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THE ROMAN CITY AND ITS PERIPHERY

Why did Roman cities develop an urban periphery? How was that
space used, and how was it understood by contemporaries?

The Roman City and its Periphery explores the issue of periurban development
outside the cities of the Roman world: the first time the issue has been treated
in a comprehensive volume. Through a wide range of case studies, ranging
from Rome itself to provincial cities across the western part of the empire,
Penny Goodman explores contemporary views of periurban development, and
compares them with the reality of archaeological remains. At the core of the
work is a detailed case study of the cities of Roman Gaul, from well-known
major cities such as Arles to small towns like Argentomagus, and from the
Roman conquest to the end of antiquity.

This extensive study reveals that the development of an urban periphery
was a widespread and characteristic feature of Roman cities everywhere, and
shows that it could function as an important part of the urban fabric — a far
cry from the low-grade artisanal suburbs of the medieval and early modern
world. The Roman City and its Periphery shows the contributions which an
understanding of periurban space can make to debates concerning the character
of a Roman city, its relationship with the countryside, and the relationship of
local elites with the power that was Rome.

Penelope J. Goodman is a lecturer in Roman history at the University of
Leeds, where she specialises in the study of Roman urban space.
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1

EXPLORING THE EDGES
OF A ROMAN CITY

A Roman city, like a text, a vase or a statue, is an artefact of the society
which produced it. Its buildings, its infrastructure and its spatial organisa-
tion can therefore give us, as modern observers, an insight into the nature of
that society. Working back from the material remains revealed by archaeo-
logy, and in the light of other forms of evidence such as art, literature, legal
documents or coinage, we can seek to identify the social customs and pro-
cesses which shaped the character and appearance of the urban fabric." We
may observe, for example, the effects of the efforts of the ruling elite to
maintain their elevated social status through their use of public buildings,
statues and inscriptions to impress and to court popularity.” Similarly, we
may detect the desire of craftsmen and small traders to maximise trade in the
clustering of shops and workshops along main roads.” We can also ask how
the fabric of the city, once established, might in itself shape the day-to-day
lives of its inhabitants.*

This book sets out to explore the organisation and use of a particular
section of the Roman urban fabric — the urban periphery — as a means of
better understanding the nature and workings of Roman urban society.
Chapters 2 and 3 will offer a detailed exploration of what constituted the
periphery of a Roman city, and how it might be identified. For the purposes
of introducing the concept, however, a basic definition of an urban periphery
may be offered here. A city’s periphery can be taken to mean any occupation
on the fringes of a city which is neither fully urban nor fully rural in char-
acter.” Although the urban periphery is intimately connected with the city,
an observer familiar with Roman urbanism should be able to distinguish it
not only from the centre of the city but also from the countryside beyond.
Such an observer, of course, could be an ancient inhabitant of the Roman
empire or a modern researcher.

To date, the Roman urban periphery has received relatively little attention
from scholars. Yet it is clear that the concept of occupation which was neither
fully urban nor fully rural did exist in the ancient world. Both literary texts
and legal documents, for example, refer to such land-use with a variety of
specialised words and phrases. Amongst the most common are the Latin
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adjective, ‘suburbanus’, the adjectival phrases, ‘extra urbem’, ‘extra moenia’ and
‘extra murum’, and the Greek noun, ‘proast(e)ion’ and its related forms. The
very use of these terms indicates that something which cannot be defined
as either urban or rural is being described, while, as chapter 2 will show,
the contexts in which they occur reveal much about ancient perceptions of
periurban occupation. Meanwhile, archaeological evidence shows that the
organisation of space and the use of land in the urban periphery was indeed
different in certain respects from that in the urban centre or the countryside.
Burials, for instance, were almost never made in the urban centre, while in
the countryside they tended to be widely dispersed. Yet, on the periphery of
the city, they were often concentrated into cemetery zones, or lined the edges
of the main roads out of the urban centre. Thus, conventions differed
between the city, the urban periphery and the countryside. This suggests
that the people making the burials considered there to be a real distinction
between the three.

It is clear, then, that the urban periphery was a widely recognised and
meaningful feature of Roman urbanism in the past. If this was the case, it is
of course important for us to examine and understand it, as an essential
element in wider explorations of Roman urbanism and Roman urban society.
This book offers such an investigation. It asks why periurban development
arose at Roman cities; how, why and to what extent it differed from occupation
and land-use in the city and in the countryside; what were its distinguishing
characteristics; what factors and processes shaped those characteristics; and
what it meant to choose to build a structure such as a house or a public
building in the urban periphery. The goal of these questions will partly be to
arrive at an understanding of the urban periphery in its own right. But the
answers that they bring about will also be applied to wider debates. These
include in particular the nature of the relationship between city and country
in the Roman world, as well as the nature of the relationship between urban-
based provincial elites and the metropolitan elite at Rome. The aim is to
demonstrate the potential contribution of periurban evidence to the debates
surrounding these issues, and to add fresh perspectives.

It will already have been noted that the terms used here to describe the
intermediate zone between city and country are not the seemingly obvious
choices: ‘suburban’ and ‘suburbs’. Instead, throughout this book I use the
phrase ‘urban periphery’ to describe the zone as a whole, and the adjective
‘periurban’ to describe individual features belonging to it. Although perhaps
slightly cumbersome, there are two reasons for preferring these terms.

First, the Latin adjective, ‘suburbanus’, and the rarer noun, ‘suburbium’,
carried specialised connotations in the ancient world, as chapter 2 reveals.
Although both coxld be used in any context, in practice they are most fre-
quently used to describe a specific landscape of private villa properties
around the city of Rome. The goal of this book, however, is to explore the
phenomenon of periurban development on a wider level than this. For this
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reason, the term ‘suburbanus’ and its modern derivatives are reserved for
discussing features around Rome itself, and alternative terms are used when
discussing other cities. This approach is in keeping with an established
modern convention of using the word ‘suburbium’ as a technical term for the
region around Rome.® Meanwhile, the other Latin terms which were used to
describe the urban periphery either assume that it is distinguished from
the urban centre by walls (extra murum’ and ‘extra moenia’), or define it only
in relation to the city without necessarily implying that it is in any way
different from the countryside (‘extra urbem’). Although these have given rise
to modern derivations such as extra-mural and extra-urban which could be
used here, their roots again make them problematic. The cities of Roman
Gaul, which are central to this book, amply demonstrate that walls were
not necessary to create a clear distinction between the urban centre and its
periphery. It is also crucial to the identity of the urban periphery that it was
different from the countryside, and did not simply mean ‘anything outside
the city’.

The second major reason for rejecting the terms ‘suburban’ and ‘suburbs’
lies in their modern associations. For most westerners, these terms carry
connotations derived from two related contexts: a knowledge of medieval and
early modern urbanism in Europe, and an experience of modern European
and American cities. Ideas of the suburban drawn from these contexts, how-
ever, are at odds with the reality of the Roman urban periphery in several
important ways. First, the medieval or early modern city. ‘Suburbs’, wrote
Braudel of fifteenth- to eighteenth-century Europe, ‘housed the poor, artisans,
watermen, noisy malodorous trades, cheap inns, posting-houses, stables for
post-horses, porters’ lodgings.”” The vision is of suburbs as a second-rate
space, where people and activities expelled from the urban centre ‘washed up’
alongside one another. The Roman urban periphery was indeed home to
traders and artisans, but it also featured monumental public buildings and
wealthy elite housing. The idea of the suburb as a lower-class overspill zone
is an anachronism for the Roman world: and, as we shall see, has arguably
given rise to misinterpretations of its economic activity.

Medieval and early modern cities, though, did share with their Roman
predecessors a tendency to have a distinct centre marked out by visible urban
boundaries: either city walls, or, in the Roman period, other alternatives
which will be introduced in chapter 3. The distinction between centre and
suburbs in modern European and American cities is not usually so sharp. The
transition from their centres to older, ‘inner’ suburbs,® and more recent
‘outer’ suburbs,” is usually detectable through changes in the character of the
occupation and the age of the buildings, rather than because visible boundary
markers are passed. Both inner and outer suburbs in Europe and America are
also often the result of planned urban expansion, and as such tend to have a
very homogeneous character. This gives rise to the endless landscape of iden-
tical houses and white picket-fences portrayed in films such as American
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Beauty (and parodied in Edward Scissorhands), or, in a British context, a
neighbourhood of cul-de-sacs and semi-detached houses satirised in sitcoms
like The Good Life and Birds of a Feather. But Roman periurban development
was rarely planned, and tended to be varied in character and appearance.
Finally, land-use in the outer suburbs of modern cities is usually heavily
‘zoned’. Outer suburbs are known for their commuter villages, industrial
estates and, increasingly, retail parks. Although Roman periurban develop-
ment could sometimes be dominated by a single type of land-use, this was
not widespread. It was far more common for land outside a Roman urban
centre to host a variety of structures and activities which existed side by
side.

For all of these reasons, then, ‘suburb’ and ‘suburban’ are somewhat mis-
leading terms to use in a Roman context, and especially of provincial cities.
They evoke either the specific context of metropolitan Rome, or the suburbs
of later cities, very different from their Roman equivalents. The words
‘periurban’ and ‘urban periphery’ are less loaded with existing connotations,
and yet aptly describe occupation which is neither fully urban nor fully rural.
Using these terms allows development on the fringes of Roman cities to be
examined on its own terms, with less danger that the picture will be clouded
by images drawn from elsewhere.

What is certain is that the need for such an examination is pressing,
whatever term is employed to describe its subject. To date, the peripheries of
Roman cities have received all too little attention. Past approaches to the
study of Roman urbanism have frequently been based on the implicit
assumption that the relationship between city and country was antithetical,
with a sharp line dividing them both physically and conceptually. This is
especially true of economic approaches: indeed, the polar division between
city and country is an underlying principle of the ‘consumer city’ debate."’
Such a viewpoint is not surprising, since it is in keeping with expressions
of the same antithesis to be found in the ancient world (see chapter 2). But
it leaves little scope for scholarly investigations of anything falling between
the two poles. As a result, much work on Roman urbanism has overlooked
the urban periphery, and the contribution which it can make to a richer
understanding of the relationship between a Roman city and its rural sur-
roundings."" Meanwhile, closer examinations of Roman literary texts and
archaeological evidence reveal that the relationship between city and country
was not as starkly opposed as it might at first appear. In fact, it was ambiguous
and open to inversion: and the urban periphery is only a particularly vivid
illustration of this.

This is not to say that no work at all has been done on Roman periurban
development. Much has been written on the suburbium of Rome, partly
because it is especially prominent in our literary sources, and partly because
of the degree of archaeological attention which Rome in general has
received.'” The indispensable Lexicon Topographicum Urbis Romae is even now
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being supplemented by a second series devoted to the Roman suburbium
under the title Lexicon Topographicum Urbis Romae: Suburbium.” There have
also been studies of periurban occupation outside specific provincial cities,
such as Lincoln or Bologna,'* and some more detailed works aiming to
review periurban development across a whole province. In 1987, Simon
Esmonde Cleary published a monograph on the subject of extra-mural devel-
opment at towns in Roman Britain,"” while a conference held in France in
1997 focused on periurban occupation outside Gallo-Roman cities."®

These latter two publications have been particularly important steps for-
ward in expanding the study of Roman urban peripheries into the provinces,
and away from the special circumstances of Rome.'” However, their scope
could have been wider. Esmonde Cleary took a strictly archaeological
approach to the towns of Roman Britain, employing textual evidence only
when discussing the legal and administrative aspects of extra-mural occupa-
tion. He was able to produce an extremely comprehensive account of the
physical form of extra-mural occupation in Roman Britain. But some conclu-
sions which could have been drawn by comparing this account with evidence
from other parts of the empire fell outside the scope of his work. He was
unable to comment, for instance, on whether Romano-British cities were
influenced by Roman literary treatments of the urban periphery. Meanwhile
the papers of the French conference were written by many different authors,
covering either specific periurban issues or individual sites. This encouraged
a valuable range of ideas, approaches and regional studies. But it meant that
the opportunities to draw comparisons between findings from different sites,
or present an overall account of periurban development across Gaul, were
limited.

Here, I shall again focus on one particular region — the four provinces of
Gaul — but will seek explicitly to set the periurban development observed
there into the wider context of urbanism throughout the western provinces
of the Roman empire. My intention is to strike a balance between a detailed
treatment of periurban development in a meaningful regional context, and
an overview of the phenomenon of the Roman urban periphery as a whole. I
shall examine both archaeological and non-archaeological evidence from a
range of geographical contexts, and use this to draw direct comparisons
between different cities within Gaul, and between Gallo-Roman cities and
those in other parts of the empire.

Chapters 2 and 3 will begin by examining periurban development as an
empire-wide phenomenon. Chapter 2 explores the ‘thought-world” associated
with this type of occupation: in Rome itself and in the places touched by
Rome. Chapter 3 then goes on to look at the archaeology of the urban
periphery, asking in particular how periurban occupation can be identified
from a modern perspective. Chapters 4 to 6 will then move on to a detailed
examination of the character and function of periurban development in the
specific context of Roman Gaul. As these chapters will establish, Gallo-Roman



EXPLORING THE EDGES OF A ROMAN CITY

cities have enough coherence as a group of related sites to allow meaningful
comparisons to be drawn between them, and for an overall picture of periur-
ban development in this region to be constructed. Finally, the concluding
chapter considers the contribution of the periurban evidence from Gaul to
our understanding of Roman urbanism as a whole, and especially to debates
concerning the city—country relationship and the relationship between Rome
and the provinces.



2

THE URBAN PERIPHERY IN
ROMAN THOUGHT

Introduction

Much of the rationale behind setting out to study the Roman urban periphery
rests on the fact that it was a recognised entity in the ancient world, and thus
had meaning within Roman society. The evidence which indicates that this
was so, however, can tell us much more than this. Legal documents, literary
texts, and visual images provide an insight into the thought-world of the
urban periphery, as well as the various means by which Roman observers
distinguished the periurban from the urban or the rural.' This evidence
comes primarily from an elite perspective: it was chiefly produced by and
for individuals who held a dominant position within Roman society, and
who were generally male, wealthy, well-educated and politically active.
Specifically, much of it was produced by or for members of the unique
metropolitan elite based at Rome. The view of the periurban which it pre-
serves, then, is very much that of a select group. None the less, the very
social dominance of those who belonged to this group makes their perspec-
tive of particular interest. These people were in a position to disseminate
their understanding of the urban periphery to others via art, literature and
the law. They were also able to affect the physical appearance of actual
urban landscapes, both at Rome and elsewhere, through their control over
land and wealth.

This chapter, then, aims to explore the attitudes towards and understand-
ing of the urban periphery typically held by the elite of the Roman empire,
through an examination of legal, literary and visual evidence. The legal status
of the urban periphery, its importance as an element in Roman urbanism
and the associations which it evoked will be investigated, while the issue of
the extent to which these details were held to apply to provincial cities as
well as Rome will also be raised. The conclusions drawn here will then
provide a helpful context for the analysis of archaeological evidence from
Gaul in chapters 4—6, and especially for establishing the extent to which the
Gallo-Roman elite appear to have been influenced by the thought-world
revealed in this chapter. Direct evidence for elite ideas about the urban
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periphery does not survive from the Gaul of the high empire, although some
is available from late antique Gaul in the form of letters and poems, and will
be treated in chapter 6. However, if the archaeological evidence for elite
activity in the urban peripheries of Gaul can be viewed in the light of what is
known about modes of thought constructed around such zones by elites
elsewhere in the Roman world, this will at least allow us to ask whether the
behaviour of the Gallo-Roman elite was consistent with such views. Was the
thought-world of either Rome’s urban periphery in particular, or periurban
development more generally, part of the model of Roman urbanism that was
transmitted to the Gallic elite, and did they seek to emulate it? This issue
will be tackled in chapter 7, after the evidence from Gaul has been evaluated
on its own terms.

The urban, the rural and the periurban

The urban periphery has already been defined as a zone which was neither
entirely urban nor entirely rural, and could be recognised as such by an
observer familiar with Roman urbanism. For the present, we will assume
that an urban periphery could only exist when there was something recognis-
ably urban against which to define it, although this assumption will be
revisited and tested in chapter 5. If this is the case, then the concepts of
‘the urban’ and ‘the rural’ need to be reviewed before the thought-world of
the urban periphery can be properly explored. Once again, the surviving
evidence for Roman ideas about city and country comes from the elite, and
especially the metropolitan elite at Rome. But since it is their concept of
the urban periphery that we are seeking to understand, then it is their con-
struction of the relationship between the city and the countryside which
most needs to be examined here.

In order to understand the elite ideology of city and country in the Roman
world, it is first important to consider the role which both played in the
administration of the Roman empire, and the actual legal relationship
between them. The basic administrative unit adopted or imposed across the
Roman empire was not in fact the city per se, but rather a semi-autonomous
civic community. Most of the empire was divided up into such communities,’
and the leaders of each managed the day-to-day government of their land and
people on Rome’s behalf. The administration of each community usually
centred on a single dominant city, where the local elite would meet, oversee
local affairs and liaise directly with the central government in Rome. Other
settlements within the community’s territory were then administered from
that city. Around this basic model, many varieties of civic community were
recognised within the empire, and were distinguished by their different
levels of status. In the western part of the empire, a hierarchy of communities
developed, progressing upwards from a native or ‘peregrine’ community
(including the civitates of Africa, Britain, Gaul and Spain), to a maunicipium
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and finally a colonia.’ In the east, coloniae also existed, but most communities
were interested only in attaining or maintaining the status of a Greek po/is."

The laws governing individual Roman civic communities varied according
to their status, their cultural background and the period when they had
come under Roman influence.” Coloniae and municipia were granted charters,
establishing constitutions which broadly reflected the administrative system
at Rome itself. Direct constitutional intervention was less common in estab-
lished Greek poleis, but Greek civic constitutions could be revised at Roman
discretion, and newly created poleis did receive charters from Rome.® Civitates
were technically allowed to govern themselves using their own laws, but
when agreements were drawn up to formalise the relationship between these
communities and Rome, measures were probably taken to ensure that these
laws were consistent with Rome’s interests.” Significant differences could
therefore exist between local legal systems, but all were liable to some degree
of modification from Rome. It can be assumed that this was used to ensure
conformity to the basic model of a population governed from an administrative
city which Rome required to manage the empire.

In constitutional charters, very little distinction appears to have been
made between urban and rural land or city- and country-dwellers. Where
these charters use words such as ‘colonia’ or ‘municipium’ to define the scope
of a law, this usually refers to the community as a whole, rather than its
principal city. Thus both city and country were seen as the combined pro-
perty of the community, and the same laws governed the population in any
part of it.” In this sense, city and country were complementary elements of a
common unit. Within that unit, however, each served different functions.
The city acted as a base for legal and political activity, and its structural
and administrative links with Rome provided a means for interaction with
the rest of the empire. It was also a convenient focus for other communal
activities, such as social interaction, religious rituals and trade. Meanwhile,
the community’s rural land was dedicated primarily to agricultural exploita-
tion, which formed the basis of the community’s wealth. Thus two different
spheres of action were defined. Significantly, the local elite would generally
be active in both spheres, since they needed to spend time in the city in order
to participate in local politics, but they also needed to own and oversee land
in the country in order to generate and maintain the wealth which supported
this. Meanwhile, Roman civil law, which applied to Roman citizens living
in provincial communities alongside the laws written into constitutional
charters,” could distinguish between the urban and the rural. Thus the profes-
sional land-surveyors, whose job included investigating property disputes,
recognised the potential for disagreements over land in two different spheres:
the urban and the rural."

Turning to literary portrayals of city and country, we find that one dominant
theme is a desire to distinguish sharply between the two. Writers often
portray city and country as an antithetical pair with opposing characteristics,
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especially on a moral level. A vivid example of such treatment occurs at the
beginning of book 3 of Varro’s De Re Rustica. Varro declares that there are
two ways of life, ‘rustica et urbana’ (the rural life and the urban life),"" which
he distinguishes on a historical, but also a moral level: ‘the culture of the
field is not only more ancient, but also more virtuous’.'? For Varro, the rustic
life is superior because country-dwelling Romans had always provided food
and military aid to the state: by implication, city-dwellers have meanwhile
contributed nothing. The theme Varro presents here is a literary common-
place, with which all well-educated Romans would have been familiar. The
antithetical relationship between city and country, especially on a moral
level, appears in literature of all genres,” and is even recommended by
Quintilian as a suitable topic for mock classroom debates."” As Quintilian’s
recommendation implies, the subject was also capable of being inverted, so
that an urban lifestyle could just as readily be presented as morally superior
to a rural one. Both sides of the debate appear in Cicero’s defence of Sextus
Roscius of Ameria, where Cicero argues that Roscius’ rural background
makes him less likely than a city-dweller to have committed murder, while
his opponents claim that it makes him ‘savage and uncultivated’ (ferum atque
agrestem).”

The city itself was portrayed in elite literature as an important symbol of
sophistication and civilisation, and especially of romanitas (essentially,
‘Roman-ness’). Thus, Tacitus in his Germania is able to convey to his elite
Roman audience just how barbarous and alien the Germans are by telling
them, ‘it is well known that no German people live in cities, indeed that they
do not allow joined buildings amongst them’.'"* The same theme arises in
Tacitus’ Histories, when he has an embassy from the German tribe of the
Tencteri offer an alliance to the people of the Colonia Agrippinensis (Kéln)
on the condition that they kill all Romans within their territory and pull
down the walls of their city.'” Thus the destruction of a major urban monu-
ment, described by the Tencteri as ‘bulwarks of slavery’ (munimenta servitii),
would symbolise as complete a rejection of Roman rule as the slaughter of
actual Romans.

From these passages, it is clear that evidence of #rbanitas (‘urban-ness’) in a
city was simultaneously a sign of romanitas. It indicated that the city, and by
extension the community administered from it, was part of the privileged
and civilised world of the Roman empire. Urbanitas itself sprang in part
from a city’s political status as the dominant administrative centre of a civic
community. However, by the Roman period, urban identity had also come to
be judged on the basis of the city’s appearance, and particularly its public
monuments. This attitude is well illustrated by the comments of Pausanias,
writing in the second century AD, on the Greek city of Panopeus in Phocis."®
Pausanias himself tells us that Panopeus is the centre of an independent
city-state, since it sends delegates to the Phocian assembly, and has a terri-
tory defined by borders with neighbouring communities. The complete lack
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of government offices, gymnasium, theatre, agorz or public fountains there,
however, causes him to doubt whether Panopeus can really be called a po/is.
Clearly, then, public monuments could carry almost as much weight in
judgements of #rbanitas as the political role of the settlement in question. If a
settlement failed to make a sufficient display of urban status through its
public monuments, its identity as a ‘true’ city could be questioned, and,
consequently, so could the semi-autonomous status of the community it
administered.

The idea that urban status was contestable is also supported by other
evidence. Strabo, for instance, argues against ‘those who assert that there are
more than one thousand cities [poleis] in Iberia’ on the grounds that they
‘seem to me to be led to do so by calling the big villages {megalas komas]
cities’."” One consequence of this potential for questioning urban identity was
that settlements with no political function, such as large towns within the
territories of other dominant cities, could aspire to a form of urban identity
through other means, such as the erection of public monuments. Sometimes,
this could even result in the attainment of actual urban status. Inscriptions
from the Greek east reveal that some secondary centres were promoted to
the status of polis after convincing the emperor of their worthiness.”’

A well-educated member of the metropolitan elite at Rome, then, or a
provincial who was conscious of metropolitan Roman culture and wished to
align himself with it, should have been familiar with an ideology of city and
country which included several basic elements. First, he should have been
aware of a sharp antithesis between city and country, particularly on moral
grounds. Second, he should have understood that the cities used as adminis-
trative centres by Rome’s subject communities were potent symbols of the
status of those communities, and especially of their membership of the wider
Roman world. And finally, he should have been aware of the importance of
the physical fabric of the city, and especially its monumental public build-
ings, in expressing a community’s #rbanitas and, consequently, its romanitas.
It is now possible to consider how these ideas related to actual elite behaviour
in the city, and especially those aspects of elite behaviour which left their
mark on the urban fabric.

A close connection can immediately be identified between the literary
polarisation of city and country and the physical boundaries established
around most Roman cities. The most obvious such boundaries are city walls:
well-attested at Rome itself, and numerous provincial cities. Their very pre-
sence was a potent symbol of urban status in itself,”’ partly no doubt because
of the command over resources and manpower which they demonstrated, but
perhaps also because they displayed a commitment to the ideology of the city
as a distinct and privileged space. As chapter 3 will demonstrate, however,
even where walls were lacking, other types of visible marker were regularly
used to define the edges of a Roman city, including monumental arches,
the edges of an orthogonal street layout or natural features such as rivers.

11
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These markers would make it clear to both residents and visitors when they
were passing between rural and urban space, thus drawing attention to the
differences between city and country.

The extent to which features such as city walls or orthogonal grid-plans in
newly founded provincial cities were imposed by the central Roman
administration or adopted voluntarily by local elites is somewhat uncertain.
Two references in the Digesta suggest that by the second century AD at least,
the construction of a walled circuit around any provincial city could be
authorised only by the emperor.”” This does not mean that the initiative for
wall-building could not come from the provincial communities themselves,
however, only that they would have to seek the emperor’s permission to
proceed. Meanwhile, Hanson argues that the relative lack of orthogonal grids
in secondary settlements in the north-western provinces suggests that they
were imposed on the sites of major administrative cities by Roman planners
rather than initiated by the local elite.”> Woolf, however, posits a greater
level of provincial input, and explains the same pattern in terms of the
immense cost to the community involved in establishing an orthogonal
layout.24 Whatever the circumstances of their initial creation, though, the
subsequent maintenance of urban boundaries at any kind of provincial city
must have been largely the responsibility of the local civic authorities.
Archaeological evidence from across the empire suggests that these bodies
were very interested in maintaining visual markers at the edges of their cities,
even where actual occupation had expanded beyond them (see chapter 3).
Thus provincial elites do appear to have wanted to distinguish between
urban and rural space in their own right, even where Rome was no longer
directly encouraging them to do so.

The Roman interest in distinguishing physically between the urban and
the rural probably had its origins in defensive practicalities and a religious
desire to ensure the favour of the gods by marking out sacred space.” How-
ever, in the context of the pax Romana of the high imperial period, it is also
likely to have become linked with the two other major themes discussed
above; the importance of wrbanitas as a symbol of civilised and semi-
autonomous status, and the role of the urban fabric in displaying it to others.
The elite in any Roman city regularly made benefactions of public buildings,
primarily in order to boost their own personal status.”® A strong secondary
motivation, however, is likely to have been an interest in enhancing the
status of the community as a whole.”” Their awareness of the contestability of
urban status would have made this desirable, not least because their own
standing would be greater if their city was widely recognised as highly
urbane and sophisticated. By distinguishing sharply between city and coun-
try, local elites could potentially increase the effectiveness of such displays of
status. The boundaries around a provincial city made it into a carefully
defined arena, and ensured that the monuments erected within it would all
be clearly understood as of and belonging to the city. Meanwhile, some of the
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features which helped to define this arena, such as city walls, monumental
arches or a street-grid would also demonstrate #rbanitas in themselves.

The antithesis between city and country, however, was not always as stark
in reality as elite authors and town-planners might have wished. Archaeo-
logical evidence in fact points towards a very close relationship between most
Roman cities and the surrounding countryside. This includes the farming
of land immediately around the city by people resident within it,”® as well
as horticulture and even animal husbandry within the walls.”” The elite
themselves were also extremely capable of inverting the normal distinction
between city and country, and making deliberate displays of #rbanitas in the
country or rusticitas in the city.”” Perhaps the ultimate example of this is
Nero’s Golden House, the hostile reactions to which, Purcell argues, were
provoked largely by the extravagance of Nero’s attempt to bring landscapes
properly belonging to the countryside into the centre of Rome.’" Such elite
inversions of city and country drew much of their effectiveness, and their
notoriety, from the traditional interest in distinguishing between the two.
However, the fact that they were made reveals that this interest was not
universal.

The clearest indication of the gap between the elite ideology of the city
and the reality of Roman urbanism, however, must be the persistent develop-
ment of periurban occupation beyond the boundaries of urban centres. Not
only is this type of occupation attested archaeologically at numerous cities, it
was also recognised by the same authors who were interested in portraying
city and country as polar opposites. Thus Horace, famous for his fable of
the town mouse and the country mouse,”* can be found in the same book of
his Satires complaining about the washed-out flavour of cabbage grown in
suburban market-gardens.”” The widespread evidence for periurban occupa-
tion outside Roman urban centres suggests that, in spite of elite attempts to
define their cities with clear visible boundaries, other forces at work in
Roman society actually encouraged a more gradual transition from city to
countryside. The tension between these social forces and the elite ideology of
the city may thus have helped to create a recognisable urban periphery,
excluded from the urban centre by the elite interest in defining that centre
with largely static boundaries, but differentiated from the countryside by its
special relationship with the city. This hypothesis will be explored in further
detail using the archaeological evidence from Gaul in chapters 4—6.

The urban periphery in Roman law

Our exploration of the evidence for Roman perceptions of the urban periphery
begins with legal texts, which seek to define it for the purposes of legislation
or property disputes, and to regulate land-use within it. The definitions
they offer can help us to understand how Roman observers distinguished
between urban, rural and periurban features, and to what extent it was
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actually possible for them to produce a rigid definition which would reliably
tell them apart. Meanwhile, the fact that recognisable references to the urban
periphery appear in legal documents at all also gives us some insight into
attitudes towards it. It demonstrates, for instance, that periurban occupation
was in some cases considered important enough to warrant special legal or
administrative provisions. The documents discussed in this section include
rulings from Roman civil law, colonial and municipal charters, and also
inscribed prohibitions from various contexts. Some comparisons between the
legal treatment of periurban occupation at Rome and elsewhere are therefore
possible, although limited by the small total number of documents.

One major legal and administrative problem arising from the existence
of periurban development was that of defining the city. Distinguishing the
city from the countryside could be an important issue in defining the sphere
of application of certain laws, as well as settling disputes over inherited
property. At Rome, more than one jurist tackled the problem by drawing a
distinction between the #rbs, which technically meant only the area within
the so-called ‘Servian’ wall, and the more inclusive term, Romea.* The follow-
ing definition originally formulated by the Augustan jurist, P. Alfenus
Varus, appears in the Digesta as a citation from the mid-second-century
lawyer Ulpius Marcellus:

As Alfenus said, ‘urbs’ means ‘Roma’ which was surrounded by a wall,
but ‘Roma’ also extends as far as there are continuous buildings: for it
can be understood from daily use that Rome is not considered to
extend only as far as the wall, since we say that we are going to
Rome, even if we live outside the urbs.”

Alfenus included two distinct zones within his definition of Roma: not only
the urbs itself, as defined by the Servian wall, but also the continuous occupa-
tion (continentia aedificia) lying beyond those walls.”® His reference to the
conventions of everyday speech reveals that the dense, urban-style occupation
outside the Servian wall was normally considered a part of Rome by its
inhabitants. However, the need to formulate such a definition shows that its
identity as part of the city could also be contested. The extra-mural section of
the continentia aedificia to which Alfenus refers was thus a part of Rome’s
urban periphery. It was considered to belong to the agglomeration of Rome,
rather than to the countryside, but it was excluded from the urban centre
marked out by the walls.

The concept of the continentia aedificia makes its first known appearance on
the Tabula Heracleensis, in a law certainly predating 46-45 BC, and perhaps
part of a Caesarian lex Iulia municipalis’” A clause of this law concerning
road maintenance is said to apply ‘in the city of Rome or nearer than one
thousand paces to the city of Rome where it is continuously inhabited’.*® The
reference to continuously inhabited areas is equivalent to Alfenus’ inclusion

14



THE URBAN PERIPHERY IN ROMAN THOUGHT

of built-up extra-mural regions in his definition of Rome, although here
there is also a proviso that they must lie within a fixed distance of the city.
The aims of the law include ensuring the maintenance of urban streets and
preventing them from being blocked by wheeled traffic. The legislators
appear to have considered that the built-up areas outside the Servian wall
were urban enough in character to need such regulation, but to have recog-
nised that they were not technically part of the #rbs, and needed to be desig-
nated by a different phrase if the law was to be understood to apply to them.
In later rulings, the concept of the entire continentia aedificia is used to define
the areas affected by the leges Iulia and Papia,” as well as the places where a
person could be said to be ‘present at Rome’.*” As in the Tabula Heracleensis,
these definitions seem to have been rendered necessary by the mismatch
between the actual extent of the urban-style occupation at Rome and the
technical limits of the #rbs."" However, it is important to note that they are
not actually definitions of the urban periphery, but definitions of the city
which seek to include periurban occupation. Only those parts of the continentia
aedificia falling outside the Servian wall were actually periurban, while other
periurban features which were not continuous with Rome, such as suburban
villas or satellite settlements, would not be affected by these laws.

Rome was not the only city where the concept of the continentia aedificia
was used in legislation. The Jex Irnitana, a Flavian charter created for the
otherwise unknown Spanish manicipium of Irni or Irnium, includes a clause
forbidding the de-roofing, demolition or dismantling of a building ‘in the
city [oppidum} of the Flavian municipium of Irni and where there are buildings
continuous with that city’.*> The word oppidum is used to show that the law
is intended to apply to the city only, and not the whole territory of the
municipium, but the legislators have then added a reference to the continentia
aedificia in order not to exclude occupation which lay outside the actual
urban centre but was, practically speaking, part of the city.” Significantly,
this assumes that, as for the #rbs at Rome, the word oppidum was understood
to designate only a specific area marked out by urban boundaries, a practice
explored further in chapter 3. It may be that occupation outside these
boundaries already existed at Irni when the charter was granted, explaining
the inclusive scope of the law, or that the drafters of the constitution were
allowing for the development of periurban occupation in future. It is more
likely, however, that the continentia aedificia was simply invoked at Irni in
imitation of the precedents already established at Rome.**

A concept closely related to the continentia aedificia is the area less than one
thousand paces (passus mille, or one Roman mile) from Rome. This appears as
another means of ensuring that occupation outside the #rbs proper is subject
to laws intended to apply to the whole of the city of Rome.* The figure of
one thousand paces was probably not to be taken literally, but rather as a
round number certain to include all built-up occupation outside the Servian
wall. Indeed, the method of counting the thousand paces seems to have
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been debated. The mid-second-century lawyer Gaius informs us that the
judgements of the urban praetor are valid if made ‘in the city of Rome or
within the first milestone of the city of Rome’," yet the early third-century
jurist Macer asserts that ‘the one thousand paces are to be measured not from
the milestone of the city but from the continuous buildings’.*’ The idea that
what was really meant was not a literal radius, but all extra-mural occupation
of urban character, is supported by the qualification of the ‘passus mille’ on the
Tabula Heracleensis by the phrase, ‘wbei continente habitabitur' (where it is
continuously inhabited).”® This law, then, applied not to the entire area
within one mile’s radius of the urban centre, but only to the parts of that
zone which were densely built up. Later in the same text, the ‘passus mille
phrase appears without qualification,” but the reference to continuous habi-
tation at its first appearance and the particular relevance of this law to built-
up areas probably imply that this should be understood throughout the
statute.

Like the concept of the continentia aedificia, the passus mille clause could also
be applied in a provincial context to extend the scope of legislation beyond
a demarcated urban centre. The lex Coloniae Genetivae, a Caesarian charter
granted to the Spanish colonia of Urso, stipulated that the community’s decu-
rions, augurs and pontiffs should have a house ‘in the city [oppidum} or closer
than one thousand paces to the city’.’’ The aim of the clause was probably to
ensure personal interest in the community’s principal city, and it would
appear that the legislators considered the ownership of property within
a mile’s radius to be as sound a guarantee of this as property within the
boundaries of the city proper. As at Irni, it is most likely that such provisions
were made in the charter simply because the legislators were attempting to
imitate similar institutions at Rome. However, we should not rule out the
possibility that the legislators were allowing for the real development of
built-up occupation beyond Urso’s urban centre.

These examples of legislation reveal a need to manage the difference
between areas technically defined as urban, and occupation which was urban
in character but fell outside an area strictly designated as ‘the city’. Such
occupation, then, was ambiguous in status, since it could be considered to
have or to lack an urban identity depending on the nature of the judgement:
legal or quotidian. This same ambiguity could also be exploited in private
property disputes. Two rulings in the Digesta express the opinion that leg-
acies of property described in a will as being simply ‘at Rome’ should be held
to include property technically outside the #rbs.’* Interestingly, a third rul-
ing relating to the maunicipium of Gades (Cddiz) in Spain determines that
the phrase ‘quidquid in patria Gadibus possides’ (whatever I possess in Gades,
my home-town) can be extended to include the ‘suburbanum adiacentem posses-
sionem’ (adjacent suburban possession).’> While the phrases ‘continentia aedificia
and ‘passus mille may have been used in legislation at Irni and Urso simply in
emulation of Rome, this appears to be a direct response to a specific periurban
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structure, and reinforces the idea that the same legal ambiguities did apply
to such structures in the provinces.

Another group of rulings concerning private property approach periurban
property from the opposite direction, revealing a concern for ensuring that
suburban estates were subject to the same protection as rural ones. An entry
in the Digesta cites a speech made by Septimius Severus in the senate, by
which ‘tutors and guardians are forbidden to sell up rural or suburban
estates’.”” The interest here seems to be to prevent the sale of family land
where it is being administered on behalf of a ward. Several similar entries in
the Codex Tustinianus suggest that this was an issue of ongoing concern to
third-century emperors, perhaps aiming to protect the wealth of established
aristocratic families.”” The inclusion of praedia suburbana as well as rustica in
all of the rulings suggests that suburban estates were seen as being just as
essential to the income of a land-owning family as rural estates, while
acknowledging that they needed specific mention to ensure their protection.
Most of the rulings seem to concern Rome itself, since they allow for tutors
and guardians to apply for exemption in special circumstances to the urban
praetor. However, some evidently envisage a provincial situation: one ruling
states that an estate may not be sold ‘without a decree from the governor of
the province in which it is situated’.”

The examples of legislation discussed so far have demonstrated the prac-
tical problems arising from the tension between the elite desire for a clearly
defined urban centre and the reality of the urban periphery. A further body of
law affected the urban periphery more directly by forbidding certain activities
within the city. The most famous example is the law of the Twelve Tables
forbidding burial within the #rbs,”” matched in a provincial context by the
Urso charter, which forbids burial within the pomerium.”® Another law often
viewed in the same light is the restriction on tile-kilns also included in the
Urso charter.”” This is discussed in full in chapter 4, where the idea that it
does not necessarily indicate a general interest in excluding industry from
the urban centre is proposed. Where the activities forbidden by such laws
were nevertheless important for maintaining the expected standards of urban
life, the natural result would be for them to become concentrated in the
urban periphery instead. The archaeological evidence for this will be dis-
cussed in the chapters which follow, but the principle may be demonstrated
here through an inscription from Puteoli (Pozzuoli). Here, a lex de munere
publico libitinario regulated the contractors charged with overseeing burials,
punishments and executions in the city.® Their workers were forbidden to
enter the town (oppidum) except in the course of their work, and were also not
to live ‘within the tower where the grove of Libitina is today’: probably to be
understood as meaning that they could not live on the Puteoli side of the
grove.’! The grove itself cannot now be identified, but it must have been
closely connected with the work of the operatives, since Libitina was the
goddess of burials.®” Its equivalent on the Esquiline hill in Rome was
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certainly on the edge of the urban centre, and a similar arrangement is likely
at Puteoli. The law thus reveals a tension between a desire to exclude workers
involved in undesirable pursuits from the city,” and a need to allow them
ready access to the city, where they will have performed the bulk of their
work. The tension appears to have been resolved by allowing them to live
in the urban periphery, beyond a clearly designated landmark.

The existence of these laws reveals much about relative attitudes towards
the urban periphery and the urban centre. It implies a willingness to make
use of periurban land for activities necessary to the smooth running of the
city, but unwanted in its centre. Such relegations into the urban periphery
relate to the elite ideology of the city seen in the previous section, supporting
the suggestion that they were keen to make their urban centres into special
showpieces of sophisticated and refined identity. Yet other laws reveal a
concern for protecting the urban periphery itself from misuse. Examples
include legislation to prevent the illegal burial or burning of corpses and the
dumping of rubbish in paupers’ burial grounds on the Esquiline hill at Rome
and on a site which may or may not have been a sacred grove at Luceria.®*
Rubbish dumping was no doubt a problem throughout most Roman cities,
but the disposal of corpses was an issue affecting the urban periphery in
particular.” Doubtless part of the reason for the official concern was the
income which properly enacted burials could generate for the civic authori-
ties. Puteolan citizens seem to have been forbidden to employ anyone other
than the official contractor to bury a corpse.®® But a desire to protect the
appearance of the city, even beyond its urban boundaries, was probably also
at work.®” The urban periphery may have been used for activities not wanted
in the centre of the city. But it was also considered worthy of civic protection
in its own right.

The urban periphery in Roman literature

The texts examined in the previous section revealed something of the practi-
calities involved in managing the urban periphery, and especially of the
problems caused by its ambiguous status. Here, literary texts are analysed
in order to reach a more complex understanding of the thought-world asso-
ciated with the urban periphery. Literary authors do not generally provide
definitions of the urban periphery, since they assume that their readers will
be familiar with the concept. But they refer to it frequently, and in doing
so provide insight into the many possible ways of understanding or repre-
senting this zone. Most of the authors discussed in this section can be con-
sidered part of the metropolitan Roman elite, in that they had significant
experience of living amongst and interacting with the leading citizens of
Rome. Unsurprisingly, then, many of their references to periurban develop-
ment concern the area around Rome, and it is the thought-world of Rome’s
urban periphery in particular which they can reveal to us. However, these
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authors did sometimes write about periurban development at cities other
than Rome, while a small number of references to the urban periphery also
occur in works by authors whose main experience was of living in the
provinces. Thus it is possible to explore the extent to which ideas associated
with the periphery at Rome were also applied to other cities, or shared by
provincial elites.

Most of the material discussed here was gathered using two searchable
corpora of ancient texts: the Packard Humanities Institute CD-ROM of
Latin texts and the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae online database.®® The PHI CD
is not a complete corpus of Latin texts, but it is extremely comprehensive up
to around AD 250, and also includes selected texts from after that date. The
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae database covers authors from Homer to the fall of
Byzantium, and includes over 90 million words of text. Between them,
then, these two collections offer an excellent cross-section of ancient litera-
ture, allowing the full range of literary references to the urban periphery to
be identified and explored. Searches were run through these corpora for all
forms of the Latin and Greek words ‘suburbanus’|‘suburbiun’, ‘extra wurbem’,
‘extra moenia’, ‘extra murum’ and ‘proast(e)ion’/ proast(e)ios’. The contexts in
which these terms were used reveal that they fall into three broad groups,
each with its own distinct connotations: ‘suburbanus’ and its cognates, the
various terms meaning ‘outside the city’ or ‘outside the walls’, and ‘proast-
(e)ion’ and related forms. Each group will therefore be discussed separately,
so that the precise meaning of each can be explored, and comparisons drawn
between them. The search-terms described above, however, cannot be relied
upon to identify all passages of relevance to the urban periphery in Roman
literature. An author may describe part of a city or a particular feature in
terms which indicate to his readers that it is periurban without using any of
these specific words. In order to help compensate for this, a number of other
passages of relevance to the thought-world of the urban periphery have also
been examined: notably descriptions of the city of Rome and particular villas
in the area around it.

Descriptions of Rome are in fact a useful starting point for this investiga-
tion, because of the city’s dominance amongst our evidence. Strabo, Dionysius
of Halicarnassus and the Elder Pliny were all clearly struck when describing
Augustan and early imperial Rome by its sheer size. Dionysius in particular
states that the extent of the built-up area makes it difficult to discern where
the city ends and the countryside begins.”” Attempting to measure the size of
the city by looking at the Servian wall is no easier, he adds, since this has
become engulfed by buildings in many places: an observation confirmed by
Livy.”” These comments reveal that elite authors in the early imperial period
were still keen to distinguish between the city of Rome and the surrounding
countryside. However, the extent of the city’s periphery also prompted them
to make a somewhat ironic observation about contemporary Rome: that the
mother city was no longer proudly delineated by its walls, like so many of its
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coloniae, but had merged into a kind of continuum with the countryside.
Meanwhile, Strabo adds a valuable perspective on the role of a particular
periurban area, the Campus Martius, in expressing the grandeur and impor-
tance of Rome. His description of the monumental buildings of Rome, in
fact, focuses almost entirely on the Campus Martius, and even includes the
suggestion that builders here were actively seeking to make the rest of Rome
appear a ‘mere accessory’ in comparison.”' For Strabo, then, the Campus
Martius, outstripped the #rbs for monumental finery, despite falling outside
both the Servian wall and the pomerium.

Literary uses of the term ‘suburbanus’ and its cognates have already been
closely investigated by both Champlin and Agusta-Boularot, and the discus-
sion of their connotations offered here owes much to both of them.”” The
noun ‘suburbium’ could be used in Latin, but it is found very rarely, and the
descriptive adjective, ‘suburbanus’, was the preferred form.”” This adjective
could be applied to features such as sanctuaries, tombs, funeral pyres or even
small towns.”® It could also be used to describe open land (e.g. solum or terra),
or a whole region around Rome (ager suburbanus).”” However, it is most fre-
quently applied to private properties, as designated by words such as vi//a,
praedium, fundus or even rus, in the sense of ‘country place’ or ‘country seat’:’®
this latter example highlighting the ambiguous position of the suburban in
the wider antithesis between city and country.” In fact, private property is
the context in which the word first appears: originally as a phrase, ‘sub urbe’.
Already in the second century BC, Plautus and Cato were using this to
describe a particular kind of agricultural property close to Rome.”® By the
late Republic, the commonest form was the substantive, ‘suburbanun’, with
‘praedium’ (estate) understood.”” The conceptual landscape of the suburban
was therefore above all a landscape of private properties, although it could
include certain other features. Surviving uses of ‘suburbanus’ and its cognates
are also particularly strongly associated with the city of Rome.*” Indeed,
‘Rome’ would have been understood by the -zrb- element in the word.®" The
original suburbs were not just associated with « city. They were associated
with be city: the urbs that was Rome.

We begin, then, by exploring the meaning of the term in its original
context. Through compiling references which, directly or indirectly, refer
to individual towns around Rome as suburban, both Champlin and Agusta-
Boularot have concluded that the ager suburbanus (or the suburbium) was
roughly equivalent in area to the modern Roman Campagna.®” When plotted
on a map, most of these towns fall into a radius of approximately 35 km
around Rome, with Antium constituting an extreme at 50 km away, and
a distinct emphasis on the Latin territory to the south-east of the Tiber
(figure 2.1). However, although geography was of course a factor in helping
to determine whether a particular feature was considered to be suburban
or not, it was not the only one that counted. The designation suzburbanus,
especially when applied to a villa estate, also implied that the villa, and
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Figure 2.1 Rome and its suburbium.

hence its owner, was involved in a particular lifestyle enjoyed by the members
of the Roman elite.”” This is an idea played with by Catullus when describing
his own ‘farm’:

Oh my farm, whether Sabine or Tiburtine

(for they swear that you are Tiburtine, those to whom it is not
a pleasure to hurt Catullus: but those to whom it is

vie to pledge anything that it is Sabine) . . .**

Tibur is referred to in other literary sources as suburban,® and so by telling
Catullus that his farm is Tiburtine, his friends can suggest that he is a part of
the sophisticated suburban ‘set’. Indeed, Catullus reveals his own view only
two lines later, when he describes the property as a ‘suburbana villa’. But the
geographical location of the villa must have been ambiguous enough for
Catullus to joke that his enemies could claim that it was Sabine, and there-
fore lay beyond suburban circles. Catullus recognises that the status of his
property, and himself, is ultimately judged by its viewers. In similar vein, a
ruling in the Codex lustinianus states that a suburban estate is distinguishable
from urban properties by its nature, not its position.*

We have already seen that, in the thought-world of the metropolitan elite,
the Roman suburban landscape was dominated by the private villa estate.
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Significantly, it did not include features such as kilns, quarries or small
farms, all in fact present in the area around Rome (see chapter 3). This
highlights the differences between literary constructions of Rome’s urban
periphery and the reality of the same zone. The thought-world of the sub-
urban which emerges from literary texts, then, is really the thought-world of
the suburban villa. By the late Republic, the suburban villa seems to have
become part of the ‘equipment’ considered necessary for full participation in
the metropolitan elite lifestyle, just like an urban domaus or horti and a profic-
able country estate. This is clear from several letters and speeches of Cicero in
which he refers (not always with approval, but never with surprise) to the sets
of urban and suburban properties owned by various elite individuals, and
from the encouragement which he gives to his brother Quintus in purchasing
one.” It is equally clear that the suburban villa was a necessary investment
first and foremost because it constituted a potent symbol of elite status. Land
on the periphery of Rome was expensive, and only an individual who was
both wealthy and active on a regular basis within the city would consider it
worth paying for.*® A telling epigram portrays the consuming jealousy of a
friend of Martial’s in the face of his new status symbols: his own mules and a
suburban property. The satirical response plays on the lengths to which some
individuals will go to maintain such assets: Martial wishes them as a curse on
his friend, since financially they are more of a burden than a blessing.*

Besides demonstrating his elevated status, a suburban villa could also offer
its owner leisure, privacy and the enjoyment of the countryside, without the
need to sacrifice urbane comforts or easy access to the social and political life
of the city. These aspects are clearly illustrated in Pliny the Younger’s famous
account of his villa on the Laurentine coast near Ostia.” Pliny’s description
of this property focuses on its sophisticated facilities, such as a gymnasium,
heated baths, covered arcades and multiple dining rooms. Notably, the
feature mentioned first is an atrium which leads into a D-shaped portico: an
arrangement very similar to the axial atrium and peristyle found in fashion-
able urban domus.”" Later, an arcade resembles that of a public monument:
and, thus, of an urban building. The natural landscape, meanwhile, serves
primarily as a tasteful backdrop for the villa, complementing the elegance of
its rooms. Thus, one dining room has views of the sea on three sides, and
through the house towards woods and mountains on the fourth: the ultimate
in refined décor. Pliny also stresses the tranquillity which the villa affords
him for his writing, implying that he does not enjoy such peace in the city.
Another letter ironically contrasts the poor yields of Pliny’s other two estates,
at Tifernum in Tuscany and near Comum in north Italy,”” with the rich
literary ‘crop’ that he has produced on his Laurentine estate.”” It is clear,
then, that the purpose of the suburban villa is quite different from the other
estates. While they are expected to generate wealth, the Laurentine estate
is not: only to provide refined residential facilities impossible in an urban
house.
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Pliny’s Laurentine estate, then, combines the advantages of both city and
country, but avoids the disadvantages of either. In one sense, the suburban
villa was the resolution of the city—country debate: the perfect compromise
between the two.”® Meanwhile, the location of the villa close to the city
meant that its owner did not have to give up the social and political world of
Rome in order to enjoy this. Thus Columella recommends a suburbanum
praedium to his readers on the grounds that it can be reached on a daily
journey (‘cotidianus excursus’) by its owner after completing his business in the
forum, while Pliny notes the same quality in his Laurentine villa.” It is
unlikely that many wealthy Romans actually performed a daily commute.
Even Pliny’s villa was in fact seventeen miles (25 km) from Rome, while the
temporal concentration of activities such as the sa/utatio, court sessions and
senate meetings into the morning would have made it sensible to start a day
of serious public pursuits in the urban domus.”® The suburban villa could then
be retired to afterwards, when the following day did not require the owner’s
presence in the city. None the less, Columella’s recommendation does sug-
gest that a suburban villa owner expected to be @ble to reach his villa in less
than a day’s journey, and that he would travel between it and the city on
a regular basis. Meanwhile, numerous texts describe visits to and from sub-
urban villas between members of the elite, indicating that they functioned as
nodes in an extended social network centred on the city of Rome.”’

Crucial to the relationship between villa and city was of course the road
network. Another letter of Pliny’s, concerning the purchase of a small farm
by Suetonius, describes the features likely to make it attractive to him.”
These include not only the ‘vicinitas urbis’ (proximity of the city), but also the
‘opportunitas viae' (convenience of its road). Many other literary references to
suburban villas locate the properties specifically in relation to a major road.
We encounter the suburban villa of Seneca on the road from Campania, that
of Nero’s freedman, Phaon, between the via Salaria and via Nomentana, that
of Domitian’s nurse, Phyllis, on the via Latina and that of the grammarian
Remmius Palaemon on the via Nomentana.” The importance of the road was
partly practical, since it provided easy access to the property for the villa’s
owner, as well as for other members of the elite who might visit him.
However, the roads and the journeys made along them also created a more
symbolic link with Rome, as well as with other suburban villas. A location
on one of the major roads into the city indicated that a villa was intimately
connected with the life of Rome, both physically and through the cultural
values which its owner carried back and forth between the two.'”

In certain circumstances, this picture of the suburban villa as a physical
and cultural extension of Rome could be disturbed, and it could come to
represent an exclusion, rather than a retreat, from the city. This is the situa-
tion described by Suetonius for Claudius, after he is refused any hope of
political office under Tiberius: ‘then at last, with his hopes of public status
cast down, he gave himself over to leisure, sometimes in his garden estate
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and suburban house, sometimes taking refuge in a retreat in Campania’.'”!
Here the suburban house of Claudius has become the geographical expression
of his involuntary exclusion from the political life of Rome. Similarly, the
younger Pliny paid a visit to the philosopher Artemidorus in his suburban
villa, at a time when Domitian had expelled philosophers from the city.'"?
Again, Artemidorus is situated both literally and metaphorically on the
fringes of Roman society. Suetonius also uses the same motif of suburban
exclusion to express the final rejection of ‘bad’ emperors by Roman society.
Thus, the suicide of Nero and the obscure burial of Domitian both take
place in suburban villas belonging to loyal, but low-class, members of their
households.'”

Literary texts also attest a complex set of views concerning agriculture and
the suburban villa. It was essential to the identity of a suburban villa that it
fell between city and country, and its value as a status symbol might be
compromised if its owner was seen to use it for the serious agricultural
production normally associated with a rural estate. In fact, some suburban
villa owners made a special display of treating agriculture as a pastime, rather
than a means to profit. The orator Hortensius was reputed to have shown
great devotion to a particular plane-tree on his suburban estate, which he
watered with wine. This was a pastiche of serious agriculture, demonstrating
his ability to support a leisured lifestyle in the urban periphery thanks to real
investments elsewhere.'”* Agriculture as an elite pastime, however, was not
necessarily incompatible with profit-making. Thus Remmius Palaemon,
although ostensibly only playing at being a farmer himself, quadrupled the
value of his suburban estate by the shrewd employment of an expert in
viticulture.'"”” The most widespread approach was probably that of Pliny
the Younger on his Laurentine estate. We have already seen that Pliny’s
description of this villa focuses on its urbanised amenities, and that he con-
trasts it elsewhere with his ‘real’ agricultural estates at Tifernum and
Comum. However, he does mention one garden ‘thickly planted with mul-
berry and fig’, and another which is ‘fertile and rural’, as well as telling us
that the villa provides all its own land-based products.'® Thus the villa
clearly was productive, even if Pliny chose not to present this as its chief
interest for him.

The situation is summed up by Seneca, who recognises that the main
reasons for buying a suburban villa are its healthiness and its privacy, but
advises that, once bought, it should be looked after anyway, in order to
maximise its profitability.'”” For those who wished to take Seneca’s advice, a
wealth of agricultural writings were available to guide the suburban villa
owner in the efficient management of his estate. As early as the second
century BC, Cato had devoted two chapters of his De Agri Cultura to describ-
ing the best way to lay out a suburban farm,'” and similar advice could be
found in the pages of Varro and Columella.'” All three authors recommend
the cultivation of luxury or perishable goods, such as flowers, fruit or young
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animals, on a suburban estate but not a rural one. This advice reflects the
special nature of the market available in Rome, which was both wealthy and
able to import staple goods over long distances. Suburban farmers could thus
find a niche in the market by producing goods which could be transported
only over short distances, as well as specialised products required by the
fashionable urban elite.'"

In the references discussed so far, the word ‘suburbanus’ and its cognates are
used to evoke a refined and privileged lifestyle led by the metropolitan elite
at Rome, and centring around their villa estates. But the word is also applied
in an Italian or provincial context.''' Notably, all such occurrences without
exception concern private properties, confirming that the literary suburban
landscape, wherever it was set, was dominated by elite residences. Pliny,
writing to a friend living near Comum in north Italy, enquires after his
‘suburbanunm amoenissimum’ "> while Suetonius ascribes to Tiberius on Rhodes
the same set of properties encountered in Cicero’s references to the metro-
politan elite at Rome: ‘a moderate house and a not much more spacious
suburban estate’.'"” Similar references occur in Curtius Rufus, Pliny the
Elder, Martial and the Historia Augusta,'"* while Aulus Gellius’ descriptions
of visits to and philosophical debates in the villas of Herodes Atticus near
Athens clearly draw on the topos of the suburbanum, though without using
the actual word.'” With the possible exception of the enigmatic author(s)
of the Historia Augusta, all of these writers spent the greater part of their lives
in Rome. They must therefore have been familiar with the elite lifestyle
centred around Rome which ‘suburbanus’ and related terms evoked, as well
as the range of other words which could be used in its place (see below).
Their decision to apply the term to properties at cities other than Rome,
then, implies that these authors felt its connotations cou/d be transferred
appropriately to a provincial context.

‘Suburbanus’ is also used three times of private properties in the works of
Apuleius, a writer who lived most of his life in Africa. It is applied twice to
his wife’s villa in the Apologia and also appears in a story from the Florida.''®
Yet Apuleius was well-travelled, having been educated in Carthage, Athens
and Rome,""” and is noted for his inventive and cosmopolitan style. His use
of the word ‘suburbanus’ in an African context probably reflects this back-
ground. However, it does imply that Apuleius believed that properties in
Africa, and particularly his own, could at least be compared with the sub-
urban villas of Rome. Meanwhile, a funerary inscription found at Tarraco
(Tarragona) in Spain records a donation of ‘hortos coberentes sive suburbanum’
(conjoined gardens or a suburban estate) by a husband to four freedmen and
freedwomen of his dead wife.''® This example comes from outside the literary
sphere, but confirms that the word could be used by provincial elites of their
own properties. The practice is not attested for Gaul during the high empire,
but it does appear in letters and poems of the late antique period, discussed
in chapter 6.
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In etymological terms, the phrases ‘extra urben’, ‘extra murum/muros and
‘extra moenia’ do not necessarily evoke the periurban per se. They indicate
that a particular feature or place fell outside a city or its walls, and hence
was not urban, but they do not explicitly signal that it was not rural either.
In practice, though, they were normally used to describe things or events
located immediately outside the boundaries of a city and closely related to
the city itself. The three phrases are largely synonymous, although authors
are more likely to use ‘extra murum’ and ‘extra moenia’ when writing about
military attacks, since walls and fortifications were defensive features as
well as urban boundaries. For convenience, then, all three phrases will be
designated here by the English term ‘extra urban’, unless otherwise
indicated.

We have seen that the word ‘suburbanus’ was mainly used in literature to
denote a particular elite lifestyle, based around Rome. The extra urban, how-
ever, was a more generalised concept, which could be applied to features or
events outside any city. The phrases in this group are most often used to
describe armies camped outside cities, military sieges or attacks on citizens
who have ventured outside their fortifications.""” Within such descriptions,
authors occasionally refer to specific features of the urban periphery, usually
because they are directly involved in the action. Thus Tacitus describes the
burning of an amphitheatre outside Placentia, or Frontinus that of a temple
near a city in Caria.'*” Meanwhile, the dominant feature of the ager suburbanus —
the villa estate — is significantly entirely absent from the extra urban land-
scape; at Rome or elsewhere. The only private dwellings described as extra
urban seem to be houses outside Italian or provincial cities: the equivalent of
the continentia aedificia at Rome."'

The extra urban landscape is thus markedly different from the ager subur-
banus, both in terms of what could happen there, and what might be found
there. When authors did apply the concept to Rome, they often appear to
have done so in order to indicate aspects of Rome’s urban periphery which
did not fit into the refined elite world of the suburbium. This includes
anything to do with the military sphere, at Rome largely personified by
individuals who were forbidden to cross the pomerium. Rome’s extra urban
landscape is thus the proper place for holders of imperium who wished to
consult with the senate or hoped to celebrate a triumph,'” as well as for
ambassadors from hostile nations.'” Such figures are never situated in the
suburbium, since they were not using the urban periphery as a place of leisured
retreat from the city. The word ‘suburbanus’ was, however, occasionally used
in the context of the distant past to describe neighbouring towns and peoples
who had once been enemies of Rome but had become part of her suburbinm."**
Here, the word is more effective than the phrase ‘extra wurbem’, since it
emphasises the change from a small warring city-state to the centre of a
pacified subject territory, and hence carries with it a sense of the inevitability
of Rome’s success.
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In Greek literature, the word most commonly used to refer to the urban
periphery is the noun, ‘proast(e)ion’,"””> which denotes a geographical zone
outside a city. An adjective, ‘proast(e)ios’ also exists, as do related terms such
as ‘proastis’ (resident in a suburb), but the noun predominates. Authors of the
classical period, such as Herodotus, Thucydides and Xenophon, use the term
primarily in the context of military assaults, much as Latin authors do the
‘extra . . . phrases discussed earlier.'”® The features of a classical Greek proast-
eion could include the groves, temples and public memorials which character-
ised the Kerameikos area outside the Dipylon Gate at Athens.'”’ However,
they might also consist of ordinary houses, such as those in Thucydides’
description of an Athenian assault on the city of Nisaea.'”® The connotations
of the classical Greek proasteion were thus much closer to a Roman extra
urban landscape that to a suburban one. Yet the classical period had also
generated the concept of the urban periphery as a refined intellectual retreat,
thanks largely to the establishment outside Athens of Plato’s Academy in the
Kerameikos district and Aristotle’s Lyceum in the eastern periphery. That
the Roman elite sought to incorporate these precedents into their own sub-
urban lifestyles is clear above all from Cicero, whose villa near Tusculum had
its own ‘Academy’, and who begins a letter to Atticus in Athens with the
words, “When I was in my Tusculan property (that will do in return for your
“When I was in Ceramicus”) . . .".'**

In the Roman world of the late Republic and high empire, authors writing
in Greek could still use the word ‘proasteion’ in its classical sense. Frequently,
it was used to describe places where military attacks and ambushes occurred,
or, at Rome, military commanders met with the senate or awaited triumphs.'*’
In addition, it could occur as a strictly geographical setting within descrip-
tions of people’s activities”' or cities."”> When applied to Rome itself,
however, the word ‘proasteion’ in this period took on some of the specific
meanings of the Latin ‘suburbanus’. We find references to private villas in
the proasteion of Rome which are closely comparable with Latin texts concern-
ing suburban villas; for instance the ‘pleasant villa in the proasteion’ which
Plutarch’s Crassus attempts to buy.'” Yet the Greek proasteion as a place of
elite refinement was not as closely linked to the city of Rome as the Latin
suburbinm. Thus we find references to lavish private properties and pleasure
gardens in the proasteia of several cities in the Greek east, including Ephesus,'**
Alexandria,'? Sinope,"*® Aegae'’” and especially Athens."” The theme of death
on the margins of society, which Suetonius situated in the swburbium, also
crops up in the Greek proasteion. It appears in particular to have been a
favourite ropos of Herodian, who uses the proasteion as a covert dumping-
ground for the body of Commodus outside Rome, and for the deaths of
both Pescennius Niger at Antioch and Macrinus at Chalcedon.'*” It is worth
noting that some of the authors who use the word ‘proasteion’ to describe
a landscape populated by a leisured elite, either at Rome or elsewhere,
had largely provincial backgrounds. These include Flavius Philostratus, a
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prominent Athenian, and Plutarch, who spent most of his life at Chaeronea.
Like ‘suburbanus’, then, the word ‘proasteion’ in its capacity as an indicator
of a special elite lifestyle was capable of being adopted by well-educated
provincials and applied to their own cities.

Finally, the proasteion provides us with another view of the urban periphery,
not yet explicitly encountered: as a formal zone of transition between city
and country. This concept is applied to Rome by Cassius Dio, who describes
an excursion by Augustus into the proasteion to greet Tiberius, returning from
his suppression of the revolt in Illyricum in AD 9, and to accompany him
back into Rome."™ Here, the proasteion functions as the symbolic meeting
place between the domestic world of the city, embodied in Augustus, and
the external world of military activity personified by Tiberius. This symbolic
function was not unique to Rome, however, as shown by Plutarch’s compar-
able description of a Spartan woman, who, having sent her sons to war, waits
anxiously in the proasteion for news of battle.'*! Meanwhile, the symbolism is
extended into a full-blown metaphor by Philo Judaeus and Lucian, who both
use the transition from the country and through the proasteion into the city as
an analogy for moral advancement.'*

Images of the urban periphery

It is by now clear that the urban periphery was a widely recognised concept
in Roman law and literature, and that it had a range of distinct connota-
tions in the elite mind, often evoked by the use of different descriptive
terms. The final stage in our exploration of the thought-world of the Roman
urban periphery is to examine visual representations of cities. The discussion
that follows will ask how common it was for city representations to include
periurban development at all, and this information will help to indicate
how much such features could contribute to conveying general notions of
urbanitas or identifying a specific city. It will also examine the character of
such development when depicted. This will illuminate attitudes towards the
urban periphery in itself, and provide a basis for comparison with the picture
emerging from the literary texts.

The images discussed in this section vary widely in terms of provenance,
medium, purpose and audience. This means that they can offer insight into
the perceptions of a number of different groups; for instance, provincial elites
as well as the metropolitan elite at Rome, and working professionals as well
as the imperial authorities. The cities depicted also vary, from Rome itself
and several Italian or provincial cities to what appear to be imaginary or
generic cities. These latter are in fact especially valuable, since they can be
used to explore ancient constructions of ‘the city’ in the abstract sense.
Meanwhile, even where specific cities were portrayed, most artists were
clearly not aiming to produce what we would recognise today as accurate or
photo-realistic representations of them. Instead, cities were usually idealised
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or schematised, with only a selection of features shown, and some of these
being given special prominence over others. Even the Severan-period Forma
Urbis, ostensibly a cartographically accurate map of Rome, in fact varies in
scale between extremes of 1:189 and 1:413, possibly in order to give special
emphasis to public buildings.'* Such devices can be very helpful in the pres-
ent context, since they reveal much about the attitudes towards or perceptions
of cities which an artist hoped to convey or expected amongst his audience.

Perhaps the most common means of depicting a city in the Roman world
was to show a prominent walled circuit, enclosing a collection of buildings.
Walls, as noted earlier, were closely connected with urbanitas in the Roman
mind, and hence could represent a city clearly and effectively, especially
where space was limited. A vivid example is provided by local coin issues
from the eastern part of the empire which expressed civic pride through
representations of their cities of origin."** On these coins, the city is usually
represented by a walled circuit seen from a bird’s-eye perspective, with espe-
cially spectacular or recognisable monuments shown within. This style of
depiction was probably favoured on coins largely for practical reasons. The
rounded shape of a walled circuit suits the circular field of the coin, meaning
that the space can be all but filled with a recognisable symbol of #rbanitas.
Meanwhile, the monuments inside help to identify the city intended. The
absence of any periurban features thus probably reflects the die-cutters’
concern for maximising the visual impact of the walled circuit. However,
it also implies that monuments outside the walls of such cities were not
generally considered important enough as symbols of local identity to be
included on their coins.

Bird’s-eye views with prominent walled circuits were also used to repre-
sent cities clearly and concisely when information was being conveyed in
diagram form. This is the case in the Corpus Agrimensorum, a collection of
land-surveying texts. The texts of the Corpus Agrimensorum were compiled
between the fourth and sixth centuries AD, and a number of medieval manu-
scripts contain illustrations which were probably inserted at this point and
copied later on."” The two earliest surviving documents are known as the
‘Arcerianus A’ and ‘Palatinus’ manuscripts, and these include a total of
twenty diagrams featuring pictorial vignettes of cities.'* Like the coin depic-
tions, most show bird’s-eye views of walled cities, with no periurban features
(plate 2.1): two exceptions to this rule, however, will be discussed later. The
aim was probably to clarify surveying problems discussed in the text without
taking up undue amounts of space.

On the Peutinger Table, a twelfth- or early thirteenth-century copy of a
map originating in the fourth century, similar principles apply. This map
represents the Roman empire not cartographically, but as an elongated strip,
and is perhaps best thought of as a diagrammatic equivalent of text-based
road itineraries."”” The great majority of the towns featured on it are indi-
cated simply by a labelled kink in the road, but some are represented by
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Plate 2.1 Walled city vignette from the Corpus Agrimensorum, Arcerianus A
manuscript.

pictorial symbols. These include stylised temples, baths and pairs of towers'*®
(see examples around Rome in plate 2.4, p. 36), while six towns are repre-
sented by bird’s-eye views of hexagonal walled circuits, with some monuments
shown within them, but none outside. All of these symbols have the advan-
tage of indicating a town or city clearly within a small space, while the
hexagonal fortifications, and probably also the double towers, again attest
the popularity of the uncluttered walled circuit as a visual shorthand for the
city. Three more lavish city depictions from this map will again be discussed
later.

Finally, the same device of a compact walled city with no periurban
monuments also occurs in a more decorative context. A small walled city can
be seen in the background of four out of a corpus of ten related Pompeian
wall-paintings depicting the story of Daedalus and Icarus (plate 2.2).'*
Here, the cities act as part of the setting for the myth, probably standing for
Knossos in Crete."”” Thus, they are not the focal point of the scene, and were
probably depicted in a concise and simplistic manner in order to enhance the
overall meaning of the painting without distracting attention from the main
subject.

Where space was at a premium, then, Roman visual artists in a range of
genres and contexts tended strongly towards representing cities as compact
entities, clearly defined by prominent walls, and with no outlying periurban
features. This certainly lent clarity to the images, but the prominence of
the walls in particular probably also reflects the ideological association between
walls and cities already noted in this chapter. In images such as these, the
walled circuits evoke the same city—country antithesis observed above in elite
literature. They indicate a sharp division between the surrounding landscape
or diagrammatic ground and the buildings within the circuit, and thus act as
a guarantee for the #rbanitas of those buildings. A viewer could not mistake
them for a scatter of unrelated, individual structures: surrounded by their
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Plate 2.2 Scene of the fall of Icarus including a walled city, from Pompeii:
Blanckenhagen 1968, no. 10, unknown provenance.

walls, they are bound together into a recognisable city. In fact, this capacity
for walls to convey wrbanitas was so strong that in several contexts they may
be found representing cities on their own, without the need for any internal
buildings. Examples include city personifications who wear crowns in the
form of a city wall,”" a number of illustrations from the Corpus Agrimensorum
consisting simply of empty walled circuits,"” and the use of the word ‘moenia’
(fortifications) in literature to refer to a whole city."”’

The absence of periurban features from the images discussed so far sug-
gests, fairly unsurprisingly, that they were not seen as essential for conveying
the notion of #rbanitas. This does not mean that the urban periphery was
never represented in the visual arts, however. We shall now turn to images
which 4 include some kind of periurban development, and ask how it
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contributed to their meaning. We begin with works produced for a public
audience, and specifically the sculpted reliefs on Trajan’s column, erected to
celebrate his victories in Dacia."”* The military theme of this column means
that although many camps and fortresses are shown, civilian settlements are
rare. However, one city does appear close to the beginning of the column’s
scrolled relief, in Cichorius scenes III-IV."”> These scenes show a city on the
bank of the Danube, itself represented here as a personification. In the small
space above the head of the river-god, the centre of the city is represented by
a walled circuit with some buildings visible inside it. On either side of this
circuit, however, are features shown at a much larger scale: a group of tall
buildings and a portico to the left, and a single city gate through which
Roman troops are setting out to the right. This difference in scale is probably
intended to emphasise the two major functions of the city in the narrative
structure of the column. First, it stands as a place for gathering war supplies,
and second, it stands as a symbol of the civilised and well-ordered society
from which Trajan’s forces are setting out into barbarian territory.

The tall buildings to the left of the city are thus clearly of greater impor-
tance in the scene than the walled centre, and this is of interest since they can
readily be interpreted as periurban buildings. They resemble a group of
storehouses already featured in the previous scene on the column, where
merchant ships were delivering goods to them as part of the Roman prepara-
tions for war."”® However, several devices have been employed to associate
the buildings in scene III specifically with the walled city. They share a
common location on a rocky ridge, are physically linked by a portico, and
apparently share the same system of infrastructure. A smooth line, probably a
road, emerges from an opening at the left-hand end of the portico near to the
tall buildings and joins a similar road emerging from the nearest city gate,
which then leads down to the river. These roads, along with the storehouses
and a merchant boat shown on the river below, all suggest that the city is
intended to represent a river-port, to which goods delivered by boat are
transported. Such a function would be difficult to convey without showing
periurban features, since the storehouses would be less easily identifiable if
enclosed within the walled circuit. At the same time, however, the notion of
civilisation required for the next scene would not have been easily conveyed
without the walled city to which the storehouses relate. Here, then, periurban
buildings appear to have been depicted because this was the most effective
way to convey both storage and #rbanitas at once.

A walled city can also be seen in one of a group of fragmentary marble
reliefs found in the 1870s during drainage works near the Fucine Lake, and
subsequently housed in Avezzano. These reliefs were all found near to the
entrance of the ancient emissarium (outlet tunnel) dug to drain the waters of
the lake in the Claudian period."”’” We cannot now be certain what sort of
monument they belonged to, or even whether they all came from the same
structure. However, their style and scale suggested to Geffroy that they
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did,"”® while the appearance in fragment A of construction workers on the
shore of a lake also caused him to wonder whether such a monument may
have celebrated the Claudian drainage project.”” The city appears on frag-
ment B, and is represented with an unusual level of detail. A prominent
walled circuit occupies the foreground, while streets, znsulae and individual
buildings are visible within. Beyond the walls to the right is a cultivated
landscape, featuring a villa and a road running diagonally towards what may
be a bridge leading over a stream and into the city. Along the road stand a
number of structures. One resembles an altar, while the others are probably
funerary monuments. All of these features are reminiscent of the literary ager
suburbanus, with the villa in particular being extremely prominent. It is not
possible to be certain whether further features on fragments C and D were
also part of this scene, although fragment C does include a building which is
closely comparable to the winged villa in fragment B. If indeed they come
from a monument celebrating the draining of the Fucine Lake, all of these
fragments may have been intended to represent the local benefits of the
scheme, especially in terms of increasing the availability of land for villa-
based exploitation. Meanwhile, if the city was intended to represent a specific
local centre, such as Alba Fucens, its appearance as part of this idyllic scene
may also have evoked the prosperity it would enjoy as more land was created.

Public depictions of the urban periphery also occur in scenes of imperial
profectio (setting out) and adventus (arrival).’® Such scenes are known from
coin issues, as well as sculpted reliefs on monumental arches. The setting was
often Rome itself, but scenes of arrival in Italian and provincial cities also
occur. Most profectio and adventus scenes feature two distinct groups of figures:
one static and one active. Thus a scene showing the departure of Marcus
Aurelius from Rome, reused on the Arch of Constantine, depicts the active
party of the emperor and his troops about to set out along the via Flaminia,
and a static personification of the Roman senate seeing them off. In this
example, the emperor and soldiers represent the external military sphere,
while the senate represents the domestic world of the city. The setting,
meanwhile, is the urban periphery, and this is made clear by the presence of a
city gate, indicating the very edge of the urban centre. Such scenes, then, are
the artistic equivalent of the meeting between Augustus and Tiberius in the
proasteion, described by Cassius Dio.'®" The periurban setting is crucial to the
meaning of the scene, since it reinforces the theme of the meeting between
two worlds which the figures themselves convey.

A rather different kind of public relief, is the Severan map of Rome known
as the Forma Urbis. This map, which showed the buildings of Rome in
ground plan, was carved on marble slabs, and attached to the wall of a room
adjoining Vespasian’s Templum Pacis."®* Its original size and shape have been
reconstructed through analysis of both the wall and the surviving fragments,
and the original locations of many of the pieces have been identified.'®
The coverage of the Forma Urbis clearly extended well beyond the circuit of
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the Servian wall on all sides, and indeed included much that was later left
outside the wall of Aurelian. In fact, the map probably incorporated most of
the contemporary continentia aedificia. This decision is extremely important
for our understanding of the status of extramural areas in relation to the old
walled #rbs. Part of the purpose of the map was probably to draw attention
to the glorious extent of the city of Rome, and particularly the public build-
ings provided by the state. Areas such as the Campus Martius, and even
Transtiberim, then, were evidently considered just as fundamental for dis-
playing Rome’s magnificence as the areas within the Servian circuit. Regret-
tably, however, few slabs depicting extramural features have survived,'®
making it difficult to comment on the method of representation. The most
that can be said is that the character of fragments known from Transtiberim
and the Janiculum does not appear to differ markedly from that of fragments
from within the walled circuit. Both show densely packed buildings lining
open streets, although the nature of the development across the Tiber means
that fragments from this area mainly show commercial buildings, ins#lae and
occasional domus, rather than public buildings.'®

A painted image of a city was found on the Oppian hill in Rome in
1998." It probably came from a public building, perhaps part of the Flavian
programme for eradicating Nero’s hated Domus Aurea. Certainly, it has been
dated on grounds of style to the second half of the first century.'®’ Like
several of the examples above, this city is shown from a bird’s-eye view, and
has a prominent fortified circuit. However, it is unusual in two respects.
First, it takes a city as its primary subject, rather than as context for another
subject, and second, it does not include human figures, which normally
appear in generic landscape paintings.'® This has led several scholars to
suggest that it may be intended to represent a specific city, such as Rome,
Ostia, London, Jerusalem or Lyon.'"” La Rocca, however, emphasises the
importance of asking why such a painting was produced at all, rather than
trying to identify which city was intended.'”’ For the time being, it is
probably best to treat the painting as an idealised type of the Roman city,
possibly produced to express the glory of Roman civilisation.

Much of the ground visible beyond the walls in this painting consists of
green colouring, probably intended to represent agricultural land. However,
some specific features are also included. To the top left of the circuit is a
covered bridge, leading to what van der Meer describes as ‘un alto edificio
grigio’, but too little of this remains for it to be commented upon. Mean-
while, at the bottom, a harbour surrounded by moles is shown. Thus the
city does not give way entirely to rural land at the walled circuit, but has
some form of periphery. If a specific city was intended, the harbour in
particular may have been a characteristic feature which would help it to be
recognised. However, the central area within the walls clearly contains the
city’s most important monuments. The features outside the walls may have
been depicted mainly in order to provide a realistic setting and prevent
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the city from hanging in an artistic vacuum, rather than because they were
considered important in their own right."”!

Finally, we return to the Corpus Agrimensorum and the Peutinger Table, to
discuss the few city images from these documents which did not conform to
the usual type of a walled circuit without periurban features. In the Corpus
Agrimensorum, one unusual illustration appears to show an unwalled city
(plate 2.3).'7? This is the only such example in the collection, and the text
which it accompanies offers no special justification for depict