney Marsh near Lympne, site of the later Saxon
Shore fort in whose walls re-used tiles from earlier structures have been found. He
referenced the antiquarian ebsery of large amounts of Roman period ‘occupation
debiis’ at Dymchurch as suggesting the potential location for such a port (also see
Haverfield and Wheeler, 1932, 55).

Maritime access to these eastern/ coastal port sites would have been markedly easier during
the occupation compared to the present day due to the subsequent silting up and land
reclamation of the extensive area now covered by Romney Marsh, paralleling the experience
to the west around Pevensept thattime, the area now covered by Romney Marsh would
have included an extensive area of sheltered water, thus being ideal for maritime trade.
Cunliffe (1988, 83) explained in his work with the Romney Marsh Research Trust that the
shelter would have been provided by a coastal shingle barrier formed by long shore drift, and
that it was into this body of water protected by the barrier that the drainage channels of the

Brede and Rother would have flowed.

An excellent example of regional market integration (within both the Imperial and provincial
economies), one should reflect here that it was of course not just iron being transported
through this maritime trade network, but other materials also. For example Allen and Fulford
(1999, 179) highlight the fact that locally quarried Ashdown Sandstone was also being
exported, for use in the walls of the Saxon Shore fort at Brancaster in East Anglia. They
speculate that this trade may have used its own bespoke ports built in the area between
Bexhill and Fairlight.

A final point here is to consider the destinations of travel of the exported goods, particularly
from the eastern/ coastal Wealden ports. The models of Morris (2010, 1) and Evans (2013,
433) are particularlyseful in this regard, with the former’s Southern North Sea and Eastern
Channel System providing a ready framework to track goods travelling up the east coast and
across the North Sea and the Channel to the Continent. Mearwhied’s eastern coast

route provides an even more comfortable fit for Wealden goods travelling northwards, with
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the iron industry being particularly important supporting the extensive military presence in

the north. As is demonstrated above in 2.5 however, trade would also have been important up
the west coast where, once again, the military presence in the north and west would have been
the principal beneficiaries.
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3.4. The Iron Industry in the Weald During the Roman Occupation

The Weald was one of the three principal iron-producing areas in Britain during the
occupation, the other two being the Forest of Dean and the East Midlands (Mattingly, 2006,
509). Both of the latter superseded the Weald in terms of importance after the middle of the
3 century (Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 72). Iron was also produced on a lesser scale
elsewhere in Britain, for example in East Yorkshire (the industry there having its roots in the
LIA, Halkon, 2011, 148), Exmoor in the south west and, later in the occupation, the Thames

Valley.

Easily accessible raw materials were at the heart of the location of the Wealden iron industry,
for example theegion’s siderite iron ore which had an average iron ore content of 40%

(Jones and Mattingly, 1990, 192). The heavily wooded Weald was also a ready source of the
large amounts of timber needed to produce the vast quantities of charcoal required for the iron
manufacturing process, with Oak, Beech, Hazel and Ash all being utilized in this regard.
Hodgkinson (2013) adds that a readily available source of water was also important in the
location of individual sites, he saying:

“A lot of the early iron-working sites are found in stream valleys. This provided
water to support all aspects of the operation, with the added bonus that it also

facilitatedprospecting along the banks of the streams.”

As detailed above in 3.1.2, the iron industry in the Weald had its origins in the LIA, and its

success in that regard was a key factor in attracting Roman interest from the outset of the

occupation (Hodgkinson, 2008, 30). Data from sites such as Beauport Park (Brodribb et al,
1988, 232) show that from these comparatively modest beginnings the iron manufacturing

industry expanded rapidly from that poikiodgkinson (2008, 2) concurs with this

chronology, saying:

“...iron making in the pre-Roman and Roman Weald should be regarded as a

continuum that was unbroken, but intensified, by the Roman occupation...”

Hodgkinson (2008, 32) says that there was considerable variation in the layout of Roman iron
working sites. For example, the standard chaine opératoire process for iron production at the
smaller sites would typically find them based in a stream valley with the ore being dug from

mines at the top of the valley slopes, then moving downhill to be roasted, then moving further
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downhill for smelting and forging before the waste was dumped into the valley bottom (see
Figure 22 below). As Hodgkinson (2013) says regarding these smallersitesjing

moved downhill.” In contrast, the larger sites (especially in the eastern/ coastal region) would
have been much mo®akin to Peacock’s (1982, 8) manufactory-scale mode of production in

the pottery industry. This would have been in terms of their large size, engagement with
regional transport infrastructure and the level of industrial organisation evident (in the case of

the latter, with a clear symbiosis between capital and labour).

ore diggin e s
= ore roasting

clay - e smelting

=
=

sandstone

Figure 22: Cross-section of a typical smaller Romano-British bloonteringhe Weald. Reproduced from The
Wealden Iron Industry (Jeremy Hodgkinson), original image biiduighton.

The siderite iron ore extraction operations would have been in the form of shallow quarries or
bowl-shaped opencast pits, with the largest iron ore mining sites being located at Bardown
and Beauport Park (the latter being the largest, Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 15). Hodgkinson
(2008, 13) does emphasise however that iron ore would have been sporadically available
across the whole of the Weald, and in many cases would have been mined very close to the
iron working sites themselves, for example at Footlands Farm (Cleere and Crossley, 1995,
303). Thisis in contrast to the later occupation period iron manufacturing industry in the
Forest of Dean where the centrally mined ore appears to have been shipped across the region

using the River Severn as the main arterial routeway (J. R. Allen, 2010, 41).

In the Weald, once extracted the ore was then roasted to create ferrous oxides from the
carbonate, this being easier to smelt. Furnaces came in a variety of types and were generally
larger than any of their chronological successors until the later Middle Ages at the earliest
(Dark and Dark, 1997), with Hodgkinson (2008, 2) saying:
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“...both tapping and non-tapping furnaces were used, (with) both domed and shaft

furnaces (being) found in the region during thespgeriod.”

The Roman ironvorkers would have used the ‘Direct Process’ when producing their iron,

with the iron produced in the furnace being available for forging immediately. The iron was
obtained from these furnaces by creating temperatures of around 1,100 degrees centigrade,
the slag then being removed and discamatelthus providing the principal evidence today of

the occupation-period iron industry (along with other waste products including charcoal
refuse, ore refuse and furnace debris). In his most recent calculations, Hodgkinson in work in
preparation (pers. comm. 5 December 2015) has used this slag to determine the total amount
of iron produced in the Weald during the occupatitorking with Crew’s (1998, 51)

estimates for the occupation-period iron industry at Laxton in Northamptonshiod, wh
suggestedhat the total iron produced was equivalent to 15% of the total slag volume/ weight
(the two amounts reckoned to be equivalent), Hodgkinson now indicates that the slag

Figure 23: Artist's impression of Roman bloomery furnaces in Littledas Wood, Mayfield, the Weald.
Reproduced from The Wealden Iron Industry (Jeremy Hodgkinsag)jnal image by R. Houghton.
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Figure 24 Roman iron bloomery, Little Furnace Wood, showing sandstonémewt and forging hearth.
Wealden Iron Research Group.

Figure25: Experimental iron bloomery in the Weald. Wealden Iron Research Group.

141



volumes in his 1999 and 2008 papers should be modified down by as much as 50% and that a
more realistic figure (including an amount for a percentage of undated sites) may be nearer
75-100,000 tonnes of slag and waste in the Weald, indicating a total of 10-15,000 tonnes of
iron being produced.

In terms of the output of each site, a large operation such as that at Bardown would have used
eight furnaces to produce up to 50 tonnes of iron annually from 290 tonnes of iron ore.
Cleere and Crossley (1995, 78) explain that to maintain this intense output some 15ha of
woodland would have been needed to provide the annually required charcoal, with
Hodgkinson (2013) believing coppicing would have been mandatory to maintain this level of
woodland exploitation (see Appendix A below for full details). Each site was extensively
exploited for the locally available raw materials, and once these (particularly the iron ore)
were exhausted satellite sites would have been established to make use of the existing
supporting infrastructure, with the workers still likely to have been based at the original site
(Cleere and Crossley, 1995, 72). A good example can be found at Bardown where the main
site fell out of use by the end of th& 2entury but where satellites (including the location of
the High Weald coin hoard, see below) continued well into 'theeBtury (Stuart-Hutcheson,
2012).

Cleere and Crossley (1995, 81) believe that the iron produced by this intensive industry
would have been used for four categories of goods, these being:

» Tools and implements.
» Weapons.
» Construction ironwork (nails, carpenters dogs, clamps and symilar

» Miscellaneous (horseshoes, boat fittings, barrel hoops and similar).

Additionally, the iron slag which was a by-product of the manufacturing process was also
used in compacted form as metalling for Roman roadways in the region. As an example of

the scale of this use, Hodgkinson (1999, 68) says:

“Of the Roman road that runs north from Lewes, Sussex, across Ashdown Forest

(and) towards Edenbridge, Kent, as much as 30km may be surfaced with slag”.

Post-LIA iron production seems to have begun early in many of the eastern/ coastal sites such
as Beauport Park (Brodribb et al, 1988, 232), and also at a few of the more westerly inland

sites such as Great Cansiron (Tebbutt, 1971, 11), peaking across the Weald in the middle of
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the 2% century by which time the above mentioned 114 sites were or had been operational as
iron working or iron-industry supporting locations. Changes in this prime example of the
exploitation of natural resources in the region become evident however from the beginning

the 39 century, with Jones and Mattingly (1990, 193) saying:

“The major workings at Bardown and Crowhurst Park appear to have run down while
satellite sites developed around them. In the fid@éhtury mining seems to have ceased
altogether in the Bardown/ Holbeanwood complex and in the Battle area around
Beauport Park. Therefore, the major production period for this industry...probably had a

life span of approximately two centuries ofi@e more.”

More recent analysis of each of these sites as detailed above in 3.1.4 shows this still to be an
accurate assessment, for example by Hodgkinson regarding Bardown (2012, 1). Cleere (1977,
18) also emphasasithe abruptness of the end of iron production at these key sites in the
middle of the 3rd century, while Cunliffe (1988, 86) added that the maritime infrastructure
around Romney Marsh built to support the iron industry also disappeared if ¢bat8ry.

More recently Booth (2001, 3) has similarly shown that activity of all kinds, including iron
production, declined dramatically at the roadside settlement of Westhawk Farm in the same
timeframe. Meanwhile Stuart-Hutcheson (2012) says that the end date for the High Weald
coin hoard found in 2006 near Bardown, on which she worked at the British Museum under
the tutelage of Sam Moorhead, also correlates with the decline of iron production there at this

time (see Figure 26). This hoard is particularly important because of:

» The unique location of its finding in the central High Weald. The limited number of
hoards found in the Weald until this point, for example that found in Hastings in 1989
(Dance, 1995, 3), are from the periphery.

» lts size, with 2,891 radiates dating from AD 215 to AD 268 and featuring all
Emperors from Caracalla to the Gallic Emperor Postumus apart from Severus
Alexander and Maximmus. By way of comparison, the Hastings hoard featured 59
silver denarii and 92 bronze coins (Dance, 1995, 3).

» The comparatively high number of rare coins, for example a radiate of Gordian III’s
wife Sabina Tranquillina and coins documenting the Secular Games of Phillip 1.
Stuat-Hutcheson (2012) interprets this as representing high status.

» The range of mints represented, including Rome, Antioch, Milan and Lyons,

indicating a mercantile origin.
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Figure26: High Weald coin hoard in its broken pottery container. Brighton Museums.

Meanwhile Lyne (1994, 545) also highlights an economic change in the nature of pottery
manufacturing in the region in the mié-8entury, where he says a change from wheel-

worked high quality pottery to handmade ware producing industries is directly associated
with the decline of the iron industry. He suggests that the skilled pottery industry workers

may have actually dispersed to work elsewhere in occupied Britain.

Some iron working does appear to have continued in the Weald after the middle"®f the 3
century, mainly at a local level at the westerly sites which were less associated with the
Classis Britannica (see discussion in Chapter 6). Cleere and Crossley (1995, 81) estimate
that annual production figures for iron across the entirety of the Weald between AD 350 and
AD 400 would have been 50 tonnes, compared to a peak of 750 tonnes between AD 150 and
AD 250 when the changes described above become visible. They say that this later, more
localised phase of iron-production continued into thedntury by which time only Oldlasd

and Broadfields in the central region and Footlands Farm in the eastern/ coastal region were
still active (and then at much reduced levels). Hodgkinson (2008, 34) says that any evidence
at all of iron manufacturing, even at this limited level, disappears totally with the end of the
occupation. For a long time afterwards there is no evidence of iron working at all in the
Weald, and when it does reappear if"@éntury Saxon context at Millbrook in Ashdown
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Forest the technology in use is actually more primitive than that used in the LIA prior to the

Roman occupation (Hodgkinson, 2008, 35).

Cleere and Crossley (1995, 81) make the case that one of the reasons for this evident decline
of the occupation Wealden iron industry in tffec@ntury was theilting up of the region’s

rivers which had provided the crucial access to the coast, especially with regard to the major
sites in the eastern/ coastal region. Given the location of the latter sites near the coast, they
were also highly exposed to attack by Germanic pirates (Harrington and Welch, 2014, 109),
with the appearance of four Saxon Shore forts between Dover and Portchester being
testament to the level of this threat (though no@ogerill’s contention is this regard, 1993,

236). Rudling (2013) suggests that over-exploitation of the Wealden forests for timber would
also have been a factor in the decline of the industry given the intensity of iron manufacturing
at its height (particularly in the eastern/ coastal region), while in unpublished work Cleere
(pers. comm. 6 May 2014) adds that another factor was the decline in the demand for iron
using the east coast maritime route, for example in London or by the military in the north.
With regard to the latter, it certainly coincides with the post-Severan campaigns period in
Scotland after which Southern (2013, 251) argues an unusual period of comparative peace
followed which lasted for around four decades. She says in this regard that the ‘slash and

burn’ policy of these campaigns led to severe de-population in the region which took several
generations of peaceful co-existence to overcome. Meanwhile, the additional synergy
between the decline of the iron industry and the disappearance of the Classis Britannica
(particularly in the eastern/ coastal region) is discussed in full in the discussion in Chapter 6.

Figure 27: Epigraphy on bath house stonework entrance at Beauporéfeagkcing the vilicus who ran the
site. Battle Museum.
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3.5. Who Were the Workers in the state-run areas of the Wealden Iron Industry?

While there is extensive data available to enable the consideration of the occupation-period
Wealden iron-industry, little attention has been paid to who the workers actually were in the
region and | do that here. As detailed in 3.1.2, a number of leading commentators (for
example Brodribb, 1979, 141, Cleer and Crossley, 1995, 64, and Hodgkinson, 2009, 34
believe that the state had a significant presence in the eastern/ coastal region, with the Classis
Britannica often being cited as the actor in that regard. This view provides context for the
below, though is actually discussed in detail in Chapter 6 (where my own compilation of data
regarding the workforce both here and for the upper Medway Valley ragstone quarrying
industry set out in 5.4 is also considered, given the insight provided in this regard by all

aspects of the research to that point).

At the top of the tree in the Wealden iron-industry (particularly the eastern/ coastal region)
would have been the procurator metallorum, a common figure across the Empire at any
mining and quarrying site (especially those state-run) and a senior figure within the Imperial
economy. Often those recorded have the location of their area of responsibility attached to
their official title, whether for an entire province, region or just for one site. An example is
provided by one M. Ulpius Eutyches who is recorded in the e&tigéntury as the

procurator metallic Albo-C(rarensis), a mining district in north western Spain (Hirt, 2010,
120). The procurator metallorum had wide responsibilities which covered not only the
successful operation of the metalla for which they were responsible, but all ancillary activities
also. As de la Bédoyere (1992, 100) explains, this would have included transport and also the
approval of the concessionaries who provided all related services, these latter ranging from
the provision of food to supplying clothing and footwear.

One trend which does appear to be common with these senior officials relates to their societal
origins. The more senior procurator metallorum (operating at either provincial level or

looking after a region or a major individual site) were equestrians, while those managing the
more minor sites tended to be freedmen (Hirt, 2010, 165). This distinction was also reflected
in the size and seniority of their management teams, with those of the more senior being made
up of junior procuratores, other equestrians or freedmen, and any military personnel
seconded by the Governor (see 2.2.2 and 2.2.4 above for discussion regarding the various

organisational options available to manage each specific metalla enterprise).
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An interesting reflection here is where these procurator metallorum and their staff would
have lived when not carrying out their daily duties. Certainly not close to their place of work
given the toxic working environment, with Darvill and McWhirr (1982, 137) explaining that
the metalla:

“...required a considerable amount of land, produced noxious smells and the
movement of their products or even raw materials would have caused congestion on

roads (or nvers) at peak times of production.”

This raises a problematic issue in the Weald, given the comparative lack of elite housing in
the region (at least as found to date) to accommodate the procuratorial staff, excepting around
the fringes as detailed in 2.3.4. and 3.2. One intriguing possibility is that they actually
resided, at least part of the time, in the grand villas of the upper Medway Valley, for example
at Teston. The Roman road running from Rochester through modern Maidstone to the major
iron-manufacturing site at Beauport Park in the eastern/ coastal region of the Weald is well
known as detailed above in 3.3. New data is now beginning to emerge however regarding
another Roman road which runs from the Dean Street ragstone quarry above the Medway
Valley to the East Farleigh villa site/ Barming Roman ford on the River Medway (see 5.1.4
below for full details). Crossing this ford one is then only a short distance from the villas of
the north bank of the river, for example at Teston again. Research is now being carried out to
see if a link can be made between the eastern end of this road at the Dean Street quarry site
and the close-by Wealden road which is only a short distance away. If such a link were found
then this road turns into a spur of the major north-south route and gives a direct, physical link
between the Weald and the Medway Valley. That being the case a reasonable argument can
be made that the procutaror metallum in Kent was one individual covering the metalla of
both the Weald (siderite mining and iron manufacturing) and Medway Valley (ragstone
guarrying), having as his residence a grand Medway Valley villa, rather than there being two
such individuals, each covering their own respective area. A single individual would clearly
speak to the importance of the region in an industrial context, particularly if the post was
created early in the occupation which may account for the rapid growth of both metalla. Such
an individual could also of course have resided in London (at least part of the time), travelling
as required down the Thames Estuary and up the River Medway to reach the ragstone
quarrying industry, then using the Rochester - Wealden road if he needed to access the iron

manufacturing industry in the eastern/ coastal Weald.
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Looking below the level of the procurator metallorum and his staff who ran the metalla at
provincial, regional and individual mine/ quarry level, there were a range of options available
to directly manage the large-scale metalla operations (though noting all would report upwards
through the procurator metallorum). These ranged from the state carrying out the work using
military resources, through to all the work being outsourced to civilian contractors (again, for
the specific options see 2.2.2 and 2.2.4 above). In the case of the former the discussion in
Chapter 6 considers whether this was the case with the Classis Britannica for the eastern/
coastal area of the Wealden iron industry (and indeed elsewhere in the region, taking into
consideration the vilicus detailed in 3.1.4 and Figure 27 above) and whether this specific
example was actually an Imperial Estate. In the case of the latter a good example would be
the south western lead mining industry detailed above in 2.6.3, or the Forest of Dean iron
industry where Holbrook (2006, 124) argues that the rights to extract and work the minerals
were quickly granted by the state to local entrepreneurs and where Jackson (2012, 169) says
that data from the key excavations at the small town of Ariconium show little sign of a

military presence.

Going down the employment chain, looking at who actually carried out the physical siderite
mining in the shallow quarries and bowl-shaped opencast pits, there are four possibilities.

» Military personnel if the sites were run directly by the state (as part of the Imperial
economy, though clearly also contributing to the provincial economy (see 2.2.2 and
2.2.3 above). Hirt (2010, 197) argues against this however, using data from mines and
quarries across the Empire to show that while the soldiers and sailors were expected to
physically participate in stone quarrying and wood cutting for the construction of
military and public buildings, they may have been spared mining for iron ore. He

says:

“Besides the hazards of working in a subterranean environment, the extent and
intensity of labour involved (in mining) may have excluded soldiers as a constant

’

supply of work force.’

» Semi-autonomous individuals or groups of freedmen (Harrington and Welch, 2014,
110).

» Indentured workers from the local population working under imposed munera

(required duties), with Hirt (2010, 227) arguing that most inhabitants of a district
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hosting a mining enterprise could be summoned by the procurator metallorum for
such work. Mattingly (2011, 172) details the analogous Roman gold-mining
experience in Spain, saying:

“Studies of the settlement pattern around the northern Spanish mines suggest a
significant level of reorganisation of local communities to support the mining

activity...backed up by the discovery of an edict of Augustus from El Bierzo.”

» Forced labour, for examples criminals condemned to the metalla and slaves (Pearson,
2006, 64).

We should not forget here the grim life experiences of these faceless and less fortunate
workers carrying out the ‘coal face’ mining activity. Brown (2012, 8) talks of nine tenths of

the population across the Empire living miserable lives, and those carrying out the manual
labour in the siderite mines of the Weald would have led a particularly unfortunate existence,
especially if indentured workers, forced labour or slaves. Images of swarms of quarry workers
extracting gold at Brazil’s Serra Palada gold mines in the early 20™ century illustrate the vast
numbers required in such pre-modern extractive industrial activity (Mattingly, 2011, 173).

For the criminals and slaves in particular, the experience of working in the mines would have
been particularly traumatic, with Mattingly (2011, 174) pointing to evidence of violence to

the bodies of miners in the archaeological and historical record across the Empire.

Moving from the miners to those actually manufacturing the iron from the ore mined above,
this was clearly highly skilled work and the use of troops and sa#om®t be ruled out here.
Cleere and Crossley (1995, 75) argue that in the larger establishments it would have been a
mix of naval personnel and Imperially-employed civilian craftsmen (see discussion in
Chapter 6). The origins of these civilian iron workers remains problematic, with Cleere and
Crossley (1995, 75) believing the original LIA iron workers, who pre-dated the Romans at
sites such as Garden Hill, Crowhurst Park and Footlands Farm, originated in Gallia Belgica.
They then argue that as the state then took over the industry, expertise from iron-working
areas elsewhere in the Empire (for example Noricum) would have been imported into the

region to facilitate the rapid growth and introduction of new technologies.

At its height during the occupation the total population in the Weald is estimated by Cleere
and Crossley (1995, 75) to have been around 3,600 people, of which 600 would have been

working directly in the iron industry (both mining and manufacturing), 600 in the supporting
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administrative and transport industries and the remainder either the suppliers of services or
families. As detailed in 3.1.2 above, Hodgkinson (2008, 32) believes that many of the
individuals working at the smaller sites in the central Weald were actually seasonally

employed and may have been local farmers who carried out the activity out of season.

In terms of accommodation, while the procurator metallorum and his staff would have found
fine living on the periphery of the Weald or in the Medway Valley, the majority of the
extensive labouring workforce in the Weald would have been housed near to their places of
work (Hirt, 2010, 46) and would have had to live with these harsh conditions on a daily basis,
especially the unskilled workers. In this regard, and based on data from Bardown, Cleere and
Crossley (1995, 303) argue that the majority of this wider workforce would have lived in

timber framed barrack-type buildings.
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3.6. The Tile and Brick Industry in the Weald

In addition to occupation-period iron production, the Weald is also heavily associated with
tile and brick manufacturing. This industry, which existed side by side with its iron producing
counterpart, is perhaps best known for the tile and brick found across the region featuring the
stamp of the Classis Britannica, this association with the iron industry and regional fleet
being the reason it is considered in such detail here. The first such stamped tile was found in
1778 by the Revd. John Lyon in Dover, and from such modest beginnings subsequent
archaeological investigation has cast light on what we now know was a major influence on

the success of the economy in the region.

Mills (2013, 453) says there is no evidence of tile and brick manufacture in quantity in Britain
before the occupation, with Betts in work in preparation (pers. comm. 24 October 2012)
adding that the industry in the Weald began very early after the Claudian invasion, perhaps as
early as AD 50, though on an initially small scale for local use. He believes this illustrates a
similar degree of foreknowledge regarding the available extractive materials as is evidenced
by the Wealden iron industry and the Medway Valley ragstone quarrying industry (see 3.5
above and 5.3 below). Mills (2013, 461) says that the military and settling veterans were the
principal vector for the introduction of tile use in Britain, with Hirt (2010, 197) arguing that

the soldiers and sailors would have physically participated in the manufacture of tiles in the

same way they would have carried out stone quarrying and wood cutting.

The first municipal or official stamps in Britain appear in AD 90 (in a legionary context),

with Betts (1987, 28) arguing that this late appearance of official stamping shows that the
very early tile manufacturing industry would have been local in nature rather than extra-
regional. This is illustrated by the below table which sets out the location of kilns used in the
early phases of the urbanisation of London, with the Weald not featuring at all (tiles from

there beginning to appear in the provincial capital after the beginning dtberury).

Table 3.2 - Locations of kilns producing tiles used in London early in the occupation.

AD 50-80 AD 70-100
Ash Canterbury
Canterbury Deerton Street
Deerton Street Turnham
Turnham Maidstone
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Maidstone Eccles

Eccles Rochester

Snodland Ebbsfleet

Ebbsfleet London

Darenth

Orpington

Beddington

London

Romford

Chelmsford

Heybridge

Great Holst Farm, Boreham

Colchester

Betts, 1987, 28

The nature of the Wealden tile industry paralleled that of the iron industry, with the data
indicating similarly local operations in the central Weald and larger Classis Britannica
associated state-run brickyards in the eastern/ coastal region. The tile industry seems to have
matured somewhat later though, peaking in the |dfesehtury. By the time it did however,

the eastern/ coastally-produced Classis Britannica stamped-tiles in particular were ubiquitous
around the entire east Kentish coast (and indeed further afield, see table below), with
buildings featuring this mark often being associated with a state-related function (and
providing one of the principal means of identifying such sites as having a Classis Britannica
provenance, see discussion in Chapter 6). It terms of utility, Brodribb (1979, 141) argued that
the official stamp of the regional navy was used on the state-produced tiles for prestige
reasons and to ensure their quality. In that regard it is noteworthy that the stamgs alway
appear on the upper sides of tegulae, imbrices and floor tiles (the stamp also appearing on
bonding, hypocaust pilae and box-flue tiles) rather than their underside, and would thus have

been externally visible.

The process of tile manufacture was standardized across the Empire, though clearly there
would have been regional variations. McWhirr and Viner (1978, 360) summarised the

Roman tile manufacturing process as detailed below:
» Clay excavated, usually in the Autumn.
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» Clay allowed to weather over the Winter, being broken down by frost and rain.

» Clay prepared for manufacture, with aggregate sometimes being added and then the
finished product being covered until needed.

» Tiles made using a wooden frame, mold or former, when any modifications such as
the flange on tegulae would be added.

» Tiles left to harden, sometimes being stamped.

» Tiles fired or burnt in a kiln or clamp and then stored. The iron oxides in the clay, and
the conditions of firing, determined their colour.

» Tiles transported to buyer and used.

Two types of tile with Classis Britannica stamps were identified by Peacock (1977, 236) in
his extensive survey which is still the benchmark to this day, this based on their material
composition and which he styled Fabric 1 and Fabric 2. The Fabric 1 type is a uniform buff
colour with scattered quartz sand-grains and is identical to unstamped tiles found extensivel
around Boulogne. Peacock believed they were manufactured in a brickyard in the vicinity of
the Classis Britannica headquarters there, from material quarried locally, and were used
regionally with very limited export taking place. Until recently the only tiles of this fabric
found elsewhere (over 100 were found around Boulogne and a small, unknown number
nearby at Desvres, Brodribb, 1970, 1) were an example from Dover and another single tile
from the central-Wealden port and iron-working site at Kitchenham Farm. However, more
recent research by HAARG (see 3.1.4 above) has dramatically increased the number found at
the latter location, witl29 out of 31 additional pieces of Classis Britannica tile of this origin
recently coming to light (Cornwell and Cornwell, 2008, 10, 2008, 1, and 2010, 16). Thisisin
itself a strong indicator of trade taking place between Kitchenham Farm and the Continent

and a good indicatior of the extant levels of market integration.

The Fabric 2 tiles are very different to those of the Fabric 1 type and represent those
manufactured by the Classis Britannica in the eastern/ coastal Weald. Given their importance
to this research they warrant a full description, with Peacock (1977, 237) saying:

“Fabric 2 is of a distinctive reddish-pink colour relieved to a degree by streaks, lenses
and swirls of creamy white clay. The most prominent and abundant inclusions are of
black or red-brown ore, usually as near-spherical particles about 1mm across: but
irregular rounded fragments up to 3mm or more across are usually present. Sub-

angular fragments of white, finely laminated siltstone (up to 10mm) are another
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feature and a few pieces are almost invariably present in a cross-section 20cm long.
In contrast to Fabric 1, quartz is not visible in the fractured cross-section, but sand-
or grit-size fabrics are occasionally seen on or near the surface, where they result

from dusting to prevent the clay sticking to thelénéuring manufacture.”

Peacock (1977, 237) believed that the material used for these tiles was Fairlight Clay which
sits within the Ashdown Formation in the Hasting Beds. This material appears a very good
match for that used in the Roman tiles and Peacock noted that, while such tiles were used
across a wide variety of sites across the region, the area where the vast majority were found
was in fact around Fairlight (located in the eastern/ coastal region). He specifically believed
that the principal naval brickyards used were located near where the Fairlight Clay actually
outcrops at Fairlight Head, or from deposits beneath the alluvium of Romney Marsh between
Rye and Dungeness. In the first case he argued there is a good chance that the principal
brickworks have been lost through coastal erosion, while in the second he believed the

evidence would have been covered over by recent alluvium deposition in Romney Marsh.

While predominantly found in the eastern/ coastal region of the Weald, the kdw®iof2 tile
was widespread as is evident in the below table, with Peacock believing that of the two
regions manufacturing Classis Britanntdas, that making the Fabric 2 tiles was by far the
most important.This is very evident in the distribution table below.

Table 3.3 - Distribution table, locations and totals of Classis Britantacaps on tile of known provenance (in

alphabetical order, all Fabric 2 unless specified, together with site hidorglistances given as exact place of
origin ill defined).

L ocation Number of Stamps Site History
Bardown- eastern/ 28 The first Classis Britannica tile was
coastal Weald found here by Brother Stephen

Pepperell in 1951 and identified by
Margary (Brodribb, 1969, 109). All
subsequent tile was found during th
excavations of Cleere in the late

1960s.
Beauport Park eastern/ | 1,600 The vast quantity of stamped tile
coastal Weald found here was discovered during tl

investigations of Brodribb and Cleer
in the 1970s and 1980s, most in
association with the well-recorded
bath house (Brodribb et al, 1988,

268).
Bodiam- eastern/ coastal 31 Found between 1959 and 1969 in
Weald excavations by the BDHS (Brodribb
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1969, 111).

Boulogne

100 plus
(approximately two
thirds Fabric 1)

Mostly discovered in the 19century,
many of these tiles have since beern
lost though a number remain in
Boulogne Museum (Crowley and
Betts, 1992, 218).

Desvres

Classis Britannica tiles were report
at this site inland from Boulogne in
the antiquarian record but the

provenance of their finding is unclea
(Crowley and Betts, 1992, 218).

Dover

1,000 plus
(one Fabric 1)

First tile found in 1778, with many
since, particularly in the context of
the excavations of the Classis
Britannicafort and the ‘Painted
House’ (Philp, 1989, 57, and 2014,
38).

Folkestone

21

Seven tiles featuring a Classis
Britannica stamp were found during
the initial excavations of S.E. Winbg
in 1923-24 (Brodribb, 1969, 109).
Since that time others have been
recovered from successive
excavations and from spoil (much
from the first excavation) at the foot
of East Cliff, East Wear Bay.

Kitchenham Farmcentral
Weald

31 (29 Fabric 1, most i
pristine condition)

HAARG’s recent investigations here
have located 31 Classis Britannica
tiles, 29 of which are of the Fabric 1]
type originating in Boulogne. These
tiles are the first and only ones
located to date in the Central Wealo

Little Farningham-
eastern/ coastal Weald

53

Site located by the landowner in the
1950s and excavated by the
Cranbrook and Sissinghurst Local
History Society.

London

Classis Britannica stamped tiles ha
been found here at Nobel Street,
Winchester Palace (Crowley and
Betts, 1992, 218), Hunt’s House
(Taylor-Wilson, 2002, 10) and
Garlick Hill.

Lyminge

Two re-used tiles have been found
the context of the Saxon palace ung
excavation by Reading University
(unpublished at the time of writing,
original provenance unknown

Lympne

22

All Classis Britannica tiles located
here were found during the Charles
Roach-Smith excavations of the
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Saxon Shore fort in 1850. Others
may have been found subsequently
but have been lost (Brodribb, 1969,
108).

Pevensey 3 These tiles were found during the
investigations at the site of Sussex
antiquarian L.F. Salzman in 1906-
1907. Others were apparently foun
between 1907 and 1939 but were Ig
at the outbreak of the Second Worlg
War (Brodribb, 1969, 109).

Richborough 1 One tile found in 1932 (Atkinson,
1933, 10).

St Catherine’s Point, Isle | 1 (Fabric 1) Lyne (2000, 10) speculates that this

of Wight single example found ialate period

enclosure ditch may indicate the
previous presence of a signal statio
on the southernmost point of the Isl
of Wight.

Brodribb, 1969, 185, 1970, 25, and 1980, ,IOkere and Crossley, 1995, 65, andWey and Betts1992,
218, updated by Elliott, 2015

For completeness Rudling et(@B86, 227) also identified a number of early non-Classis
Britannica tileries in the Weald, mostly in the central region, for example that at Great
Cansiron which operated from the lattinto the 29 centuries. Here some of the tiles were
stamped with a roller design which the authors speculate might indicate the presence of a
group of itinerant tile manufacturers who had relocated here to support the growing local iron
manufacturing industry. Black (2013, 41) says that while early in the occupation these
civilian contractors were readily used by the state at military and industrial sites, by the
beginning of the ? century those manufactured in the Classis Britannica brickyards in the
eastern/ coastal region predominated, with the state tile industry reaching critical mass around
this time. Peacock (1977, 245) believed that Wealden Fabric 2 brick and tile manufacture
may have actually begun in the laféckntury to facilitate the building of regional state
infrastructure such as the twin pharos lighthouses at Dover, these brickyards therefore

operating alongside the early, centrally-located tile manufacturing sites for a short time.

In terms of the longevity of the industry, data from across all the sites where Classis
Britannica tile has been located supports the theoryttbantinued to thrive while the iron
industry in the region was still running at full capacity, then declining after the mid-3rd
century. It was certainly still in operation at the beginning of theedtury when newly
manufactured Wealden Classis Britannica-stamped box-flue tiles were being used to build
the ‘Painted House’ mansio in Dover (Philp, 1989, 101).
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Figure 29 Classis Britannica stamp on Roman brick, Fabric 2 type from DBester Museum.
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3.7. Concluding Regional Summary

This Chapter has detailed the occupation-period Wealden iron industry, using existing and
new data to illustrate its size and complexity through to the fhickBtury during which time

it supplied much of the iron required both in Britain and the near continent. The Chapter has
set this in the context of the Imperial and provincial economies of occupied Britain, showing
the high level of market integration (at least in regional terms) illustrated by the distribution
system utilised to export the worked iron from the Weald to its place of use. Specifically, the

chapter has:

> Set the research detailed here into its historical context based on the three centuries of

fieldwork and subsequent analysis preceeding my new research.

» Set out the evidential data types used in my own new analysis, and then shown the

LIA origins of iron working in the region.

» lllustrated how there were two distinct iron working areas in the Weald during the
occupation, the more localised central region and the exponentially larger eastern/
coastal region (the latter often associated with a state presence, this discussed in depth
in Chapter 6).

» Set out the selection criteria used to generate the chapter site list, and then facilitated
this using the most recent data available. The result is the most up to date, detailed list
of the key iron working (or iron industry associated) locations in both the central and
eastern/ coastal iron working regions of the occupied Weald. The data and site list has

also been used to create a similarlytoqolate map of the key sites in the region.

» Detailed how the iron was manufactured in the occupied Weald, and thahwaasv

transported from the region to its place of use.

» Discussed how the iron industry in the Weald was managed, and examined the nature

of its workforce.

» Detailed the associated tile and brick industry that existed alongside the iron industry

in the occupied Weald. As part this research an up to date distribution table showing
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the spread of tile witla Classis Britannica stamp across the South East of Britain and

near continent has also been created, together with an associated distribution map.

» Set both industries in the context of the Imperial and provincial economies within
which they existed, and then in advance of the discussion in Chapter 6 regarding the
role of the ste here (given the eastern/ coastal region’s past historical association as

an Imperial Estate) considered the available data here in this regard.

» Discussed how the iron manufacturing and tile and brick industries in the Weald came
to and end, at least on an industrial scale, in the ficeBtury.

Now, having considered change and continuity in the ex#atdustries of the occupation-
period Weald, | turn to the second regional analysis, this time looking to Folkestone and
South Eastern Kent.
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Chapter Four

4. Regional Analysis— Folkestone and South Eastern K ent

This chapter is the second of the three regional surveys forming the core research of the
thesis, focusing in this instance on the occupation-period greensand quern manufacturing
industry around what is now modern Folkestone in Kent. Though smaller in scale than the
iron industry in the Weald detailed above and the upper Medway Valley ragstone quarrying
industry detailed below (and as will be seen somewhat earlier in date for the most part), this
was still a significant operation which supplied many of the millstones and querns across the
South East of the province (later provinces). In that regard a key element of the new work is
atable and map showing the known distribution of these important, highly sought after

products across the region, the evidential data being outlined below.

The chapter begins with my detailing the key primary evidence sites in this region (including

a site list), followed by a detailed discussion regarding the quern industry itself, before
presenting an analysis of other industry in this region of south eastern Kent to provide context
and balance. The Chapter then concludes with a regional summary of the data set out and
considered here, set against the research themes of change and continuity in the extractive

industries in Kent and the South East during the Roman occupation.

4.1 Key Data: Details of Primary Evidence Sites

Once again, here | set out the key data from all of the primary evidence sites in this region to
facilitate the discussions in each following section of the chapter, preceding tlig-site-
analysis with a discussion on the nature of the evidence, a review of the origins of the
exploitation of natural resources in the region and a comment on site selection, all to provide

understanding for the reader in the ensuing site list.

Eastern Kent is one of the three major economic zones in the county during the Roman
occupation as identified in 2.3.4 above, featuring key locations including civitas capital
Canterbury, provincial port of entry Richborough, the Classis Britannica port of Dover and
the likely occupation-period port of Lympne. While each is well known in the canon of

Roman sites in Britain (for example Richborough with its monumental arch, amphitheater and

sequence of fortifications culminating in its Saxon Shore fort, Dover with its twin pharos,
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early Classis Britannica fort and later Saxon Shore replacement, and Lympne with its own
possible Classis Britannica fort (Philp, 1982, 176) and later Saxon Shore replacement), | am
mindful that the focus of this work is on change and continuity in the exploitation of natural
resources by the extractive industries during the occupation. To that end the focus of this part
of the research will therefore be on the less well known area at the southern end of this
eastern economic zone, ranging from Dover down to Folkestone and Hythe and including the
specifically relevant greensand quarrying and quern stone manufacturing industries at the
East Cliff site at East Wear Bay, Folkestone. As will become evident, this region has a long
association with natural resource exploitation, with for example respected local antiquarian
Robertson (1876, 104) arguing that Folkestone’s Saxon name of Folcstane specifically

referenced regional greensand quarrying activity.

4.1.1 Nature of the Evidence

This geographic area of study has long been acknowledged as rich in opportunities for
archaeological investigation, with Richardson (2015, 17) saying that the archaeology here is
extensive, deep and well preserved. Buildings of Roman provenance in the area (in this case
at The Bayle, see 4.1.4 below) were first noted by the antiquarian John Leland ifi the 16
century (Harris, 2007, 346), they then being reported later in the same century by Kentish
historian William Lambarde (1576, 1826 edition, 154) and in tieckBitury by William

Stukeley (1776, 131). By the later18entury other sites of Roman provenance began to
emerge to join The Bayle, for example the villa site excavated at Warren Road by

local historian and luminary Canon Jenkins, Rector of Lyminge (1876, 173). The region has
attracted the attentions of archaeologists ever since. Early investigations were led by
Folkestone Museum but it was the famous excavation of the large villa at East Cliff, East
Wear Bay by S.E. Winbolt that firmly put the area on the map of key Roman sites in Britain.
Subsequently two organisations in particular have a played a major role in continuing
archaeological investigations at this iconic site, the first being KARU led by Brian Philp in

the late 1980s and more recently the Canterbury Archaeological Trust (CAT), with their
Dover regional officer Keith Parfitt having a prominent role. CAT in particular have led two
recent initiatives which continue to enlighten both academia and the wider public as to the
nature of this villa and other Roman sites in the region. The first was the three-year Heritage
Lottery funded project calletM Town Unearthed: Folkestone Before 1500°, with volunteers

from CAT, Canterbury Christ Church University and the Folkestone People’s Historical
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Centre undertaking the work. Most recently CAT have initiated the East Wear Bay
Archaeological Field School which, starting in 2015, will now gather each year to provide
training for local volunteers and to excavate and record deposits at the villa and associated
guern manufacturing site there which is in continuing danger of being lost through erosion
(Richardson, 2015, 16).

In addition to KARU and CAT, this region of Kent is once again fortunate in having a

plethora of local archaeological and history societies with a keen interest in investigating the
area. These range from pan-Kentish organisations such as KAS and the Council for Kentish
Archaeology (CKA) through to more locally focused organisations such as the Folkestone
Research and Archaeological Group (FRAG), the Dover Archaeological Group (DAG) and

the historical branch of the Hythe Civic Society. The area has also attracted the interest of the

University of Kent.

Given this level of local interest it is no surprise that the south eastern part of the county has
been well recorded in the wide variety of tittesering the region. These range from KAS’

own Archaeologia Cantiarend Newsletter, the CKA’s Kent Archaeological Review and
KARU’s monograph series (with regard to the latter, particularly those with a focus on

Dover). The key sites also feature prominently in the Kent HER and indeed ifi the 3
Volume of the Victoria County History (VCH) of Kent.

Regarding the specific features of the archaeology in this area of Kent, one that clearly
defines it is coastal erosion. It was just such a coastal geological process that exposed the
greensands utilised by the East Cliff quern manufacturing industry, and indeed that provides
such an impetus for the archaeological investigation of the site today given that so much
continues to be lost. Regional antiquarians were already aware of the Roman material culture
being lostby the later 18 Century, with Jenkins (1876, 173) commenisnghe ‘treasury’ of
potential finds lost through inroads of the sea around Folkestone. In that regard a simple
comparison of the 1924 aerial photograph of the East Cliff villa site there following

Winbolt’s excavation (Parfitt, 2013, 41) with the 1940 aerial photographs of the region

available on Google Earth (see Figure 38 below) shows how much was lost in that short time,
effectively much of theilla’s bath house structure. More recently CAT have published an
updated image based on the 1924 aerial photograph but with the modern coastline marked in
(2013), this dramatically showing how much archaeology has disappeared since the site was
first discovered. This has meant that much of the data recovered to allow the East Cliff villa
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and quern manufacturing site to be interpreted has been found by carrying out field walking
and walkover surveys on the beach at the foot of the East Cliff site. Indeed it is here that
many of the querns and more recently tiles with a Classis Britannica stamp have been
recovered (see 3.6 above). More broadly, in addition to such field walking and walkover
surveying, archaeological investigations across the region have also included full excavations,
test pitting and geophysical surveying, backed up by modern scientific analysis and

interpretation. Such activity is fully detailed for all sites in 4.1.4 below.

In terms of the evidence itself, each site considered features some or all of the following:
buildings, burials, pottery, coins, glass, material culture associated with industrial activity and
other associated small finds. As with the Weald, dating throughout the period of investigation

in this south eastern region of Kent has largely relied on pottery and coins, and to a lesser

extent the stamped Classis Britannica tiles at certain locations and glass.

Figure30: LIA/ Roman occupation-period archaeology, including greensand gtaras, being investigated at
the foot of East Cliff, Folkestone as part of the ‘A Town Unearthed’ investigation, 2011. Thiery Biot.
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Figure 31:Quern stone fragment, ‘Medway Stones’ wreck site, River Medway. Greensand, likely of East CIiff,
Folkestone origin and evidence of long range trading networks. Sittiott. E

4.1.2 Industrial Origins

Green (2013, 51) says production of primitive saddle querns manufactured from local
greensands sourced within the Hythe Beds of the Lower Greensand Formation began at East
Cliff in the Neolithic, examples including one such quern found in a Neolithic burial pit at
Wingham (Keller, 1989, 8). This production intensified dramatically with the invention of

the rotary quern in the LIA, peaking in th& dentury AD either side of the onset of the

Roman occupation. This transition from the LIA to the Roman period was clearly not abrupt,
with Richardson (2015, 18) saying that from around 15 BC onwards there is clear evidence of
regularised trade with northern Gaul from an emporia he argues was located at East Wear
Bay. Data supporting this interpretation includes the finding of the remains of various types
of Spanish amphora used for carrying fish sauce, Italian Dressel 1 amphora for wine, fine-
ware Gallic pottery and Gallic coins (Richardson, 2015, 18). Similarly Parfitt (2013, 36) uses
the same data to argue that trading vessels from Gaul would have been frequent visitors to the
area prior to the Claudian invasion, setting the scene for the quarrying and quern stone
industry to continue in operation once the region formally became part of the Empire. By this
time the area between Folkestone and Hythe was the most densely populated in the wider
region (Parfitt, 2013, 31).
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Over and above the availability of the local greensands utilised by the extractive industries,
other aspects of the regional geology and geography also had a big impact on this settlement
pattern. In this regard Everitt (1986, 70) highlights the extensive marshlands to the
immediate west of Folkestone and Hythe which would have encouraged settlement along the
coast, a situation which persisted until this land was drained in the modern era. The
marshland also impacted on regional communications, limiting the means of traversing the

region to two options during the LIA, these being:

» Along the coast by sea, with the region having a long association with maritime trade
as noted above which pre-dated the arrival of the Romans by millennia. This is
evidenced by the cemetery at Cliffs End Farm near Pegwell Bay which featured
burials dating from the early Bronze Age through to the LIA of individuals who
originated not only locally but also from Scandinavia and the Western Mediterranean
(Bradley, 2013, 30).

» Along the ancient trackway later to be christened the Pilgrim’s Way, and other
associated Iron Age routes.

Once the occupation got under way, these were joined by a third option:

» Along the Roman coastal road built to link Lympne with Dover, which would also
have given access to Canterbury through the spur roads linking both Lympne and
Dover with the civitas capital (Vincent, 2007, 34). Parfitt (2013, 49) is keen to
emphasise that while the existence of this Lympne to Dover road is accepted by the
wider archaeological community, its exact route has yet to be identified for much of
its course. It is best known as a representation onfticer®ury Peutinger Table
itinerary (see Appendix E for background).

Note that while the focus of this chapter is the quern manufacturing industry of East Wear
Bay, other industries also existed regionally. These are considered in their own section at 4.3
below.

4.1.3 Site Selection

As detailed above, the specific area of focus in this regional review is the occupation period
landscape between Folkestone and Hythe. Further, given the emphasis of the wider research

on the exploitation of natural resources by the extractive industries, only those sites
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associated with such enterprises have been considered here (with the nearby Dour Valley
included in this context given its importance exporting tufa for use in structures around
Folkestone during the occupation, Parfitt and Philp, 1981, 176). However, note should be
taken that there were also a number of other smaller settlements in the area which flourished
in the LIA and into the occupation period but with no proven connection with the extractive
industries, namely at Saltwood Tunnel, Dolland’s Moor, East Cliff, Hawkinge and Great

Hougham Court Farm (Parfitt, 2013, 33). Two additional small settlements also developed
after the arrival of the Romans, at Peene and Green Lane near Capel, while a third is thought
to be located near Radnor Park. Parfitt (2013, 33) says of these small settlements, which are

currently unpublished:

“All...were broadly similar in form, with enclosures and fields bounded by ditches

that were presumably originally associated with banks and hedges. Set within the
main ditched enclosures were simple timber dwellings and out buildings, represented
by post holes, chalk or earthen floors with very occasionally, simple stone wall

footings.”

Most of these sites appear to have been abandoned in thé’ méhBrry as part of an as yet
unexplained phenomenon which parallels settlement pattern changes elsewhere in Kent, for
example in the Medway Valley (Parfitt, 2013, 34, see discussion in Chapter 6). A final
comment here must go to three other sites around Folkestone which have been associated
with occupation period settlement, but of which no evidence of good provenance now
remains. The first is at The Bayle to the west of the East Cliff villa site where, as detailed
above in 4.1.1, the early antiquarians Leland, Lambarde and Stukeley recorded walls made
with Roman brick and tile. Any such structure here has since been lost to cliff erosion though
Rigold (1972, 37) speculated that a feature he identified as a contour-aqueduct was associated
with it. The second is at Copt Point to the immediate south of the East Cliff villa where
popular history references the location of a Roman building (Parfitt, 2013, 49) but where once
again no material culture to make the case for its existence remains. The third is at Sugarloaf
Hill on the inland outskirts of Folkestone where LIA and Roman coins have been found on

the summit. An un-patterned mosaic floor fragment is also said to have been found on the hill
in 1924, ultimately finding its way into Maidstone Museum though no record remains today
(Parfitt, 2013, 49). Taken together these coins and mosaic fragments have given rise to local

speculation that a shrine sat atop the prominent hill, but attempts to locate any structure
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associated with the mosaic have failed, so any occupation-period provenance is again

unproven.

Below | now detail the sites specifically associated with extractive industries exploiting

natural resources in this region of Kent, listed north to south.
4.1.4 Site List
Dour Valley (no grid reference available)

Date: Undated.

Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: Parfitt and Philp (1981, 176) and Allen and Fulford
(1999, 169) argue that the tufa quarries which supplied building material across the South
East of Kent (and possibly as far as the Medway Valley) were located along the River Dour
near to Dover, and its tributary valleys. The exact locations of these presumed quarries await
discovery, though given the large amount of occupation-period tufa building material found
locally the levels of extraction would have been high, especially if the Classis Britannica was
involved given their possible involvement elsewhere across the region, for example in the
Weald and Medway Valley (see discussion at Chapter 6). The tufa itself would have formed
in the Dour Valley at spring points and within shallow fluvial channels and seems to have
been quarried on an organized and industrial scale which removed most of the available
material, hence the current difficulty in locating the specific quarries.

East CIiff Villa, Folkestone (at TR 2408 3699)

Date: Bronze Age through to®4Century AD (based pottery, coin and tile data).

Type: Villa settlement and industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: This enigmatic site, featuring an LIA settlement and
subsequent series of villas (together with the associated quern stone manufacturing site for the
early part of its occupation), has been the subject of repeated rescue excavations given its
precarious position atop the East Cliff at East Wear Bay, Folkestone. It was first investigated

in 1919 by Folkestone Museum curator Browne Anderson, he being prompted into action by
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local reports of the land there being very difficult to farm given the large number of sizable
stones beneatie surface. Digging a trench through the site, he appears to have found
buildings from the occupation-period villa, this work at the time going unpublished. Though
he died in 1923, he passon information from his investigation to the Folkestone

Corporation who then engaged S.E Winbolt from Corpus Christi College, Oxford to carry out
the famous two-year excavation which found a villa with over 60 rooms. Winbolt published
his findings and interpretations in 1925 in his b&Rdnan Folkestone’ (they also being
considered at length in Volume 3 of th€M History of Kent, Taylor, 1932, 114). The

revealed villa (fully detadd below) was then left exposed and on public view (excepting
during the Second World War) until the decision was taken by the Folkestone Corporation in
1954 to cover it over peramently with clinker from a nearby incineration workBhe site

was next investigated in 1989 in a major rescue excavation by KARU led by Brian Philp (in
association with Shepway Council and the Kent Archaeological Trust), this being published
in a number of issues of the Kent Archaeological Review (principally the Spring 1990 issue).
Next the site was the subject of the three-year Heritage Lottery fudadechvn Unearthed:
Folkestone Before 1500 project which ran from 2010 to 2012. As detailed in 4.1.1, this was
led by CAT,Canterbury Christ Church University and the Folkestone People’s Historical

Centre. The findings were published in book-form by CAT in 20123 d®wn Unearthed:
Folkestone Before 1500°. Most recently the East Wear Bay Archaeological Field School has
been initiated by CAT, with the first season of excavations in 2015 proving an immediate
success with the location of the quern-manufacturing site adjacent to the villa (Richardson,
2015, 16). These latest and initial findings were published in the Winter 2015 issue of the
KAS Newsletter, with the rescue work and investigation set to continue annually. The East
Cliff site was considered in detail after each principal phase of excavation by Winbolt (1925,
49), Philp (1990, 8) and Parfitt (2013, 35), though note investigations are ongoing.

As detailed in 4.1.2 above, Green (2013, 51) argues that the production of primitive saddle
querns began at the East Cliff site as early as the Neolithic, making use of the local
greensands eroding out of the cliff face at East Wear Bay, this reflecting the earlier
interpretations of Keller (1989, 199). The first evidence of settlement however comes from
the LIA in the form of boundary ditches and a sunken rieétatickway (christened ‘The

Rocky Road”) which were found during the 2011 excavations by the ‘4 Town Unearthed’

project. Most recently an LIA roundhouse was found during the 2015 excavations by the
CAT-led Field School excavations. This structure, built to the east of the quern-
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manufacturing site (by this time making rotary querns), featured an unusual stone cyst in the

centre which is set to be investigated further (Richardson, 2015, 19).

The best-known activity at the East Cliff site however is the occupation-period villa complex

which occupied a commanding position overlooking the Straights of Dover some 46m above
sea level. Given the coastal erosion detailed above, Keller (1988, 1) believes that during the
occupation this villa location was actually up to 500m inland, this terrain having been eroded

away in the subsequent 1,600 years.

The earliest Roman building on the site date&@090/ 100Q this being a ‘proto villa’ called

Villa 1 which Parfitt (2013, 40) argues was a development of the LIA settlement at East Cliff
and its associated quern manufacturing site (especially given it was built within the confines
of the earlier settlement). It featured a substantial stone-built house with a long central range
with up to ten rooms and bow fronted wings, the whole structure being aligned south
eastwards with sea-views in mind. A related bath house was built to the immediate south of
the main range. Parfitt (2013, 41) and Richardson (2015, 19) are particularly struck with the
building materials used in the construction of this initial phase of Roman occupation at the
site, with the structures being built predominantly of tufa rather than the better quality and
more locally available greensands. Richardson (2015, 18) adds that other materials used in

the construction of this range of buildings included flint nodules and ironstone.

The most substantial building on the site however was the second villa, known as Villa 2,
which replaced the original between AD 170 #i21200. Making extensive use of

greensand in its constructiohjs building’s main range used the same basic symmetrical

outline as Villa 1 and featured fine mosaic floors, a new and bigger bath house and a second
block which was linked by a courtyard to the main range. Post-dating the quern stone
industry, it was this structure that Winbolt uncovered, Wittip’s later excavation

confirming that the site featured some of the most complete structural villa remains found in
Britain (1990, 8). Most recently thid Town Unearthed’ project found an additional and
contemporary smaller stone-built structure featuring its own bath house, this repregenting

related but separate building to Villa 2. Parfitt (2013, 44) speculates that:

“At Folkestone, we can perhaps imagine that the main house (Mlla 2) was the
residence of a wealthy landowner and his immediate family. Was he a prosperous

gentleman farmer becoming increasingly rich under Roman rule? Perhaps only in
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residence periodically, was the day to day management of his estate entrusted to a
loyal, hardworking bailiff who lived in the smaller house nearby, with some of the

slaves who worked the land?”

One of the most enigmatic features of the Villa 2 complex are the Classis Braatamped

tiles found there. Winbolt (1925, Dligaginatively interpreted the seven he found as

evidence that the structure was actually the residence of the praefecti classis (fleet Admiral)
of the Classis Britannigand since that time 14 more have been found (in more recent
exavations, in Winbolt’s backfill, or at the base of the East Ckfhere much of Winbolt’s

spoil was tipped) All were manufactured from Peacock’s Fabric 2 (see 3.6 above),

suggesting a Wealden origin, with the tiles being shipped from the coastal ports there to East
Wear Bay (or perhaps being dropped off on their way to the Classis Britannia fort at Dover,

Parfitt, 2013, 45)Winbolt’s interpretation of their significance is discussed in Chapter 6.

Figure 32 Artists impression of main entrance to Villa 2 at East Cliff, Folkestone, Tate@turyAD. ‘A
Town Unearthed’/ Drew Smith and Mikko Kriek.
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Figure 33 Artists impression of Villa 2 at East Cliff, Folkestone, latéc@nturyAD, showing landscaped
gardens.‘A Town Unearthed’/ Drew Smith and Mikko Kriek.

Villa 2 and the associated subsidiary structure were abandoned in the'eaghytudry, with

Parfitt (2011, 3) saying that the north east corner of the courtyard became covered with soil
and rubbish. A section of the roof then collapsed into the courtyard, followed by masonry.

The courtyard was used once again however in the fatertury, with the demolition layer

being sealed beneath a new floor surface. The type of reuse at this late date remains unclear
however, and based on the available archaeological data it seems likely that the site became a
workshop rather than part of an elite dwelling (Selkirk, 2011, 23), reflecting late reuse at

other Kentish villa sites, for example East Farleigh (see 5.1.4 below). This was not to last
however, withall evidence of Roman activity at the site disappearing by the beginning of the

51 century (Parfitt, 2013, 54).

Warren Road Villa, Folkestone (at TR 2356 3671)
Date: 2" Century (based on pottery data)

Type: Villa settlement and industrial site.
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Site History and Economic Evidence: This second villa site in Folkestone was first

discovered in antiquarian excavations between 1869 and 1875 carried out by Jenkins (1876,
174), who commissioned a plan of the site published in Archaeologia Cantiana (1876, 175,
see Figure 34). Even taking into account its antiquarian origins we are fortunate to have this
record given the remains found were subsequently destroyed in buildingliwedas. further
examined by local archaeologist Frank Jenkins in 1952 when building work once again
exposed the site, his records being filed in Folkestone Museum and interpreted by Rigold
(1972, 32). The site was considered in detail by Taylor (1932, 114) and Parfitt (2013, 35).

Data from the 19 century investigations indicates at least four buildings at the site which

were interpreted by Rigold (1972, 32) as part of a villa complex. When they were originally
recorded by Jenkins (1876, 175) he suggested that the rectangular foundations of the first
building found were of a Romano-British Church given burials were located within the
structure, he associating it with a recorded but by then vanished Chapel of St Botolph (the
field in which the remains were found is still called Chapel Field). Rigold (1972, 32) argued
that this structure was actually a tomb which may later have been converted into an early
church. Next to this building the second structure found was circular, being 8m in diameter
and also interpreted as a tomb by Rigold (1972, 32) who cited analogies with similar pairings
of sepulchral structures at Lullingstone and Keston. Two additional buildings were then found
when the Folkestone Cement Company began building a reservoir nearby on the other side of
Warren Road. One, rectangular, only featured foundations but the second became the best
recorded on the site given it featured a chamber with an almost intact hypocaust system and
attached hexagonal structure, the whole being interpreted as a bath house (Parfitt, 2013, 35)
given the polygonal structure was contextually similar to the octagonal buildings identified as
parts of bath houses excavated by the Kent Archaeological Field School (KAFS) at Bax Farm
in northern Kent (Wilkinson, 2012, 411) and that at the Barton Road villa in Maidstone
(Roach-Smith, 1876, 164, see 5.1.4 below). Meanwhile the excavation of the trenches in the
1952 investigation, while finding no more structures, did fifftc2ntury pottery which has

been the only means of dating the site (Parfitt, 2013, 35). Finally, occupation-period tile
wasters were also found 500m to the west of the site, suggesting a substantial nearby tile kiln
(Parfitt, 2013, 35).
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Given the lack of chronological clarity of this complex of buildings excepting the pottery, it is
unclear if it was contemporary with the East Cliff villa, some 500m away to the east, or in

some way replaced part of its functionality. If the former, Parfitt (2013, 35) says:

“There can be little doubt that even if these building complexes were not directly

’

related, their occupants were at least well acquainted with one another.’

If the latter, this adds to speculation about the site of the relocated quern manufacturing
industry once this had ceased at East Cliff during the period of occupation there of Villa 1

(see 4.2 below), although there is currently no evidence of such activity to date.
Harp Wood Possible \illa, Saltwood, Near Hythe (at TR 1468 3543)

Date: Undated.

Type: Possible villa settlement.

Site History and Economic Evidence: Occupation-period foundations, brick and tile were
discovered here in 1864, this first being recorded by antiquarian George Payne (1893, 199) in
his Collectanea Cantiana @oman Foundations in Carp Wood’, though he gives no further

detail of who carried out this initial investigation or WHyAT’s Keith Parfitt then conducted

an interim investigation of the site in 2004 after a local Pedlinge resident reported the finding
of an occupation-period wall found near a footpath. His findings were recorded in the Winter
2004 edition of the Kent Archaeological Review (Parfitt, 2004, 169). Most recently the site
was revisited by the University of Kent’s Dr Steve Willis who led a team of post-graduate

and undergraduate students on a two-day investigation. Though unpublished, a report on the
findings of this latter activity was submitted to the Kent HER and this narrative is utilised

here.

Of the site, which would have been some 1km inland during the occupation, Parfitt (2013, 34)

says:

“The geographical location of this building, positioned on a promontory between the
steep-sided valley of Brockhill Stream to the north and an adjoining tributary valley to

the south, is striking. It lies on a gentle east facing slope, at an elevation of about
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Figure 34: Site plawith ‘bath house’ top left, Warren Road villa site 1876 Canon R.C. Jenkins, Archaeolgia

Cantiana.



64m above sea-level, with wide views across the English Channel in the south eastern

quarter.”

His 2004 examination of surface features and exposures found Roman roof tiles and a
mortared wall which had been constructed of finely-finished, squared-off greensand blocks.
Further detail at the site was revealed by the 2008 programme of activity which largely
focused ortleaning work either side of Parfitt’s 2004 mortared wall (now dubbed Wall 1),

revealing that the structure was substantive and featured a right angled turn (this dubbed Wall
2, Willis, 2010, 1). He says that additionally and to the east, the remains of a wall on the
same alignment to the wall projecting from the hedge bank were observed, this being dubbed
Wall 3. Willis (2010, 2) adds that the gap between Walls 1 and 3 may be a corridor, with the
walls extending southwards into the field but not by many metres. They are clearly Roman
and mortaredin total three different mortar types were observed at the site) and Willis (2010,

2) believes that what was revealed appears to be foundations.

Looking at all of the available data, Parfitt (2013, 34) argues that the structure is most likely a
villa in a striking position with a fine view across the Channel, though other suggested
alternatives in conversation with the author have included it being a temple, a watch tower
and a remote bath house similar to the ‘pit head” examples speculated for sites such as

Boughton Monchelsea (see 5.1.4 below). The Harp Wood site certainly had good
communications locally, it being within 500m of the suspected route of the Roman road from
Lympne which travelled north along the coast to Folkestone and Dover. Whatever the
building’s actual function, what we can say definitively is that it also had nearby neighbours,

for example the villa 6km to the west at Aldington (Alpin, 1997, 194), in addition to those at
East CIiff and Warren Road. A cinerary urn featuring occupation period pottery buried in a
stone cyst and discovered at Saltwood in the 1870s may also be associated with the Harp
Wood site (Taylor, 1932, 124).

There are two parallels between Harp Wood and other Kentish Roman sites which are worth
noting before moving on. The first is the similarity in location of this likely villa and that at
nearby East Cliff, both with commanding views across the English Channel towards the
Continent. The second relates to a speculated nearby occupation-period greensand quarry
(see 4.3 below). If the latter is eventually located then this interesting association between a
villa and nearby quarry would parallel the similar experience of a number of villas in the

Medway Valley (in the latter case ragstone quarries, see 5.1.4 below for detail).

176



The Roughs, Hythe (no grid reference available)

Date: Undated.
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: The Roughs is an escarpment of the North Downs
between Hythe and West Hythe (extending as far west as Bislington) at the southern extreme
of this region, sitting above Romney Marsh. Rising to 106m above sea level in places, the
undulating terrain was formed by a rotational slump which has caused slips in the
predominant Atherfield Clay, this exposing sandstone blocks from within the Hythe Beds.
Green, in unpublished work (pers. Comm. 29 August 2013), has identified the area as a likely
area for ragstone extraction (from within the Hythe Beds) during the occupation given the
pitted nature of the land surface (hence its name, The Roughs). More work needs to carried
out to verify this however. If it were a Roman quarrying site, one obvious use would have
been to provide some of the building material for the immediately adjacent Saxon Shore fort
at Lympne, and presumably its probable and now lost Classis Britannica predecessor (Philp,
1982, 176), though see below.

Lympne (at TR 1169 3454)
Date: 39 and 4" century AD, (based on association with the Saxon Shore fort).
Type: Industrial site.

Site History and Economic Evidence: An Atherfield Clay level plateau was identified here
by Hutchinson et al (1985, 213-214), who believed this to be the remains of the principal
ragstone quarry used to provide this type of stone for the Lympne Saxon Shore fort. They
said (1985, 2013-2014):

“From the general geomorphology of the Lympne abandoned cliff (above the fort)

and by analogy with other such features, it was expected that the area immediately
below the crest of the escarpment would be occupied by the remains of rotational
slips...Instead, the area is occupied by a fairly level bench...It is concluded that this
benchwas produced in the course of quarrying of...Hythe Beds in the vicinity for

building material...it is considered likely that the quarrying dates from the

construction of the Roman (Saxon Shore) fort.”
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One note of caution here is that the ragstone, which is indeed extensively used in the walls
and bastions of the Saxon Shore fort, may actually originate from the earlier speculated
Classis Britannica fort (Philp, 1982, 176), given the extensive re-use of other materials in the
walls of the later fort such as roof tile. In that context the ragstone quarry here may therefore

date to this earlier event.

Figure 35 Copper alloy hare brooch, lat&?2entury, found at the East Cliff villa site. Elite jewellery from an
elite residence. ‘A Town Unearthed’.
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4.2. The Quern Stone Industry

In recent years the East Cliff site at East Wear Bay in Folkestone has become synonymous
within archaeological circles as the location of an extensive greensand quern stone industry

(also manufacturing, to a much lesser extent, mortars). As Richardson (2015, 16) explains:

“We now know that, during the I centuries BC and AD, East Wear Bay was the
home of a great industry, producing rotary querns (and mortars) fashioned from the

locally available geensand.”

While the site began to produce saddle querns in the Neolithic (Green, 2013, 51), it is best
known for the rotary querns produced next to the LIA and later villa settlement (Richardson,
2015, 17)Querns in various stages of preparation were initially found at the base of the
eroding gault clay cliff which projects from immediately beneath the site, with other querns
being found on the adjacent shingle beach (Keller, 1988, 2). Most recently however,
understanding of the industry here has been significantly improvedbys 2015 Field

School season which located the exact site of the quern production, this being to the
immediate north of the LIA settlement/ villa location (Richardson, 2015, 18, see Figure 37).
During their investigation the Field School dug a 36&mnch in which they found laid stone
surfaces, large quantities of querns in various stages of manufacture and an extensive field of
greensand debutage. The querns ‘in manufacture’ are of particular interest as they give a

sense of the production process itself, with some being little more than slabs of greensand
awaiting manufacture while others are near complete with partially drilled holes.

As detailed above, the querns manufactured at this location were made from local greensand,
specifically sourced from five discontinuous lenses sitting within the Folkestone Beds, these
marking the uppermost formation of the Lower Greensand Ridge (Green, 2014, 1). It should
be noted at this point that Shaffrey (2015, 78) has recently established a grading system based
on size for quern stones and millstones, she saying that those with a diameter of 57cm or
more were the latter. Thus some of those found at East Wear Bay may by this definition have
been millstones. For the purposes of this work however, as mentioned in 2.1, the stones are

generically referred to as querns unless in specifically highlighted cases.

During the occupation the local landscape around Folkestone would have been markedly
different, with Keller (1988, 1) speculating that the cliff edge may have been located up to

500m further out to sea in places as detailed in 4.1.4. This land has since been lost through
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marine erosion, the area being especially vulnerable given the liquidity of the gault clay
where it meets the underlying greensand. The natural erosion of this shoreline has been
further exacerbated by the building of the 1807 harbour in Folkestone which resulted in the
blocking off of the natural and gentle long shore drift (Green, 2014, 7). As a result of this
construction, today the coastline is prone to landslips along a stretch from Folkestone to
Lympne and indeed for 10km further south (see detail in 4.1.4 above regarding The Roughs

as an example).

The quern production industry at East Cliff was not of the same industrial scale as some of
the iron manufacturing sites in the Weald (see 3.1.4 above) or the ragstone quarries in the
Medway Valley (see 5.2 below), indeed being a better fit within the provincial rather than
Imperial economy during its Roman phase, but was nevertheless significant. Analogously it
would have been akin to Peacock’s individual workshop pottery mode of production (1982,

9), with the greensands used being sourced from the exposed cliff face and recent rock falls
(Green, 2013, 51) before being hauled to the production site atop the cliff. The stone used

was very localised, witKeller (1988, 2) saying:

“The particular hard sandstone required for the (quern) manufacture is geologically
confined to an area which lies between the small headland of Copt Point and
Stanford, approximately five miles to the north west.

This greensandas one of the four main lithologies used for querns in Kent during the
occupation, the others being lava imported from the Mayern area of Germany and the Volvic
Hills of Auvergne, Millstone Grit from Derbyshire and puddingstmen East Anglia and

France (Blanning, 2014, 435). Those of greensand manufacture &Y&masfay consisted of

both upper and lower stones. While many found at the site during the initial investigation
were heavily worn or damaged, and indeed most unfinished, Keller (1988, 3) was able to sub-
divide them into three different types of upper and two distinct types of lower stones. These

were:
Upper

» Steep sided, cylindrical. The most common form and possibly a unique regional style.
» Almost hemispherical with a narrow, circular spindle hole. A pre-Roman design type.

» Squat, rounded and bun shaped. A pre-Roman design type.
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Lower

> Circular, flat discs.

> Similar to the above but with a marked, rounded and convex base.

Despite many more querns being found since, partigularring the 2015 excavation, this

typology remains valid to describe all of those found to date.
Biot (2011) explains how the grinding technology actually worked, saying:

“Rotary querns were used in a circular motion to grind material, meaning that the

(upper and lower) stones were circular. The upper stone is kept in position by means
of a spindle fixed in the lower stone and passing right through the upper stone and a
handle was fixed to the upper stone to rotate the quern. The grinded material fell to
the sides between the two stones. The yield was two to nine times better (than previous

technology) and theotary quern developed rapidly.”

The quern industry atop East Cliff was clearly highly successful given the widespread
maritime export of the querns made there (again illustrating the evident degree of regional
market integration during its Roman phase, and indeed earlier), maximizing the opportunities
presented by the thriving maritime trade out of East Wear Bay (Parfitt, 2013, 31, and see
distribution table below). Querns specifically made of East Wear Bay greensand are known
from numerous sites across Kent, for example at Canterbury, Thurnham, Westhawk Farm,
Ashford, Leda Cottages, Eastwood Farm at Fawkham, West Wickham, Ickham, Wingham
(the Neolithic example detailed above in 4.1.2), Deal and at Monkton in central Thanet
(Moody, 2008, 151). Most recently one of the two querns found in the latest phase of
Building 5 at East Farleigh has also been identified as a greensand example of East Cliff
origin, whilealso see the discussion regarding the origins of the ‘Medway Stones’ detailed

above in 2.5 and below in 5.1.4. A number of others have been found even further afield, for
example two at Hunsbury hill fort in Northamptonshire 191km away (Ingle, 1993, 21),

though Richardson (2015, 17) says that no East Cliff querns have yet been found on the
Continent. This does seem odd given the regularised trade between East Wear Bay and
northern Gaul, and it may well be that East Cliff querns are still awaiting identification or

discovery there.
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Figure 36 Rotary greensand quern fragment, East Cliff villa site, Folkestoh&own Unearthed’.

Figure 37 Quern manufacturing site, adjacent to East Cliff villa, Folkestone. East WearrBlagealogical
Field School 2015 season/ Canterbury Archaeological Trust.
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Demand for the querns from East Cliff was driven by their quality, with Biot (2011) saying
that the greensand used was noted for its strength and quality, this beingteriliegluiern’s
grinding power and mechanical resistance to wear. The greensand was in fact of such good
quality that it allowed full-sized industrial-scale millstones to be manufactured for use at high
volume regional water mills such as that at Icki{&pain and Riddler, 2010, 277), in

addition to the more common querns designed for use in local villas and farmsteads.

Change and continuity during the occupation is writ large at this East Cliff quern stone
manufacturing site, though the narrative is far more complicated than that told for the Weald
in Chapter 3 above and Medway Valley in Chapter 5 below. In this regard, unblegviioe
regions where the respective iron manufactuaindyragstone quarrying industries grew
significantly following the occupation (before declining dramatically from the rfid-3

century), athe East CIiff site the change after the advent of Rome is ultimately negative and
comes much earlier. Initially, in the 50 years after the invasion, there appears to have been
little change. Parfitt (2013, 33) says:

“At East Cliff, occupation and settlement there went on much as before and the well-

established local greensand quern industryinued to produce its wares.”

The fact that at least one of the 20 greensand querns found in the 1923/ 1924 excavations by
Winbolt (1925, 79) has a Roman provenance (Keller, 1988,i2@d3tament to this. This

was not to last however. As detailed in 4.1.4 above, the site is best known for its sequence of
fine villas overlooking East Wear Bay, the first dating to AD90/ 100. There is now some
debate about whether the advent of this new Roman elite settlement marked a decline of some
type in quern production (Keller, 1989, 199), with production specifically at the East Cliff site
clearly ending by the early'®century based on data from recent excavations (Richardson,
2015, 19). This end was rapid too, given the number of querns found in the 2015 excavation
in various stages of preparation at the manufacturing site. In this regard Richardson (2015,
19) says that he alone removed 50 whole or partial querns at the end of thassaasoty.

Green and Peacock (2011, 2) earlier argued that the reason for this end at East Cliff may have
been the arrival of newly imported hard puddingstone querns from the Seine-Maritime region
of Gaul (see Blanning above, 2014, 435) which around this time began to be imported into

the south and east of Britain.

This story of negative change at the East Cliff site evolves however into one of regional
continuity, with Parfitt (pers. comm. 21 June, 2013) arguing in his recent unpublished
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research that quern production around Folkestone did continue in some form, but at another

site. He says:

“Local quern production did continue, but elsewhere, as later querns made of East
Wear Bay greensand do exist into the 4th century. So what we have is a mystery, that
of a missing mid- and late-occupation period quern factory around Folkestone. Those
operating at the East Cliff villa site in th& dentury appear to have upped sticks and

moved on.”

Archaeological data supporting this view includes the querns detailed above from the East
Farleigh villa site, one of which is made from Folkestone greensand and has been dated to the
4" century (see 5.1.4 below). Further, many of the millstones and querns of Folkestone

origin detailed in the below distribution table come from sites with a late Roman provenance.
One question arising here however is why so many querns in various stages of manufacture

were left at the original site, this being currently unanswerable based on existing data.

The relocation of this industry from East Cliff to another local site (see discussion in 4.1.4
above regarding the Warren Road villa site) would not have been difficult to achieve, given
that the principal element to be moved would actually have been the craftsmen in whose skills
lay the intellectual property behind making the business successful. So here we have a
mystery, a quern stone industry very visible at its initial LIA and Flavian/ Trajanic location

atop the East Cliff, which then disappears after being moved to a new location (perhaps
displaced by the original villa) from where it continued to be seemingly active into at least the
4™ Century. The question of scale of these later operations is difficult to judge given the lack
of evidence, though the data provided by the known querns from the region indicates that the

scale of later manufacturing didtmoatch that at the East Cliff location.

Discussing the skills of the quern manufacturers leads to consideration of thesworker
involved in the industry. In Chapters 3 and 5 this is considered in a separate section, but
given the smaller scale of activity in this region | discuss it here. We sadly know little of
these skilled craftsmen excepting the insight proffered by the visible material culture in the
LIA settlement at East Cliff and the early phase of the villa there. Green and Peacock (2,
2011) argue that the workers in the LIA and early Roman rotary quern manufacturing
industry either originated from or learnt theew technology from the Continent. Given the
existence of the long standing saddle quern industry at East Cliff making use of the local
greensands from the Neolithic onwards however the former seems unlikely to the author,
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though given the existing maritime connections through East Wear Bay the latter may be a
possibility. The nature of the workers is sadly unknowable to us at the moment based on the
available data, though beginning with Winbolt (1925, 118) a view has been consistently put
forward linking the East CIiff site during the Roman period with the Classis Britannica
(paralleling the similar speculation regarding the Wealden iron industry and upper Medway

Valley ragstone industry). This is discussed in detail in Chapter 6.

Meanwhile, acknowledging more broadly this lack of insight, quern expert Green (2013, 51
goes on to reflect that the craftsmen themselves would have been particularly skilled workers
of the stone they were so familiar with. He does believe that this would have been at a cost
however, saying (2013, 51):

“Constant exposure to stone dust must have placed the workers at risk of early death

from the lung dises silicosis”

A final point for consideration regarding the quern stone manufacturers is that of seasonality.
There has to be a possibility that they spent part of the year working in agriculture when not
manufacturing querns, as argued for some of the iron working sites in the central Wealden
region (Hodgkinson, 2008, 92, see 3.1.2 above). Data to support such a hypothesis is again

lacking however.

To conclude this section, below | have created a distribution table showing the locations when
found of all known millstones and querns of Folkestone origin (from all phases of activity),
indicating the distance travelled and likely route. They are graded by distance travelled, the
farthest first, the table not including the millstones and querns found at East CIiff.

Table 4.1 - Folkestone greensand quern distribution table.

L ocation Quantity Site date Distance Route

Hunsbury hill fort, | 2 7" century | 191 km Maritime to

Northamptonshire BC through London, then by

to LIA road.

Harrold non-villa Unknown LIA through | 173km Maritime around

settlement, to 4" century coast and up

Bedforshire AD River Great.
QOuse

Odell non-villa 1 LIA through | 172km Maritime around

settlement, to 4" century coast and up

Bedforshire AD River Great
QOuse.
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Aldermaston non- | Unknown LIA through | 165km Maritime to

villa settlement, to 4" century London, then by

Berkshire AD road.

Guilden Morden, |1 Undated 142km Maritime, up

Cambridgeshire River Ivel and
then overland.

Wilbury Hill Camp, | 1 Undated 142km Maritime then

Hertfordshire up the Rivers
Great Ouse, Ivel
and Hiz.

Stansted, Essex 1 Undated 116km Maritime, then
up Rivers Lee
and Stort before
overland.

Ware small town, | Unknown LIA through | 113km Maritime around

Hertfordshire to 4" century coast and up

(specifically AD Rivers Lea.

millstones here)

Witnesham, Suffolk 1 Undated 112km Maritime, up
River Orwell
and overland.

Bishops Stortford | Unknown LIA through | 112km Maritime around

small town, to 4" century coast and up

Hertfordshire AD Rivers Lea and
Stort.

Farnham villa Unknown 2"9through | 112km Maritime around

settlement, Surrey 4™ centuries coast and up

AD Rivers Lea and
Stort.

East Bergholt, 1 Undated 93km Maritime, up

Suffolk River Stour and
overland.

West Wickham Unknown LIA through | 90km Maritime around

non-villa settlement to 4" century coast and up

AD River Beck.

Northfleet Roman | 1 15through | 72km Maritime around

villa, Kent, villa 4™ century coast and up

settlement AD River Ebbsfleet.

Eastwood Farm, 1 LIA through | 72km Maritime around

Fawkham to 15 century coast and up

AD River Darent.

Springhead small | 13 LIA through | 71km Maritime.

town, Kent to 4" century

AD
East Farleigh villa, | 1 15'through | 54 km Maritime around
Kent 4™ century coast and up
AD River Medway.
Thurnham villa, 5 LIA through | 48km Maritime around

Kent

to 4" century

coast and up
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River Medway.

Isle of Sheppey, 1 Undated 43km Maritime.
Kent
Brenley Corn, 1 Undated 34km Maritime.
Faversham
Minnis Bay, 1 Undated 33km Maritime along
Birchington coast and up
Wantsum
Channel.
East Kent Access | 1 Undated 31km Maritime.
(EKA) Scheme
Zone 13 (Thanet),
Kent
EKA Scheme Zone| 1 LIA through | 30km Maritime.
12 (Thanet), Kent to early
Roman
EKA Scheme Zone| 1 Undated 29km Maritime
4 (Thanet), Kent
EKA Scheme Zone| 6 LIA through | 29km Maritime.
6 (Thanet), Kent to 4" century
AD
EKA Scheme Zone| 1 Dating 29km Maritime.
7 (Thanet), Kent unavailable
Monkton, Kent 28 LIA through | 28km Maritime
to 39 century
Leda Cottages, 1 LIA through | 27km Maritime along
Westwell non villa to 39 century coast and up
settlement, Kent AD Little Stour
River.
Westhawk Farm 2 15'through | 25km Maritime along
small town, Kent 4™ century coast and up
AD East Stour River
Ash, Dover, Kent |1 Undated 24km Maritime and
overland.
Worth, Kent 1 Undated 23km Maritime.
Canterbury civitas | Unknown LIA through | 22km Maritime along
capital. quantity. to 5" century coast and up
AD River Great
Stour.
Dickson’s Corner, |1 1st through | 21km Maritime.
Worth non-villa 39 century
settlement, Kent AD
Ickham Water Large proportion | 15tthrough | 21km Maritime along
Mills, Kent of 78 millstones | 4" century coast and up
and querns AD Little Stour
recovered. River.
Wingham Neolithic | 2 saddle querns. | Neolithic 20km Overland.

rural settlement,
added for
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completeness.
Maydensole Farm, | 2 LIA through | 13km Maritime.
Dover, Kent to the 4"
century
Shepherdswell, 3 Undated 12km Maritime along
Kent coast, up River
Dour and
overland.

Blanning (2015), Green (2013), Mood008 and Ingle (1993).'‘Medway Stones’ not included given ongoing
investigations.

L 3

b
2016 Kent County:Council lid;x'

-

Figure 38 Aerial photograph of the lat&®2century East Cliff Villa 2 site as exposed in 1940. Véhgorridor
design evident with bath house at bottom eroding away at the cliff edgeeaflier quern-manufacturing site
has since been located at top left. Kent County Council/ Google Earth.
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Map 4.2 Distribution map of Folkestone
Greensand querns
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5 Canterbury
6 Dickson's Corner, Worth
7 East Bergholt, Suffolk
8 East Farleigh
9 Eastwood, Fawkham
10 EKA zone 4
11 EKAzone 6
12 EKA zone 7
13 EKA zone 12
14 EKA zone 13
15 Farnhamvilla settlement
16 Fox Hill, West Wickham
17 Guilden Morden, Cambs
18 Harrold
19 Hunsbury Hill Fort

20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
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35
36
37

Ickham

Leda cottages

Maydensole Farm (Letterbox Field)
Minnis Bay, Birchington

Monkton

Northfleet Villa

Odell

Shepherdswell, Sibertswold Down
Sheppey

Springhead

Stansted

Thurnham Roman Villa

Ware

Westhawk Farm

Wilbury Camp, Herts

Wingham (neolithic)

Witnesham, Suffolk

Worth
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4.3. Other Industrial Activity

Quarrying was carried out at sites across the Folkestone and Dover region during the
occupation, outside the context of the quern production industry described above. However
there are three key differences between such activity described here and that in the Medway
Valley detailed in 5.2 and 5.3 below. Firstly, the quarrying on the east Kentish coast was
more localised in nature when compared to the industrial scale of operations along the upper
Medway (again, with the possible exception of the tufa quarrying industry detailed below,
more likely part of the provincial rather than Imperial economies). Such was the small scale
of the extractive operations exploiting natural resources in this southern part of the eastern
region that it is in fact debatable whether they could be termed metalla at all, this having
implications for the role of the state here (see discussion in Chapter 6). Secondly, the
quarrying around Folkestone made wider use of the available extractive materials than along
the Medway, with greensand, ferruginous sandstone and tufa joining the widely desired
ragstone as a quarried building material. Finally, quarrying in eastern Kent was much more
opportunistic, for example making use of materials exposed through the natural erosion of

cliff faces.

In the first instance, local tradition has it that an occupation-period greensand quarry was
situated in Redbrooks Wood to the immediate east of the Harp Wood possible villa site.
Examination by the author however has failed to confirm this so it remains a point of interest
rather than a source of hard data until located. That greensand of Folkestone origin was used
asa building stone in the South East is not in doubt, for example in the Saxon Shore fort at
Lympne, and perhaps the possible Classis Britannica fort which seems to have preceded it
(Philp, 1982, 176). Such building material was used in the occupation as far afield as the East
Anglian Saxon Shore forts at Caister-on-Sea and Bradwell-on-Sea (175km and 72km distant
respectively from Folkestone), and it is likely that any Redbrooks Wood quarry, if found,
would have been one of many exploiting the Greensand Ridge as it outcropped on the coast
around Folkestone (Allen and Fulford, 1999, 177).

Meanwhile Betts (pers. comm. 24 October 2012) also says in unpublished work that the
ferruginous sandstone which also sits within the Folkestone Beds of medium and course-
grained sandstones in the Lower Greensand (Blows, 2011, 3) was also quarried during the
occupation, though yet again the actual quarries have yet to be identified. He says this

material was used in the walls of London as a capping stone on the battlement crenellations,
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and also as a plinth on the bottom of the walls to deflect rainwater. He adds that the same
material was also used for columns in London. Pearson (2002b, 205) has also identified the
same material as that forming the decorative band in the north wall of the Saxon Shore fort at
Richborough.

Meanwhile Jessup (1932, 128) earlier argued that tufa, deposited by springs from the Hythe
Beds, was quarried during the occupation from the Dover and Folkestone area to supply
building material. He said the quarried stone was used in the Saxon Shore forts at Reculver
and Richborough, and extensively at a variety of sites in Dover. Tufa from this location was
also used at the East Cliff Villa 1 site (Parfitt, 2013, 41), and perhaps in the upper Medway
Valley also (it potentially being the source of the tufa found re-us8tNfary’s church in

East Farleigh and All Saints church in West Farleigh, see 5.1.4 below). Parfitt (2013, 42) and
Allen and Fulford (1999, 169) suggest that much of this tufa was quarried along the valley of
the nearby River Dour which flowed through Dover, from where it found its way into the
nearby Saxon Shore forts, built environment in Dover and early Folkestone villa. Given the
fact that it was preferred to the more local and indeed better quality (both in terms of
durability and workability) greensands for Villa 1 at East Cliff in Folkestone, a reasonable
hypothesis can be advanced that at the time of its construction the Dour Valley tufa quarries
were supporting an extensive local industry supplying the material to facilitate regional
building (Parfitt and Philp, 1981, 176, hence the reference above to a possible association for
this one industry with the Imperial rather than provincial economy). Such activity may have
been under the aegis of the regional navy given the nearby Classis Britannica fort at Dover
(and also possibly Lympne, Philp, 1982, 176, see discussion in Chapter 6

Jessup (1932, 128) also highlighted the ragstone quarrying which is also known to have taken
place from the coastal eastern fringe of the Greensand Ridge around Lympne. In this regard
Green (pers. comm. 29 July, 2013) believes a number of ragstone quarries were situated in
The Roughs between Pedlinge and Saltwood, with Hasted (1800, 253) noting during his late
18" century investigations that historically this area was then known as the Quarry Hills.
Meanwhile Hutchinson et al (1985, 213-214) argued that the Atherfield Clay shelf detailed in
4.1.4 and located immediately above the fort at Lympne indicated the site of a ragstone
quarry where the overlying Hythe Beds (specifically in this case ragstone) had been removed
by quarrying into the natural cliff face during the occupation. As discussed, such easily

accessible ragstone would have been an ideal source of building material for the Saxon Shore
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fort at Lympne (and its possible Classis Britannica precursor), and also for use more widely

in the region, shipped from the presumed harbourage by the fort.

Meanwhile Moody (2008, 152) says that chalk was also quarried from the central plateau on
Thanet to the north of our region of study. Jessup (1932, 129) believed that this would have
been more for use in the manufacture of plaster and Opus caementicium (though noting it was
also used extensively as a building stone in eastern Kent, see Appendix A below). Moody
(2008, 153 also says that localized iron working is also known from the occupation in

eastern Kent, for example once again to the north at Manston in Thanet.

Additionally, Parfitt (2013, 35) believes that a localized tile manufacturing industry was
located near to the substantial occupation period site at Warren Road in Folkestone (see 4.1.4

above), this also being close to the East Cliff villa and quern factory site. He says:

“It seems possible that this kiln was producing tiles and bricks specifically for use in
the nearby Roman buildings at Warren Road and perhaps those at East Cliff
too...From what information we presently have, it would seem that a small local

industry had developed exploiting natural Gault clay deposits exposed in the Foord
Valley.”

Finally, Richardson (2015, 18) also highlights evidence uncovered by the recent CAT led
investigations for local salt production at the East Wear Bay site, though to date this remains

unpublished.

Figure 39 Artists impression of Classis Britannica fort, Dover. Dour Valleg tnés extensively used in its
construction Dover Museum.
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4.4. Concluding Regional Summary

This chapter has detailed the occupation-period greensand quern manufacturing industry in
the Folkestone region, using existing and new data to illustrate how it flourished at the East
Cliff, East Wear Bay site around the time of the LIA/ occupation transition and into the
Flavian/ Trajanic period, after which manufacturing continued regionally but evidently at a
new local site. The chapter has set this in the context of the Imperial, but particularly
provincial economy of occupied Britain, with high levels of regional market integration
evident in the distribution of the worked querns around the South East, principally using
coastal and riverine transport routes. Specifically, the chapter has:

> Set the research detailed here into its historical context based on the two centuries of
fieldwork and subsequent analysis preceeding my new research.

» Set out the evidential data types used in my own new analysis, and then shown the
LIA (or earlier) origins of the greensand quern manufacturing industry.

» Set out the selection criteria used to generate the chapter site list, and then facilitated
this using the most recent data available. The data and site list has also been used to

create a similarly upe-date map of the key sites in the region.

» Detailed how greensand querns were manufactured in the Folkestone region, and then

how they werdransported to their places of use.

» Discussed how the greensand quern manufacturing industry here was managed, and

examined the nature of its workforce (as far as we are able).

» Generated an up to date distribution table showing the spread of regionally
manufactured greensand querns across the South East of Britain, together with an

associated distribution map.

» Set both the greensand quern manufacturing industry here, and otherlregiona
industries of an extractive nature, in the context of both the Imperial and provincial

economies.
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Now, having considered change and continuity in the extractive industries of the occupation-
period Folkestone region, | now turn to the third regional analysis, this time looking to the

upper Medway Valley and its ragstone quarrying industry.
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Chapter Five

5. Regional Analysis— Medway Valley

This chapter is the third of the three regional surveys forming the core research of the thesis,
focusing in this instance on the occupation-period ragstone quarrying metalla of the upper
Medway Valley in Kent. This was an industrial-scale operation of a size not to be replicated
until the modern era, supplying through the River Medway, Thames Estuary and South East
coastline much of the building material used in Roman London and the region through to the
mid-3rd century. The research presented here is specifically relevant to the debate about the
state presence regarding this and other regional industries, in the context of the Imperial and
provincial economies (and indeed the subsidiary research question concerning Imperial
Estates) as set out in 2.2.1 through 2.2.4 above, these themes then being addressed in detail in
the discussion in Chapter 6. The chapter begins with my detailing the key primary evidence
sites in this region (including background on the River Medway given its central role in this
chapter, together with a detailed site list), followed by an analysis of this upper Medway
Valley ragstone quarrying industry, a further analysis of where the specific ragstone quarries
were physically located (revealed here for the first time as part of this research), a reflection
on who the workers were that serviced this metalla, before presenting a discussion on the
transportation of the quarried ragstone (including, again for the first time, the recreation of a
typical journey of a boatload of quarried stone from quarries identified here to Roman
London). The Chapter concludes with a regional summary of the data set out and considered
in all of the above sections, set against the core research themes of change and continuity in
the extractive industries in Kent and the South East during the Roman occupation (this also

being considered in detail in the discussion in Chapter 6).

5.1 Key Data: Details of Primary Evidence Sites

For a final time in the regional surveys, here | once again set out the key data from all of the
primary evidence sites in this region to facilitate the discussions in each following section of
the chapter, preceding the sitg-site analysis with a discussion on the nature of the

evidence, a review of the origins of the exploitation of natural resources in the region and a

comment on site selection, all to provide understanding for the reader in the ensuing site list.
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As detailed above, this third regional survey of change and continuity in the exploitation of
natural resources by the extractive industries in Kent and the South East during the Roman
occupation focuses on the Medway Valley, an area | argue was the principal industrial centre
in the north western economic zone of the county as defined in 2.3.4. The region is centred
on the River Medway, one of the major waterways of Kent and a significant transportation
route since at least the LIA. In pre-modern times this activity reached its peak during the
Roman occupation when the valley was the centre of much industrial activity, specifically
ragstone quarrying on a monumental scale (Jones and Mattingly, 1990, 217) andaalso, to
lesser extent, tile and brick manufacturing (Jessop, 1932, 128). Lawson and Killingray (2004,
20) say a good example of the latter can be found at the villa site at Eccles where the
highlight the size of the tilery there (Detsicas, 1967, 174, see 5.1.4 below). Given the local
availability of all the ingredients for the manufacture of opus caementicium (utilising the
detritus from the ragstone quarrying, the hassock associated with it in the Hythe Beds and
sand, Spencer, 2013, 36), a strong case can be made that then as now a cement industry also
sat alongside the quarrying and tile/ brick manufacturing induskvieanwhile Ellis Jones

(2012, 100) adds that the Medway estuary was also a centre of salt production during the
occupation. The river itself would also have been a thoroughfare for goods produced by the
iron and tile industries of the Weald (Millett, 2007, 178), utilising a break of bulk point

around the area of modern Maidstone where the Wealden road from Rochester to Beauport
Park met the river close to the Mount villa (Houliston, 1999, 71, see 5.1.4 below). With
regard to the use of the river, one further consideration is Russel and Staveley’s (2012, 1)

location of a possible quay on a stream near the River Medway at the central Wealden iron-
manufacturing site of Great Cansiron. This latter raises the possibility that goods from the
Wealden iron industry were being transported from as far upriver along the Medway Valley
as this location, remarkable given that the last substantial evidence of the use of the river
during the occupation is the villa site and quarry at Teston 30km further downriver (see 5.1.4

below).

5.1.1 Nature of the Evidence

Research into the occupation-period Medway Valley is the least mature of the three regions
which are the focus of this study. Activity here is typified as a series of piecemeal
discoveries and small to medium scale (though in some cases lengthy) excavations, with the

detail and data from the research often not being academically presented. Crucially, no
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attempt was been made until the advent of Mydway Formula’ research from 2009 to
view the Roman-period valley holistically, looking at change and continuity throughout the
occupation (Elliott, 2011, 5). The specific focus on the exploitation of natural resources in
this work is particularly helpful in this regard given the importance of the extractive

industries in the region at the time.

The upper Medway Valley has long been associated with the quarrying of ragstone, with for
example the antiquarian Lambarde (1576, 1826 edition, 174) saying that he had seen the
county town of Maidstone called Maegpanstamérencing strong stone) in an ‘ancient

Saxon book’. Other antiquarians also referenced the provenance of the available extractive
materials here, with Hasted (1797, 9, and 18D@p#ng that the fertile soils of the valley

covered quarry rock’.

It is around this time that the first antiquarian references begin to appear regarding the
occupation-period sites in the valley, for example at Barming where the then leading historian
and biographer Rev. Mark Noble noted in 1797 the Roman buildings and cemeteries there
(unpublished at the time, his private papers being first recorded by Roach-Smith, 1848, 183,
see 5.1.4 beloy Around the same time as Noble’s early investigations Hasted (1797, 2) also
highlighted the Roman provenance of Barming, citing finds there of Roman urns, armour and
skeletons. Using Barming once again as an example, Smith (1839, 59) also noted in a
guidebook to Maidstone that the walls and bath of a Roman villa wenrasble there

within living memory (again see 5.1.4 for detail). In the same work (1839, 57) he also
recorded the finding in 1838 of what we now know as the Roman villa in East Farleigh

(though with no context).

From this time such antiquarian investigations become more common in the Medway Valley,
though in complete isolation and with the findings (when published at all) appearing in a
diverse set of antiquarian publications. Roach-Smith (1844a, 117) and Wright (1854, 189)
both record the finding of a Roman building in Snodland (again now understood wilag

and again with no context), Charles (1847, 86) details his investigations of the villa now
known as The Mount in Maidstone which was first revealed in the 1843, and Grover (1873,
45) reports local hop-field owner Arthur Fremling discovering and excavating what we now

know is the Roman villa at Teston in 1872.
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Sporadic archaeological investigative activity continued intb&@tury in the region,

though the Medway Valley lacked a central figure to galvanise research in the manner of
Straker in the Weald and Winbolt in the Folkestone region (excepting perhaps George Payne
in the later 19 century around Rochester). Thus it was not until the 1960s that large scale,
organized excavatiortggan on some of the region’s major Roman sites, for example that led

by Detsicas with the Lower Medway Archaeological Research Group (LMARG) at Eccles
from 1963 to 1976 (1967, 170). Similarly, The Mount villa site in Maidstone received
significant attention in the early 1970s through a Department of the Environment-funded
investigation by the Maidstone Area Archaeological Group (MAAG) led by A. Miles and D.
Kelly (Miles, 1972, 217). The haphazard nature of regional investigations is evident at this
site, with it next being revisited by CAT in 1994 when, for the first time, a full floor plan of
the main occupation-period structure was created (Houliston, 1999, 71).

Sporadic investigations of isolated sites has continued from that time to this day, most
recently MAAG’s ongoing investigations at the East Farleigh villa site (Daniels, 2015, 6) and
the adhor and Wilkinson’s (through KAFS) similarly ongoing excavations at the Teston villa
site (Elliott, 2013, 40).

From the above narrative it is clear that, despite the Medway Valley featuring Maidstone and
having a long history of settlement, agriculture and industry, there has been no organised
approach to regional archaeological investigations. It was this fact that prompted the author
to use the occupation-period valley as the focus of his UCL MA dissertation research in 2009,
in the context of the ragstone quarries which were known to have supplied much of the
building stone for the South East during the occupation but which were at that time unlocated.
The key elements of this research were:

» A discussion regarding maritime transport by river, canal and sea being the preferred

means of transporting heavy goods in the pre-modern era.

» A discussion on the scale of the occupation-period ragstone quarrying industry in the
upper Medway Valley above the tidal reach at Allington, where | advanced the
hypothesis that this activity was industrial in scale, facilitating the urbanisation and
later fortification of the South East of Britain (Marsden, 1994, 80). Further, |
advanced an argument that the metaltang the upper Medway Valley was run by

the Classis Britannica on behalf o