


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
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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.1 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.2 Similarly, we
may detect the desire of craftsmen and small traders to maximise trade in the
clustering of shops and workshops along main roads.3 We can also ask how
the fabric of the city, once established, might in itself shape the day-to-day
lives of its inhabitants.4

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.5 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 could 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

E X P L O R I N G  T H E  E D G E S  O F  A  R O M A N  C I T Y

2



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.6 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.’7 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,8 and more recent
‘outer’ suburbs,9 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.10

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.11 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.12 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.13 There have
also been studies of periurban occupation outside specific provincial cities,
such as Lincoln or Bologna,14 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,15 while a conference held in France in
1997 focused on periurban occupation outside Gallo-Roman cities.16

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.17 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
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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.
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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.1 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,2

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 municipium
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and finally a colonia.3 In the east, coloniae also existed, but most communities
were interested only in attaining or maintaining the status of a Greek polis.4

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.5 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.6 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.7 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.8 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,9 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.10

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),11 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’.12 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,13 and is even recommended by
Quintilian as a suitable topic for mock classroom debates.14 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).15

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’.16 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 (Köln)
on the condition that they kill all Romans within their territory and pull
down the walls of their city.17 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 urbanitas (‘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.18

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, agora or public fountains there,
however, causes him to doubt whether Panopeus can really be called a polis.
Clearly, then, public monuments could carry almost as much weight in
judgements of urbanitas 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’.19 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.20

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 urbanitas 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,21 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.
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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.22 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.23 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.25 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 urbanitas 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.26 A strong secondary
motivation, however, is likely to have been an interest in enhancing the
status of the community as a whole.27 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 urbanitas 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,28 as well
as horticulture and even animal husbandry within the walls.29 The elite
themselves were also extremely capable of inverting the normal distinction
between city and country, and making deliberate displays of urbanitas in the
country or rusticitas in the city.30 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.31 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,32 can be found in the same book of
his Satires complaining about the washed-out flavour of cabbage grown in
suburban market-gardens.33 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 urbs, which technically meant only the area within
the so-called ‘Servian’ wall, and the more inclusive term, Roma.34 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.35

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.36 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.37 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’.38 The
reference to continuously inhabited areas is equivalent to Alfenus’ inclusion
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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 urbs, 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,39 as well as the places where a
person could be said to be ‘present at Rome’.40 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 urbs.41 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 lex Irnitana, a Flavian charter created for the
otherwise unknown Spanish municipium 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’.42 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.43 Significantly,
this assumes that, as for the urbs 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.44

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 urbs proper is subject
to laws intended to apply to the whole of the city of Rome.45 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’,46 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’.47 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, ‘ubei continente habitabitur’ (where it is
continuously inhabited).48 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,49 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.50

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’.51 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 urbs.52 Interestingly, a third rul-
ing relating to the municipium of Gades (Cádiz) in Spain determines that
the phrase ‘quidquid in patria Gadibus possideo’ (whatever I possess in Gades,
my home-town) can be extended to include the ‘suburbanum adiacentem posses-
sionem’ (adjacent suburban possession).53 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’.54 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 Iustinianus suggest that this was an issue of ongoing concern to
third-century emperors, perhaps aiming to protect the wealth of established
aristocratic families.55 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’.56

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 urbs,57 matched in a provincial context by the
Urso charter, which forbids burial within the pomerium.58 Another law often
viewed in the same light is the restriction on tile-kilns also included in the
Urso charter.59 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.60 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.61 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.62 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,63 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.64

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.65 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.66 But a desire to protect the
appearance of the city, even beyond its urban boundaries, was probably also
at work.67 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.68 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’/‘suburbium’, ‘extra urbem’,
‘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.69 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.70 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.71 For Strabo, then, the Campus
Martius, outstripped the urbs 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.72 The
noun ‘suburbium’ could be used in Latin, but it is found very rarely, and the
descriptive adjective, ‘suburbanus’, was the preferred form.73 This adjective
could be applied to features such as sanctuaries, tombs, funeral pyres or even
small towns.74 It could also be used to describe open land (e.g. solum or terra),
or a whole region around Rome (ager suburbanus).75 However, it is most fre-
quently applied to private properties, as designated by words such as villa,
praedium, fundus or even rus, in the sense of ‘country place’ or ‘country seat’:76

this latter example highlighting the ambiguous position of the suburban in
the wider antithesis between city and country.77 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.78 By the
late Republic, the commonest form was the substantive, ‘suburbanum’, with
‘praedium’ (estate) understood.79 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.80 Indeed,
‘Rome’ would have been understood by the -urb- element in the word.81 The
original suburbs were not just associated with a city. They were associated
with the 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.82 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 suburbanus,
especially when applied to a villa estate, also implied that the villa, and
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hence its owner, was involved in a particular lifestyle enjoyed by the members
of the Roman elite.83 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) . . .84

Tibur is referred to in other literary sources as suburban,85 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 Iustinianus states that a suburban estate is distinguishable
from urban properties by its nature, not its position.86

We have already seen that, in the thought-world of the metropolitan elite,
the Roman suburban landscape was dominated by the private villa estate.

Figure 2.1 Rome and its suburbium.
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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 domus or horti and a profit-
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.87 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.88 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.89

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.90 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.91 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,92 with the rich
literary ‘crop’ that he has produced on his Laurentine estate.93 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.94 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.95 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 salutatio, 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.96 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 able 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.97

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.98

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.99 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.100

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’.101

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.102

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.103

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.104 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.105 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.106 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.107 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,108 and similar advice could be
found in the pages of Varro and Columella.109 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.110

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.111 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
‘suburbanum amoenissimum’,112 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’.113 Similar references occur in Curtius Rufus, Pliny the
Elder, Martial and the Historia Augusta,114 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.115 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 could 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.116

Yet Apuleius was well-travelled, having been educated in Carthage, Athens
and Rome,117 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 coherentes sive suburbanum’
(conjoined gardens or a suburban estate) by a husband to four freedmen and
freedwomen of his dead wife.118 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 urbem’, ‘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.119 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.120 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.121

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,122 as well as for
ambassadors from hostile nations.123 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 suburbium.124

Here, the word is more effective than the phrase ‘extra urbem’, 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.

T H E  U R B A N  P E R I P H E RY  I N  R O M A N  T H O U G H T

26



In Greek literature, the word most commonly used to refer to the urban
periphery is the noun, ‘proast(e)ion’,125 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.126 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.127 However,
they might also consist of ordinary houses, such as those in Thucydides’
description of an Athenian assault on the city of Nisaea.128 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”) . . .’.129

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.130

In addition, it could occur as a strictly geographical setting within descrip-
tions of people’s activities131 or cities.132 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.133 Yet the Greek proasteion as a place of
elite refinement was not as closely linked to the city of Rome as the Latin
suburbium. Thus we find references to lavish private properties and pleasure
gardens in the proasteia of several cities in the Greek east, including Ephesus,134

Alexandria,135 Sinope,136 Aegae137 and especially Athens.138 The theme of death
on the margins of society, which Suetonius situated in the suburbium, also
crops up in the Greek proasteion. It appears in particular to have been a
favourite topos 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.139 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.140 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.141 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.142

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.143 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.144 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 urbanitas.
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.145 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.146 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.147 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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pictorial symbols. These include stylised temples, baths and pairs of towers148

(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).149

Here, the cities act as part of the setting for the myth, probably standing for
Knossos in Crete.150 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 urbanitas of those buildings. A viewer could not mistake
them for a scatter of unrelated, individual structures: surrounded by their

Plate 2.1 Walled city vignette from the Corpus Agrimensorum, Arcerianus A
manuscript.
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walls, they are bound together into a recognisable city. In fact, this capacity
for walls to convey urbanitas 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,151 a number of illustrations from the Corpus Agrimensorum
consisting simply of empty walled circuits,152 and the use of the word ‘moenia’
(fortifications) in literature to refer to a whole city.153

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 urbanitas. This does not mean that the urban periphery was
never represented in the visual arts, however. We shall now turn to images
which do include some kind of periurban development, and ask how it

Plate 2.2 Scene of the fall of Icarus including a walled city, from Pompeii:
Blanckenhagen 1968, no. 10, unknown provenance.
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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.154 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.155 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.156 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 urbanitas 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.157 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,158 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.159 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, insulae 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).160 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.161 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.162 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.163

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 urbs. 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,164

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, insulae and
occasional domus, rather than public buildings.165

A painted image of a city was found on the Oppian hill in Rome in
1998.166 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.167 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.168 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.169 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.170 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.171

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).172 This is the only such example in the collection, and the text
which it accompanies offers no special justification for depicting an open
city. The drawing shows a centuriated grid crossed by a single road, at the
centre of which is a group of buildings. Even here, however, the city is shown
as a tightly packed nucleus, on an area of ground differentiated from the
surrounding centuriation by its shading. There is also no sign of anything
approaching an urban periphery. Possibly, having chosen to depict an open
city, the artist aimed to show it as compactly as possible, in order to make it
recognisable as a city, rather than a group of unrelated rural buildings.
Another illustration from the Corpus shows a walled circuit with no build-
ings inside, but a variety of mausolea in the landscape around it.173 This
image accompanies an edict of Tiberius concerning the erection of funerary
monuments, and was probably intended to depict examples in the general
context where they might be encountered. In one sense, then, this is a generic
representation of periurban land-use, created to convey information about a
particular type of periurban monument.

The Peutinger Table, meanwhile, includes three city personifications, repre-
senting the major cities of Rome (plate 2.4), Constantinople and Antioch.174

These personifications are all shown seated on thrones and accompanied by
additional architectural features from the city. To the left of the representa-
tion of Constantinople is a column surmounted by a statue, which has been
interpreted either as a lighthouse, or as the porphyry column and statue set
up by Constantine in the city’s forum.175 The personification of Rome is

Plate 2.3 ‘Open’ city illustration from the Corpus Agrimensorum, Arcerianus A
manuscript.
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shown within a double circle, perhaps representing the wall of Aurelian,
from which the great consular roads radiate. Meanwhile, a representation of
St Peter’s is shown on the opposite side of the Tiber. That of Antioch is
shown with a young boy, possibly a personification of the Orontes, resting
his hand on a vase from which a river flows over a series of aqueduct arches to
a temple surrounded by trees. Bosio has suggested that this may signify
the Temple of Apollo at Daphne, a satellite of Antioch.176 If this is the
case, then the personifications of both Rome and Antioch on the Peutinger
Table are represented with well-known contemporary features from their
urban peripheries. We may surmise that the personifications were considered
sufficient to represent the urban centres, while certain monuments from their
peripheries were considered significant enough in their own right to warrant
special representation on the map.

As a group, the periurban features shown in some of these images seem to
have been included because they could make a specific contribution to their
meaning or aesthetic value. Thus the bridge and harbour on the painting
from the Oppian hill were probably included primarily for aesthetic reasons,
while the storehouses outside the city on Trajan’s column helped to bring out
the narrative theme of preparations before a war. In certain cases, however,
periurban features do appear to have been included in city representations

Plate 2.4 Personification of Rome and surrounding area, Peutinger Table.
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because they were considered to be of interest or importance in their own
right. This applies to the inclusion of extra-mural areas on the Severan Forma
Urbis and the features accompanying Rome and Antioch on the Peutinger
Table. Such inclusions could of course only have been relevant when the
features of a specific city were being portrayed. Meanwhile, the copious
examples of generic city images showing no periurban features of any kind
make it clear that an urban periphery was not usually considered essential to
abstract conceptions of the Roman city.

Conclusion

Various different attitudes to and perceptions of the urban periphery have
been identified in this chapter, and can be summarised here. Legal texts
revealed that the urban periphery could be seen as an ambiguous zone, con-
sidered to belong from some perspectives to the city and from others to the
countryside. This ambiguity is of course an essential feature of the urban
periphery, and is reflected also in the literary topos of the suburban villa as
the meeting place of urban and rural comforts. The legal evidence also
revealed that certain activities considered undesirable within the ideologic-
ally charged urban centre might be relegated instead to the urban periphery.
At the same time, however, the periphery was not regarded simply as a
convenient dumping-ground: periurban areas could themselves be subject to
legal protections. Literary texts revealed that the term ‘suburbanus’ in particu-
lar carried very specific connotations, evoking above all a refined landscape of
private properties belonging to the metropolitan elite at Rome. Other texts
also presented the urban periphery as a zone of exclusion, a place for military
activity, and a formal zone of transition: an aspect matched in visual scenes of
profectio and adventus. Finally, visual images made it clear that periurban
development was not generally considered an essential indicator of urbanitas.
They did reveal, however, that in some cases periurban features could help
to express the identity of particular cities: a phenomenon mirrored in the
prominence which Strabo gives to the Campus Martius in his description
of Rome.

These themes chiefly reflect the interests and concerns of the metropolitan
elite at Rome. However, the evidence does provide some indications of the
extent to which their perceptions of the urban periphery were adopted by
provincial elites. Legal texts can offer little illumination here, since Roman
civil law and provincial charters were both normally formulated in a metro-
politan context. With the exception of Apuleius, most of the authors who
made use of Latin terms such as ‘suburbanus’ or ‘extra urbem’ had also lived
most of their lives in Rome. More telling is the small number of provincial
writers whose use of the Greek term ‘proasteion’ suggests that they were
familiar with the concept of the refined ager suburbanus, and felt it could be
applied to cities in the Greek east. Visual images can also help to indicate the
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extent to which the thought-world of the metropolitan elite influenced pro-
vincials. In particular, Greek civic coinages clearly indicate the universality
of the equation between walls and urbanitas, and the absence of a role for
periurban development in conveying the notion of a city.

Such evidence suggests that provincial elites did absorb perceptions of ‘the
urban’ and ‘the periurban’ presented to them by Rome. However, its scope is
limited. It provides no detail about the application of these ideologies in
provincial cities, and does not reveal whether alternative perceptions were
also held by provincial elites. These issues must be investigated through
evidence for periurban development drawn from the provinces themselves,
and this can only be provided by archaeology. By examining archaeological
evidence it will be possible, for instance, to determine whether provincial
urban peripheries were actually used for idyllic elite residences or for activi-
ties which were not wanted within the urban centre. It will also be possible
to see how else they may have been used, and whether or not they were
sharply distinguished from the urban centre. These issues will all be addressed
in chapters 4–6.

Finally, the conclusions drawn in this chapter can also be used to help
interpret the archaeological evidence from actual Roman cities. Two findings
in particular should be highlighted. First, all of the evidence discussed above
made it clear that physical boundaries, and especially walls, held great sig-
nificance in ideological terms, and were an expected feature of a Roman city.
This is important for the identification of provincial urban peripheries, since
it means that once the boundaries of a city have been recognised, they can be
used from a modern perspective as a basic indication of the point where the
urban ceded to the rural or the periurban. However, the second major conclu-
sion to emerge from this chapter acts as a warning against assuming that
periurban, or indeed urban or rural development, can ever be securely identi-
fied simply from its geographical position. This is the idea that periurban
identity was subjective and contestable, illustrated most clearly by Catullus.177

This issue is not likely to cause serious difficulties immediately outside an
urban boundary, especially where features typically associated with a city,
such as domus, theatres or market buildings are concerned. However, subjec-
tive perceptions become more important as features get further away from a
city, especially when they are of a type which might equally be encountered
in the countryside; for instance, villas, sanctuaries or kilns. The findings of
this chapter indicate that in these cases, we must look for some positive
evidence for a connection between the feature and the city before it can be
assumed to have been seen as periurban, rather than rural, by the people who
used it.
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3

THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF THE
URBAN PERIPHERY

Introduction

Chapter 2 concluded that archaeological evidence would be central to the
study of periurban development in the provinces. It is now time to consider
how such evidence may be approached, and in particular how features con-
sidered periurban in the Roman period can be identified in the archaeological
record. As we have seen, periurban – and indeed urban or rural – status
rested partly in the eye of the observer. It could be contested in the past, and
can never be attributed conclusively in the present. Nevertheless, broad
guidelines as to what sorts of features were typically considered periurban by
Roman observers can be detected in the legal, literary and visual evidence
already reviewed, and used to identify the most relevant archaeological
evidence.

Clearly, the courses of urban boundaries such as city walls will be an
important indicator of periurban status. Roman thinkers placed great
emphasis on such boundaries for showing that an area was ‘urban’ in status,
and their archaeological remains therefore constitute an important starting
point for distinguishing between the urban and the periurban. Beyond the
city boundaries, the traditional city–country antithesis held that the ‘urban’
ceded immediately to the ‘rural’. However, as the previous chapter showed,
Roman thinkers were also more than capable of conceiving of an urban per-
iphery between the two. The challenge for modern observers, then, lies in
attempting to decide whether individual features beyond a city’s boundaries
are likely to have been viewed as truly rural, or part of an urban periphery.

Where there is continuous, built-up occupation immediately outside the
urban boundaries, this distinction should not be too problematic. The con-
cept of the continentia aedificia shows that such occupation was generally seen
as a part of the main agglomeration, despite falling beyond the urban bound-
aries. When identified archaeologically, it can thus be considered part of the
city’s periphery. Further from the urban centre, however, as structures
become more isolated, it grows harder to differentiate neatly between the
rural and the periurban. In part, we must accept that this is because there was
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no simple distinction between the two. Periurban land-use in Roman eyes
was always ambiguous, and, falling as it did outside the urban boundaries,
might always from some perspectives be considered rural. Yet if we are to use
archaeological evidence in investigating the Roman urban periphery, some
methods of identifying isolated periurban structures must be devised.

The conclusions of the previous chapter can help. The literary topos of the
suburban villa emphasised the close social and cultural ties between such
villas and the city of Rome, maintained especially through regular journeys
between the two. Such a relationship, if it existed, may be expected to have
left archaeologically identifiable traces. For example, the design and decora-
tive themes of a villa might correspond with urban fashions and concerns,
reflecting its role in an urban-centred lifestyle. Meanwhile, a good road link
with the nearby city could at least confirm that frequent journeys between
the two were possible, even if it cannot tell us who might have undertaken
them and why. A combination of such indications might strongly suggest
that a particular villa site would have been considered periurban in the past.
Similarly, positive evidence for special, regular contact between a sanctuary,
workshop or funerary monument and the nearby city may raise the same
possibility.

Another approach is to draw upon economic and geographical models of
the relationship between cities and their rural hinterlands. These can provide
a framework of expectations concerning the land-use and occupation
encountered outside a typical city, thus helping to distinguish between
examples of expected rural land-use and development with a special, periur-
ban function. One such model is central place theory, first formulated in the
1930s,1 which proposes that a large city usually functions as the dominant
economic centre for a surrounding hinterland. The city acts as a marketplace
and redistribution centre for goods produced in that hinterland, and also
provides centralised services for its population. Around it develops a hier-
archical network of smaller, ‘lower-order’ settlements, which provide less
specialised services for local sub-sections of the hinterland: their ‘zones of
influence’. Within the hierarchy, settlements of the same order should be
more or less evenly distributed, with the zone of influence of each reflecting
the distance that individuals are prepared to travel to obtain the services they
offer.

Central place theory has been used to interpret settlement distributions
and economic relationships in many societies, contemporary and historical.2

Although factors such as political and administrative structures, communica-
tion routes and unevenly distributed economic resources mean that real
urban systems are never perfect reflections of the idealised central place
system, the model has proved to be a useful and relevant interpretative tool
across a range of civilisations. For the Roman world, the theory has offered
a way of understanding some urban systems, although not equally in all
places or at all times. Morley has analysed networks of periodic markets in
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Campania in terms of a dendritic central place system, affected by the special
influence of Rome, while Woolf has suggested that settlement patterns in
Gallia Narbonensis conform to the expectations of the model.3 Yet Woolf has
also demonstrated that some parts of Gaul did not develop the extensive
hierarchical settlement networks which central place theory predicts, while
Millett has argued that the administrative role of primary cities in late
Roman Britain was not matched by an equivalent status as dominant eco-
nomic centres.4 The economic interactions at the centre of the theory, then,
may not have been at the forefront of urban systems in all parts of the
empire, particularly in the late antique era. None the less, Roman urbanism
was clearly capable of developing in the manner which it predicts. The pres-
ence of networks of smaller settlements around a Roman city, then, would
be in keeping with the expectations of the model, and should be understood
as part of a typical rural landscape. They need not be considered to consti-
tute periurban development unless a particularly close social and functional
relationship with the city can be demonstrated.

Also of interest for the typical relationship between a city and its hinter-
land is von Thünen’s model of land-use in an isolated city-state.5 This model,
formulated in the 1820s, attempts to describe the agricultural exploitation
which will occur across a uniformly fertile and accessible plain around a city
with no external trading contacts. The assumptions at its root are obviously
unrealistic, and will never be met by any real example. However, they
allowed von Thünen to highlight the economic effects of increasing distance
from a city on decisions about what types of produce to grow. He concluded
that land closest to the city would be farmed intensively for high-value
perishable items such as fruit, vegetables and dairy produce, while more
durable goods such as wood or lower value staples such as corn would be
grown further afield. He also suggested that the intensity of cultivation
would generally decrease with distance from the market. In any real situa-
tion, regional trade, transport routes and political structures disrupt the
neat concentric rings of von Thünen’s model. His predictions also take no
account of smaller settlements within the hinterland, of the type covered by
central place theory. Yet for any city whose day-to-day needs are supplied
primarily from its hinterland – as most pre-industrial cities were – the basic
principles of his theory should hold firm. Certainly, von Thünen’s model
suggests that, like networks of smaller settlements, intensive cultivation
around the fringes of Roman cities should be expected. Thus, special signs
of periurban status are again needed before individual agricultural establish-
ments can be interpreted as anything other than the normal result of a
city–country relationship.

In this chapter, the guidelines and expectations discussed above will be
used to identify and explore archaeologically attested examples of periurban
occupation: partly to establish a general sense of the character of Roman urban
peripheries, and partly to provide context for the more detailed examination

T H E  A R C H A E O L O G Y  O F  T H E  U R B A N  P E R I P H E RY

41



of the Gallo-Roman evidence which follows. As important determinants of
periurban status, the discussion will also cover urban boundaries, asking
how they may be identified archaeologically, what functions they actually
performed, and what happened if they were moved. Geographically, the first
half of the chapter will focus on the city of Rome, in its capacity as the
cultural and political heart of the empire: a place capable of creating and
disseminating to provincial communities a ‘model’ of city and periphery.
The second half will examine a range of cities elsewhere in the empire,
discovering what aspects of that ‘model’ were or were not widely applied.
The evidence from Gaul can then be viewed in the light of both, allowing it
be evaluated as an element of an empire-wide phenomenon.

Rome’s urban boundaries

Rome possessed multiple urban boundaries, which developed at different
times and served a range of different functions. One of the earliest, the
so-called ‘Servian’ wall, has already been encountered in the context of jurid-
ical definitions of the city, and formed a continuous defensive circuit some
11 km long. Its construction date is still debated, although major work
clearly took place after 396 bc, when the Roman defeat of Veii allowed access
to the Grotta Oscura tufa from which much of it is built. Some sections,
however, may already have been fortified as early as the sixth century bc.6 At
its origins, the function of the wall must have been primarily defensive,
although it doubtless also conveyed messages of prestige and status, and
much of its course seems to have been reinforced by the religious boundary of
the pomerium (see below). By the early imperial period, the military function
had become obsolete, the line of the pomerium had in several places shifted
outwards, and the circuit itself was no longer completely intact. Livy and
Dionysius of Halicarnassus report that parts had been engulfed by surround-
ing buildings,7 while excavations have also revealed breaches.8 However, the
wall remained important. It continued to define the urbs proper, and must
have remained traceable enough to do so. This gave it legal significance, as
the references from the Digesta showed, as well as a continuing symbolic
value; for example, Septimius Severus indicated his respect for Rome by
walking through one of its gates on his first arrival as emperor.9 Today, the
wall survives only in short stretches. Parts of its course remain disputed, but
its outline is generally well-established. The significance of this boundary is
clear enough to conclude that any features known to have fallen outside it
must be considered technically periurban, at least before the construction of
Aurelian’s wall in the ad 270s. The extent of the city by the imperial period,
however, and the existence of other, more inclusive, urban boundaries, may
mean that this distinction had little impact in everyday terms.

Aurelian’s wall itself is a late feature, but worthy of comment, since
it represents the culmination of several centuries’ worth of topographical
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developments. Patterson has suggested that, as the centre of the city was
increasingly taken up with monumental buildings, elite residences shifted
outwards, and the Aurelianic wall may have been built partly to protect this
housing.10 Its construction, probably accompanied by an extension of the
pomerium,11 had a major impact on the urban fabric. Most significantly,
burials ceased within all the newly enclosed areas, indicating that they had
become subject to the ban on burials within the urban centre. These areas,
then, appear to have had their identity transformed from periurban to fully
urban by the construction of the new wall. It is also important to note that
although Aurelian’s wall enclosed a far larger area than the Servian wall, it
did not enclose the full extent of Augustus’ fourteen districts (see below),
excluding most of the Janiculum.12 By conferring urban status on some areas
of the city, Aurelian’s wall emphasised the periurban nature of those which
remained outside.

The Tiber is seldom viewed as an urban boundary, especially since, unlike
the other boundaries discussed here, its course could not be controlled.13

Nevertheless, it could still be used to differentiate between parts of the city.
It is important to note that the Tiber did not flow through Rome’s urban
centre, but past it, the original urbs having grown up on its left bank. By the
imperial period, however, the right bank was also occupied, and the area
included amongst Augustus’ fourteen urban regiones.14 Clearly, then, the area
was part of Rome: it even received imperial benefactions, such as a set of
baths built by Septimius Severus.15 But it may not have been considered
equivalent to extra-mural occupation on the left bank. It was defined by its
very separation from the main city, as the use of the terms ‘trans Tiberim’ and
‘Transtiberim’ reveal.16 Comments by Martial and Juvenal also suggest that it
was seen as a downmarket area,17 and Augustus’ designation of it as his
fourteenth regio may reflect a lesser status compared with the thirteen regions
on the left bank.18 Thus, while Transtiberim and, for example, the Campus
Martius both fell outside the Servian wall, the Campus Martius was probably
perceived as being ‘more’ urban, and certainly more prestigious, than the
region beyond the Tiber.

From an early period, Rome’s centre was also defined by a religious
boundary, the pomerium.19 During the Republic, its course probably followed
the Servian wall,20 but excluded the Aventine hill.21 The pomerium protected
the sacred space of the urban centre and defined the appropriate spheres for
certain activities. Traditionally, it was only within the pomerium that the
auspices of the city could be taken, and only outside it that burials could
be made, military imperium held or ambassadors of hostile nations accom-
modated.22 The restrictions on imperium became obsolete in the imperial
period,23 but the ban on burials remained in force until late antiquity.24

An important characteristic of the pomerium is that it could be moved, tradi-
tionally by generals or emperors who had extended the empire’s frontiers.
Literary accounts of these extensions are contradictory, but the first certain
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extension, attested by a series of cippi which marked the pomerium’s new
course, was by Claudius.25 Further extension by Vespasian and Titus followed,
as did a reaffirmation by Hadrian, and a probable extension by Aurelian,
connected with his wall. All must have altered the status of the newly
enclosed areas, if only by forbidding burial within them, but their courses are
difficult to determine today from the limited number of surviving markers.26

Rome’s pomerium, then, is of limited use as a guide to the status of different
parts of the city. Rather, the situation is inverted, with archaeological evidence
for behaviour and land-use – particularly burial patterns – often being
invoked in order to reconstruct the course of the pomerium.

Rome also developed boundaries with a legal or administrative significance.
We have seen that the spheres of application for some laws were defined with
reference to the edges of the continentia aedificia, for instance, or a line one
thousand paces from the city (however measured). Since these boundaries
were not formally marked out in themselves, they are difficult to identify
archaeologically. However, they indicate an important ancient interest in
differentiating between dense occupation immediately outside the Servian
wall and the looser landscape beyond. A customs boundary, marked by gates
and cippi, is also attested from the Vespasianic period, but may date back
to Augustus.27 This enclosed most of the urban agglomeration, and was
probably followed in several places by the Aurelianic wall. Its wide circuit
probably reflects a desire to ensure efficient taxation by surrounding as much
of the continentia aedificia as possible, and this may have encouraged the
concentration of trading warehouses just beyond it, causing a difference in
character between the areas inside and out.28 However, there is no evidence
that the customs boundary in itself served to distinguish between areas
which were ‘more’ or ‘less’ urban.

The outer edges of Augustus’ fourteen regiones, probably created in stages
between 7 bc and ad 6, constituted a more significant administrative bound-
ary.29 The limits of the regiones can be reconstructed with reasonable accuracy
from sources such as the two fourth-century catalogues (the Notitia and the
Curiosum) which describe Rome’s monuments region by region. Together
they enclosed a larger area than either the Servian or Aurelianic walls, prob-
ably including most of the Augustan continentia aedificia.30 On a practical
level, they defined arenas of magisterial responsibility, gave rise to seven
fire-fighting districts, and were subdivided into vici: local neighbourhoods
administered by vicomagistri.31 But they also carried great symbolic signifi-
cance. Reorganising Rome allowed Augustus to demonstrate his new influ-
ence over the city, and his intention to use it benevolently. The process also
defined the new Rome: certainly, it demonstrated that Augustus’ city was
far larger than the Republican urbs.32 The establishment of the regiones meant
that the full extent of the continentia aedificia, including the important Campus
Martius area, would now be seen as fundamental to the identity of the
city.33 Indeed, there is some evidence that the entire area included within
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the fourteen regiones came, after Augustus’ reorganisation, to be seen as
constituting the Roman urbs: hence the dedication of a statue base to Hadrian
by ‘vicomagistri of the urbs of the fourteen regiones’.34 Importantly, however,
the qualification – ‘of the fourteen regiones’ – remained necessary, and refer-
ences to the urbs alone were still taken by jurists of the second and early third
centuries to mean only the area within the Servian wall.35

The visibility of Rome’s boundaries within the urban fabric varied. Some,
such as the Tiber or the city walls, were highly visible and indeed impassable
at points other than bridges or gates. Others were marked with intermittent
features such as cippi or gates, or perhaps simply recorded on administrative
maps of the city. This makes some easier to identify than others today, but
help may be gleaned in some cases from the positioning of monumental
arches.36 Arches in Rome did not have to be erected over urban boundaries:
they often occurred at the entrances to monumental complexes. But it was
common to find them at points of entrance into the city. An arch on the via
Flaminia, erected in the reign of Claudius, probably marked the point where
his pomerium crossed it.37 Another on the via Appia, posthumously honouring
Claudius’ father, Drusus, was probably located very close to the Aurelianic
porta Appia.38 It may have been intended to mark the outer edge of the
continentia aedificia, or, depending exactly when it was built, the entrance to
Augustus’ new regio I. Such arches would have helped an ancient observer
to distinguish different stages in the nest of urban boundaries defining the
city, and can play the same role today.

Of the many boundaries discussed here, some did more than others to
distinguish between the ‘urban’ and the ‘periurban’. The Servian wall and
pomerium were of great importance under the Republic, and the former
appears to have remained the literal delimiter of the ‘urban’ throughout the
imperial period. It retained its juridical significance, while the pomerium con-
tinued to govern burial practices and was respected by triumphant emperors.39

The development of the concept of the continentia aedificia, however, and
especially the creation of Augustus’ fourteen regiones, must have weakened the
sense of difference between the intra-mural and the extra-mural, as must
the separation of wall and pomerium. Instead, the correspondence between the
outer edges of the Augustan regions and the approximate limits of the conti-
nentia aedificia probably lent a greater emphasis to the difference in character
between the continentia aedificia as a whole and the looser landscape beyond.
Meanwhile, within the fourteen regions, existing boundaries such as the
Servian wall and the Tiber appear to have created a spectrum of zones with
‘greater’ and ‘lesser’ degrees of urbanitas, from the truly urban walled centre
to the obviously periurban quarter of Transtiberim.

It is also notable that, once an urban boundary was established at Rome, it
was unwillingly relinquished. This is clear in the continuing importance
attached to the Servian wall, and also in the persistent commemoration of
a supposed archaic circuit around the Palatine hill. This circuit, probably

T H E  A R C H A E O L O G Y  O F  T H E  U R B A N  P E R I P H E RY

45



followed as part of the Lupercalia, could still be described by Tacitus in the
early second century ad, and was traditionally attributed to Romulus.40

Religious significance was also attached to a series of shrines at the fifth and
sixth milestones on some of the major roads leading out of Rome.41 These
marked the edges of Rome’s archaic territory, a line which was clearly obso-
lete by the imperial period, but continued to be celebrated through ritual.
Urban boundaries, then, persisted in popular memory, legal practice and
religious ritual long after their original function had been superseded, signal-
ling a deep-seated Roman interest in the demarcation and differentiation of
space.

The continentia aedificia and the suburbium

If the Servian wall still marked the edge of the urbs even in the imperial
period, then it was beyond it that the urban periphery, strictly speaking,
began. As we have seen, this periphery consisted of two major concentric
zones – the extra-mural parts of the continentia aedificia and the suburbium
beyond – and these will be treated separately here. Those parts of the continen-
tia aedificia outside the Servian wall never became truly urban, because they
lacked the special status of the walled urbs. However, their inclusion in
Augustus’ fourteen regiones must have made them seem very close. Just how
different in character, then, were the intra-mural and extra-mural parts of
Rome’s built agglomeration, and how can we account for any differences
between them?

Both sectors were certainly used for domestic occupation by the imperial
period. A fragment of the Severan Forma Urbis from the Janiculum, on the
right bank of the Tiber, shows a mixture of elite domus and insula blocks,
interspersed with commercial buildings.42 A similar range was found within
the Servian wall, from insula blocks like the one built into the Capitoline hill
to aristocratic residences on the Aventine, Caelian and Esquiline.43 With the
exception of the imperial palaces, however, the city’s really lavish residences
generally fell just outside the Servian wall, in the form of the horti.44 These
appeared during the first century bc, and consisted of rich mansions set into
carefully landscaped gardens. They constituted extravagant displays of
wealth, since only the very rich could afford to devote so much land on the
fringes of the city to pleasure, rather than profit.45 There was no legal or
religious reason why horti could not be located within the Servian wall, and
some probably were.46 However, the density of the intra-mural occupation by
the time they became popular meant that it was only really feasible to
acquire enough land for them outside the walled circuit. The horti must also
have helped to create a sense of continuity between the continentia aedificia
and the suburbium. Their emphasis on luxury, display and natural idyll gave
them much in common with the suburban villa, although they derived
special status from being on the very perimeter of the city.47
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The extra-mural continentia aedificia was also the setting for many com-
mercial installations. Quays lined both banks of the Tiber, and large ware-
houses were concentrated in Transtiberim and the Emporium area south of
the Servian wall.48 Their locations were determined mainly by a need for
access to the Tiber, which was probably not available from within the wall.49

Patterson has also suggested that the imperial customs boundary affected the
locations of some commercial concerns: thus, wine warehouses were located
just outside it, where they might avoid taxation.50 The Macellum (market-
building) of the Republican period had lain close to the Forum Romanum,
but it was displaced in the first century ad, and the markets of the imperial
era occupied more peripheral locations. The Macellum Liviae was located
outside the porta Esquilina, while the Macellum Magnum fell either just
within or just outside the Servian wall on the Caelian hill.51 Coarelli suggests
that this reflected the flourishing agricultural activity south-east of the city,
which supplied them. Patterson adds that it may also result from an imperial
interest in distancing commercial activity from the new monumental fora in
the heart of Rome.52

Industrial activity also seems to have gathered in Transtiberim. References
in Juvenal and Martial suggest that hides were tanned in this area, while a
series of water-mills powered by the Aqua Traiana functioned here in the
third century ad.53 There is no positive evidence that this was the result of
any legal prohibition against workshops on the left bank of the Tiber, how-
ever. The use of the right bank for industry may have had more to do with the
availability of cheap land and a water supply than an ideological or practical
desire to separate industrial and domestic occupation (see further chapter 4).

The buildings of the Forum Romanum and Capitoline hill undoubtedly
gave a monumental focus to the walled urbs from an early period, reinforced
by later constructions such as the imperial fora, the Colosseum and some
imperial baths. Yet the extra-mural continentia aedificia was also well endowed
with public buildings, with certain regions developing particularly monu-
mental characters. This was especially true of the Campus Martius, where,
from the first century bc, competitive or self-promotional building projects
were sponsored by Republican dynasts and emperors. The concentration of
public monuments in this quarter may be explained by several factors. At the
start of the first century bc, the Campus Martius was mainly undeveloped,
and space was available for large-scale constructions.54 The proximity of the
Tiber may also have lent a special scenic attraction, enhancing the aesthetic
impact of the monuments. Clodia’s horti ad Tiberim was certainly viewed by
Cicero as an attractive setting for the memorial shrine which he planned for
Tullia.55 In addition, the area was highly visible to travellers approaching
Rome along the Tiber or via Flaminia.56 Finally, figures such as Augustus
may have built in the Campus Martius in conscious emulation of the proasteia
of Greek cities like Athens and Corinth, famous for their groves, temples,
monumental tombs and philosophical schools.57
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Some monuments may also have been affected by the ideological connota-
tions of the urban centre, and especially the course of the pomerium. Pliny
comments that temples of Aesculapius were built first ‘extra urbem’ and later
on Tiber island because of Roman mistrust of physicians, while Augustus
twice instigated measures to expel Egyptian cults, first from the pomerium and
then for a further mile beyond it.58 Yet some foreign cults were welcomed
into the urbs, at least in certain periods. Hercules had several temples and
sanctuaries within the Servian wall, while Cybele (Magna Mater) was
brought from Asia Minor to be installed on the Palatine hill. Cassius Dio also
reports sacrifices performed to Isis on the Capitol in 48 bc, although in the
context of a subsequent order from the soothsayers to destroy all sanctuaries
belonging to her or Serapis.59 Thus, although it is clear that some temples
were considered best kept outside the pomerium, decisions appear to have been
made on an individual basis – as Vitruvius’ discussion of temple locations
implies – and must be interpreted as such.60 Meanwhile, the first permanent
amphitheatre at Rome, built by Statilius Taurus in 29 bc, was erected in the
Campus Martius, as were several theatres. However, the earlier tradition of
holding gladiatorial games in the Forum Romanum and the later construc-
tion of the Colosseum within the walls suggest that this pattern resulted
from availability of space in the Campus Martius, rather than ideological
objections to intra-mural games.61

Tombs later than the third century bc are not generally found within the
Servian wall, although intra-pomerial burial could always be granted as an
exceptional honour.62 In most parts of the extra-mural continentia aedificia,
however, they were a highly visible feature. Rome had a large population,
characterised by complex social relationships and an interest in acquiring and
displaying status, and all of this found vivid expression in its burial prac-
tices.63 Lavish tomb-building became a medium for elite competition during
the Republican period, especially along the via Appia,64 while emperors
such as Augustus and Hadrian advertised their importance and dynastic
aspirations through grandiose mausolea. But more modest individuals also
aspired to tomb-ownership, often locating them in cultivated plots to off-set
the cost of the land required.65 Meanwhile, the graves of the poor had a
profound effect on the character of certain extra-mural areas. Until the first
century bc, an area of the Esquiline hill immediately outside the Servian wall
was used to bury paupers in open pits.66 The area was ‘gentrified’ in the
Augustan period, when Maecenas covered over the pits. Nevertheless, it
remained an important focus for burial activity, with family or collegium-
owned columbaria now used for multiple cremation burials.67 Tombs, then,
instantly signalled the difference between the intra-mural and extra-mural
parts of the continentia aedificia. Yet the regulation of funerary activity some-
times also recognised their similarities. Over time, certain extra-mural areas
became subject to the same ban on burials which affected the urbs through
outwards shifts of the pomerium: particularly parts of the Campus Martius.
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Dio also reports an act of 38 bc prohibiting cremation within two miles of
the city: presumably in recognition of the dense, urban-style occupation in
this area, and its vulnerability to fire.68

Finally, the extra-mural continentia aedificia was also home to structures
connected with military activity. Some temples connected with war deities
were located outside the pomerium, such as the temple of Mars on the via
Appia, and those of Bellona and Apollo in the Campus Martius: itself named
after an important altar of Mars. These were used for ceremonial activities
associated with warfare: the temple of Mars was an assembly point for depart-
ing troops,69 while the senate used the temples of Bellona and Apollo to meet
with generals holding imperium or ambassadors from hostile nations.70 This
was forbidden within the pomerium, whose role as a symbolic divider between
the civilian and military spheres also meant that armed soldiers were tradi-
tionally barred from the city. When emperors began to require a permanent
military presence for their protection, the solution was to locate barracks
such as the Praetorian camp in the extra-mural continentia aedificia.71 Yet
the centrality of warfare to the Roman mentality meant that structures and
activities connected with it were also encountered within the walled urbs.
Sacred spears of Mars, for example, were held within the Regia in the Forum
Romanum, while Augustus established temples to Mars Ultor in his own
forum and on the Capitoline hill.72 One other structure, known as the Muta-
torium Caesaris, is of interest in this context. Located on the via Appia, it
may have been used for emperors to switch horses on approaching or leaving
Rome, and perhaps also to make the change from civilian toga to military
paludamentum involved in the ceremonies of profectio and adventus.73 If so, this
structure relates to the role of Rome’s urban periphery as a formal point of
transition, encountered in chapter 2.

The extra-mural sectors of Rome’s continentia aedificia, then, shared some
characteristics with the walled urbs. Both featured residential occupation
and monumental public buildings. Yet even within these broad categories,
specifics differed between the two, with horti and spectacle buildings more
common outside the Servian wall than within. Other forms of land-use made
the difference more marked: tombs, military barracks and commercial instal-
lations connected with the Tiber. Thus real differences in character and func-
tion persisted well into the imperial period, despite the inclusion of both
areas within Augustus’ fourteen regiones. Both the special status of the urbs
and the density of its occupation by the late Republic caused it to be used in
a different manner from the regions beyond the walls, and it is in these
differences that the distinction between urban and periurban patterns of
land-use lies.

Beyond the continentia aedificia lay the second of Rome’s two major peri-
urban zones: the suburbium. The division between the two was not, of course, as
precise as the line of the Servian wall. The continentia aedificia probably gave
way to the suburbium gradually, as buildings became less dense and cultivated
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plots appeared.74 Nevertheless, the two terms reflect a distinct difference in
character between the dense urban agglomeration and the looser landscape
beyond. This latter is harder to approach from a modern perspective, since
individual features within it do not share the obvious connection with the
city imbued by continuity with the urban agglomeration. Instead, periurban
identity must be inferred from signs of a special association with the city of
Rome.

Literary texts examined in chapter 2 emphasised in particular the presence
of villas within this zone. Survey work and excavation around Rome confirm
that the city was surrounded by a dense halo of sites, which included sanctu-
aries, workshops and funerary monuments, but was dominated by agri-
cultural establishments.75 This is in keeping with von Thünen’s belief that
the land immediately outside a city will, other things being equal, be par-
ticularly intensively exploited. Thus it need not mean that any individual
structures within this halo should be classed as periurban. Yet a plethora
of literary texts make it clear that many villa-owners in this region did con-
sider their properties to have a special connection with the city. Thus it is
appropriate to ask whether anything in the archaeological record allows us,
even tentatively, to identify them as periurban from a modern perspective.

Several Roman writers held that the ideal location for a suburban villa fell
within a comfortable day’s journey of Rome.76 For our purposes, this helps to
define a suitable arena in which to begin looking for archaeological examples.
Working from literary and legal references, Champlin and Laurence concur
that an easy day’s travel in the environs of late Republican or early imperial
Rome could cover around twenty to twenty-five Roman miles (30–37 km).77

This fits neatly with the distribution of most ‘suburban’ towns within a radius
of 35 km from Rome, as seen in chapter 2. Figure 2.1 (p. 21) suggested that
this radius may have been skewed in favour of Latin territory on the left bank
of the Tiber, but Champlin has argued that properties in the equivalent parts
of Etruria were also in practice viewed as suburban.78 This region, too, then,
should be included in our enquiry. Large, well-appointed villas certainly did
begin to appear within this 35 km radius from around the second century bc,
albeit at different periods in different areas.79 By the imperial period, they
were scattered over most of what is now known as the Roman Campagna,
with the greatest concentrations along major roads and in the areas closest
to Rome.80

Individually, many sites do bear comparison with the suburban villas of
Roman literature. Some were extensive complexes, rich in the urbane com-
forts which Pliny privileges when describing his Laurentine villa. The villa of
the Quintilii, at the fifth milestone on the via Appia, is a vivid example,
featuring broad enclosed gardens, lavish marble decoration and a monu-
mental nymphaeum.81 But many more modest sites also included recognis-
ably ‘urban’ features such as an axial atrium and peristyle: much like those
described by Pliny.82 One example is the villa at S. Basilio, which probably
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acquired this layout in the first half of the first century bc.83 The choice of
plan creates an architectural link between villa and city, perhaps arising from
the owner’s habit of dividing his time between the two. It may also tell us
something about how the property was used. In an urban domus, the atrium
and peristyle created a grandiose approach into the house, and were used for
welcoming and impressing guests.84 The presence of such rooms in the
S. Basilio villa may therefore indicate that it was indeed used for the regular
visits between members of the elite encountered in literature. Certainly its
location, about 8 km from Rome on a side-road linking the via Nomentana
and via Tiburtina, would have made it easily accessible for both owner and
guests.

The owners of some suburban properties can be identified, allowing fur-
ther inferences about their usage. These include imperial properties, such as
those of Domitian at Alba,85 Hadrian at Tibur,86 or, later, Maxentius on the
via Appia.87 Hadrian’s villa offers a particularly rich combination of archaeo-
logical, literary and documentary evidence, together demonstrating that the
villa did function as a privileged retreat, a place for receiving guests and
an extension of urban life, in the manner of a literary suburbanum. The archi-
tectural remains confirm and expand upon literary reports of its extravagant
facilities, while an epigraphically preserved letter sent from Hadrian at the
villa to the Delphic Amphictiony indicates that he used the property for
state business.88

Other properties are known to have been owned by high-ranking senators.
The villa of the Quintilii is so named because lead pipe stamps found there
indicate that it belonged to the brothers Sex. Quintilius Condianus and Sex.
Quintilius Valerius Maximus, joint consuls for the year ad 151. Herodes
Atticus, tutor to the young Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus, had a pro-
perty between the second and third milestones of the via Appia, acquired as
part of his Roman wife’s dowry probably around the same time as his consul-
ship in 143.89 Another example is the villa of the Volusii, about 25 km from
Rome and 500m from the town of Lucus Feroniae. The owners are known
from three honorific inscriptions, commemorating the careers of L. Volusius
Saturninus, consul in ad 3, and two of his descendents, consuls in ad 56 and
92.90 Such finds attest a direct link between the villas and the city, and we
can readily imagine these consuls making regular journeys to Rome to fulfil
their official duties, but retiring to their villas between public engagements
for social and intellectual pursuits. The inscriptions of the Volusii, set up in
conjunction with portrait busts, also hint at the reception of visitors from
Rome, since they appear to draw on both private and public display tradi-
tions in a manner that really required an educated and urbane audience to
come off to full effect.91

The villa of the Volusii also sheds light on two other issues connected with
suburban villas: their role in agricultural production, and their relationship
with the small towns of the suburbium. During the first century ad, two large
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courts were added to this villa. One, to the west of the main building
complex, appears to have been designed for leisure and display, incorporating
a room housing the inscriptions and busts mentioned above and a cistern,
perhaps designed to supply private baths. The other, to the north, was prob-
ably used for agricultural storage and processing. Apparently, then, the
Volusii were interested in elegance and productivity. This is perfectly in
keeping with literary discussions of the suburban villa: especially Seneca’s
exhortation to look after a suburban estate once it is bought, and the tailored
advice of the agronomists.92 Yet the focus of our literary sources lies in the
urbane sophistication of these properties, rather than their economic prod-
uctivity. Villas like that of the Volusii are a useful illustration of the balance
which might be achieved in practice.93

Striking too is the proximity of the villa to Lucus Feroniae (figure 3.1). To
the modern eye, the relationship looks remarkably like that of a medieval
manor house with its dependent village. However, there is no positive evi-
dence that the Volusii were closely involved in the life of Lucus Feroniae: as,
for example, in the role of benefactors or town patrons. Indeed, Champlin
shows that the majority of suburban villa owners took little interest in
nearby settlements, with ties to home towns elsewhere in Italy and to Rome
itself taking precedence.94 The productive role of the villa does mean that
Lucus Feroniae would have furnished an immediate market for its surpluses,
and a source for tools and seasonal labour. But this economic relationship
need not have been paralleled in social interaction. Rather, the villa of the
Volusii may be placed alongside literary examples of properties which are
close to towns around Rome, and yet are still ‘suburbana’: in other words,
their primary relationship is with Rome itself.95 This raises the question of
the status of the towns themselves, discussed later.

A distinctive type of villa was common in the immediate environs of
Rome, then, and corresponded closely with literary constructions of sub-
urban villas. The villas’ remains, their locations and what is known of their
owners all accord with the literary model of a halo of properties, intimately
connected with the life of the city through the movements of the Roman
elite. Their distribution also became sparser with increasing distance from
Rome.96 Meanwhile, evidence for serious economic activity on some proper-
ties may not find widespread resonances in the literary sources, but is clearly
not incompatible with their notions of suburbanitas. It seems appropriate,
then, to identify these properties as a functioning part of Rome’s urban
periphery.

Yet the challenge of the archaeological record is apparent when the proper-
ties of the suburbium are compared with villas in other parts of Italy. If
suburban villas around Rome were characterised in part by their urbane
architecture, this feature can also be recognised in villas elsewhere. The
villa of San Rocco at Francolise, for instance, combines a working courtyard
complex with a very urban-looking residential quarter, structured around
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an axial atrium and tablinum and including a suite of baths: all closely
comparable with the villa of the Volusii.97 It lay only 10 km each from
two south Italian towns – Teanum and Cales – but the very fact that it
was equidistant from both makes it hard to view it as part of the periphery
of either. Rather, its location seems to maximise the benefits of proximity
to both towns, as well as to the via Appia, via Latina, and river Savone: a
setting typical for a Roman agricultural estate, and in keeping with the

Figure 3.1 Lucus Feroniae.

T H E  A R C H A E O L O G Y  O F  T H E  U R B A N  P E R I P H E RY

53



recommendations of Cato and Columella.98 The Bay of Naples, too, was
particularly known for its ostentatious and architecturally urbane properties.
Here, the villa at Oplontis also boasted an axial atrium layout and private
baths, as well as extensive gardens, covered galleries, a large pool and wall-
paintings which at several points mimic urban monumental architecture.99

Again its location, 5 km from Pompeii, places it within the day’s journey
from that city which might allow it to be interpreted as periurban. But
D’Arms has shown that such villas functioned primarily as independent
leisure retreats for the elite of Rome.100 Indeed, an inscribed amphora from
the Oplontis property has led some to suggest that it belonged to the
Poppaei, family of Nero’s second wife Poppaea Sabina.101

These examples remind us that villas designed to recall the urban domus or
decorated with scenes of urban monuments and activities should not always
be interpreted as periurban. Rather, since the ownership of large villa proper-
ties and participation in urban public life were both central to Roman elite
identity, it is not surprising that well-appointed private properties regularly
drew upon monumental urban themes in their architecture and décor, wher-
ever they were located.102 It was simply one way of expressing elite status.
The phenomenon may intensify around the city of Rome, but it is clear that
the design and décor of an individual villa is not enough on its own to
identify it as periurban.

We should also note that large, well-appointed villas were not the only
agricultural establishments clustered around Rome. Survey work has identi-
fied many smaller and more modest agricultural buildings.103 Few have been
excavated in detail, especially close to the city, but two examples from the
Ager Capenas survey illustrate the range of agricultural buildings concerned.
At Monte Canino, around 21 km from Rome, an imperial-period property
was excavated in the 1930s.104 Much smaller than the suburban villas
described above, it had a simple, compact plan. However, finds of stuccoed
columns and a variety of marble types suggest that at least some parts were
ornately decorated. Probably, an owner of reasonable means used it as a
residence, but it is not possible to say whether this was during visits from a
domus in the city, or whether the property was its owner’s main home.
Another site at Monte Forco, 35 km from Rome, was even simpler.105 This
structure also belonged to the early imperial era, and consisted of a single
rectangular hall, possibly divided by wooden partitions, with several associ-
ated dolia (storage jars). It is more likely to have been a self-contained farm
building than part of a larger complex, since it was one of several similar sites
located at regular intervals along a ridge.

The presence of such sites in the suburbium indicates that smaller-scale
agricultural production was practised alongside the large villas of literature.
This may seem surprising given ancient evidence for high land prices in
the area, but Morley has argued that the pattern could be explained by
tenancy.106 The land may well have been owned by the same people who
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built themselves ornate suburban villas, but let in small plots to dependent
farmers. Economically, these small farms will have been strongly influenced
by the voracious market of Rome, and we must assume that their tenants – or
owners – tailored production to take best advantage of this. Whether they
can be regarded as part of Rome’s periphery, or simply part of the intensive
cultivation which von Thünen would lead us to expect near the city, is
another question. Small farmers would have had little reason to move regu-
larly between city and farm, never mind maintain houses in Rome. Their
contact with the city was probably restricted to periodic journeys to buy and
sell goods: if, indeed, these transactions were not handled indirectly at the
level of a smaller, local town. Thus, the social networks which tied the villas
to Rome would have been all but absent for smaller farms. None the less, if
Rome’s suburban villas were interspersed with such properties, then they can
be seen as part of the landscape of the suburbium. These small farms were part
of the context for the more opulent suburban villas, and although seldom
mentioned in the literary compositions of their owners, doubtless contributed
both to their incomes and to the ‘rustic’ charm of their estates.

We have already noted the presence in the same landscape of centres of
settlement such as Lucus Feroniae, and these require discussion in their own
right. Sometimes described directly by ancient authors as ‘suburban’, they
more often serve as points of reference for locating a suburban villa.107 This
raises the question of whether they enjoyed any independent urban identity
of their own. Many had originated as autonomous Latin or Etruscan com-
munities; for instance Bovillae, Tibur, Praeneste, Fidenae, Aricia, Gabii or
Veii. Once Rome had become politically dominant over them, though, they
often experienced economic and architectural decline, or at least stagnation.
Some, such as Falerii Veteres, seem to have been suppressed as a punish-
ment,108 while others were bypassed by the network of roads converging on
Rome.109 But Morley has put forward less premeditated reasons for decline: a
general shift from nucleated settlement to dispersed farms, Rome’s import-
ance as a market centre and the focus of the metropolitan elite on the city and
their suburban villas.110 Meanwhile, other settlements prospered under
Roman dominance: especially those which had grown up under it. Some, like
Ostia or Lucus Feroniae, were deliberate foundations, while others developed
spontaneously along major roads and at junctions.111 These roadside settle-
ments generally appeared during the late Republic, responding to the eco-
nomic opportunities of passing traffic, and flourished during the first two
centuries ad.

Economically, then, the towns of the suburbium were profoundly affected
by the presence of Rome, whether they declined in the face of its competi-
tion or profited from helping to service it. Seen from the perspective of
central place theory, they are lower-order settlements, mediating between
an unusually dominant city and its hinterland. Yet if they did not function
as central places in their own right, this does not mean that they lacked
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urbanitas entirely. Many were either founded as or granted the status of
coloniae or municipia, so had their own local councils and magistrates.112 Some
also hosted important religious sanctuaries. Meanwhile, although many older
settlements suffered architectural stagnation, this was not universally true,
and newer developments were a different matter. Praeneste, Tibur, Bovillae,
Ostia and Lucus Feroniae were all unmistakably urban in appearance, and
some roadside settlements became quite sophisticated, with fine houses,
baths and temples; though almost never orthogonal road layouts.113

The larger settlements, then, apparently did function as urban centres. Yet
in practice, their urbanitas was somewhat overshadowed by the ‘supra-urban’
identity of Rome. The focus of wealthy suburban villa owners on the
metropolis to the detriment of local towns has already been mentioned,
and Cicero paints a picture of suburban communities unable to find native
citizens to represent them at the Latin festival.114 Ostia’s crucial importance
in the defence and grain supply of Rome meant that a series of state officials
were appointed to oversee activity there, and their presence can only have
undermined the significance of local magistrates.115 The architecture of Ostia
was also profoundly affected by imperial building projects, and, along with
Portus and the surrounding coastal area, it has been characterised as a
monumental approach to the city of Rome.116 In short, the larger settlements
of the suburbium were at once urban centres, and yet also suburban to the
metropolis that was Rome. Meanwhile, smaller settlements without urban
titles, such as road-stations, are probably best understood as dependent
satellite settlements: areas of development which served the needs of Rome
without being physically adjacent to it.

Just as the regular journeys of villa owners tied their properties to the city,
a similar relationship could apply to religious sites. Ovid describes worship-
pers travelling to the festival of Fors Fortuna and returning drunk from her
‘suburbana . . . aede’ after nightfall.117 Cicero, under threat from Clodius’
associates, was afraid to attend the public sacrifice of the Terminalia in the
suburbium even though he would have returned to Rome the same day.118

Meanwhile, the inscriptions from the grove of the Arval brethren, at the
temple of Dea Dia on the fifth mile of the via Campana, attest religious
activity based outside the city, but fundamentally focused upon it: at least
from the Augustan era. They show that the fratres were members of the
senate and imperial household, and that their activities included rituals
marking dates of importance for the emperor and his family.119 Both pri-
vately and officially, the religious life of Rome clearly extended well into its
periphery.

Many religious sites patronised by visitors from Rome were in fact based
in suburban settlements; for example, the temples of Fortuna Primigenia
at Praeneste,120 Feronia at Lucus Feroniae or Hercules Victor at Tibur. As
elsewhere, the contact might be pursued at a state or private level. Repub-
lican quaestors, praetors and consuls all appear in connection with either
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games at Praeneste, probably held in honour of Fortuna Primigenia, or the
consultation of her oracle: later also patronised by emperors.121 Possibly such
state involvement was originally intended to create a formal medium for
contact with previously hostile communities, and encourage settlements
which had lost political independence to develop an alternative religious
status. Yet the importance of these cults must also be attributed to local
self-promotion. Wallace-Hadrill has argued that, during the second century
bc, communities such as Tibur and Praeneste were forging and expressing
their own sense of local identity through the construction of monumental
religious complexes drawing on Hellenistic architectural models.122 This
sheds further light on the urban/suburban status of these settlements. In the
context of Rome’s extraordinary zone of influence, the very monuments
which expressed their local status paradoxically also ensured their place in
the religious periphery of the metropolis. Similar dualities can be observed in
two other major suburban cults: Diana Nemorensis near Aricia and Jupiter
Latiaris on the Mons Albanus. Both the focus of important pan-Latin festi-
vals, Rome’s participation in these cults alongside other local towns pre-
served some semblance of her origins as ‘just another’ Latin city-state. Yet
the festival of Jupiter Latiaris was led by the consuls,123 while Diana
Nemorensis was strongly linked with Rome through the figure of Egeria.124

Thus Rome at once nurtured and controlled neighbouring communities
through the medium of suburban cults.

Commercial and industrial activity was absent from the literary thought-
world of the suburbium, but clearly pursued in the suburban landscape.
Again, suburban towns are important here. As indicated, we should expect
them from a central place perspective to have been involved in the exchange
of goods between Rome and its hinterland, and they need not be character-
ised as periurban on that basis. But the economic activity of some settle-
ments made them particularly intimately associated with Rome: especially
long-distance importation through Portus and Ostia, and the servicing of
travellers in roadside settlements. Here, the relationship is different enough
from the typical economic interaction between city and countryside for these
to be regarded as periurban; even leaving aside other factors discussed above.
Outside the towns, quarries, lime workshops and kilns producing bricks,
tiles and pottery were also widespread.125 Their output was not all destined
for Rome, since suburban towns and villa estates also constituted important
markets. But building materials flowed into the city on a grand scale.126

Installations such as tufa quarries at Veii, travertine quarries at Tibur and
brick kilns along the Tiber valley are thus best understood as features of
Rome’s urban periphery.

Finally, there were the funerary monuments which stretched along Rome’s
arterial roads, as well as the banks of the Tiber and the Anio.127 Little differ-
ent in character from those on the very fringes of the walled urbs, these must
have created a real sense of continuity between the extra-mural continentia
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aedificia and the suburbium. They were a characteristic feature of the suburban
landscape, visible to travellers entering Rome and accessible to its popula-
tion. This, and copious epigraphic evidence linking tomb owners and occu-
pants with the urban population, make their association with the city clear
enough. They acted as a powerful indicator of Rome’s presence far beyond
the urban agglomeration: and, as they petered out, a sign of the transition
from the urban periphery to a more truly rural landscape.

The Roman suburbium of literary texts was above all a landscape of elite
villa properties. In practice, Rome’s urban periphery was far more complex.
For at least 35 km beyond the continentia aedificia extended villas, certainly,
but also towns, sanctuaries, industries and funerary monuments, all enjoying
a closer relationship with Rome than expected from normal city–country
interaction. Yet the same region was also host to smaller farms and localised
industries without this intensity of contact. One question which this raises is
whether Rome’s urban periphery is best thought of as a ‘zone’, within which
all features were automatically periurban regardless of their specific relation-
ship with the city, or as a collection of separate features, each individually
linked to Rome. Chapter 2 concluded that periurban status was subjective,
and not determined by geography alone. Yet Catullus’ treatment of his
Sabine/Tiburtine villa also demonstrates that geography did matter. His
property is more likely to be judged suburban if it is known to fall within
the territory of Tibur.128 Thus, suburban status may have been determined
primarily by the manner in which an owner used his property, but it was
enhanced by the presence of similar villas around it. It would, after all, have
been hard to have a suburban villa in isolation, when part of what that
entailed was exchanging visits with other members of the metropolitan elite.

Around Rome, the density of suburban villas was such that they can be
considered to have created a periurban ‘zone’ of a kind: as the use of terms
such as ager suburbanus and suburbium suggests. Other structures within this
zone not necessarily best understood as periurban in themselves none the less
functioned within, and contributed to the character of, a suburban landscape.
That landscape was also characterised by two further features not discussed
above: the major roads and aqueducts which fed into the city. Built to serve
the needs of Rome, yet necessarily outside it, these cannot easily be placed on
an urban-suburban-rural spectrum: in some senses, their infrastructural char-
acter means that they fall outside these categories. Yet they helped to sustain
not only the city on which they converged, but also the suburban landscape
through which they passed. We have already met the roads in their role
as essential connectors between villas and city. The aqueducts, too, helped
to make suburban villa culture possible by watering suburban fields and
fountains: both legally and illegally.129

The outer limits of the suburbium cannot readily be identified. Approxi-
mations such as the 35 km radius are helpful from a modern perspective,
but in practice no Roman could have drawn a line indicating the precise
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edge of the zone, and nor should we. Rather, it must be assumed to have
given way gradually to a more distinctly rural landscape, just as the continen-
tia aedificia had merged into the suburbium. The role of roads in linking it to
the city of Rome also makes plausible Arnaud’s suggestion that we should
conceive of the suburbium as radiating outwards along them, rather than as a
zone of strictly equal depth.130 It is also important to remember the unique
nature of the city at the centre of this landscape. Rome’s status as imperial
capital made its ‘zone of influence’ – economic, social and political – far
more powerful and extensive than can be expected for provincial cities. This
is clear from suburban towns, where settlements which qualified as urban in
themselves also functioned as part of the Roman suburbium. Perhaps the
most vivid example of the phenomenon in fact relates to the ‘New Rome’,
Constantinople: similarly an imperial capital from ad 330. The city’s foun-
der, Constantine, was described in a fourth-century biography as having
died ‘in an imperial villa on a suburban Constantinopolitan (estate), near
Nicomedia’: a major city in its own right, almost 90 km from the new
capital.131

Urban boundaries in Italy and the provinces

Just as at Rome, boundaries of some kind marked the limits of most
administrative cities in the Roman empire. This is of course in keeping with
a broader Mediterranean urban tradition that had long favoured the use of
urban boundaries, especially defensive walls. Cities in the Greek east, Italy
and the areas of Punic colonisation were typically fortified long before they
fell under Roman influence. On becoming part of the Roman world, they
generally retained their fortifications, which remained desirable in the con-
text of Roman urban ideology. Rome rarely required the demolition of the
walls of her subject cities,132 and many embellished or reinforced their fortifi-
cations under Roman rule. At Perge in Asia Minor, the embellishment by
Plancia Magna of the Hellenistic main gate in the ad 120s indicated that it
remained an important point of transition between the city and its exter-
ior.133 Even in Celtic Europe, defensive ramparts were a typical feature of the
existing proto-urban oppida.134 Thus the majority of cities in the Roman
empire had either been fortified in the pre-Roman period, or were founded in
areas whose inhabitants were likely to be receptive to the Roman interest in
creating distinct urban boundaries.

We have seen the importance of the Servian wall in defining the extent of
the urbs at Rome itself, and a passing reference in the Digesta confirms that
walls around other Roman cities possessed similar significance. In the con-
text of a legacy of property said to be ‘at Rome’, the Severan jurist Iulius
Paulus ruled: ‘And indeed usually all cities are held to finish with the wall, [but]
Rome with the adjoining buildings . . .’ (my emphasis).135 Thus, for Roman
cities with archaeologically traceable walls, we can expect that all occupation
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falling within them would have been considered urban, at least while the
walls were maintained.

The role of walls as urban boundaries can be appreciated by examining the
typical layout of a Roman colonia.136 Aosta (Augusta Praetoria, figure 3.2),
founded in north Italy in 25 bc, provides a well-documented example.137 Its
walls probably did have a defensive function: the city was built to guard the
approach to the Great and Little St Bernard passes shortly after the conquest
of the local tribe of the Salassi, and its security could not yet be guaran-
teed.138 However, their appearance suggests that they also played an import-
ant symbolic role. The perfectly rectangular circuit, with towers at regular
intervals and a squared travertine facing, would have been no more effective
against a besieging army than an irregular circuit of uncut stone. But it
would have looked more impressive and imposing within the landscape.
Equally, the monumental character of the four gates would not have helped
to repel attackers, but would have left travellers in no doubt that they were
entering an important and sophisticated city. Elsewhere, the symbolic func-
tion of walls is made clearer still by the circumstances of their construction.
An imperial donation of walls and decorative gates to the south-central
Italian city of Saepinum between 2 bc and ad 4 could have had little to do
with fears for security in the context of the ‘pax Romana’.139 Rather, it is
likely to have been a sign of special status and imperial favour.140

Roman city walls helped to express the urbanitas and romanitas of a com-
munity as monuments in their own right.141 At the same time they would
also have emphasised the same qualities in the streets and buildings within
the circuit, by highlighting their identity as constituent parts of a Roman
city. Walls also helped to restrict and control access to the urban centre,
emphasising its status as a ‘special’ space. At Aosta, there were only four
points of access to the city in a walled circuit 2.5 km long, and each gate was
equipped with sliding gratings or portcullises, as well as flanking towers
from which to observe traffic.142 The Porta Praetoria, approached from the
direction of Rome, also featured an enclosed courtyard which has led scholars
to suggest that it was used to levy local taxes on goods passing through.143

Thus it is possible that the walls also played a practical role as a customs
boundary. Alternatively, the courtyard may simply have been intended to
boost the impressive appearance of the gate. In the absence of more positive
evidence we cannot assume that urban customs boundaries existed anywhere
other than at Rome.

Coins minted by Spanish and eastern coloniae showing the ploughing of a
pomerium144 and a clause in the Urso charter forbidding burial ‘within the
boundaries of the town or of the colony, where [a line] shall have been drawn
around by a plough,’145 suggest that Roman coloniae possessed their own
pomeria, analogous to the one at Rome. Where the colonia also had defensive
walls, their course probably marked the line of the pomerium. Certainly, liter-
ary descriptions of Rome’s foundation report that Romulus ploughed a
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Figure 3.2 Aosta (Augusta Praetoria).
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pomerium which also formed the line of the city’s walls, and this probably
reflects actual practice in imperial colonies.146 For coloniae, then, walls had
additional functions: they helped to mark out the urban centre as a
religiously protected space, and defined an area within which burial was
forbidden. The latter function, though, appears to have been performed by
city walls even in the absence of a formal pomerium. The Roman law against
burial within the city applied to all cities of whatever status,147 meaning that
contemporary burials are almost never found within their defensive circuits.
This is in keeping with Iulius Paulus’ reference to all cities being held ‘to
finish with the wall’.148 City-dwellers would have understood that the intra-
mural space was urban in status, and that burials were only appropriate in
the non-urban space outside.

A pomerial circuit could apparently also exist in the absence of walls. At
Capua, a cippus inscribed with the words ‘by order of Augustus where a
plough has been drawn’149 appears to have defined a pomerium which must, if
it needed marking out, have followed a different course from the older city
walls. The presence of the cippi would render the pomerium visible to the city’s
occupants, allowing it to act as a meaningful boundary. From an archaeo-
logical point of view, though, the course of a pomerium which did not coincide
with a defensive circuit is difficult to identify, and must usually be deduced
from the locations of cemeteries.

City walls, then, were a characteristic feature of Roman urbanism, and
served to mark the limits of that which was strictly ‘urban’. None the less, a
significant proportion of cities in the Roman empire were not walled, at least
during the period of the high empire. This raises the question of how the
‘urban’ might have been defined at these cities, given the widespread interest
in distinguishing between urban and non-urban space encountered so far.
The issue becomes especially important in the present context, since most
cities in Gaul were themselves unwalled, and the identification of urban
centres here will be of great importance for the analyses in chapter 4. A close
inspection of such cities reveals that, despite the absence of walls, they still
had clear visual markers defining the edges of their urban centres. Examples
of several may be identified at the colonia Latina of Bologna (Bononia,
figure 3.3), founded in northern Italy in the early second century,150 and
these will be explored here to demonstrate how they could function.

One feature which helped to mark out the edges of Bologna’s urban centre
was the relationship between the city’s orthogonally arranged street grid and
the via Aemilia. As this road met the orthogonal grid on the eastern side and
became Bologna’s decumanus maximus, it turned southwards by a factor of
around 14˚. On the western edge of the grid, it turned northwards again by
the same amount, thus performing a slight dog-leg through the city. These
changes in orientation are important, since the via Aemilia was contemporary
with Bologna. The relationship between them, then, was probably designed
from the start as part of a co-ordinated planning project. The orientation of
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roads carried great significance in the Roman empire: their famous straightness
was not simply a practical exercise, but a means of demonstrating control
over the landscape,151 while urban streets were traditionally oriented towards
the position of the midday sun on the day of foundation,152 commemorating
this date. For these reasons, the decision to include a change of orientation in
the path of the via Aemilia as it entered Bologna must be regarded as a
deliberate marking out of the point of transition between the countryside
through which the road was travelling, and the city which it was entering.153

This arrangement is regularly encountered at other Roman cities,154 and where
these were walled, like Timgad (Thamugadi) in North Africa (figure 3.5), the
coincidence between the change in the direction of the road and the course of
the city walls confirms that this was indeed a marker of city boundaries.

Figure 3.3 Bologna (Bononia).
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The local topography at Bologna also helped demarcate the edges of its
urban centre. Along the eastern perimeter of the orthogonal grid ran the
Aposa stream, bridged at a single point by the via Aemilia.155 On the western
side of the city, a seasonal stream, the Vallescura, formed a similar natural
boundary, again passable only via one bridge. The northern edge of Bologna
also coincided with the slope of a fluvial terrace. City planners had no control
over these natural features, but could control the position of Bologna in rela-
tion to them, and so they can be seen as a part of the planning process. The
fact that the courses of the two streams coincide with the changes in the
orientation of the via Aemilia strengthens the case for both to be seen as
deliberate boundary markers. Meanwhile, countless other Roman cities have
one or more edges of their urban centres similarly defined by natural features,
especially rivers: the Thames at London, the Guadiana at Mérida or the
Adige at Verona. The phenomenon is in fact characteristic of many ancient
civilisations, for obvious defensive reasons. The walls of Etruscan Veii mir-
rored the courses of surrounding river-cliffs for most of their circuit,156 while
the great majority of late Iron Age oppida in central and northern Europe
were strategically located on steep-sided hill-tops or spurs.157

The orthogonally aligned streets of Bologna also helped to differentiate
between the urban centre and the space beyond. The network of urban streets
would have acted as a kind of matrix, linking buildings and insulae into a
dense, ordered agglomeration recognisable as a city, which contrasted with
the more open agricultural landscape beyond. A traveller passing out of the
orthogonal grid on the via Aemilia would have been clear that he or she was
leaving ‘urban’ space and entering something different. There is an important
difference, though, between an orthogonal grid and the other methods of
distinguishing an urban centre discussed above. Once city walls had been
built, a change in the orientation of a road established, or a city located in
relation to a particular topographical feature, these boundaries could not
easily be changed. The edges of an orthogonal grid, however, could be altered
to respond to urban growth through the addition of new streets. A well-
known example is Leptis Magna in North Africa, where three successive areas
of orthogonally arranged streets were added in phases between the early
Augustan period and the mid-first century ad.158

We can be fairly certain that Bologna’s inhabitants would have recognised
that the edges of the city’s orthogonal grid represented an urban boundary,
not simply because the manner of land-use altered sharply at this point,
but also because on at least three sides they coincided with other boundary
markers. Where this was not the case, other evidence suggests that the edges
of an orthogonal street network could mark the boundaries of an urban
centre on their own. The edges of Amiens (Samarobriva), an unwalled civitas-
capital in northern Gaul, were demarcated to the north by multiple branches
of the river Somme, and at certain points by changes in the orientation of
major roads as they met the grid. Large sections of the urban centre, however,
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were apparently distinguished from the space beyond only by the presence of
the orthogonal grid. Yet detailed knowledge of the city’s cemeteries reveals
that they formed a careful ring around the edges of the orthogonal grid, and
never encroached on the land within it at any time during the high empire
(figure 4.10, p. 102). This confirms that the inhabitants of Amiens con-
sidered the edges of the orthogonal grid to mark a boundary between urban
and non-urban land around the entire perimeter of the city. They seem to
have used it as a means of distinguishing between land which was and was
not suitable for burial. Once burial activity had begun, the very presence of
tombs would certainly have demonstrated that the areas in which they were
located were not urban. Cemeteries, then, although not intended to act as
boundary markers themselves, could still help to render the edges of an
urban centre visible to its inhabitants.

The boundaries of an urban centre could also be marked at certain points
by monumental arches. Unlike the features discussed above, monumental
arches were rarely established at the foundation of a city. But they could be
added at a later date, reinforcing the lines of existing urban boundaries. As at
Rome, monumental arches could be erected in a variety of settings, not all
connected with urban boundaries.159 However, De Maria has shown in his
study of Italian monumental arches that they were regularly used to mark
urban boundaries from the middle of the first century bc.160 In the Augustan
period in particular, he argues that city gates developed along similar sty-
listic lines to monumental arches. This made it easier for arches themselves to
adopt the role of boundary markers, functioning almost as city gates without
a wall.161 Outside Italy, other examples confirm that monumental arches
could play the same role. The arch of Caracalla at Djemila (Cuicul) marks the
western entrance to both the Severan-period forum and the city itself.162

Six different methods for demarcating urban boundaries, then, were regu-
larly used by Roman city planners, and it is worth summarising them here
for the sake of clarity:

• City walls
• Pomerial cippi
• Changes in the orientation of major roads
• Natural topographical features (rivers, steep slopes, cliffs, marshes, etc.)
• The edges of an orthogonal grid
• Monumental arches

All of these served as visual cues to ancient city-dwellers, helping them to
distinguish between urban and non-urban space. Cemeteries could play the
same role, but were really a symptom of urban boundaries, rather than a
deliberate means of marking them. Most of the features can also be used by
modern scholars to reconstruct the course of an urban boundary. Meanwhile,
they constituted an important part of the urban fabric in their own right, and
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could affect both its development and patterns of movement within the city.
A particularly important distinction must be drawn between boundary
markers which were visible, but did not restrict movement, and boundary
markers which allowed passage only in a limited number of places. The first
category might include the edges of an orthogonal grid, pomerial cippi,
cemeteries, some topographical features such as gentle slopes, monumental
arches and changes in the orientations of major roads. Defensive walls and
other, less penetrable, topographical features such as rivers, marshes or steep
cliffs belong in the second group. These boundary markers could usually
be crossed only where roads traversed them: on bridges, over causeways or
through gates.

Where a city was defined only by features belonging to the first category,
the relationship between the urban centre and any periurban development
beyond is likely to have been closer than where it was defined by markers
from the second category. Buildings on either side of a monumental arch, for
instance, might in fact be closely adjacent to and intervisible with one
another. By contrast, those lying beyond a city wall or a river were physically
divided from the urban centre, sometimes by quite a distance. From a mod-
ern perspective, divisions of this kind can mean that the urban periphery is
easier to identify.163 It is also likely that they created a heightened awareness
of the difference between centre and periphery in their own time. A defensive
wall would block visibility between the two zones, emphasising the dis-
continuity. Average travelling times between centre and periphery will also
have been greater where urban boundaries were marked by walls or rivers
that could be crossed only at specific places. Watercourses may even have
presented the added inconvenience of needing to be crossed via ford or ferry.
Such boundary markers, then, probably discouraged movement and contact
between urban centre and periphery more than those which allowed multiple
points of passage.

It is important to remember that the features discussed may have been
used to mark more than one boundary within the same city. While most
Roman cities appear to have had only one main urban boundary at any given
time, its course could clearly be shifted, and new markers employed to define
it. When this was done, earlier boundary markers were usually retained,
much as at Rome. A series of such changes occurred over several centuries at
the municipium of Verulamium (St Albans) in Britain (figure 3.4).164 During
the Claudian period, Verulamium was demarcated by a bank and ditch on at
least three sides, and the river Ver to the north.165 By the second quarter of
the second century, however, the ditch had been filled in, and the city’s
orthogonal grid was beginning to extend over it.166 At this point, it is dif-
ficult to be certain whether the urban centre would still have been held to
end at the line of the filled-in Claudian ditch, or whether its boundaries had
already shifted outwards. But by the later second century, a formal shift
clearly had occurred. A new boundary marker, the ‘Fosse earthwork’, was
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begun, although this was abandoned before completion.167 The project was
completed in slightly altered form in the third century, when a masonry-
fronted bank and ditch, incorporating stone gates erected in connection with
the earthwork, was built. The effort and expense of constructing this new
circuit indicates a strong interest in defining a new boundary, suggesting

Figure 3.4 Verulamium (St Albans).
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that by this time, space falling outside the Claudian ditch but within the
new wall should be considered to have acquired urban status. One issue
highlighted by this change is the need for reliable chronological information
when identifying periurban occupation, since it demonstrates that ‘urban’
and ‘periurban’ status could change when boundaries shifted. It is also
important to remember that new urban boundaries could be established
within older ones, rather than outside them. This was particularly common
in late antiquity, and may conversely imply that areas of land left outside
the new defensive walls were considered to have lost their urban status (see
chapter 6).

It is also notable that the original urban boundary at Verulamium was not
forgotten. Two monumental arches were constructed around the start of the
third century close to the line of the old defensive ditch,168 despite its having
been filled in at least fifty years before. They appear to have been erected
partly to commemorate its course: perhaps as part of a single programme of
boundary commemoration and change also involving the commencement
of the earthwork.169 A similar situation applied at the colonia of Lincoln
(Lindum) in northern Britain, where boundary shifts took place between the
late first and early third centuries.170 An original defensive circuit formed
from modified military defences171 was extended by the mid-third century
through the addition of a new, larger annex to the south.172 The now-obsolete
south wall of the earlier circuit, however, was never demolished. Again, the
boundary which it had marked apparently remained significant, despite the
fact that the areas on either side of it were both now intra-mural. It may be
suggested that in such cases, all space contained within the new boundaries
was seen as ‘urban’, but that the area which also fell within the original
boundaries retained an extra degree of prestige: ‘urban plus’. Meanwhile, the
commemoration of old boundaries and the creation of new ones in these
cities indicates a genuine local interest in the Roman ideology of the clearly
defined urban centre, since there is no evidence that these activities were
prompted by direct intervention from Rome.

Periurban development in Italy and the provinces

At any Italian or provincial city, inhabitants and visitors could expect to
encounter visible markers defining a special, urban centre. This was the
equivalent of the urbs at Rome, and is referred to in municipal charters as
the oppidum.173 Beyond its boundaries, non-urban occupation began. Where
this was physically continuous with the urban centre, it may be viewed as
equivalent to the continentia aedificia at Rome: a concept readily applied to
provincial cities in municipal charters and literature.174 Hence, the archaeo-
logical remains of such occupation can be identified as periurban with little
controversy. Beyond the continuous urban agglomeration, however, isolated
features such as public monuments, villas or distinct areas of nucleated
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settlement might also be encountered. The challenge is to decide whether
these may be interpreted as periurban by examining their archaeological
remains for signs of something more than the expected city–country relation-
ship with the nearby urban centre. The discussion here will ask what charac-
teristics might attest a closer connection: always, of course, with the caveat
of subjectivity in mind. It will also outline the general character of Italian
and provincial periurban development, raising issues which can then be
pursued in greater detail through the examination of Gallo-Roman cities in
chapter 4.

Occupation falling immediately outside the urban centre, but continuous
with it, was often very similar in character to that within. At Ostia, numer-
ous structures lay beyond the late Republican walled circuit,175 and especially
outside the Porta Marina. This region featured shops, houses, a temple, a
public fountain, a porticoed square and a large set of baths: all plentiful
within the walled centre.176 The African coloniae of Djemila and Timgad,
both founded at the end of the first century ad, also saw extensive urban-style
development beyond their walls during the second century. This included
shops, houses, workshops and baths much like those encountered within the
walled centres. More unusually, extra-mural occupation at these two cities
included distinctly urban monuments not matched within their walls: a
theatre at Djemila177 and a Capitolium at Timgad.178 Yet at all three cities,
the extra-mural development had characteristics which marked it out as dif-
ferent from that of the urban centre. The Porta Marina quarter at Ostia
included two large funerary monuments, standing between houses, work-
shops and temples in a juxtaposition that would never be encountered within
the walls.179 Meanwhile, the extra-mural development at Djemila and
Timgad was distinguished from the urban centre by the absence of orthogonal
planning: especially striking at Timgad (figure 3.5).

The extra-mural development at these cities was differentiated from their
centres, then, not only by location but also by usage: just as at Rome.
Reasons for the development of extra-mural occupation at these cities are
likely to have included a lack of available building space in the urban centres.
They were densely inhabited, and extra-mural development offered a way to
expand beyond the walled space. Some extra-mural monuments, at Timgad
in particular, were also far larger than the insulae of its urban centre could
have accommodated, demonstrating that an unplanned urban periphery
could offer extra space for individual projects as well as general expansion.180

But the need for space does not seem to have been the only factor at play.
More positive factors may have influenced the decision to locate certain
structures in the urban periphery. For example, the extra-mural position of
the theatre at Djemila allowed it to take advantage of a natural slope,
unavailable in the urban centre,181 while shops in the Porta Marina quarter at
Ostia could have attracted travellers approaching the city from the sea before
they came across the commercial outlets of the urban centre. The role of such
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factors in encouraging periurban development will be explored further in
chapter 4.

The edges of an Italian or provincial continentia aedificia, like the edges
of Rome, must have been difficult to identify precisely. This issue was

Figure 3.5 Timgad (Thamugadi).
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encountered from a modern perspective by surveyors in the late 1970s
attempting to identify the limits of an extensive area of periurban occupation
lying across the Rhône from the Gallo-Roman colonia of Vienne (Vienna,
figure 4.4, p. 90).182 An area of forty hectares, including excavated peri-
urban occupation in the area known as la Plaine, was explored through resist-
ivity and surface survey. The study concluded that the densest archaeological
remains lay immediately around la Plaine, and also identified a separate con-
centration of material to the north-west.183 But the surveyors remained
undecided as to whether the limits of the site could be said to lie ‘with the
external contours of the main buildings, with that of all the remains even the
smallest, or with something else’.184 An ancient inhabitant of the city, asked
to identify the outer extent of its continentia aedificia, would probably have
faced the same uncertainty. Vienne’s urban centre was clearly defined by a
walled circuit and the course of the Rhône, but no one sought to mark out
the extent of the continuous periurban development beyond. Indeed, the
ideological associations between boundedness and urbanitas in the Roman
world are such that any periurban occupation which did become enclosed by
visible markers must be assumed to have acquired a form of urban status: as
at Verulamium and Lincoln. The limits of true periurban development were
by their very nature blurred.

Beyond the continuous urban periphery might be encountered features
that were isolated from the urban agglomeration, and yet intimately related
to it. Amphitheatres in this situation are well attested in Italy and through-
out the western provinces.185 The Italian colonia of Luni (Luna), for instance,
was founded in 177 bc, and acquired an amphitheatre probably in the Julio-
Claudian period.186 It fell approximately 200m outside the walled circuit,
and appears to have been separated from the city by open land. None the less,
it is clearly a periurban monument for several reasons. Despite the propensity
for amphitheatres to be built outside city boundaries, they were essentially
urban monuments.187 The games they hosted were designed for large audi-
ences, and a location close to a city ensured that the urban population would
not be discouraged from attending by a long journey. In addition, many
amphitheatres were built within urban boundaries.188 Thus the amphitheatre
at Luni may be regarded as a characteristically urban structure, displaced out
of the walled centre probably mainly for reasons of space. This amphitheatre
was also situated to emphasise its connections with the urban centre. It lay
alongside and was oriented towards the main road into Luni from the south-
west, rendering it highly visible to travellers moving in and out of the urban
centre and linking it topographically with the forum at the heart of the city,
to which the road led. This combination of functional and spatial links
between amphitheatre and city is typical,189 and makes it easy to categorise
the monument as periurban, despite the open space between them.

More difficult to interpret are the villa properties encountered outside
Italian or provincial cities. As in the case of suburban villas at Rome, we face
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the question of whether or not they should be seen as part of the urban
periphery: did any of them have a sufficiently close relationship with the
nearby city to differentiate them from rural villas? This time, however, we
are less well endowed with literary references attesting such a relationship.
Chapter 2 showed that suburban villa culture centred around Rome, but
that the idea could also be applied to properties in Italy, Spain, Africa and
the Greek east. Yet most such references occur in authors familiar with the
special landscape of the suburbium, and often seem intended to evoke it for
particular effect. Did Pliny, for example, really consider his friend Rufus to
possess a suburbanum amoenissimum at Comum, or was the term used in order
to make Rufus feel included in the lifestyle of the metropolitan elite at
Rome?190 Furthermore, the surviving references focus around a limited num-
ber of cities. If Julian, Flavius Philostratus and Aulus Gellius agree that
Athens had its suburban villas,191 this does not mean that the same was
thought to apply to, for instance, London. Such references reveal that Italian
or provincial villas could be considered suburban. But textual sources alone do
not provide convincing evidence that the concept of the suburban villa, and
the lifestyle associated with it, was widely subscribed to beyond Rome and a
few exceptional cities. We must also allow for the possibility that some
provincial villas functioned as part of an urban periphery without actually
being suburban in the metropolitan sense. In other words, we should draw a
distinction between a periurban villa, which only needs to have enjoyed an
unusually close relationship with the city, and a special type of periurban
property: the suburban villa, whose owner actively pursued a Ciceronian or
Plinian lifestyle of refined intellectualism.

Archaeologically speaking, it is clear that many provincial cities were
surrounded by clusters of agricultural establishments.192 Again, this is in
keeping with von Thünen’s beliefs concerning the exploitation of land out-
side a city, and need not mean that they should be characterised as periurban
per se. Greater evidence for a close and regularly maintained villa–city rela-
tionship is needed to diagnose periurban status. As was the case around
Rome and elsewhere in Italy, the design or décor of provincial villas some-
times evoked urban themes. In a provincial context, the methods of doing
this might differ. The atrium-peristyle domus was little-known in the urban
centres of the Greek east, Britain and Gaul,193 and so could hardly have been
used to express urbanitas in a villa. But other devices were available. For
example, mosaic depictions of public spectacles in the amphitheatre or circus
have been found in urban domus in Italy, Spain, Gaul and north Africa.194

They also appear in villa properties, especially in Africa. Such mosaics indi-
cated the patron’s familiarity with and involvement in the life of the city,
where the games were held, as well as the urban monuments associated with
them. Often they commemorated particular games financed by the patron,
but they could also express religious interests or more general themes of
victory and good fortune.195
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The hinterland of Leptis Magna in Tripolitania was thoroughly studded
with agricultural properties. They clustered in particular around the city,
along the coast, and inland on the slopes of the Gebel Tarhuna.196 Several
properties on the coastal plain were lavishly appointed, and the decorative
schemes of at least five evoked urban-based spectacles. Mosaics from a villa in
the wadi Lebda, only 1.6 km south-east of the late city walls, depicted an
exhausted gladiator and chariot scenes.197 Others at Silin, 15 km to the west,
showed circus games,198 and at Zliten, 29 km to the east, gladiatorial com-
bats.199 Two more villas in the Silin district incorporated playful replicas of
spectacle monuments. One had its own ‘odeon’ carved into the natural rock
of the coast, and another a garden or exercise area shaped like a circus.200 The
dating of these features is not always secure, but all belong to the high
imperial period, and, as such, represent a particularly strong local interest in
spectacle themes during this era. This should be seen in the light of Leptis
Magna’s theatre, built in ad 1–2, its amphitheatre, completed in ad 56,
and its circus, monumentalised in 162 but probably preceded by a simpler
structure.201 The mosaics do not depict these monuments specifically, and nor
do the architectural fantasias replicate them faithfully: but they were clearly
commissioned in the context of a community which placed great emphasis on
public games. It would appear to have become fashionable for the Lepcitanian
elite to express their connection with the city – and one another – by
referencing spectacles in the decorative schemes of their private villas.

The question is whether these villas can or cannot be identified as periurban,
and there are arguments on both sides. They certainly possessed the kinds of
facilities associated with suburban properties in literary texts. Besides their
references to urban spectacles, they boasted features such as decorative col-
oured marbles, wall-paintings, stucco, baths, covered porticoes and, in the
villa with the circus mosaic at Silin, a library. They also fall within the easy
day’s journey of 35 km which we used to help identify suburban villas at
Rome. Perhaps more importantly, they were not the only luxury villas
within this radius. Further luxury villas in both the Silin and Zliten areas are
known,202 while two properties on the very fringes of Leptis Magna rather
bridge the gap between villas and elite domus: the villa of the Orpheus mosaic
to the west, and the villa of the Nile mosaic to the east.203 Taken together,
these properties could be interpreted as evidence for a suburban villa culture
around this city. We should also recall that a rare literary application of the
term ‘suburbanus’ in a provincial context occurs in Apuleius, who uses it to
describe his wife’s villa outside Oea.204 Since this was the next city west
along the coast from Leptis Magna, only 100 km away, it is readily plausible
that the concept was current also amongst the Lepcitanian elite. A fair case,
then, can be made for sufficient links with Leptis Magna to identify these
villas as periurban, and perhaps even suburban.

Yet similarly lavish or urbane villas also occur in north Africa in contexts
which appear to rule this out. Another famous spectacle depiction is the
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so-called ‘Magerius mosaic’ from a villa at Smirat in Tunisia,205 which records
games financed by its patron. The venue for these games is unknown, but the
villa was more or less equidistant from three local towns: Leptiminus (20 km),
Thapsus (26 km, but across an oasis) and Thysdrus (27 km). Like the villa of
San Rocco at Francolise, it is hard to see it as periurban, since it did not have
a particularly close topographical relationship with any one city. The villas
around Leptis Magna do not seem to have been significantly more lavish and
urbane than Magerius’ property, and so arguably they too should be inter-
preted simply as luxury villa retreats: perhaps more akin to elite properties in
Campania than in the suburbium of Rome.

The distance of some of them from Leptis may also give pause for
thought in a provincial context. In central place terms, Rome enjoyed an
exceptional zone of influence, with the result that villas outside neighbour-
ing towns could none the less be considered suburban to Rome. Leptis and
Oea, however, appear to have been of roughly equal social and political
status, so that, to the west at least, the Lepcitanian hinterland ended where
Oea’s began: no more than 65 km to the west.206 The eastern hinterland is
harder to define. The territorium of Leptis did not even necessarily include
the villas at Zliten, and we can only say that it must have extended at
least 19 km from the city.207 At such a scale, the idea that villas 15–29
km away could be considered suburban to Leptis begins to seem rather
nonsensical. If the periurban is that which is neither wholly urban nor
wholly rural, the distribution of these villas leaves little room for ‘true’
countryside: and this for a city whose territory was unusually large by
Roman standards. We might reasonably question whether a provincial
noble would regularly travel half way or more to the borders of his local
district to reach home after conducting his business in the forum: or, if he
did, how much of a connection he would have considered his property to
have with the city when he got there. The villa in the wadi Lebda,
though, is a different matter. Whether or not it can be dubbed ‘suburban’
in the fullest sense, the proximity of this property to Leptis Magna, its
position in a seasonal river valley running right past the city and the urbane
theme of its mosaics are together surely enough for it to be considered
periurban.

Most of the Lepcitanian villas, then, are difficult to classify definitively as
either periurban or rural, and this forms an important contrast with the
situation at Rome. In certain respects, the evidence from each city is similar.
Within a 35 km radius of both, lavish villas with noticeably urbane features
can be identified, and yet similar villas in the same regions apparently had
little direct relationship with any nearby city. At Rome, though, a greater
body of surviving evidence mitigates in favour of identifying the properties
as periurban. Above all this includes literary texts indicating that a suburban
villa culture thrived amongst and was actively pursued by the city’s elite.
To these may be added literary confirmation that properties 35 km away
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were still regarded as suburban, epigraphic documents linking particular
properties with prominent urban figures and an altogether richer archaeo-
logical record. If such testimonies survived also at Leptis Magna, the villas at
Silin and Zliten could readily be interpreted as periurban. But they do not:
and nor do they on the same scale for any provincial city. This makes it
difficult to justify the interpretation of the Lepcitanian villas as periurban,
while we certainly cannot assume the specific and complex activities implied
by the term ‘suburban villa’. None the less, the possibility remains open for
some cities, and Leptis is a plausible case: not least because Apuleius’ writing
on Oea associates it with a little of the kind of evidence that reveals to us the
suburban villa culture of Rome.

Finally, some provincial cities were associated with areas of occupation
which formed nucleated agglomerations in themselves, but were not con-
tinuous with the urban centre. One such grew up to the north of Water
Newton (Durobrivae) in Britain, where it was separated from the walled
town by the river Nene and a distance of around half a kilometre.208 It was
densely settled, and featured an irregular street network, numerous pottery
kilns and iron workshops, and some structures which may have been shrines.
As for the suburban towns around Rome, the question arises of whether this
agglomeration functioned as part of the periphery of Water Newton or was
an independent settlement. Archaeological data from the site may shed light
on this matter. For one thing, it was clustered around a major road, Ermine
Street, which also ran through the centre of Water Newton. This, along with
the short distance between the two, constitutes a very close infrastructural
link: much closer than would normally be expected for an independent
settlement. Second, the pottery workshops identified there arose only after
Water Newton was well established.209 They are part of the wider Nene
Valley pottery industry, which developed in response to the good-quality
clay available in the river valley. Yet their position so close to Water Newton
suggests that these particular kilns were also intended to make direct use of
the town as a market in itself and a point of access to other markets. The
settlement, then, may in part have grown up around these kilns in order to
service the needs of Water Newton. As such, it is analogous to the road
stations in the Roman suburbium, and may be interpreted as a periurban
satellite agglomeration.

Conclusion

The methods proposed here for identifying periurban remains in the archaeo-
logical record rest above all on the definition of the periurban established in
chapter 1, and confirmed through the examination of ancient evidence in
chapter 2: we are looking for that which was neither entirely urban nor
entirely rural. On these terms, occupation within the urban boundaries can,
for the most part, be ruled out, since it drew urbanitas from its very location.
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Outside the boundaries, distinguishing between the periurban and the rural
is more difficult, since geography alone is no longer a reliable indicator of
status. Occupation that was physically continuous with the bounded urban
centre can usually be taken as periurban, since it belongs to the continentia
aedificia. Chapter 2 showed that such occupation was considered part of the
urban agglomeration, although not ‘urban’ in the truest sense. It is when
features are separated from the main agglomeration by open land that per-
iurban status becomes hardest to identify. In these cases, we must search for
positive evidence of links with the city that indicate something other than a
purely rural character. At Rome, the wealth of surviving evidence often
illuminates these links. In a provincial context, the evidence is predomin-
antly archaeological, and frequently the limitations of this material mean
that periurban status cannot be identified with certainty: especially in the
case of villa properties.

Alongside these general guidelines, we must allow for ambiguities and
overlaps. The distinction between the urban, the periurban and the rural
should not be seen as a series of discrete steps, but rather a sliding scale, with
one merging into the next and no category being completely exclusive. In
chapter 2, we encountered activities such as the cultivation of city plots, or
self-conscious elite displays of rusticitas in an urban context.210 Even within a
bounded centre, then, activities normally considered ‘rural’ might be pur-
sued, and individual features could be judged ‘more’ or ‘less’ urban. Rome’s
multiple boundaries also created a more complex hierarchy of space than a
simple urban–periurban division allows, extending from the ideologically
charged walled urbs and through the monumentalised Campus Martius to the
humbler district of Transtiberim and beyond. Similar gradations probably
also applied in provincial cities which saw boundary shifts, as the com-
memoration or preservation of old boundaries at Verulamium and Lincoln
suggests. The rural landscape, too, was not homogeneous. Von Thünen
argued that land close to a city would normally be more intensively exploited
than land further away, and in a Roman context this is manifested in the
tendency of agricultural establishments to cluster around cities. Arguably,
land exploited in this way was more intimately connected with the city than
land which was not, through the medium of economic exchange. Thus the
countryside, too, could be ‘more’ or ‘less’ rural: until the point where its
relationship with the city was so intense that it is more helpful to view it as
periurban.

This chapter also showed that the feature hardest to fit into archaeological
assessments of the urban periphery was the villa, and it is worth saying a few
more words here on the nature of the problem. Two related difficulties are
involved: the fact that literary references to suburban villa culture focus
almost exclusively on the city of Rome, and the lack of any distinct cor-
respondence between those literary references and the archaeological record.
At Rome itself, literary and epigraphic sources reveal suburban lifestyles to
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us, allowing us to associate them with archaeological remains. But even here
it is clear that the archaeological record alone would not be able to support
such an interpretation, since the physical remains of the villas look little
different from luxury properties elsewhere in Italy. The distinction rests in
behavioural patterns too subtle to be detected in the archaeological record. In
fact, elite Romans used luxury villas outside the suburbium in a manner not
greatly different from their suburban estates. They visited their own proper-
ties for extended periods, and the properties of others as they were moving
around Italy.211 Pliny wrote literature on his estate at Tifernum, received
friends there, and enjoyed covered arcades, formal gardens, fountains, baths
and fine views.212 His description of this property actually differs little from
that of his Laurentine estate, except in its greater emphasis on agricultural
productivity. What made a suburban villa different was partly the frequency
of the journeys between the villa and the city, and partly self-perception:
what the owners thought they were doing. These temporal and cognitive
factors may be attested in texts or implied through epigraphy, but they are
not directly detectable through archaeology.

Arguably, suburban villa culture was not only attested in texts, but actu-
ally constructed by them to signal the sophistication of their authors. Yet we
need not believe that the suburban villa was only a literary conceit. It is
perfectly likely that suburbanitas also extended to real behaviour, enhancing
the owners’ status in the eyes of others, and their own enjoyment of their
villas.213 Having a suburban villa consisted of performing to a particular
script, characterised by activities such as regular journeys to and from the
city, philosophical debate, neighbourly visits, the enjoyment of ‘nature’, and
literary composition: sometimes on this very theme. Our difficulty is that the
set required for this performance was also used for elite display elsewhere.
And this is not surprising, given that the script followed in other villas was
not so radically different either.

In the provinces, we can see a comparable pattern. Villas with lavish or
urbane architecture and décor do occur in close association with cities, but
also elsewhere. Yet with archaeological evidence alone to work from, we
cannot be sure that any of them were used in the pursuit of a metropolitan-
style suburban villa culture, nor distinguish the relevant villas even if they
were. Individual cases of provincial suburbanitas are attested, and Herodes
Atticus furnishes a good example. He would have been familiar with the
Roman concept of the suburban villa from his estate on the via Appia, and
developed a similar property at Kephisia, 10 km outside Athens, which
Aulus Gellius and Flavius Philostratus apparently considered suburban.214

Herodes, however, was one exceptional man, and even his case serves to
illuminate the problem elsewhere. He owned two further estates, at Marathon,
30 km from Athens, and at Loukou, in a rural district of Kynouria far distant
from any major city. Yet what is known of their architecture and décor
suggests that all four villas were much alike. In Herodes’ case, literary
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testimonies allow us to draw some distinctions between the four properties.
But for most provincial villas, this is lacking: and, as we have seen, the
behaviour pursued in each may not really have been very different. Archaeo-
logical evidence may allow us to identify periurban villas in the provinces,
where properties enjoyed an unusually close topographical relationship with
the city; for example, the wadi Lebda villa at Leptis Magna. But suburbanitas
is destined to remain elusive outside the pages of literature.
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4

GAUL IN THE HIGH EMPIRE:
ADMINISTRATIVE CITIES

Introduction

The previous two chapters have discussed the urban periphery as a phenom-
enon of the Roman empire in general. It is now time to turn to the specific
province of Gaul for a more detailed exploration of periurban development in
practice. The next three chapters will examine and analyse the evidence for
periurban land-use in Gaul, mainly through the medium of archaeological
evidence. The special characteristics of periurban development will be iden-
tified through comparison with the urban centre and the countryside, and
the factors giving rise to them explored. Regional patterns of similarity or
difference across Gaul will also be sought, and their implications considered.
Finally, the conclusions drawn from these chapters will be discussed in
chapter 7 in relation to three wider issues: the nature of the Roman city, its
relationship with the country and the relationship between the provincial
and metropolitan elites.

Gaul

The choice of Gaul as a ‘case study’ for this analysis needs to be explained.
One thing the region has to offer is a form of urbanism forged primarily out
of a process of cooperation between the Roman state and the local elite.1

Before the Roman conquest, the Gallic interior had known only proto-urban
oppida (hill-forts),2 and although the Mediterranean coast and Rhône valley
were populated with Greek and Celto-Ligurian settlements,3 even their
pre-Roman features were generally left behind in the Roman era. With a few
exceptions, such as Marseille (Massilia), pre-Roman Gaul may justly be
considered ‘a world of villages’.4 Yet Rome’s system of government required
the establishment of a comprehensive network of cities across the province. It
was probably Rome’s administrators, surveyors and engineers who provided
the encouragement and expertise needed to begin work on individual cities,
as well as the network of roads, bridges and docks which connected them.
But it was the new Gallo-Roman elite who provided most of the resources
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necessary for the task, and who made the cities a social and political success
by filling their magistracies and priesthoods, using them as centres for social
interaction and administering the communities based around them on
Rome’s behalf.5 The very existence of periurban development in Gaul, then,
was the result of interactions between the provincial elite and the Roman
government, while its evolution over time will have been shaped by the
continuing relationship between the two. Thus the extent to which the
Gallo-Roman elite absorbed the thought-world of the urban periphery
explored in chapter 2, and sought to apply it to their own cities, can readily
be explored here.

These circumstances, however, apply equally to most provinces in the
western part of the Roman empire. The four Gallic provinces offer further
advantages. The region contains a substantial enough number of cities to
sustain a detailed study, and allow meaningful patterns to emerge: the exact
number varies depending on calculations of provincial borders or classifica-
tions of status, but eighty to ninety major administrative cities will serve as a
round number.6 The modern countries where these cities now lie also have a
strong archaeological tradition, meaning that their Roman-period remains
tend to be well documented. This is not to say that the evidence available is
consistently spectacular. Some cities, such as Vienne (Vienna), have seen the
systematic excavation of whole quarters of periurban occupation. But many
more have witnessed little exploration beyond their urban boundaries. In her
exhaustive treatment of Roman Béziers (Baeterrae), Clavel could cite only
two periurban finds, although she believed that these hinted at further,
undiscovered occupation.7 Continuous living occupation on the sites of most
Gallo-Roman cities has also meant that the archaeology of their centres and
their peripheries is often restricted to chance finds and limited rescue excav-
ations, making systematic comparisons between the two difficult. Neither
problem is unique to Gaul, though. Esmonde Cleary for Britain and Quilici
for Rome have both observed a historical tendency for archaeologists to con-
centrate on the ‘spectacular’ buildings of the urban centres to the detriment
of the periphery.8 Meanwhile, the problems of continuous occupation apply
to all western provinces with the exception of north Africa, where modern
political agendas have created their own difficulties. Thus Gaul is certainly at
no more of a disadvantage that any other western province. And, as the
discussion which follows will reveal, the quantity and quality of the evidence
available is enough to sustain a detailed examination of periurban develop-
ment in Roman Gaul. It is simply necessary to remember that an absence of
known periurban remains at a given site may reflect only a lack of surviving
evidence, rather than past activity.

The different social, political and geographical circumstances in which the
cities of the Four Gauls developed mean that they also offer an interesting
degree of variation, while still forming a coherent data-set. The region which
came to be known as Gaul did not all come under Roman control at once.
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The southern part, Gallia Transalpina (the ‘Provincia’, later Narbonensis) was
acquired in the wake of a request for Roman help against the Ligures by
Marseille in 125 bc, while Gallia Comata (later the ‘Three Gauls’) was con-
quered in 58–51 bc by Julius Caesar. A sharp distinction between these two
‘halves’ of Gaul persisted in geographical accounts of the region,9 but,
administratively, the reorganisations of the Augustan era eroded it.10 Gallia
Transalpina was renamed ‘Narbonensis’ at the same time as the three new
provinces of Aquitania, Belgica and Lugdunensis were defined, suggesting
that Augustus intended all four to be seen as roughly equivalent parts of
the same whole. The Agrippan road system radiating outwards from the
approximate centre of the four provinces also stressed the unity of the region,
and the importance of communication between its component parts. The
Gaul of the imperial period may thus be viewed as a unit, but one with
significant regional variations.

The cities of Gaul are also more readily comparable than the different
histories of Narbonensis and the ‘Three Gauls’ might suggest. The develop-
ment of its urban network in fact took place over a relatively brief period.
After the foundation of Narbonne (Narbo Martius) in 118 bc,11 little more
was done to encourage Roman-style urbanisation in the south, and major
development began under Caesar during the 50s bc.12 It was completed a
generation later by Augustus, who simultaneously initiated the widespread
urbanisation of Aquitania, Belgica and Lugdunensis. Most Gallo-Roman cit-
ies were thus founded within fifty years of one another, and existed at least in
embryonic form by the start of the first century ad. This means that the
model of Roman urbanism current when they were being planned and
developed would have been much the same for cities across the region. An
important difference must be acknowledged, though: the predominance of
coloniae as administrative units in Narbonensis, and civitates in the Three
Gauls. This would imply a significant social divide, due to the greater presence
of veteran soldiers in the south. But many of the coloniae in Narbonensis were
actually indigenous communities granted the title of colonia Latina,13 while
even the populations of the coloniae Romanae founded to settle veteran soldiers
are now thought to have included locals too from an early stage.14 Here then,
as well as in the Three Gauls, the cities developed under local, as well as
central Roman, influences.

A word should also be said on the geographical limits adopted for this
study. The boundaries of Gaul did not remain static over the period of the
high empire. In particular, some communities which had originally been
part of Gaul were later allocated to the two new provinces of Germania
Inferior and Germania Superior, created around ad 90.15 Their inclusion does
not seem to have altered their character markedly: in fact, the Sequani
continued to send representatives to the council of the Three Gauls at
Lyon.16 It could therefore be argued that, culturally speaking, they remained
Gallo-Roman, and the archaeological evidence from their urban peripheries
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should be considered alongside that from the other cities of Roman Gaul.
However, attempting to determine exactly which of the cities in the two
Germanies should be considered ‘more’ German or ‘more’ Gallic would be a
complex and somewhat questionable exercise, unlikely to result in a signifi-
cant improvement of our understanding of periurban development in Roman
Gaul. For this reason, then, the chapters which follow will treat only those
cities which remained within the Gallic provinces throughout the high
empire.

Administrative cities

Our exploration of Gaul begins in this chapter with cities that acted as
administrative centres during the period of the high empire; in other words,
the seats of local councils from which the Gallic communities and their
territories were governed. As already mentioned, the types of communities
established tended to be coloniae in Narbonensis, and civitates in the Three
Gauls. There were exceptions, however. In Narbonensis, a small number of
civitates with Latin rights and civitates foederatae were established alongside
the coloniae Romanae and coloniae Latinae.17 Civitas status in this region was
normally used as a means of rewarding loyal communities with a degree of
autonomy: examples include Rome’s old ally, Marseille, and the Vocontii,
perhaps for supporting Rome during a revolt by the Allobroges in 62 bc.18

Conversely, a small number of coloniae were established in the Three Gauls
during the mid-to-late 40s bc: Lyon (Lugdunum) in Lugdunensis, and Nyon
(Noviodunum) and Augst (Augusta Raurica) in territory later allocated to
Germania Superior. The distribution of these coloniae along a potential
German invasion route towards Narbonensis and Italy suggested to Drink-
water that their foundation had more to do with the security of the frontiers
than the urbanisation of Gaul.19 Lyon, however, did go on to play a pivotal
role within the Gallo-Roman urban network. Some civitates also attained the
rank of colonia later on as a sign of imperial favour; for example, Trier
(Augusta Treverorum), which probably received the honour from Claudius.

Meanwhile, besides governing coloniae or civitates, a small group of cities
also served as provincial capitals. These include Narbonne, Lyon and Reims
(Durocortorum), identified as the capitals of Narbonensis, Lugdunensis
and Belgica. The capital of Aquitania is less certain, and may have shifted
from Saintes (Mediolanum) to Poitiers (Limonum) and finally Bordeaux
(Burdigala).20 These cities acted as seats for provincial governors, and would
thus have enjoyed closer links with the central government at Rome than
the ordinary coloniae and civitas-capitals, as well as a higher status. Narbonne
and Lyon also had the added privilege of acting as religious centres for
Narbonensis and the Three Gauls respectively. They hosted official sanctuaries
of the imperial cult, which acted as a focus for province-wide worship of
the imperial household, and were also associated with provincial councils
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(concilia) made up of representatives from all the communities of the two
regions.21 Thus the communities of Gaul, and the cities which administered
them, were arranged into a hierarchical structure: from civitates and coloniae –
which came to be seen as the more prestigious of the two – to the provincial
capitals, and especially Lyon and Narbonne, at the top.

The archaeological material from the cities which administered these
communities has here been divided up thematically. Periurban remains are
grouped according to the different types of activity connected with them; for
example, houses, baths or cemeteries. This grouping allows activities which
were pursued separately, and affected by different social, economic or polit-
ical concerns, to be explored in their own right. Workshops, after all, will
have been located in the urban periphery for different reasons than temples.
Examined in isolation, each periurban activity can readily be compared
with similar examples in other parts of Gaul, as well as with equivalent
activity in the urban centre or countryside. Yet chapter 3 has already shown
that periurban development often featured several different types of land-use
going on simultaneously in the same district: shops, houses, temples, baths
and tombs outside the Porta Marina at Ostia, for instance. Workshops and
temples, then, did not really exist in isolation, but affected one another, and
could potentially develop a symbiotic – or competitive – relationship. For
this reason, I shall also discuss the overall organisation of periurban space,
before going on to examine its individual components separately.

The Gallo-Roman urban fabric

We begin by outlining the general characteristics of the Gallo-Roman
administrative cities, as context for the specific examination of their peri-
pheries (figure 4.1, p. 84). Most were little affected by either buildings or
street plans which had existed in the pre-Roman period. In Narbonensis, the
coloniae Romanae were usually founded on virgin sites, meaning that their
urban form could be determined entirely by the new colonists. The coloniae
Latinae and other cities in this area usually had their locations at least deter-
mined by pre-Roman settlements, and sometimes retained features from
them. The walls of Nîmes (Nemausus), though Augustan in themselves,
carefully incorporated an Iron Age tower into an octagonal structure now
known as the Tour Magne, and Marseille retained a Hellenistic defensive
wall throughout the Roman period.22 But even in these cases, the rest of the
city was completely remodelled in the Roman era.

In the Three Gauls, the civitates often established capitals which related
closely to an existing tribal oppidum.23 Sometimes, they were founded on the
same site, but more usually they were established nearby, on a flat plain
below the older settlement. Such locations were more accessible and easier
to develop than hill-tops, and as such were in keeping with the general
preferences of Mediterranean urbanism by this period. Meanwhile, other
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civitas-capitals abandoned the oppidum altogether, in favour of better access
to communications and transport networks. Where new sites were used, the
city could be laid out entirely ex nihilo, without being affected by the posi-
tions of existing structures. But even on occupied sites, existing structures
were usually demolished at the foundation of the city or soon afterwards,
meaning that an effectively virgin site was created.24

The general principles of foundation and construction used at cities of all
kinds in Gaul were very much in keeping with those current elsewhere in the
empire, and documented in Roman literature. All administrative cities

Figure 4.1 Major Roman cities in Gaul.
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appear to have been laid out on an orthogonal grid plan: certainly, none
are known not to have been.25 A forum was usually located somewhere at the
centre of that grid, and the rest of the city embellished with public buildings
drawn from the Italo-Roman tradition.26 The amphitheatres at Arles (Arelate)
and Nîmes, for instance, bear close comparison with that of Verona in
north Italy, as well as the Colosseum in Rome,27 the Barbarathermen at Trier
fit into the tradition of imperial bath-buildings exemplified by the Baths of
Titus, Trajan or Caracalla in Rome,28 and the gates of Autun (Augusto-
dunum) resemble those of Aosta, Turin or Verona.29 Apparently, then, the
Gallo-Roman elite were keen to adopt the basic model of urbanism to which
they were exposed on becoming part of the Roman empire. Their awareness
of this model will have come largely from contact with the Roman adminis-
tration, and especially provincial governors, surveyors and architects. But
literary sources and coin images will also have contributed, while some Gauls
must have had experience of urbanism in other parts of the empire: particu-
larly Rome and north Italy.30 The coloniae Romanae of Narbonensis, and those
at Lyon, Nyon and Augst in the Three Gauls, could also have provided
inspiration for other communities.

Literary texts in particular would also have acquainted the Gallo-Roman
elite with the thought-world of Roman urbanism.31 We know that both
Latin and Greek were taught in Gaul from an early period. A school was
active in Autun by the Tiberian period, and a mosaic from the same city
showing at least five Greek poets holding extracts from their work suggests
that its lessons were taken to heart.32 Caligula held games at Lyon which
included a competition in Greek and Latin oratory, and a letter from Pliny
reveals that his books were on sale in the same city.33 Such influences would
of course have reached only a small proportion of Gauls, but the best-educated
were probably also the most wealthy, and the most likely to influence the
development of cities. We can expect these people, then, to have been famil-
iar with most of the topoi encountered in chapter 2, including the city–country
antithesis and the notion of an urban periphery, and to have been influenced
by them when making decisions about how to build and use their cities.

Yet despite the obvious place of Gallo-Roman cities within the Roman
urban tradition, they also had distinct local characteristics. One of the most
obvious is that very few of them were walled.34 Here, a difference may be
detected between the cities of the Three Gauls and those of Narbonensis,
resulting from the different circumstances of their foundation. Narbonensis
had seen both internal revolts and external attacks between its foundation
and the period of Caesarian colonisation,35 and until the success of Caesar’s
campaigns to the north were assured, the security of the region remained
under question. By the Augustan era, however, the Rhine frontier was heav-
ily patrolled and expected to be pushed still further forward, and the empire
was ruled by a man with an immense vested interest in promoting the idea of
the pax Romana.36 Thus, on current knowledge, nine cities in Narbonensis
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were given defensive circuits during the late Republic or early empire, but
only three in the Three Gauls were fortified at any time during the high
empire.37 This demonstrated that the cities of the Augustan world did not
need walls: besides having the practical advantage of meaning that they could
not be used as strongpoints by rebellious factions. The situation may be
viewed as a development in the model of Roman provincial urbanism,
later also applied in Britain.38 Where walls were built, including those in
Narbonensis, they were frequently irregular, unlike the square or rectangular
circuits preferred at north Italian cities such as Aosta or Turin. They might
incorporate surrounding hill-tops into their circuits, rendering them visible
from a distance, and were rarely more than 2.5 m thick, making it likely that
their purpose was as much ornamental as military.39

The absence of defensive walls around many Gallo-Roman cities did not,
however, mean that they departed from the usual Roman practice of marking
out a distinct urban centre. As for Bologna in Italy, this could readily be
achieved without walls. We have already seen that it was normal practice for
administrative cities in Gaul to be laid out on an orthogonal grid, creating a
visible distinction between the urban centre and the surrounding country-
side. Major roads entering the city generally changed orientation as they
entered this grid,40 and the city’s cemeteries were usually located just beyond
it.41 Rivers, too, might skirt the gridded centre on one or more sides. Metz
(Divodurum), for instance, was surrounded on three sides by the Moselle and
the Seille, while Meaux (Iatinum) was entirely enclosed by a branch of the
Marne (figure 4.2). The centre of Reims was also marked out by four monu-
mental arches from the late second or early third century.42 Evidently, the
figures involved in planning and maintaining these cities were keen to make
the limits of the urban centres clear, with or without walls. The placement of
the cemeteries shows that their boundaries were widely recognised and
respected.

The amount of space contained within these boundary markers often dif-
fered greatly from the actual extent of later occupation.43 At Arles and
Fréjus, parts of the walled circuits were demolished to make room for other
monuments as the cities expanded,44 while orthogonal grids at Trier and
Amiens seem quickly to have been extended.45 Conversely, areas covered by
orthogonal grids at Limoges, Angers and Carhaix, and enclosed by a wall at
Toulouse, seem never to have been entirely filled.46 Mismatches between
planning and development are of course central to the issue of periurban
development, since it offered one means of handling a failure to provide
enough space within the urban centre. They are by no means unique to Gaul,
however, and are in fact a common phenomenon of Roman urbanism. The
examples seen in chapter 3 of cities whose boundaries were shifted outwards
will stand as cases of under-provision. Meanwhile, urban centres which
remained partially vacant include Avenches in Germania Superior47 or the
Hadrianic extension of Itálica in Hispania Baetica.48
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While the Gallic elite followed Roman precedents in erecting monumental
public buildings in their cities, those buildings did not always correspond
with the established Italo-Roman architectural tradition. In particular, local
versions of temples, theatres and amphitheatres developed, which differed
markedly from their classical equivalents (figure 4.3). Their distribution
across the province again reveals a difference between Narbonensis and

Figure 4.2 Meaux (Iatinum).
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Figure 4.3 Gallo-Roman variants on classical-type monumental public buildings.
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the Three Gauls. Although monuments of classical and local type are
encountered in both regions, classical buildings were usually preferred in
Narbonensis, while the local variants were predominantly a feature of the
Three Gauls. Hence, monumental arches are relatively common in Narbon-
ensis, but few examples are known in the Three Gauls.49 Conversely, the local
type of Romano-Celtic temple is rarely encountered in Narbonensis, but
predominates in northern Gaul.50 Wherever they occur, strong differences
may also be observed in the typical locations of each type of building. The
details will be explored as they are discussed individually later in the chapter,
but, in general, buildings of classical type were found almost exclusively at
administrative cities, while the local variants usually occurred in the coun-
tryside or at secondary settlements. This will be important when considering
the factors which might have led either to be erected in the urban periphery,
or the roles that they played once there.

Periurban quarters

Periurban development in Gaul could take many forms. At some cities, the
only known periurban features are cemeteries or isolated monuments such
as temples or amphitheatres. In these cases, only one type of activity is
involved, so the factors affecting their character, position or orientation are
best discussed alongside other examples of the same kind. But there are also
many examples of periurban ‘quarters’, where a range of different types of
land-use developed alongside each other to form a cluster of occupation.
The individual structures within these areas will of course have responded to
their own specific influences. But it is also important to ask what factors may
have affected the topography, infrastructure and development of periurban
quarters as a whole, and helped to link them to the nearby urban centres.

It is important first to outline the chronological relationship between
periurban development and the associated urban centre. Often, periurban
development seems to have grown up primarily because the urban centre had
been outgrown. This occurred very quickly at Vienne (figure 4.4). The walled
circuit here, probably Augustan, was over 6 km long and enclosed the
summits of four hills.51 This seems, however, to have been done to render the
circuit visible from afar rather than to provide building space. In fact, much
of the land enclosed was very steep, and unattractive to building. As a result,
the slopes and summits of the hills remained largely unused. Meanwhile,
occupation had spread across the Rhône on to the flat plain opposite by the
end of the first century bc,52 and to the south of the walls by the early first
century ad.53 This suggests that the intra-mural space had quickly become
inadequate for the building needs of the population.

Not all periurban occupation, however, grew up for this reason. The
chronological relationship between urban centre and periphery can some-
times indicate that other explanations need to be sought. At Lyon, for
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example, the earliest known occupation was not on the Fourvière plateau,
where the Roman colonia was established in 43 bc (figure 4.15, p. 120).
Instead, it was on the plain of Vaise to the north-west, where occupation had
begun by the Bronze Age.54 Vaise went on to become an important sector of
the Roman city, hosting warehouses, cemeteries, workshops, and some elite

Figure 4.4 Vienne (Vienna).
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houses. Yet the occupation here did not develop purely in response to the
establishment of the urban centre at Fourvière. Rather, it can be seen as an
existing feature which was incorporated into Lyon’s periphery, and continued
to develop in that context. Such examples highlight the importance of
chronological data for our understanding of periurban development, and
warn against the assumption that periurban development was always
prompted by a need for space.

Even where periurban occupation did post-date the urban centre, explan-
ations for its development other than a need for space must be considered,
lest a simple equation between periurban development and urban growth
should obscure other, more interesting, factors. Two other periurban quarters
at Lyon – the Presqu� île area between the Rhône and the Saône (known in
the Roman period as the Canabae), and the Saint-Jean quarter at the foot of
the colline de Fourvière – were rendered habitable in different periods
through land-altering projects designed to drain and fill secondary river
channels which ran through them.55 The result on the Presqu� île was that
warehouses and domus grew up from the middle of the first century ad.56

Meanwhile, in the Saint-Jean quarter, domestic and commercial buildings
appeared from the third quarter of the second century,57 and a road was built
running close to the foot of the colline de Fourvière.58 Both of these projects
could be interpreted as evidence for pressure on space within the urban
centre, prompting the exploitation of difficult nearby terrain. For the
Presqu� île development, this is plausible, since it occurred around the
middle of the first century ad, just when the Fourvière plateau seems to
have become filled with occupation.59 Yet the commercial nature of the
development which occurred may also mean that occupation was drawn to
the Presqu� île simply because of the easy access which it offered to the rivers,
regardless of issues of space.

Meanwhile, the Saint-Jean site does not seem to have been habitable before
the later second century, and occupation there did not become dense until the
third.60 Had the development here occurred purely due to pressures on space
in the urban centre, the process of making the area habitable would surely
have been completed more quickly. A more satisfying explanation may be
reached by looking at the changes which occurred on the Fourvière plateau
during the third century. In this period, the urban centre was slowly aban-
doned, and the focus of occupation at Lyon appears to have shifted to the low
ground on the banks of the two rivers.61 The reasons for this move are not fully
understood. Audin suggested that the population of Fourvière was forced
down from the plateau after the city’s aqueducts were cut by invaders,62 but
Villedieu has pointed towards the economic and political difficulties of the
third century in a more general sense, provoking changes in the nature of
the city.63 Whatever the reasons, the occupation at the Saint-Jean quarter in
the third century should be interpreted not as an extension to flourishing
occupation within the urban centre, but as a direct alternative to it.
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When periurban land was developed, a key factor at work in shaping its
development will have been the status and interests of those in control of it.
The precise identities of these people are not usually known. However, the
way in which an area was developed may reveal what the concerns of those
who controlled it were, and this in turn may help to indicate what sort of
people may have been involved. Two major scenarios may be envisaged. First,
periurban land might be owned directly by the local community. If so, its
development would be at the discretion of the civic council: whether they
chose to build on it themselves, or to grant permission for private individuals
to do so.64 Land controlled by the civic council is more likely than privately
owned land to have been subject to large-scale projects like the land improve-
ments seen at Lyon, or the installation of infrastructural networks (roads,
sewers, etc.), since the council could command the authority and the
resources necessary to put such work into action. Such projects are certainly
well attested in urban centres, where work such as the diversion or stabilisa-
tion of streams or rivers65 and the creation of terracing66 was regularly carried
out at the foundation of a city, usually to aid the establishment of an orthog-
onal grid.67 In the urban periphery, work of this kind would allow or encourage
the occupation of the land by private individuals, and might occur if there
was pressure on space within the urban centre, and a need for expansion was
perceived.

Second, periurban land might be owned by private individuals or groups
of individuals. In these cases, its development would be largely at their discre-
tion. The local council, though, could still exercise authority if it wished,
since the work would be taking place within their sphere of jurisdiction.
They might, for example, act to protect publicly owned structures such as
roads or aqueducts from private encroachment.68 Where individuals owned
large areas of land, they could potentially choose to undertake large-scale
planning projects of their own, in order to improve the value of whole areas
of land for private use, sale or rent. It is more likely, however, that private
individuals would choose to develop small areas of land at a time. For
instance, a property owner whose holdings lay alongside a major route into a
city might decide that land immediately adjoining the road would be more
profitable if sold off or rented to artisans or merchants than if used for agri-
culture. Such small-scale developments would be unlikely to follow a unified
topographical scheme, responding instead to individual, ad hoc decisions.

Whether initiated by civic authorities or private land-owners, periurban
development was usually affected by existing landscape features: both natural
and man-made. Natural features such as hills, cliffs, rivers and marshes
all determined whether or not particular areas of land could readily be
developed, as well as influencing the orientation of buildings which were
constructed. As already noted in the context of Lyon, though, the imperatives
towards periurban development were sometimes strong enough to prompt
land-altering projects designed to overcome natural difficulties. Before
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periurban development occurred, the landscape around a city had generally
also been altered by human agents through the construction of major roads,
bridges, harbours and ports: to say nothing of the city itself. In Gaul, such
installations were usually established at the same time as the cities,69 but
they could also be developed later on. By analogy with Spain and Italy, senior
magistrates were probably permitted to carry out new road-building any-
where within their jurisdiction, so long as it did not damage the interests of
private individuals.70 Man-made features were, of course, also influenced by
the local geography. Thus, the harbour at Fréjus (Forum Iulii, figure 4.13,
p. 110) made use of marshes between the limestone hill occupied by the city
and the coast, while the roads approaching Lyon generally followed the
courses of valleys or tacked diagonally up hill-sides in order to reach the
urban centre on the Fourvière plateau (figure 4.15, p. 120).

Periurban development responded in particular to the courses of major
roads, frequently growing up along them, and especially immediately
beyond the points where they left the urban centre. At Orange (Arausio), for
example, an amphitheatre and a probable domus lay just outside the north-
west gate.71 Similarly, at Paris (Lutetia), the original urban centre lay on the
left bank of the Seine, but a cluster of occupation is attested on the right
bank, just where the city’s cardo maximus crossed the river and headed north
(figure 4.5).72 Such locations would have held many attractions as a focus for
occupation. Individuals establishing shops, houses or workshops there had
easy access to travellers passing in and out of the urban centre, as well as a
ready-made communications link with both city and country. Similarly,
public monuments or tombs would be visible to travellers and accessible to
both city- and country-dwellers. From a modern perspective, it is also easy to
classify such development as periurban, since its location immediately
beyond the urban boundaries made it part of the continentia aedificia.

Yet development which occurred at some distance from an urban centre
could also be closely associated with it. An example is Saint-Michel-du-
Touch, a nucleated settlement 4 km north of Toulouse (Tolosa, figure 4.6),
and separated from it by open country.73 This site featured a natural spring
and stood at the confluence between the Garonne and its tributary, the
Touch. It had already been occupied in the pre-Roman period,74 but in the
Roman era saw the construction of a temple, a monumental fountain, three
sets of baths, a classical amphitheatre and various domestic and artisanal
installations. Baccrabère, the excavator of the settlement, believed that it
grew up primarily in response to religious beliefs associated with the spring
and confluence.75 Yet, despite its distance from Toulouse, several factors sug-
gest that it should be seen as periurban. Its location on the Garonne gave it
one link, since this river also flowed past Toulouse. One of the main roads
north-west from Toulouse also led to the settlement, meaning that it could
be reached from the urban centre in an hour’s walk.76 Meanwhile, since the
classical amphitheatre at Saint-Michel is the only one in the area, it almost
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Figure 4.5 Paris (Lutetia).

H I G H  E M P I R E :  A D M I N I S T R AT I V E  C I T I E S

94



Figure 4.6 The satellite agglomeration of Saint-Michel-du-Touch, with inset
showing relationship with Toulouse (Tolosa).
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certainly functioned as Toulouse’s main spectacle building:77 especially given
its classical form, which never occurs except in association with major
administrative cities in Gaul.78 Inhabitants of the urban centre would thus
probably have journeyed to Saint-Michel-du-Touch to attend games, and also
for religious reasons associated with its temple and spring, thus creating
regular and intensive contact between the two. Finally, the presence of
several contemporary burials on the site also strongly suggest that it should
be seen as a periurban satellite, rather than an independent settlement which
would surely have separate cemeteries.79

It has already been stated that the centres of Gallo-Roman administrative
cities were normally laid out in an orthogonal grid. The streets themselves
could be surfaced with stone paving, as was done in the urban centre at Lyon
during the Claudian period.80 However, this was generally an improvement
carried out during periods of urban monumentalisation, and not at the estab-
lishment of a city. More often, even at large and important cities such as
Saintes, streets were surfaced with gravel over a base of larger stones.81 The
urban periphery of course did not generally share the orthogonal layout of
the centre, since this was one of the very features which distinguished urban
from periurban. Instead, the roads encountered in periurban quarters were
often simply the major roads running into the urban centre. This is the
case at la Genetoye, just across the river Arroux from Autun, where an
important area of periurban development grew up from the Augustan period
(figure 4.7). Two main roads ran north and west through this area from
Autun, while another feature which may have been a road headed from a
bridge across the Arroux towards a periurban theatre.82 Between these routes,
secondary roads may have existed,83 but the quarter does not appear to have
developed an extensive road network of its own.

Where denser periurban road networks did grow up, they usually appear
to have done so without the influence of an overall planning project. This was
certainly the case at Vienne, where excavations at Saint-Romain-en-Gal and
Sainte-Colombe, across the Rhône from the main urban centre, have revealed
parts of a major periurban quarter (figure 4.4, p. 90).84 At Saint-Romain-en-
Gal, a large continuous area has been excavated, and it is clear that occupation
here grew up around two early axes: one perpendicular to the river, and one
curving roughly north-west along its course.85 As dense, urban-style occupa-
tion developed between these axes, further roads were added to serve it.
However, there is no sign of any attempt to create an orthogonal plan in this
quarter. This makes it likely that most of the roads in the area were built
through private initiative, to serve a series of small-scale developments.
A similar process seems to have determined the development of the road
network to the south of the walled circuit on the opposite bank of the Rhône,
although the chronology here is less secure.86 Here, too, occupation grew up
around the axes of two major inter-city routes, to which further roads were
added as required.
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Figure 4.7 Autun (Augustodunum).
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At a small number of cities, limited orthogonal layouts do occur in the
urban periphery.87 These may attest deliberate planning. However, an
example from the ‘site Michelet’ to the north-east of Lisieux (Noviomagus)
shows how they could evolve without it. This site was separated from
the main urban centre at Lisieux by the stream of the Rouges Fontaines
(figure 4.8).88 Here, a north-south road 6.5 m wide was constructed at the
end of the first century ad. At this time, only one small building existed on
the site, but during the second century around ten more grew up, aligned
roughly with the road. A pair of secondary roads, 4.5 and 3 m wide, were also
added at right angles to the first. These roads do not appear to have been
planned as part of an orthogonal network, since they do not face each other
directly across the main road, and nor are they perfectly perpendicular to it.
Instead their orientation seems to have been determined by a need for access
to the new buildings. The limits of the excavation at the Michelet site mean
that we cannot know whether further roads, parallel to the first, were con-
structed beyond the area observed. However, it would be quite possible for a
development of this type to give rise to an extended area of more-or-less
orthogonal roads and buildings, without the need for any large-scale
planning.

Local civic councils, then, do not generally seem to have been particularly
concerned to impose unifying planning principles on periurban development,
but preferred to let it grow up ‘organically’. The Rhône valley cities of Arles
(Arelate) and Vienne, however, do provide suggestive evidence for high-level
interest in the development of their urban peripheries. At Arles, a porticoed
square bordered by at least two roads has been identified in the periurban
quarter of Trinquetaille (figure 4.9).89 Vienne, meanwhile, saw the installa-
tion of a similar colonnaded area at Saint-Romain-en-Gal in the ad 60s
(see plate 4.1, p. 101 and figure 4.4, p. 90).90 The square at Arles is poorly
documented, but we know that existing structures were demolished to make
way for its counterpart at Saint-Romain-en-Gal.91 This certainly suggests the
involvement of a body with considerable authority and spending power:
either the civic council or a wealthy individual in consultation with it.

The complexes at Arles and Vienne have both cautiously been interpreted
as secondary fora, built in addition to the Augusto-Tiberian fora in the
adjacent urban centres.92 But whether or not this was actually the case, their
topographical function was equivalent. They created monumental foci for the
areas, and would have been unmistakable expressions of urbanitas. At both
cities, then, the local councils seem to have been actively concerned with
enhancing the character of these transfluvial quarters through major con-
struction projects. This may have been a response to the elite housing which
had already developed there. But for Gauls who had visited Rome or read
Strabo’s description of it, the squares may also have recalled the colonnades,
baths and temples of the Campus Martius, especially given the position of
both close to the Rhône. In both cities, then, we may be seeing a deliberate
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Figure 4.8 Lisieux (Noviomagus), with inset showing relationship with Vieux-
Lisieux.
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attempt to emulate this very formal style of periurban development – and thus
Rome itself.

Most Gallo-Roman urban centres were provided at some point with run-
ning water by means of an aqueduct, although rivers, wells and springs
always continued to contribute. Sewers and drains were also commonly laid
out at the foundation of the city, to run beneath its streets.93 The provision of

Figure 4.9 Arles (Arelate).
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such facilities, though, rarely extended to the urban periphery. A typical
example is Amiens (Samarobriva), where water-pipe finds attest a running
supply in the urban centre, and a system of collection sewers has been identi-
fied.94 Here, a periurban quarter developed north of the Somme in the area
known as Saint-Maurice (figure 4.10).95 It consisted mainly of houses made of
perishable materials, with cellars cut into the natural chalk. A total of nine
wells are known from the area, of which five have been fully or partially
excavated.96 These extended down through the chalk plateau to the water-
table of the Somme valley, 20m below, and seem to have been the main
source of local water.97 This contrasts strongly with the provisions for the
urban centre, and suggests that the civic authorities were not interested in
providing the Saint-Maurice development with the same amenities. Instead,
the water supply here seems to have been left to private individuals.

In some cases, however, sophisticated infrastructural systems were set up in
periurban quarters. Saint-Romain-en-Gal, opposite Vienne, again provides
an example. At the end of the first century bc, the water here came largely
from cisterns and wells, but in some areas these were superseded by wooden
and then lead water-pipes, apparently supplying localised needs.98 Between
the middle and end of the first century ad, these too were replaced by a
comprehensive water-supply and sewer network, suggesting the intervention
of the civic council.99 After this, the provision at Saint-Romain compared

Plate 4.1 East–west road and northern wall of the colonnaded enclosure at
Saint-Romain-en-Gal, Vienne.
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extremely favourably with the urban centre, which was supplied by several
aqueducts and had its own sewers.100 Similarly, the roads at Saint-Romain-en-
Gal were at an early stage surfaced with densely packed gravel and pebbles.101

During the second century ad, however, most of them were paved with
stone, again bringing them up to the same standard as the urban centre.102

This attention to the local infrastructure suggests that, by the second century,
the occupation at Saint-Romain was considered by the local council to be
little different in status from the main urban centre. At Arles, similar
projects also affected Trinquetaille, although here they are less well dated.

Figure 4.10 Amiens (Samarobriva).
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Lead water-pipes found on the bed of the Rhône and in north-east Trinquetaille
suggest that an inverted siphon was installed to carry water to the area from
the two aqueducts supplying the urban centre.103 Again, this points towards
an unusual level of interest in the development of the periurban quarter,
possibly connected with the elite housing which grew up there.

Another important element in the topography of a Gallo-Roman urban
periphery was the spatial distribution of different types of buildings and
activities. Within Gallo-Roman urban centres, a degree of distribution by
function can be observed. For instance, temples might be concentrated in the
area around the forum, while tombs were always located outside the city’s
boundaries.104 But in general, distinct ‘zoning’ was not practised. Instead,
large and small houses, shops and public buildings were juxtaposed in all
areas of the city: as was normal in Roman urbanism generally.105 In the urban
periphery, a similar situation can be seen. Outside the south-west corner of
the walls of Fréjus, for example, houses and funerary monuments occurred in
close association.106 To be sure, some areas of occupation were dominated by
one form of land-use. We have already encountered la Genetoye, across the
Arroux from Autun. Here, at least seven Romano-Celtic sanctuaries and
a theatre, probably with a religious function, are found together.107 A similar
site is the Altbachtal sanctuary at Trier, where numerous temples, shrines,
altars and another theatre cluster just beyond the edges of the city’s orthog-
onal grid (figure 4.14, p. 116).108 At Sens (Agedincum), an area of two to
three hectares across the river Yonne from the urban centre appears to have
been occupied almost exclusively by ceramics workshops (figure 4.11),109

while the site Michelet at Lisieux yielded evidence for some fifteen forges and
metal-working debris.110

In several of these cases, however, the dominant form of land-use was not
the only one practised in the area. At Autun, the public buildings of la
Genetoye were close to the remains of other buildings, possibly houses, as
well as two large funerary monuments and an associated burial area.111 At
Sens, the potters’ quarter has also yielded domestic finds, suggesting that the
potters lived alongside their kilns.112 Meanwhile, two perpendicular walls in
the north-west corner of the Michelet site at Lisieux may belong to a large
private property, and a row of short foundation walls built up against them
probably supported wooden shops lining the main road.113 The Altbachtal
sanctuary complex at Trier does appear to be a genuine example of ‘zoned’
land-use, as are some extensive cemetery areas; for example, at Trion, to
the south-west of the urban centre at Lyon.114 However, the most typical
situation in a Gallo-Roman urban periphery appears to have been for differ-
ent buildings and activities to exist side by side. The greatest difference from
the urban centre will have been the potential for cemeteries and funerary
monuments to appear as part of the mix. But we should note that even this
did not apply in all periurban quarters. The most densely occupied sectors of
Trinquetaille at Arles and Saint-Romain-en-Gal at Vienne, for instance, were
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Figure 4.11 Sens (Agedincum).
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devoid of burials, at least during the high empire. This is another indication
of the ‘special’ nature of these quarters, again suggesting that they were
perceived as little different from the nearby urban centres on the opposite
bank of the Rhône.

Industry

The word ‘industry’ is used here to refer to secondary production on whatever
scale: the manufacture of goods, from domestic weaving to extensive kiln
complexes. Assessing this type of activity in a Roman context poses some
archaeological challenges. Manufacture that did not require purpose-built
workshops can be difficult to spot archaeologically, especially if the goods
produced were made of perishable materials; for instance, spinning or basket-
weaving. Meanwhile, even if units of production are successfully identified,
the small scale of much ancient industry can make it difficult to be certain
whether a single excavated workshop was an isolated concern, or one of many
similar units.115 Such factors render comparisons between the urban centre
and the urban periphery difficult. Yet there is no reason to believe that they
did not apply equally to both. Thus, although conditions may not be ideal in
either case, comparisons can still be drawn.

The distribution of Gallo-Roman industrial activity clearly responded
above all to economic factors, such as the availability of raw materials and
land or ease of access to markets and transport networks. Frequently, this
meant locations away from administrative cities. Workshops often occur
alongside roads or in association with villas,116 as well as in secondary
agglomerations.117 For the most part, the goods produced were sold locally,
but wider markets were also accessible.118 The classic example is the terra
sigillata (Samian ware) industry.119 Gaul was the main producer of high-
quality terra sigillata in the first and second centuries ad, and its pottery was
sold all over the empire. The location of sigillata-producing kilns near cities,
from where their goods could easily be sold on, might therefore be expected.
Yet with the exception of workshops at Lyon and Trier, most Gallic sigillata
was produced at small artisanal settlements. This can be explained to some
extent by the presence of suitable clay deposits, but these were not suf-
ficiently rare to be the only factor. Peacock suggests that another important
aspect was the distinct separation between production and sale in the sigil-
lata industry. Because the market for sigillata was empire-wide, the pottery
was usually transported over long distances to reach its consumers anyway, so
that proximity to one urban market was not a significant advantage. Mean-
while, most sigillata-producing settlements were close to major watercourses
or their tributaries, giving them access to long-distance trading networks.

For other industries, though, an urban location could be attractive. If
raw materials and building space were available, a city could offer a concen-
trated market, supplies of labour and equipment, and access to transport
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networks. The immediate market was probably of particular importance,
since – exceptions such as the sigillata industry apart – Roman manufacturers
generally sold goods directly from their place of production as well as sending
them for sale elsewhere. Artisans will therefore have responded to com-
mercial, as well as productive, concerns when deciding where to locate their
workshops. In early Roman Gaul, locations in the urban centre were not
unusual. Workshops were scattered across the centres of both Saintes and
Autun in the early first century ad, side by side with domestic occupation.
Over time, though, they tended to move outwards.120 At Saintes, the local
potters established themselves on the opposite bank of the river Charente
(figure 4.12),121 while at Autun, artisans shifted towards the very edges of the
urban centre, although remaining just within its walls.122 Similar patterns
have also been noted at Chartres (Autricum) and Tours (Caesarodunum).123

By the end of the first century ad, then, kilns and purpose-built work-
shops tended to be concentrated in the peripheries of Gallo-Roman cities,
rather than their centres. This is often explained in terms of a deliberate
policy of excluding industry from the urban centre due to practical factors,
such as fire and pollution,124 or ideological factors connected with the sophis-
ticated appearance of the city.125 Such explanations, also given for other parts
of the empire, are often made with reference to chapter 76 of the Urso
charter.126 This begins with a clause forbidding anyone to have a tile-works
with a capacity of more than three hundred tiles or tile-like objects within
the oppidum from which the colonia was administered.127 Reference may
also be made to literary evidence from Rome indicating that tanning was
concentrated in Transtiberim, and especially Juvenal’s reference to goods ‘for
banishing beyond the Tiber’.128 These sources would indeed seem, at face
value, to point to an interest in keeping dangerous or unpleasant industries
outside Roman urban centres.

However, a closer examination of the Urso charter calls this picture into
question. After the restrictions on tile-works are outlined, the same chapter
continues with a description of the action to be taken if they are disregarded:

Whoever will have had [a tile-works], that building and the place
shall be the public property of the colonia Iulia, and whoever will
preside over jurisdiction in the colonia Genetiva Iulia shall pay into
the public funds that money [derived] from the building, without
fraud or wrongdoing.129

Here we see that, when the original injunction is disobeyed, the concern of
the civic authorities is not to remove the offending kiln, as we might expect
if the intention was to ‘protect’ the urban centre from industry, either prac-
tically or ideologically. Instead, the authorities want to make the kiln and its
revenue public property. We should also note that the law concerns only tile-
kilns, even though pottery kilns, glass workshops and forges would surely
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have posed just as great a fire risk. Even the tile kilns are only problematic
when over a certain size: Crawford comments that the purpose of the law ‘is
clearly to limit production of tiles to a number suitable for private house
building’.130 Thus the Urso charter cannot be used as straightforward evidence
for a widespread interest in keeping all industries out of Roman urban
centres. Possibly it was instead intended to protect the production of tiles for

Figure 4.12 Saintes (Mediolanum).
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public building-works from private competition. Furthermore, archaeological
evidence from many Roman cities shows that industry often was located in
the urban centre,131 while rulings in the Digesta seem to assume that domestic
and industrial occupation were normally found side by side in an urban
setting.132 There is no reason, then, to assume that Gallo-Roman civic councils
were actively concerned with excluding workshops from their urban centres.

Other reasons for the migration of industries into the urban periphery
must therefore be sought, and one may have been the price of land in the
urban centre. It is difficult to prove that land in the urban centre was more
expensive than land in the periphery, since no specific information on the
subject survives.133 But it is clear from the archaeological record that urban
land was coveted. The focus of occupation was always the urban centre, and a
general preference for progressively denser development here, rather than a
spread into the periphery, is obvious: and in accordance with our knowledge
of the elite interest in closely defined cities. Central land should therefore
have fetched a higher price than periurban land, for sale or for rent, from the
earliest history of a city. The extent of the difference probably also increased
over time, as the supply of available land in the centre was used up. From the
point of view of an artisan, then, establishing a workshop in the centre of a
city would have been more expensive than establishing one in the periphery:
and increasingly so, as competition for central land became more intense.
Unless there were particularly pressing reasons for favouring a central loca-
tion, then, a periurban situation is likely to have been more profitable. It
could offer much the same opportunities in terms of access to the city and its
benefits, but for a lower price.

The workshops at Autun strongly support the idea that industry congre-
gated in the urban periphery for economic reasons, rather than as a result of
any deliberate civic policy. These workshops did shift outwards over time,
but remained just within the urban centre, as defined by Autun’s defensive
circuit. This circuit, though, was unusually extensive, enclosing around 200 ha
(see plate 4.2).134 Although most of the space within it eventually became
built up, there was probably never a great deal of pressure on it. The loca-
tions of the workshops, then, suggest that the relationship between centre
and periphery at Autun was rather different when viewed from an economic
perspective than when viewed from an ideological one. Elite ideas about
urbanitas demanded a sharp distinction between urban and non-urban space.
Thus, if Autun’s civic council had pronounced any kind of ban on industrial
activity in the city, the workshops would surely have had to move outside the
walled circuit. Since they actually remained within it, we are alerted to the
possibility of a smoother economic transition from centre to periphery, with
no such distinct division, but a gradual decrease in land prices from the heart
of the city to the edges of the urban agglomeration. At other cities, where the
defined urban centre was smaller, the point at which rents became low
enough to attract artisans may well have been beyond the urban boundaries:
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but this does not mean that the boundaries themselves were the decisive
factor.

Other economic factors may also have made a periurban location positively
attractive, even without the effects of land price differentials. Some are illus-
trated by a group of at least fifteen potters’ kilns to the north-east of Fréjus
(figure 4.13).135 Here, a large seam of very plastic clay was available near the
ground surface, and potters clearly located their kilns in order to be close to
it. As a result, most fell in the urban periphery, where most of the seam was
located. However, two were located in the urban centre, where the seam
penetrated just within the walls. Another attraction in the area must have
been the road leading north-east from Fréjus. This would have aided the
transport of both raw materials and finished goods to and from the kilns, and
offered the added possibility of selling products to passers-by travelling
along the road. Similar circumstances apply to the group of potters’ kilns on
the left bank of the Yonne opposite Sens (figure 4.11).136 Here, the kilns had
access to water, fuel from woods above the valley, and large deposits of silty
white clay.137 Their relationship to the river Yonne, as well as the city of Sens
and the roads passing through it, also gave them access to the urban market,
transport networks and passing trade. Again, at Saintes, the kilns and other
workshops located across the Charente from the urban centre enjoyed access
to sandy clay, a road running east towards Lyon, the river and of course the
city itself.138 In each case, the positive attractions of the urban periphery are

Plate 4.2 Part of the walled circuit at Autun.

H I G H  E M P I R E :  A D M I N I S T R AT I V E  C I T I E S

109



quite enough to explain both the presence of industry here in the first place,
and the clustering of several workshops in the same locations.

We should also consider the attractions which a periurban location had
to offer over a location away from the city altogether. Studies of the products
of periurban kilns have shown that their output was generally more varied
and sophisticated than that of their rural counterparts. At the Senonian
potters’ quarter, goods produced which were not supplied by rural kilns in
the area include amphorae, fineware and utilitarian objects such as lamps
and loom-weights.139 Apparently, then, the potters were actively seeking to
meet a wide range of consumer demand. The market available to them from
the periphery of Sens was clearly extensive, since their goods have been found
not only within the nearby urban centre, but also throughout its territory,
and in other neighbouring cities such as Paris, Troyes and Melun.140 Similarly,
potters at Reims during the early imperial period produced a range of
stamped Gallo-Belgic fineware in the Saint-Rémi district, to the south of

Figure 4.13 Fréjus (Forum Iulii).
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the urban centre and close to the river Vesle and a major south-running
road.141 Their goods have been found all over Gallia Belgica and Germany, as
well as in Britain, showing that the potters took full advantage of the trading
routes accessible to them from this position. As the example of terra sigillata
showed, long-distance trade of this kind clearly could be accomplished from a
non-urban location. But proximity to a city does appear to have opened up
fruitful opportunities for some artisans.

The workshops discussed so far were all located in the immediate periphery
of the city. Here, industry regularly occurred alongside other types of occu-
pation, as several examples from Lyon demonstrate (figure 4.15, p. 120). On
the slopes below the amphitheatre of the Three Gauls at Condate, a kiln was
built next to residential rooms within a domus during the second century, and
a glass-workshop was active from the end of the second to the middle of the
third century in a house only metres from the amphitheatre.142 Meanwhile,
on the plain at Vaise, a large, well-appointed house known as the ‘Maison aux
Xenia’ had a workshop producing bronze or copper right outside it, and
another artisanal installation used for dyeing, fulling or tanning about 30m
to the north-east.143 Apparently, then, there was little interest in attempting
to separate industrial activity from other types of occupation in the urban
periphery, including elite houses.

However, nucleated groups of workshops could also form in the periurban
continentia aedificia. We have already encountered the fifteen metal-working
forges on the site Michelet at Lisieux and the potters’ quarter across the river
Yonne from the urban centre at Sens. Multiple groups of kilns also produced
fineware from the Augustan period onwards on the left bank of the Saône at
Lyon,144 while a complex of nine kilns was concentrated into two buildings
in the north part of Saint-Romain-en-Gal at Vienne.145 This was evidently a
communal workshop, staffed by several potters. Nucleated groups such as
these might offer several advantages to their workers. For example, craftsmen
could arrange to buy in raw materials or send products to nearby markets
together, sharing the cost of transport. A group of kilns may also have
allowed potters to specialise, increasing their efficiency. At least one kiln
could be in use at all times, allowing some workers to concentrate on throw-
ing pots while others tended the kilns. Such specialisation may have made it
easier for artisans to produce the range and quality of goods required by the
urban market, boosting their ability to take full economic advantage of their
periurban situation.

Finally, some industries from beyond the continentia aedificia are also best
interpreted as periurban. One such is quarrying: an industry particularly
closely associated with urban markets thanks to the construction of monu-
mental public buildings. Stone was expensive to transport over long distances,
making a location close to the point of use particularly attractive. Yet quarries
could hardly be opened in the urban centre, especially since the favoured
method was open-cast quarrying, which involved opening up large tracts of
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land for access to the stone. They therefore tended to develop in the urban
periphery, where their precise location was of course determined by geology.146

At least five were situated within a 1.5 km radius of Nîmes, and three more
lay 3, 9 and 20 km away to the north-west, where the best stone was avail-
able.147 All are known to have supplied Nîmes directly, although the most
distant quarry, at Bois de Lens, also supplied other southern cities. Arles,
meanwhile, provides an interesting example of industrial activity making
direct use of a city’s system of infrastructural support. Seven kilometres east
of Arles, a flour mill at Barbegal was powered during the second and third
centuries by an offshoot from its aqueduct, and probably also sold most of
its produce in the city.148 As for the quarries, then, production apparently
developed here in response to specific opportunities stemming from proximity
to Arles, but in a position where raw materials – in this case, grain – were
readily available.

Commerce

Commerce can be defined as any activity concerned with the movement
and exchange of goods for profit, including retail, trade, storage and trans-
port. It begins at the point where goods are produced, through agriculture
or industry, and ends with their acquisition by consumers. Not all goods in
the ancient world passed through commercial networks. A high proportion
of agricultural output was produced and consumed within the same house-
hold in the context of subsistence farming,149 and the same could apply
to manufactured goods. Goods were also exchanged through mechanisms
other than the free market; for instance, gifts passed amongst the elite or
taxation in kind by the Roman government.150 In these cases, though, the
produce underwent much the same process as free market goods in its jour-
ney from producers to consumers; for example, during transit or storage.
Non-free market exchange, then, can be viewed as part of the world of
Roman commerce, and left its own traces in the archaeological record.

Goods exchanged on the free market were often retailed directly to con-
sumers from the point of production. This saved on transport costs, and must
have been an attractive method of sale. But it was not sufficient to ensure the
efficient exchange of goods between producers and consumers on its own.
Goods were also sold through a sophisticated system of markets, either by
their producers or by professional traders, and usually within a relatively
short distance of their point of production.151 In cities, some retail took place
in permanent shops. These were usually used for high-value goods such as
terra sigillata, glass or lamps,152 when the protection against theft or damage
which a shop could offer was clearly considered worth the extra expense
involved. But shops were not the only retail outlets, even in cities, and
markets, itinerant peddlers and direct sales from warehouses also played a
major role in commercial exchange. Finally, goods bought up from producers
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or at local markets might also be traded over longer distances. The significance
of such trade in the Roman empire has long been debated, but it clearly did
occur, and involved numerous ‘middle-men’ along the way: small-scale
traders, merchants or corporations of merchants, river boatmen, marine
shippers, dockers, warehouse owners, and even bankers, money-lenders and
insurance brokers.153

A great deal of commercial activity clearly went on in the centres of
Gallo-Roman cities. Forums were often equipped with permanent shops,154

and would generally have been used for regular markets. Shops were also
built into the façades of houses fronting onto major thoroughfares.155 The
‘Maison du Laraire’ in Lyon, for example, faced on to a decumanus leading
towards the nearby municipal sanctuary of the imperial cult, and had two
pairs of shops on either side of its entrance-way.156 Small storehouses are also
attested,157 and, less commonly, purpose-built macella. One such is attested
by an inscription at Béziers158 and another has been excavated at Saint-
Bertrand-de-Comminges (Lugdunum Convenarum),159 but they do not seem
to have been as widespread in Gaul as they were in Italy and North Africa.
Meanwhile, large cryptoporticoes in the centres of Arles, Bavay (Bagacum),
Narbonne and Reims have sometimes been interpreted by French archaeolo-
gists as horrea, or large store-houses.160 Rickman, though, has argued that the
plans and décor of these monuments, the difficulty of access to them and the
damp conditions within all make this unlikely. Instead, he suggests that
they were simply intended to support weighty superstructures such as forum
porticoes and create level terraces where necessary.

In the countryside, the main mechanism for exchange was regular markets.
These are not easily visible through archaeology, since they generally did not
take place in permanent buildings. But literary and epigraphic evidence from
Gaul and elsewhere makes it clear that regular markets were held on agri-
cultural estates161 at rural sanctuaries162 and in small towns.163 Meanwhile, in
both city and country, games or religious festivals were usually accompanied
by commercial activity.164 This could mean the sale of small-scale con-
sumables to the attendant crowds (de Ligt’s ‘accessory festal markets’), or
larger, official markets (de Ligt’s ‘(genuine) fairs’). The venues for such
events, of course, were determined primarily by the spectacle buildings or
temples around which they focused, but they also deserve consideration here
from a commercial perspective.

Commercial activity in the urban periphery was often associated with
industry. The metal-working forges of the site Michelet at Lisieux faced what
appears to have been a row of shops built into the perimeter of a private
property.165 If these structures were shops, then they may be considered
analogous to those built into houses in the urban centre. In either context,
the owner could maximise his income by renting out units built into his
property, or using them to sell the produce of his own country estates. The
position of the shops facing on to a major road leading north from the city,
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also suggests that they were intended to attract passing trade, like the shops
lining urban streets. Whether they were used to sell the products of the
adjacent forges is uncertain, but this would certainly seem sensible from the
point of view of the smiths working in the area, even if it was not their main
market.

At Saint-Romain-en-Gal, across the Rhône from Vienne, commercial and
industrial activity again appear together, and in close association with elite
domus and public buildings. Several first-century domus here had shops built
into their façades,166 suggesting that the area was already sufficiently affluent
and well populated for them to be considered a worthwhile investment. In
the centre of the excavated area, a triangular insula housed a group of nine
shops and workshops at its northernmost end, a large fulling establishment
in the centre (see plate 4.3), and what seems to have been a covered market
to the south: all built around the turn of the second century.167 The market
itself incorporated shops, a set of latrines, two hearths, staircases which
probably led to living quarters, and a metal-workshop. Further south, a
rectangular plot occupied by storehouses or shops and another fullers’ or
dyers’ workshop has also been excavated.168 This complex, developed during
the second half of the first century, was directly adjacent to two elite domus:
the Maison des Dieux Océans (and its earlier predecessors) to the west, and the
Maison aux Cinq Mosaïques to the north. Occupation at Saint-Romain was
highly mixed, then, just as was usually the case in an urban centre. Mean-
while, the frequent juxtaposition of shops, storehouses and workshops again

Plate 4.3 Vats in the large fullery, Saint-Romain-en-Gal, Vienne.
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draws attention to the close links between commerce and industry in the
Roman world. All three will have interacted, with the shops being used to
sell goods produced in the workshops and/or stored in the warehouses. They
are also likely to have grown up in the area in the first place for much the
same reasons, including the transport opportunities offered by the Rhône, as
well as the consumers based in Saint-Romain-en-Gal itself and the other
quarters of Vienne across the river.

A large rectangular building constructed at Saint-Romain-en-Gal in the
second half of the first century ad has also been identified as a horreum (large
warehouse), on the basis of its plan and a damp course made of rows of
inverted amphorae set into its floor.169 This must have been used to store
goods on a large scale, probably in connection with traffic along the Rhône.
Unlike the other structures discussed above, such a horreum would not nor-
mally be found in a Gallo-Roman urban centre, and its presence suggests an
unusually high degree of commercial activity at Saint-Romain-en-Gal.
However, it was clearly not a deterrent to the construction of urban-style
domus or monumental public buildings in the area. It lay only just north
of the Maisons des Dieux Océans, which continued to undergo major embel-
lishments long after the warehouse had been erected,170 and is roughly
contemporary with the construction of the large monumental square nearby.
We have already seen that Saint-Romain enjoyed unusually elevated status
for a quarter of periurban occupation in the eyes of the local council, receiv-
ing an infrastructural system comparable to the urban centre and a monu-
mental public square. Apparently, the commercial activities of the quarter
were no impediment to this kind of treatment; indeed it is possible that they
generated part of the wealth behind it.

The warehouse at Saint-Romain-en-Gal also draws attention to the
importance of fluvial – and marine – trade in shaping the character of periur-
ban commercial activity in Gaul. Rivers were clearly an important factor in
the Gallic economy, facilitating both local and longer-distance trade. Their
impact on transport and communications is eulogised by Strabo,171 and
confirmed by pottery distribution maps, which normally show a close rela-
tionship between the spread of pottery from its point of production and the
river network.172 Most Gallo-Roman cities were situated on or near navigable
rivers, and equipped with port installations such as harbours, quays and
warehouses. This shows that they were used as stopping-points for river-boats,
allowing goods to be taken from the city to other markets, or transferred
from the river for sale in the city itself or transportation along the road
network. Meanwhile, few cities were located directly on the sea,173 but many
were close to river-mouths, allowing sea-going craft to conduct the same
kinds of exchanges.174

The spatial relationship between Gallo-Roman cities and these watercourses
had a marked effect on the urban periphery. The capacity for rivers to act as
urban boundaries has already been discussed, and numerous Gallo-Roman
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examples illustrate the principle clearly. At Vienne, the occupation on the
left bank of the Rhône is clearly identifiable as the urban centre, despite the
sophisticated character of the occupation at Saint-Romain-en-Gal, because it
is the location of the city’s forum, and is surrounded by walls. The walls do
not continue on to the right bank of the river, indicating that the western
boundary of the urban centre was marked by the Rhône itself. At Autun and
Trier (figure 4.14), similar configurations apply, except that in these cases the
arrangement is made even clearer by walls which mirror the courses of the
rivers Arroux and Mosel. Even without walls to reinforce the point, urban
centres throughout Gaul were consistently located on only one side of a river.

Commercial installations associated with the rivers thus naturally fell
either on the very perimeter of the urban centre, or completely outside it.
A typical example is Rouen (Rotomagus), where excavations have revealed
first- and second-century quays and a warehouse on the bank of the Seine at
the southern edge of the urban centre.175 The role of the Seine as an urban

Figure 4.14 Trier (Augusta Treverorum).
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boundary placed these features on the very edge of the urban centre: neither
fully integrated into it nor fully relegated to the periphery. Elsewhere,
similar structures fell more explicitly in the urban periphery. The horreum
at Saint-Romain-en-Gal is one such example. Several larger horrea also lined
the left bank of the Rhône to the south of Vienne’s walled circuit,176 where
their construction had been made possible by major terracing and stabilisa-
tion works between ad 15 and 40,177 and a series of first- to third-century
warehouses have been identified upstream of Lyon at Vaise.178

Some of these periurban warehouses were extremely substantial. At
Vienne, the Saint-Romain-en-Gal horreum covered 2600m2, while that at the
Nympheas II site on the left bank of the Rhône covered at least 6000m2.
This may help to explain their explicitly periurban location. Vienne’s urban
centre abutted directly on to the Rhône for a stretch of only around 900m,
yet the warehouses to the south of its walls extended for at least 750m along
the bank. The riverside parts of the urban centre, then, would have been
completely dominated by these structures if they had been built within
the city walls. Such a location may also have been unattractive if the bulk of
the goods stored in the warehouses were not destined for consumption in
Vienne, but were instead merely passing between different converging elem-
ents in Gaul’s transport infrastructure. Rickman has argued that there was a
high degree of state involvement in the building and running of provincial
horrea, especially those connected with the public grain supply.179 Certainly,
the size of these warehouses, the fact that major land-alterations were under-
taken in order to build them and their location on a river used to convey
goods towards Germany all raise the possibility that these warehouses were
involved in supplying the armies on the Rhine frontier. In this case, a loca-
tion even on the perimeter of the urban centre may simply have made access
to the warehouses more difficult, without bringing any compensatory
advantages.

All of these practical factors, then, help to explain the concentration of
river trade installations in the urban periphery. In the specific case of Vienne,
meanwhile, we may also add some more ideological considerations. We have
already seen how, at this city, the monumentalising treatment of Saint-
Romain-en-Gal could potentially have recalled the character of the Campus
Martius in Rome. The warehouses, too, may be seen in a similar light.
Although Vienne was a great deal further up the Rhône than Rome was up
the Tiber, the two cities were alike in having a walled urban centre incorpor-
ating several hills on the left bank of a major river, and a warehouse district
just to the south of those walls.180 Possibly, then, experience of Rome itself
had suggested to the elite of Vienne that this was simply the most appropri-
ate location for warehouses in a Roman city. Meanwhile, the depiction of
periurban storehouses on Trajan’s column, though post-dating Vienne’s
examples by a century, further suggests that the urban periphery was widely
considered the proper setting for such structures in Roman thought.
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Finally, the satellite agglomeration of Saint-Michel-du-Touch near
Toulouse, with its amphitheatre, temple and group of baths, also appears to
have been the focus of a seasonal periurban market.181 First- and second-
century domestic structures with related wells were discovered here, as well
as twenty-seven gravelled surfaces: most of them circular or quadrilateral
in shape and some associated with amphora sherds (figure 4.6, p. 95).182

Baccrabère has suggested that a cluster of these surfaces just north of the
amphitheatre constituted a kind of temporary marketplace, and that both the
gravelled areas and the domestic structures were used mainly on a seasonal
basis as a commercial encampment.183 Given the association between fairs
and public festivals, this is certainly plausible for a site featuring religious
and entertainment buildings. Traders could converge on Saint-Michel either
for short periods, or perhaps during a more extended festival ‘season’. In
doing so, they would be taking advantage of custom drawn into the urban
periphery for reasons other than commerce: a topic for further discussion
later in this chapter, in connection with the public monuments involved.
Meanwhile, ten first-century potters’ kilns interspersed with the other occu-
pation at Saint-Michel again confirm the tendency for periurban occupation
to be mixed in character, and especially for commercial and industrial
activity to occur together.184

Domestic occupation

The urban periphery was of course home to many Gallo-Roman city-dwellers.
Not all of them lived in purely residential buildings. We have already
encountered cases of close associations between industrial, commercial and
domestic occupation, and some residents in the urban periphery will have
lived in their shops and workshops.185 But others lived in a range of purpose-
built domestic structures, from the simple to the lavish. Assessing the range
of housing in the urban periphery and comparing it with the urban centre
allows us to ask whether any kind of social divide existed between the two.
Did the equivalents of affluent suburbs and inner-city slums exist in Roman
Gaul? Or, indeed, city-centre penthouses and run-down housing estates? We
might certainly expect that the ideologies connected with the urban centre
made it an attractive place for the elite to live. But did the urban periphery
have its own appeal?

Some archaeological difficulties must be addressed here. First, houses in
Gaul did not develop in the same manner as houses in Italy, so we cannot
expect even the wealthiest residences of Roman Gaul to look like those of
Pompeii or Herculaneum. A few houses, mainly in Narbonensis, did use the
axial atrium-peristyle plan,186 but it was never widespread, even amongst the
elite. In the Three Gauls, meanwhile, the houses of the wealthy would have
been hard to distinguish from those of the poor until the second half of the
first century ad, when masonry houses began to be built.187 Before this,
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urban houses had differed little in size, and were usually built of perishable
materials such as wood, sun-baked bricks or cob (a mixture of clay and
straw).188 Even after this, houses were built to a wide variety of plans,
although some kind of courtyard was a common feature in all contexts.189

Wealth, then, must be judged not from layout, but from other features such
as décor, overall size, quality of construction and associated artefacts.

It is also often difficult to understand Gallo-Roman houses in context,
due to the limited scope of most urban excavations. A house excavated in
isolation may not be sufficient evidence for the overall character of occupa-
tion in a particular area, particularly because we know from other parts of the
empire that housing in Roman cities was not usually arranged into social
‘zones’. For many administrative cities, then, it is difficult to draw meaning-
ful comparisons between domestic occupation in the urban centre and in the
periphery. Lyon, however, offers an unusual wealth of data from both areas
(figure 4.15). Its housing may not, it is true, be typical of other administra-
tive cities in Gaul, given its status as a provincial and religious capital, but it
can provide a model for testing against other cities, in order to see whether
the same patterns may plausibly apply elsewhere.

Domestic occupation in the centre of Lyon is known from two major
excavated sites: the Rue des Farges190 to the south of the theatre and odeon,
and the Clos du Verbe Incarné,191 alongside the municipal sanctuary of the
imperial cult. Both reveal very mixed occupation. By the mid-first century
ad, the Rue des Farges site had developed a set of monumental baths, a
number of small storehouses and several shops, as well as a variety of houses.
The largest house was the ‘Maison aux Masques’. Built by around ad 40, this
extended over 700–1000m2, and consisted of about fifteen rooms, grouped
around a peristyled garden containing a pool fed by running water.192 Opposite
this, and contemporary with it, were two houses known collectively as the
‘Maison au Char’.193 Each was around 120m2, with one house consisting of
three independent rooms facing on to a portico, and the other of a group of six
rooms. By the same period, the sanctuary of the imperial cult had been
constructed at the Clos du Verbe Incarné, and was surrounded by largely resi-
dential insulae lined with shops. South of the sanctuary were at least two large
houses, parts of which were excavated and planned in the early twentieth
century. To the east of the sanctuary, however, were a number of smaller
houses occupying plots from 100m2 to 500m2, many with simple courtyards.
In both of these areas, then, the quality of occupation varied considerably.
Clearly, people of very different means were living in close proximity to one
another: as well as alongside public buildings and commercial outlets, some
of which probably served as dwelling-places in themselves.

Lyon’s urban periphery has yielded extensive evidence for domestic occu-
pation. Antiquarian finds of mosaics, hypocausts or other remains have been
recorded in all of the occupied areas outside the urban centre.194 More recently,
excavations have revealed fuller house plans. At les Hauts Saint-Just, near the
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cemetery area at Trion, residential occupation began in the Augustan period,
making it contemporary with the earliest houses observed at the Rue des
Farges and Clos du Verbe Incarné.195 The earliest domestic structure observed
here had its own small bath-suite and a probable atrium. By the mid-first
century, another house had been built a little to the west, at the other end of

Figure 4.15 Lyon (Lugdunum).
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a portico. It consisted of rooms grouped around two sides of a court, with no
evidence for baths or an atrium. Yet it was comparable in size to the eastern
house, and, at 550m2, larger than many of the Clos du Verbe Incarné houses.
Both houses, then, must have belonged to people of fair means, but they were
nevertheless built in the urban periphery at a time when the urban centre at
Lyon was still being developed. We must assume that space was still avail-
able for their owners to have lived in the urban centre, but that they chose
not to do so. Meanwhile, the portico between the two houses was converted
in the Flavian period into a series of small rooms, some with hearths. This
new building was clearly residential, and has been interpreted as an inn.196

Along with the two houses, it then remained in use until the end of the
second century, constituting another example of well-appointed houses exist-
ing alongside humbler residential/commercial land-use.

On the right bank of the Rhône just where it was joined by the Saône,
parts of at least four houses were uncovered at the Clos de la Solitude site
in the 1960s.197 The best known was a masonry structure with rich wall-
paintings and a large monumental nymphaeum comparable with those of
Pompeii.198 Apparently, then, its owner was interested in adopting symbols
of status from Roman culture, and was wealthy enough to afford them.
Meanwhile, at Vaise, a single house known as the Maison aux Xenia was
built in the Tiberian period,199 so is again roughly contemporary with those
on the Rue des Farges and Clos du Verbe Incarné sites. Unlike the other
housing discussed so far, the Maison aux Xenia appears to have been relatively
isolated. It does not seem to have been adjoined by other houses or set into an
insula, but was reached by a single road which ran directly to its front
entrance. Both its layout and an absence of evidence for agricultural activity,
however, suggest that it should be interpreted as an urban domus, not a villa.

In fact, the layout of the Maison aux Xenia – ten rooms arranged around
two sides of a peristyled courtyard – was markedly similar to that of the
Maison aux Masques in the urban centre. The similarity extended also to
décor and construction techniques: both featured wall-paintings, concrete
and beaten-earth floors, and wood and sun-dried brick walls on masonry
foundations.200 Furthermore, the courtyard of the Maison aux Xenia con-
tained a garden, which by the Claudian period had been equipped with
a fountain fed by running water, probably drawn from nearby springs.201

Only one of Lyon’s four aqueducts entered the urban centre at a point high
enough to supply all areas of the Fourvière plateau: the aqueduct of Gier,
now thought to have been built in the Claudian period itself.202 Thus, the
Maison aux Xenia may have had its own water supply before many of the
central houses at Lyon: though not before the Maison aux Masques itself.
Certainly, the houses at the Clos du Verbe Incarné are not known to have
had private supplies by this time.203 This need not mean that the owner of
the Maison aux Xenia was more wealthy than the inhabitants of the Clos
du Verbe Incarné. But it does point towards different opportunities available
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to home-owners in the urban centre and urban periphery at Lyon. The possi-
bility of installing a private water supply may have been an extra attraction
of the Maison aux Xenia site.

Clearly, then, wealthy individuals were living in the urban periphery at
Lyon. In some cases, specific factors like the availability of water may have
influenced their decisions to do so. But we should also look for more universal
issues. An absence of space in the centre of the city is not sufficient explan-
ation, since houses appeared in Lyon’s periphery when parts of its centre were
still only just becoming built up. Competition for space, though, probably
was an issue. Land price differentials, raised earlier in the context of workshop
distribution, almost certainly meant that a house-builder could acquire more
periurban than central land for his money. At 630m2, the Maison aux Xenia
was larger than many houses on the Rue des Farges or Clos du Verbe Incarné
sites, perhaps because its owner could afford to build a larger house in this
setting. Meanwhile, although living outside the urban centre, he was still
close enough to participate fully in city living. We should remember here
that the authors of Urso charter were happy to allow the city’s decurions,
augurs and pontiffs to live outside the urban centre, so long as they remained
within a thousand paces of it.204

The modern mind, accustomed to the idea of the ‘leafy suburb’, might also
imagine that living outside the urban centre offered an escape from the noise
and smell of its other inhabitants. The evidence of Lyon, though, does not
support this interpretation. The Maison aux Xenia does seem to have been
relatively isolated, but the establishment of artisanal constructions to the
south of the house around ad 25, and of a bronze or copper-making work-
shop against its south-west corner in the Claudian period do not suggest that
the owner was making any particular effort to keep such activities away from
his house.205 In fact, the metal workshop was probably built in connection
with a new room added to the same corner of the house at this time,206 so
the house owner may well have initiated its construction. Similarly, the
occupants of the two houses at les Hauts Saint-Just do not seem to have been
troubled by the establishment of an inn between their properties.

Well-appointed houses from the peripheries of other Gallo-Roman cities
suggest that similar factors did apply elsewhere. Large periurban domus are
known at Apt (Apta),207 Arles,208 Bordeaux,209 Orange,210 Saintes,211 and
Vienne.212 In each case, they seem to have existed alongside other types of occu-
pation, just as in an urban centre. Certainly, the elite houses of Trinquetaille at
Arles and Saint-Romain-en-Gal at Vienne existed side by side with public,
commercial and industrial buildings.213 It is less easy to say from the available
evidence whether humbler individuals also lived in the same quarters, but it is
unlikely that the dock-workers, potters, shop-keepers or warehouse staff who
worked in Trinquetaille or Saint-Romain-en-Gal would have lived far away.

At other Gallo-Roman cities, more extensive evidence for non-elite housing
in the urban periphery is known. Often, small or poor-quality houses are
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found in conjunction with evidence for commercial or industrial activity.
This applies to the potters’ quarter at Sens, and the domestic structures
found at Saint-Michel-du-Touch outside Toulouse. Here, the housing can be
regarded as an accessory to industry or commerce, meaning that the factors
influencing these activities are enough to explain its location in the urban
periphery. Two concentrations of poor-quality periurban housing at Amiens
and Metz, however, are not so easily explained. In the areas of Saint-Maurice
across the Somme from Amiens,214 and Pontiffroy across the Moselle from
Metz,215 distinct periurban agglomerations developed during the first century
ad (figure 4.16). At Saint-Maurice, the remains consist of cellars cut into
the natural chalk, together with wells and rubbish-pits. The elevations of
the houses do not survive, and were probably of perishable materials. At
Pontiffroy, most of the observed features were again subterranean masonry
cellars. Here, however, at least one house was built with a stone elevation at
the turn of the second century, and boasted features such as wall-paintings
and a hypocaust by the third,216 while there is also some evidence for a public
building in the area.217

Caution must be exercised in interpreting these sites, since both were
revealed through a combination of chance discoveries and rescue excavations.
But, at least in the early period of their development, they do appear to have
consisted almost exclusively of simple domestic occupation, without related
commercial or industrial activity.218 We may thus ask why people of such
apparently small means were choosing to live in the periphery of a
Gallo-Roman city. Price differentials can readily explain their location
outside the urban centre. But they do not tell us what positive attractions
the urban periphery may have held for them, particularly in terms of
employment. One possibility is that they were cultivating land in the urban
periphery: an activity which Garnsey argues must have been common out-
side urban centres in Italy.219 But nothing from either site confirms this,
and the hypothesis does not adequately explain the locations of both areas
close to bridges carrying major roads into the urban centre. If the inhabit-
ants of these houses were principally engaged in agriculture, it seems
strange that they should have been so interested in access into the urban
centre.

Another possibility is that these quarters housed free unskilled workers
who were attracted to the city by the availability of manual labour. Both
Brunt and Treggiari have argued that, despite the prominence of slave labour
in Rome, free labourers were employed there in large numbers on construc-
tion sites, on docks and in warehouses, shops and small businesses.220 Amiens
and Metz may not have been able to match the imperial capital for the scale
or frequency of building projects, or the volume of trade. But both were
on major rivers, so employment probably was available in loading and
unloading cargoes and staffing warehouses and shops. They were also
equipped with public bath-houses, roads, sewers and aqueducts, all of which
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needed building in the first place, and then staffing and maintaining.
Meanwhile, Whittaker has argued that, in the Gallo-Roman countryside at
least, slave labour was not very widespread, and the majority of the workforce
was made up of dependent peasants.221 This may not have applied to the

Figure 4.16 Metz (Divodurum).
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same extent in cities, but if slave ownership was in general less widespread in
Gaul than in Rome, then greater opportunities for manual labour may in
fact have existed in Gallo-Roman administrative cities. Furthermore, dating
evidence from Pontiffroy indicates that the occupation here was more than
usually sensitive to interruption. No less than three periods of temporary
abandonment are attested on the site during the Roman period: during the
late first century ad, the late second to early third century and again in the
late third.222 Though interpreted by Schlemaire with reference to political
disturbances, these could equally well represent periods of local economic
decline, when a reduction in casual employment in the urban centre caused
the unskilled labourers at Pontiffroy to seek opportunities elsewhere.

Baths

Bathing establishments were common features in Gallo-Roman cities, and
could be found at any point within the urban centre. They also occur at
smaller agglomerations, or in association with rural sanctuaries.223 This
association sometimes arose from a healing role played by the baths, but it
could also reflect their use in cleansing before religious activities.224 Baths at
rural sanctuaries were architecturally similar to urban baths, but could have
special features, such as a water supply drawn directly from natural springs.
In Gaul, periurban baths are known at eight different cities (see table 4.4,
p. 165). This certainly shows that baths could be located in the urban
periphery, but the urban centre does seem to have been preferred. We need to
look for positive reasons for going against this preference when they occur in
the periphery.

The process may be aided by dividing up the baths according to their size
and the apparent lavishness of their construction. Two broad architectural
‘registers’ can be identified by doing this: simple, functional buildings, and
larger monumental buildings. Baths at opposite extremes of these two
groups looked very different from one another, and were probably built for
different reasons. The monumental buildings are more likely to have been
public benefactions, intended to enhance the status of their donors and
express the sophisticated nature of the community. The smaller, simpler
buildings are more likely to have been privately owned business ventures.225

The constructors of each type of establishment will have weighed up differ-
ent considerations when deciding where to build them. It should thus be
easier to understand why the urban periphery was chosen by considering the
two groups separately.

Baths from the simple, functional end of the scale are known at four
periurban sites in Gaul: the rue des Frères-Bonie at Bordeaux,226 the Saint-Jean
quarter at Lyon,227 L’Esplanade at Arles228 and the North baths at Saint-
Romain-en-Gal opposite Vienne.229 All covered areas of 1500m2 or less, and
were laid out asymmetrically. But the details of their plans and construction
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strongly suggest that they were open to the paying public. Except for those
at Lyon, all are known to have had a full set of tepidarium, caldarium and
frigidarium. The North baths at Saint-Romain had a set of latrines and an
entrance opening directly on to a main road, while the Frères-Bonie baths
at Bordeaux had a piscina and probably also latrines. They could offer all
the facilities required for bathing in the traditional Roman style, then, on a
scale somewhat surpassing that usually found in a private house. Only the
third-century baths at Lyon are debatable, since their remains were badly
disturbed by later constructions. But a larger bath complex built on the
same site after a fire in the early fourth century was almost certainly public.
Probably, then, the earlier establishment was too.

These sets of baths were all built in areas which already featured some
residential occupation, and in some cases were expanding rapidly. The
Frères-Bonie baths were part of a wave of expansion to the south of Bordeaux’s
urban centre in the early imperial period, and were surrounded by houses
which both pre- and post-date them.230 Similarly, occupation had already
appeared in Lyon’s Saint-Jean quarter at least a generation before the
baths.231 The Esplanade baths at Arles followed relatively later, appearing
around ad 190 in an area which had been occupied since the start of the first
century ad (figure 4.9, p. 100). Here, the neighbourhood had recently suffered
a serious fire, and the new baths were part of its redevelopment.232 Finally,
the North baths at Vienne, built around ad 160, were fitted into a plot of
land within the already-thriving quarter of Saint-Romain-en-Gal, probably
replacing earlier structures.

The residential context is unlikely to have been a coincidence. It has
already been suggested that these baths were profit-making establishments.
They were really commercial buildings, then, and the main reasons for
their construction in the urban periphery will have been economic. Almost
certainly, the intention was to make money by providing baths which were
more directly accessible to local residents than those of the urban centre.
At Bordeaux and Lyon, entrepreneurs seem to have gambled – apparently
successfully – on continued expansion in areas which were only just begin-
ning to be occupied. Meanwhile, the constructors of the baths at Arles and
Vienne took the safer course of opening up their businesses when plots of
land became available in established residential areas.

More lavish periurban baths from Gaul include three, or perhaps four,
sets from the plain opposite Vienne,233 three at Saint-Michel-du-Touch near
Toulouse,234 one at Chamiers near Périgueux (Vesunna),235 the Villeneuve
baths at Fréjus236 and baths associated with the sanctuary of the imperial
cult at Narbonne.237 The baths at Narbonne will be passed over for the
moment, and discussed along with the provincial sanctuary in the context of
religious buildings. Meanwhile, the baths at Périgueux and Fréjus are known
only through antiquarian observations, coupled with partial excavation in
the 1920s at Fréjus. Details of their structure, dating and local context are
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therefore scanty. The discussion here, then, will focus on the baths at Vienne
and Toulouse. With the exception of the baths of the Palais du Miroir, excav-
ated and planned in the early twentieth century, these have all been the
subject of recent excavations.

These baths differ markedly from those discussed above in size, layout,
décor and facilities. With the exception of the Central and North baths at
Saint-Michel, included here because of their obvious relationship with the
larger South baths, all extended over 3000m2 or more. At Vienne, the
Thermes des Lutteurs also had a more or less symmetrical layout, at least in
so far as the irregular plot which they occupied would allow. Other monu-
mentalising features in these baths include two symmetrical caldaria with
curved apses in the Villeneuve baths at Fréjus and a semi-circular portico in
the Palais du Miroir at Vienne. The latrines of the Thermes des Lutteurs
displayed high-quality wall-paintings of boxers fighting, while the South
baths at Saint-Michel-du-Touch, the Place de l’Égalité baths at Vienne and
the baths at Chamiers had mosaic floors. All of the baths at Saint-Michel-du-
Touch and in Vienne’s Saint-Romain-en-Gal quarter are also known to have
been supplied by aqueducts.238 Of the simpler baths described above, only
the North baths at Saint-Romain are known to have had this advantage: and
then only because an established supply of water was already serving the area.

At Vienne, the Thermes des Lutteurs and the baths of the Palais du Miroir
were set into the monumental enclosure built at Saint-Romain-en-Gal in the
mid-first century ad.239 The Thermes des Lutteurs, built around ad 65, faced
into the centre of the complex through a monumental hemicycle on its
edge.240 The baths of the Palais du Miroir sat within the enclosure, and,
although less well dated, almost certainly post-date its construction.241 We
have already seen that the enclosure itself was probably built to enhance the
appearance of Saint-Romain-en-Gal, perhaps in direct emulation of Rome’s
Campus Martius. The construction of the baths could only have added to its
impact, as well as providing attractive and sophisticated bathing facilities for
the wealthy residents of nearby domus. They may even have drawn visitors
into the quarter from the urban centre across the river.

Meanwhile, the three sets of baths at Saint-Michel-du-Touch seem to have
been built largely for religious reasons. They were established on a site which
apparently had a strong sacred identity, probably connected with the nearby
confluence of the Touch and Garonne. Certainly, it included a temple at the
confluence, and a monumental fountain built around a natural spring (figure
4.6, p. 95).242 Thus, the earliest baths on the site – the South baths, built
in the mid-first century ad – were probably erected to serve the needs of
pilgrims to the site.243 The smaller Central and North baths, built a genera-
tion later, were then doubtless added to extend capacity. Objects found in
the Central baths suggest that these were used mainly by women, pointing
towards greater specialisation.244 The baths at Chamiers, outside Périgueux,
may have served a similar purpose. Long thought to belong to a private villa,
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they have now been reinterpreted as part of a periurban satellite settlement
much like Saint-Michel-du-Touch.245 It, too, featured a probable sanctuary,
and was linked to the urban centre 2 km away physically by a bridge over the
Isle, and topographically by the use of a very similar orientation. Finally,
a set of baths at the Place de l’Égalité, opposite Vienne, were equipped with
a series of small pairs of hot and cold rooms, which Bouet has suggested may
point towards curative use.246

Two major reasons for building larger sets of baths have emerged, then.
Those set into the monumental enclosure at Saint-Romain-en-Gal were
probably the product of the same factors which applied in an urban centre:
a desire to express and enhance the status of the area, and to increase the
standing of the benefactor. But the nearby more functional North baths
demonstrate that this did not need to apply to all of the baths in one quarter.
Meanwhile, the baths at Saint-Michel-du-Touch, Chamiers and perhaps also
the Place de l’Égalité, Vienne, are better viewed in a religious light. The
position of the first two in periurban satellite agglomerations also illustrates
a very different principle of location. All of the other baths discussed here
were located within the continentia aedificia where many people would see or
pass by them, and this is entirely in keeping with their profit or display
function. The baths at Saint-Michel-du-Touch and Chamiers, though, were
clearly located in response to the nearby sanctuaries. They were part of what
visitors to these sanctuaries travelled for, and did not need to attract ‘passing
trade’.

Temples

Temples occur in the peripheries of over twenty Gallo-Roman cities, in all
four of the Gallic provinces (see table 4.4, p. 165). The buildings concerned
fall into two main types: classical temples in the Mediterranean architectural
tradition, and Romano-Celtic temples, a local variant.247 The principal diffe-
rence between the two lay in the shape of the central space, or cella (figure
4.3, p. 88). The classical temple usually had a rectangular cella, while that
of a Romano-Celtic temple could vary. It was often square, but could also be
circular or octagonal. In place of the pronaos (‘porch’) which normally fronted
a classical temple, a Romano-Celtic temple was also usually surrounded by a
low porticoed gallery, and often enclosed within a walled precinct, which
could again vary in shape but was usually square or rectangular.248 These
features echo the indigenous sanctuaries of the pre-Roman period, of which
the Romano-Celtic temple seems essentially to have been a translation into
stone.249 An examination of the usual context for each type of temple shows
that the vast majority of classical temples were built at administrative cities
(here taken to include both centre and periphery). By contrast, almost all
of the 650 known Romano-Celtic temples were erected in the countryside
or in smaller settlements.250 A small number of examples of each are known
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outside of these typical contexts,251 but in general terms the division between
classical temples in the cities and Romano-Celtic temples beyond is clear:
except, of course, in Narbonensis where the Romano-Celtic type was not
used. When each type appears in the urban periphery, then, it is likely to be
for different reasons, since variation from a different norm is involved. For
this reason they will be treated separately here.

Classical temples in the urban centre most often stood in or close to the
forum.252 Yet the conventions were clearly flexible. At Toulouse, for example,
the ‘Temple de St-Etienne’ was located on the decumanus maximus close to a
major city gate, probably in order to ensure the maximum impact on travel-
lers passing through it.253 We might expect to find that this flexibility
extended to the construction of classical temples in the urban periphery, just
as it did for baths, but only three or four examples of periurban classical
temples are known. Clearly there was a very strong preference in this case
for building such temples within the urban centre, and special circumstances
must have applied when it was disregarded.

The exploration of those circumstances is hampered by the state of the
evidence. Judging from their plans, temples in the peripheries of Toulouse,
at Saint-Michel-du-Touch, and Trier, at Herrenbrünnchen, were almost
certainly of classical type. But we lack reliable evidence for the dates of their
construction or the deities worshipped in them.254 It is not even possible to
say whether the Herrenbrünnchen temple predates the construction of the
walls at Trier, since both are dated simply to the second century. If it did, it
should certainly be considered periurban, since it stood at some distance
from the city’s orthogonal grid, on a different alignment. But the ambiguity
means that it is of little help here. The temple at Saint-Michel-du-Touch is
more fruitful, since the agglomeration here is fairly well documented (figure
4.6, p. 95). We can therefore understand it in context, and perhaps the most
important aspect of that context was the nearby classical amphitheatre.
Although such amphitheatres were regularly built in the urban periphery,
this one is unusually far from an urban centre. The occurrence of the two
classical-type buildings together indicates a site with a unique character:
probably generated by a water-cult associated with the nearby confluence and
spring. Thus, this temple can be seen as an exceptional monument.

The provincial sanctuaries of the imperial cult at Lyon and Narbonne
provide much richer grounds for comment.255 These were extensive complexes,
which acted as a focus for religious rites performed on behalf of all the Gallic
communities, and belonged to a series of similar sanctuaries established
in most western provinces during the early imperial period.256 At each one,
a provincial concilium (council), made up of representatives sent by the indi-
vidual communities of the province, gathered annually. At Lyon, this
included all the communities of the Three Gauls, while at Narbonne it
meant the communities of Narbonensis. The councils were primarily
religious bodies, charged with the celebration of rites at the provincial

H I G H  E M P I R E :  A D M I N I S T R AT I V E  C I T I E S

129



sanctuaries. But they also had an administrative and political function,
which included electing officials, liaising with imperial representatives and
sending embassies to Rome. In the Three Gauls at least, the post of high
priest of the council appears to have been viewed as the peak of a political
career.257 The religious observances of the councils demonstrated collective
loyalty to Rome and the imperial house, while their membership could
provide the imperial administration with a useful insight into provincial
interests and opinions. Fishwick has also suggested that they may have
helped to create a sense of shared identity between the various communities
of a province.258

At Lyon, the provincial sanctuary site centred round an altar, described by
Strabo and depicted on coins, and probably established by Drusus in 12 bc.259

An amphitheatre, of classical type, was added by a citizen of Saintes in the
Tiberian period (see plate 4.4),260 while a temple may have been built during
the reign of Hadrian.261 The amphitheatre is the only element in the complex
to have been identified and excavated,262 but the altar must have lain nearby.
The connection between amphitheatre and sanctuary is clear from seat
inscriptions marking places for cult officials and council representatives,263

while its location at Condate accords with Strabo’s description of the sanctu-
ary as being ‘in front of the city at the junction of the rivers’ (figure 4.15,
p. 120). Audin suggested that the sanctuary itself was located on a wide
esplanade, built into the hill-side to the east of the amphitheatre.264 Here,

Plate 4.4 Amphitheatre associated with the sanctuary of the Three Gauls, Condate,
Lyon.
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then, we do not have actual archaeological remains of a classical temple. But
the complex as a whole was all about demonstrating connections with
imperial Rome. If a temple was added in the Hadrianic era, no other form
would have been appropriate.

At Narbonne, the location of the sanctuary is attested above all by the
discovery of a bronze inscription in the piscina of some monumental baths on
the eastern perimeter of the city in 1887.265 This inscription, the lex
de flamonio provinciae Narbonensis, refers to a provincial temple of the imperial
cult based at Narbonne, and sets out the rights and duties of its high
priest.266 Another inscription attesting the restoration of some baths by
Antoninus Pius after a fire has been associated with the same site.267 Both
have led the baths to be interpreted as part of the provincial sanctuary of
the imperial cult. Meanwhile, earlier excavations in the same area in 1838
had uncovered a large portico, believed to have surrounded a temple, and
part of an amphitheatre.268 In the light of the inscriptions, these, too, are
considered to have been part of the provincial sanctuary. Again, actual tem-
ple remains are lacking, but this time we know that one existed, and it must
have been of classical type. The precise spatial relationship between the
complex and the urban centre is difficult to gauge, since the boundaries of
Narbonne, and especially the extent of its orthogonal grid, are not well
known. However, during the early first century, a number of rich houses were
built around the perimeter of the city, and represent the greatest known
extent of its growth.269 The sanctuary, established in the Vespasianic
period,270 lies beyond them, suggesting that it was built on the very edge of
the city (figure 4.17).

Both sanctuaries, then, can be regarded as periurban, and we should view
this situation in the light of their special role in the celebration of the
imperial cult at a province-wide level: not least because it is typical for
sanctuaries of the same type in other western provinces.271 At Lyon, it is
virtually certain that the cult altar was established by Augustus’ step-son,
Drusus, and therefore likely that he or his representatives influenced the
choice of site. No such evidence is available for Narbonne, but if the baths
restored by Antoninus Pius were indeed connected with this sanctuary, then
there does seem to have been a degree of imperial involvement. In both cases,
then, it is valid to consider the locations of the sanctuaries from the perspec-
tive of the imperial administration, and to assume that they were guided by
a concern to maximise their effectiveness in fostering loyalty towards Rome
and cultural cohesion within Gaul.

One factor which may have helped to achieve these goals was the relation-
ship between the sanctuaries and the nearby urban centres. At Lyon, the
sanctuary of the Three Gauls was intervisible with the city’s forum, which
lay in approximately the same position as the modern Basilique Notre Dame,
visible on the Fourvière plateau in plate 4.5. At Narbonne, the provincial
sanctuary lay on one of the major roads into the city, which ran directly to its
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forum. These positions certainly suit the role of both sanctuaries in province-
wide worship, since they were linked with the administrative hearts of the
relevant provincial capitals. Yet, if this had been of primary importance, we
might expect them to have been located within the actual centres of these
cities. Instead, they were not. Perhaps this was partly for reasons of space.
The sanctuaries certainly developed into large complexes, and if they were
conceived of as such from the start, then their planners will have wanted to
be sure that they had room to expand. At Narbonne, this is very plausible,
since the sanctuary here was established at a time when the urban centre was
already densely occupied. But its equivalent at Lyon was founded in the
Augustan era, when the city was only three decades old. The urban centre
was far from full at this time, and room could surely have been set aside for
such an important monument if this had been considered desirable.

Figure 4.17 Narbonne (Narbo Martius).
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Another factor behind the choice of a periurban location may have been a
concern to differentiate between the worship of the emperor on a province-
wide scale, and worship mounted by the communities of Lyon and Narbonne
on their own account. Both communities clearly did celebrate the imperial
cult on a local level, and, importantly, they did so in the urban centre. The
people of Narbonne established an altar to the numen of Augustus in their
forum in ad 12,272 while Lyon developed a municipal sanctuary of the
imperial cult at the Clos du Verbe Incarné site early in the reign of Tiberius.273

Notably, this was a large structure, supporting the theory that a central site
could indeed have been found for the provincial sanctuary a few decades
earlier. By contrast, the periurban locations of the two provincial sanctuaries
may have been intended to demonstrate that they operated in a wider world,
and belonged not to Lyon or Narbonne themselves, but to the people of Gaul
as a whole. Financially their affairs do appear to have been kept strictly
separate, with the Lugdunese council certainly and the Narbonese one prob-
ably administering their own treasuries, distinct from those of the nearby
coloniae.274 Spatially, the urban periphery could offer a compromise between
an appropriate connection with the provincial capitals, and a dissociation
from the communities of Lyon and Narbonne themselves.

At least seventeen single Romano-Celtic temples or groups of these
temples are known from the peripheries of administrative cities in the Three

Plate 4.5 View from the amphitheatre at the sanctuary of the Three Gauls towards
the urban centre on the Fourvière plateau, Lyon.
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Gauls. This type of temple, then, was more common in a periurban context
than a classical one, at least outside Narbonensis. But it was still most often
found in the countryside. The locations of Romano-Celtic temples have been
studied in detail by Fauduet,275 and a summary of her findings will help
to indicate whether Romano-Celtic temples in the urban periphery were
influenced by similar factors to those elsewhere. Fauduet found that Romano-
Celtic temples could be located anywhere within a community’s rural terri-
tory, including in association with a settlement or group of buildings, in
complete isolation, or close to the boundary with a neighbouring civitas.
They were rarely built near major roads, but were often located on slopes,
hill-tops or raised ground, and near rivers, lakes, or springs. At least eighty
examples are also known to be situated directly over pre-Roman cult sites.

In the urban periphery, similar principles seem to have applied. The sanc-
tuaries of the Altbachtal complex at Trier276 and le Haut-Bécherel at Corseul
(Fanum Martis)277 were located close to rivers or streams, while those of Icovel-
launa at Metz278 and Vieux-Lisieux opposite Lisieux279 both featured springs.
The group of temples at la Genetoye opposite Autun280 and the sanctuary of
the ‘Motte-du-Ciar’ at Sens281 were located at confluences: also key features in
the Gallo-Roman sacred landscape. Others were located on hill-sides or hill-
tops; for example, the temple of Lenus Mars at Trier,282 the sanctuary at the
north end of Jublains (Noviodunum),283 the temple of la Bauve at Meaux,284

and, again, those at Corseul and Vieux-Lisieux (figure 4.8, p. 99). Finally, the
temples at Jublains and Meaux, as well as examples on the northern edge of
Saintes,285 the western edge of Poitiers286 and a hill overlooking Bayeux
(Augustodurum),287 all appear to have been built over pre-Roman cult sites.

At a micro level, then, Romano-Celtic temples appear to have been
attracted to the same sorts of sites whether they were built in the urban
periphery or the countryside. The question is, why were they built in the
urban periphery at all? Central to answering this will be understanding why
they were so rarely built in the urban centre. The relationship between these
temples and their pre-Roman forerunners tempts the suggestion that they
represent the persistence of ‘indigenous’ religious beliefs,288 and that these
were deliberately excluded from the urban centre. But this view is difficult to
sustain. For one thing, although Romano-Celtic temples may have looked
much like their pre-Roman equivalents, they were clearly used in a different
way. Practices such as the display of human heads, mixtures of human and
animal sacrifices and offerings of weapons were left behind in the pre-Roman
era.289 More modern interpretations stress instead the creation of a new,
Gallo-Roman religion, visible to us in very self-aware syncretisms of names
and iconography.290 Nor should the tendency for these temples to be located
near water or on hill-tops be interpreted as a sign of ‘un-Roman’ religious
beliefs. Such situations attracted sanctuaries in Italy, too.291

There is no reason, then, to believe that Romano-Celtic temples were kept
out of the urban centre because the practices associated with them were not
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‘Roman’. Another possibility is that the deities who inhabited these temples
were considered best worshipped in the urban periphery, and that this, rather
than the form of the temple itself, was the primary issue at stake. Such
principles certainly applied at Rome, and are prominent in Vitruvius’ advice
about how to situate public buildings.292 But two issues make it difficult to
pursue this question. First, the localised nature of Gallo-Roman deities
means that we rarely have a very developed understanding of what they
represented to their worshippers. Was the Treveran god, Lenus Mars,293 for
instance, similar enough to the Roman Mars to mean that his temple was
situated in Trier’s urban periphery (figure 4.14, p. 116) out of a Vitruvian
concern for keeping dissension out of the urban centre, or because of other
beliefs about him which escape us? Second, and more fundamentally, the
identities of the deities concerned are too infrequently attested to allow
any systematic comparison between urban, periurban and rural cults. We
can only acknowledge the likelihood that such factors were at work, and
concentrate instead on what we can see: the architectural form of the
temples.

A helpful approach might be to see the micro-locational principles which
governed the positions of temples in the urban centre, the urban periphery
and the countryside as part of a unified set of conventions, rather than assum-
ing that one set of rules applied to temples of classical type, and another to
those of Romano-Celtic type. In other words, we could say that any temple
built in the urban centre was likely to be located near the forum or on main
roads, while any temple built outside its boundaries was likely to be on a
hill-top, near water, etc. It is simply that the temples in the urban centre
were normally built in a classical form, and the ones outside it in Romano-
Celtic form. Indeed, the few examples that we have of classical temples
outside urban centres, or Romano-Celtic temples within them, support the
principle. The periurban classical temples at Trier, Toulouse and Lyon, dis-
cussed above, were all situated on hill-sides, at confluences, or both,294 while
Romano-Celtic temples at Limoges (Augustoritum), Périgueux and Tours
were located in the very centres of the cities: definitely next to the forum at
Limoges and Périgueux, and almost certainly so at Tours.295 This observation
frees us from the need to believe that Romano-Celtic temples were part of a
separate religious landscape from classical temples, which began at the edges
of the urban centre. Instead, the issue becomes one of appropriate archi-
tectural language. The apparent division between classical temples in the
urban centre and Romano-Celtic ones outside it may in fact have arisen
primarily because, when the decision was taken to build a temple, a classical
form was felt to be most appropriate in the monumental context of the urban
centre, and a Romano-Celtic one elsewhere.

Another noticeable factor is the scale and decorative style of several of
the periurban Romano-Celtic temples. Some, it is true, differed little from
their rural counterparts. But a significant number were either unusually
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large, decorated in a classicising style, or both. In the first category belong
examples such as the sanctuaries of Lenus Mars at Trier, of la Bauve at Meaux,
of the Motte-du-Ciar at Sens (figure 4.11, p. 104), of le Haut-Bécherel at
Corseul, on the north perimeter of Jublains and probably also at Chamiers
near Périgueux.296 Groups of temples, such as those at la Genetoye opposite
Autun or the Altbachtal sanctuary at Trier, arguably need to be seen in the
same light for their cumulative effect, especially since both include large
‘dominant’ temples, as well as theatres. Meanwhile, temples which were
Romano-Celtic in plan, but decorated with pilasters, columns, capitals and
cornices drawn from the classical orders include Lenus Mars at Trier, la Bauve
at Meaux, the north sanctuary at Jublains and the temple building of Vieux-
Lisieux near Lisieux.297 Interestingly, much the same applied when such
temples were built in the urban centre. The circular ‘Tour de Vésone’ at
Périgueux was 21m in diameter, and occupied a sacred enclosure measuring
approximately 120m by 140m. A similar temple at Tours had a diameter
of 34.5m and a pronaos 18m wide on its east façade, in an arrangement not
unlike Rome’s later Pantheon.298 We are dealing with temples of Romano-
Celtic plan in both urban centre and urban periphery which achieved a
monumentalised appearance through size, classical ornamentation, or both.

Perhaps, then, the most significant architectural division was not between
classical and Romano-Celtic temples after all, but between self-consciously
‘monumentalising’ temples and their humbler counterparts.299 Viewed from
this perspective, both classical temples and monumentalised Romano-Celtic
temples could be seen as part of a single architectural phenomenon: one
which occurred in urban centres, urban peripheries, and also in secondary
agglomerations such as Sanxay or Ribemont-sur-Ancre. If this is accurate,
then the monumentalising Romano-Celtic temples of the urban periphery
may be seen as part of the same imperative to embellish the city with splendid
public monuments as the classical temples of the urban centre: just like the
larger bath buildings discussed earlier in this chapter, or the amphitheatres
and circuses to be encountered shortly. The precise reasons for their construc-
tion in the periphery instead of the centre still remain obscure, but factors
such as the availability of space or religious reasons connected with the
deities being worshipped are plausible enough in this context. Meanwhile,
beyond the urban agglomeration, a monumentalising style – whether that
meant ‘pure’ classicism or an aggrandisement of the Romano-Celtic temple –
may simply have been considered unnecessary.

Temples of any kind may also have been built in the urban periphery as a
means of linking the city and its population with a wider religious world. It
has already been suggested that the provincial sanctuaries of the imperial
cult at Lyon and Narbonne were situated in the urban periphery partly in
order to signal their role in the religious life of whole provinces, rather
than just individual communities. The positions of some Romano-Celtic
temples in isolated spots a short distance from the urban centre may have
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helped them to achieve a similar effect. Examples include the temples of le
Haut-Bécherel at Corseul, la Bauve at Meaux (figure 4.2, p. 87), and Saint-
Vigor-le-Grand at Bayeux,300 all approximately 1.5 km from their respective
urban centres. That these temples should be seen as periurban, rather than
rural, is made clear by a number of factors. The first two temples were close
to at least one major road running into the urban centre: a situation which
Fauduet noted was unusual for Romano-Celtic temples, and suggests a
special concern for enabling travel between them. That at le Haut-Bécherel
also lay on the same watercourse as Corseul. Finally, each temple stood on
raised land, making it visible from the urban centre. All of these factors
connected the temples with the cities. But their isolated positions will also
have recalled other Romano-Celtic temples in more explicitly rural locations.
Thus, they could be viewed, literally and metaphorically, as constituting an
interface between the religious worlds of the city and of its territory.

Finally, where temples were built directly over pre-Roman religious sites,
slightly different factors come into play. In these cases, the original choice of
site was not made in the context of a thought-world which included periur-
ban space, although the decision to perpetuate a cult there will have been.
The case of the north sanctuary at Jublains illustrates the issues involved.
Originating in the Iron Age, this sanctuary was rebuilt in Romano-Celtic
form in the Neronian era, making it one of the first monumental public
buildings constructed in the city.301 Naveau has suggested that the pre-
Roman sanctuary, already accompanied by occupation, was politically, as
well as religiously, important.302 Despite this, it was not included in the new
Gallo-Roman urban centre (figure 4.18). Rather, the entire city of Jublains
seems to have been planned to ensure that the sanctuary would fall in its
northern periphery. Although very close to the orthogonal grid, the temple
is marked out as periurban by several factors, including a 6˚ difference in
orientation, changes in direction by the two roads which passed it, and
burials along its western and southern perimeters.303

This planning strategy is likely to have been implemented by the leading
citizens of the Aulerci Diablintes, whose civitas-capital Jublains was, under
guidance from Roman surveyors. It is natural that this local elite should wish
to associate their new city with a sanctuary which already held religious and
political importance. Indeed, Bedon has suggested that such concerns may
explain the locations of more Gallo-Roman civitas-capitals than is currently
realised.304 But they may also have wished to indicate that they recognised
the greater sophistication and importance of a fully developed city over a
single sanctuary site. If so, setting the temple in their new urban periphery
represented the perfect compromise. It created an intimate link between the
sanctuary and the new city, allowing each to enhance the status and import-
ance of the other. Yet the sanctuary was not the focal point of Jublains. This
role had been taken over by the forum, symbolising membership of a wider
and more complex world.
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Figure 4.18 Jublains (Noviodunum).
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Spectacle buildings

Theatres

As for temples, two types of theatre existed in Roman Gaul: the classical
theatre, and the theatre of Gallic type.305 Gallic theatres differed from classical
theatres in having a cavea (seating area) which extended beyond the line of
a true semi-circle, and a stage-building which projected into the orchestra
(figure 4.3, p. 88). The Gallic theatre, though, was not a masonry version of
a pre-Roman building type. Instead, it developed after the conquest, and
must be viewed as the product of interaction between Gallic and Roman
culture. Once again, a clear division can be observed in the locations of these
buildings. Of twenty-one positively identified classical theatres, all were
built at cities of administrative status.306 Most Gallic theatres, however, were
located at secondary agglomerations or in the countryside: often in association
with a sanctuary.307

Comprehensive studies of Gallo-Roman theatres allow the known urban
examples to be divided up by architectural type (i.e. classical or Gallic)
and by location (i.e. central or periurban). The results are presented in
table 4.1. This reveals a very strong preference for locating classical
theatres within the urban centre. By contrast, when theatres of Gallic type
were built at administrative cities, this was always done in the urban per-
iphery. At a micro level, both kinds of theatre could also be affected by
the availability of sloping land to support their caveae. Theatres of Gallic
type were always built into slopes, and so were many classical theatres.308

This practice reduced construction costs, and in an urban centre was also
an excellent way to make use of a steep slope. Most other monuments were
difficult to build into a hill-side, but a theatre could turn it into a positive
asset.

Where a slope was not available within the urban centre, the constructors
of classical theatres usually preferred to erect a free-standing monument, like
those at Paris, Meaux or Fréjus, rather than go into the urban periphery in
search of sloping land. As a result, only three rather ambiguous cases of
periurban classical theatres are known in Gaul. One, at Béziers, is too poorly
documented for analysis.309 The other two, at Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges
(figure 6.4, p. 226) and Soissons (Augusta Suessionum), were both built into
hills on the edges of their cities’ orthogonal grids.310 The availability of a
slope on the very perimeter of the city appears to have overturned the normal
preference for building classical theatres in the urban centre on these rare
occasions. But measures were still taken to link them as closely as possible
with the city. Both faced directly into the urban centre, while that at Saint-
Bertrand was embellished with a porticoed square, itself integrated into the
orthogonal grid. These appear to be deliberate devices designed to minimise
the impact of the periurban location.
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Table 4.1 Types and locations of urban theatres in Gaul

City Classical theatre Theatre of Gallic type

Aquitania

Agen C
Cahors C
Clermont-Ferrand C
Limoges C
Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges P

Belgica

Bavay C?
Soissons P
Trier P, P

Lugdunensis

Autun C P
Évreux P
Jublains P
Lillebonne P
Lisieux P
Lyon C
Meaux C
Orléans P?
Paris C

Narbonensis

Alba C
Apt C
Arles C
Béziers P?
Fréjus C
Marseille C
Nîmes C
Orange C
Toulouse C
Vaison-la-Romaine C
Valence C
Vienne C

Sources: Grenier 1958; Bedon et al. 1988; Rivet 1988; Landes 1989; Dumasy and Fincker 1992; Bedon
2001

Note: C = urban centre, P = urban periphery
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Of the eight theatres of Gallic type built in the urban periphery, five were
closely related to Romano-Celtic temples.311 At Trier, one small theatre stood
in the middle of the Altbachtal sanctuary and one formed part of the Lenus
Mars sanctuary across the Mosel.312 Another theatre was associated with the
sanctuary agglomeration of Vieux-Lisieux near Lisieux,313 and a fourth lay
near the temples of la Genetoye outside Autun.314 A more unusual piece of
urban planning linked the Romano-Celtic sanctuary at the northern edge of
Jublains with a theatre of Gallic type 800m away (figure 4.18).315 This
theatre was set into a slope on the southern edge of the orthogonal grid. But
the slope extended east–west for some distance, meaning that the theatre
could have been built anywhere along it. Clearly, a deliberate decision was
made to locate it between two major north–south streets leaving the orthog-
onal grid. These streets in fact framed most of Jublains’ public monuments:
the forum, a bath complex and the temple at the northern end of the city.316

Thus they gave the theatre a strong infrastructural link with the sanctuary,
and created a sense of symmetry between the two monuments, despite their
positions at opposite ends of the city. Dating evidence also suggests that this
was planned as a single project. The monumentalisation of the sanctuary began
late in the reign of Nero, while the theatre was dedicated in ad 81–3.317 Thus,
the two monuments could easily have been under construction simultaneously.

Associations between theatre and temple were in fact extremely common in
Gaul, and by no means limited to the urban periphery. Gallic theatres and
Romano-Celtic temples frequently occurred together away from administra-
tive cities,318 while classical theatres and temples often did the same in the
urban centre.319 This type of association was part of the Roman architectural
tradition, and had precedents going back to and beyond the first permanent
theatre erected in Rome: the theatre of Pompey.320 In Gaul, though, theatre-
temple complexes seem to have been adopted with a special enthusiasm. Van
Andringa has pointed out that the frequency of their appearance outside
administrative cities in the Three Gauls is almost unique to this region.321 In
her study of theatres in Belgica and the two Germanies, Bouley has also
argued that the phenomenon often gave rise to alterations in the architecture
of classical theatres, and explained some of the peculiarities of the Gallic
theatre.322 For example, the scena (stage-building) of a classical theatre might
be reduced in height, to allow spectators to see a temple beyond. Theatres of
both types, then, were probably used in a slightly different way from classical
theatres in Italy.323

The locations of theatres in Gaul, then, were often determined by their
association with a temple. And this brings us back to the same question
which we faced in the previous section: why the consistent division between
a classical architectural form in the urban centre, and a local one in the urban
periphery? Again, the most plausible reason for this seems to be one of
appropriate architectural language. Wealthy Gallo-Roman benefactors may
simply have considered that theatres within the urban centre were best built
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in classical style to suit and enhance the sophisticated romanitas of the
surrounding urban fabric. Meanwhile, in the urban periphery, a more localised
style became acceptable: especially if the theatre was associated with a temple
which also deviated from the classical tradition.

Amphitheatres

Once again, the amphitheatre of classical type is matched in Gaul by a local
variant: the mixed spectacle edifice, which could serve as either amphitheatre
or theatre.324 This type of building appeared in Gaul only after the Roman
conquest. It differed from a classical amphitheatre in that its cavea did not
always form a complete oval, and that it had a small stage set into one side of
the building (figure 4.3, p. 88). Yet, unlike a Gallic theatre, it did have an
enclosed arena, suitable for gladiatorial fights or beast-hunts. Twenty-nine
classical amphitheatres have been positively identified in Gaul, all located at
administrative cities.325 However, of the sixteen clear examples of mixed edi-
fices, only five were built at administrative cities.326 The usual context for this
building, then, was away from the city: often at a secondary agglomeration.

As was done for theatres, amphitheatres located at administrative cities in
Gaul can be divided into monuments of classical and local type, as well as
those in a central or periurban location (see table 4.2). This reveals that only
three amphitheatres across all of Gaul were explicitly located in the centres of
administrative cities: all of classical type. Another twenty-six classical
amphitheatres were built in the urban periphery, or sometimes on the very
edge of the urban centre. This is very different from the obvious preference
for locating classical temples and classical theatres within the urban centre.
Meanwhile, five, or possibly six, examples of mixed edifices were found in
periurban locations, but never within an urban centre. The distribution
pattern for these buildings, then, is similar to that seen for Romano-Celtic
temples and Gallic theatres.

The availability of space was clearly a major influence governing the
location of a classical amphitheatre.327 These were large buildings, which
normally exceeded the size of an urban insula, and in any case did not accord
well with its quadrangular shape. When they were built in urban centres,
this was usually only possible because space had been set aside for the
purpose at an early stage: as was clearly the case at Aosta in Italy.328 In Gaul,
classical amphitheatres generally did not appear until at least the Flavian
period: a century or more after most cities had been established.329 Unless
their construction had been foreseen early on, sufficient space was unlikely to
have remained available for their construction.

Notably, two of the three central examples from Gaul, at Autun and
Nîmes, were only just within the urban boundaries. This was probably
because of the unusually large areas enclosed by the walls of these cities:
200 ha and 220 ha respectively. When the amphitheatres came to be built,
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Table 4.2 Types and locations of urban amphitheatres in Gaul

City Classical amphitheatre Mixed edifice

Aquitania

Agen P
Bordeaux P
Bourges P
Limoges P
Périgueux P
Poitiers P
Rodez P
Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges P
Saintes P

Belgica

Amiens C
Beauvais P?
Metz P
Reims P
Senlis P
Trier P

Lugdunensis

Angers P
Autun C
Carhaix P
Chartres E?
Le Mans P
Lyon P
Meaux E?
Paris P
Rouen P
Sens P
Tours P
Vieux P

Narbonensis

Aix-en-Provence P
Antibes P
Apt P?
Arles E
Béziers P
Die P?
Fréjus P
Narbonne P
Nîmes C
Orange P
Toulouse P

Sources: Grenier 1958; Bedon et al. 1988; Rivet 1988; Futrell 1997; Golvin 1988; Bedon 2001.

Note: C = urban centre, P = urban periphery, E = on very edge of urban centre.
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in the Flavian period at Nîmes and around the same era at Autun,330 the
edges of the urban centres were probably still relatively undeveloped. At
Autun, it is also possible that space had been deliberately set aside for the
amphitheatre. It stood immediately adjacent to a theatre and in a strong axial
relationship with the probable site of the forum, perhaps indicating that an
‘entertainment quarter’ had been planned here early on (figure 4.7, p. 97).331

A related case is Arles, where the amphitheatre again stood next to the city’s
theatre, and must be viewed as straddling the very boundaries of the urban
centre, since a part of the Augustan walled circuit was demolished to make
room for it.332 The classical amphitheatre at Amiens is in a more unusual
position, immediately adjacent to the city’s forum (figure 4.10, p. 102).333

Various theories have been advanced to explain this location, although the
question remains unresolved. Suggestions include the possibility that it also
functioned as a theatre, or that it had superseded an early wooden structure
engulfed by subsequent expansion of the street-grid. Its near-circular shape
has also led some to suggest that it was inserted into an existing plot after
this expansion.334 This would mean that its unusual location was simply
the chance result of space becoming available in the urban centre at the
right time.

A more typical relationship between a classical amphitheatre and an urban
centre can be seen at Bordeaux (figure 6.3, p. 218). The amphitheatre here
lay just on the edge of the city’s orthogonal grid, close to a major road
leaving the city. It also had a monumental entrance in its south-east façade,
oriented towards the urban centre.335 Thus, it was closely associated with the
urban centre, but did fall just beyond it. This type of arrangement is
matched in most of the cities with classical amphitheatres in Gaul, not to
mention throughout the western provinces.336 Clearly, the issues of space
outlined above will have been a major factor in creating this pattern. But
other practical factors may have contributed. At Saintes, the construction
of an amphitheatre in a natural valley on the edge of the urban centre began
in the Tiberian era (see plate 4.6).337 At this time, space would have been
available for a free-standing amphitheatre in the urban centre,338 but the
availability of the slope appears to have made the urban periphery preferable.
As we have seen, though, the same issue did not prevent most classical
theatres from being built in urban centres, and so it must be counted as a
fairly minor factor overall.

Another issue may have been accessibility. Although clearly built close to
the city so that they could be reached easily by a concentrated population
mass, amphitheatres would also have been patronised by visitors travelling in
from the rest of a community’s territory.339 A location just outside the urban
centre would have made it easy for these people to find the amphitheatre, and
kept large crowds out of the city streets. A periurban location may also have
been considered most appropriate for a building which was only used on a
periodic basis, but took up a large area of land. Yet we should allow for the
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possibility that provincial amphitheatres were used between shows, for
instance as marketplaces, like the Circus Maximus at Rome.340 The same
issue of accessibility for rural, as well as urban, visitors would certainly have
favoured such use. Specific issues relating to the functions of individual
amphitheatres could also apply. At Lyon and Narbonne, the close connection
between the amphitheatres and the provincial sanctuaries is enough to
explain their construction in the urban periphery. It is also tempting to
suggest that the amphitheatre at Saint-Michel-du-Touch outside Toulouse
was built here because of an unattested religious association with the nearby
water sanctuary.341

Clearly, multiple practical factors weighed in favour of locating amphi-
theatres in the urban periphery. But the willingness of the Gallo-Roman
elite to locate classical theatres in the urban centre despite many of the same
issues shows that these could have been overcome with sufficient determin-
ation. Further explanation is necessary, and various ideological factors have
been put forward in this context. One issue is the association between gladia-
torial games and death, which has led some to argue that, like cemeteries,
amphitheatres had to be built outside the city for religious reasons.342 The
association was certainly very real. The Romans believed that the first ever
gladiatorial games had been held at a funeral in 264 bc,343 and similar occa-
sions remained the basis for shows until the late Republic.344 Under the
empire, the connection dropped away, but some games continued in a

Plate 4.6 The amphitheatre at Saintes.
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funeral context.345 The amphitheatre was of course also a place of violent
death: for Futrell even a ritualised form of human sacrifice.346 Whether this is
accurate or not, corpses certainly resulted, and were often stored temporarily
in chambers below the arena.347 Apparently associated with this was a belief
in the amphitheatre’s potential for liminal magic. Lead defixiones (inscribed
magical tablets) have been found in subterranean chambers in the amphi-
theatres of Carthage and Trier: possibly those used for storing their victims.348

Yet citing this connection as a straightforward reason for the periurban
locations of amphitheatres runs into serious difficulties when confronted
with two facts. First, gladiatorial games were regularly held in the forum in
the very heart of Rome in the Republican era,349 and second, many amphi-
theatres were built within urban centres, including the earliest known per-
manent arena at Pompeii, and the much-emulated Colosseum at Rome.
Religious scruples as strong as those connected with cemeteries could not
have tolerated this.

Another factor used to explain the locations of classical amphitheatres is
the agonistic nature of the games. In the amphitheatre, established Roman
society came into ritualised confrontation with its enemies, including crim-
inals, barbarians and wild animals. These representatives of a dangerous
external world were symbolically ‘conquered’ before the watching specta-
tors.350 Wiedemann has suggested that the most appropriate place for this
controlled confrontation was on the margins of that most potent Roman
symbol of civilisation: the urban centre.351 Yet amphitheatres also celebrated
the social order. Although funerary in origin, by the imperial period gladia-
torial games had also become offerings to the gods. Many amphitheatres
incorporated shrines,352 and chapters 70 to 71 of the Urso charter required
that spectacles should be held in honour of Jupiter, Juno and Minerva.353

Games could also be connected with the imperial cult, as at Lyon, or given in
honour of living emperors.354 Finally, the very structure of the amphitheatre
itself also consolidated the established social order. Spectators were organised
hierarchically around the cavea according to class, while the nature of the
spectacles which they witnessed helped to confirm the legitimacy and
supremacy of Roman civilisation.355 Thus amphitheatres were places where
existing social and political structures were reverenced and upheld. Arguably,
this was as good a reason to build amphitheatres within the civilised space of
the urban centre as it was to build them at the point where that space
confronted the external world.

The ideology of the classical amphitheatre was thus complex and rather
ambiguous. With no explicit ancient commentary on the issue of their loca-
tion, it is difficult to build a completely convincing case for the exclusion of
amphitheatres on ideological grounds reconstructed by us. We return, then,
to practical factors as the most plausible reasons so far for the phenomenon.
These clearly did mitigate in favour of a periurban location, but, as indicated,
they could have been overcome with sufficient will to build in the urban

H I G H  E M P I R E :  A D M I N I S T R AT I V E  C I T I E S

146



centre. One more issue, then, may have tipped the balance in favour of the
urban periphery. Free-standing amphitheatres had large and often decorative
façades, which must have made a striking impression on the viewer. Within a
built-up urban centre the façade might be partially obscured, detracting
from its impact. But in the urban periphery, these splendid monuments –
compared by Golvin to the great medieval cathedrals – could be properly
appreciated.356 For both benefactor and community, then, the urban per-
iphery may simply have offered the best opportunities for showing off their
monument. Certainly, the positioning of most of Gaul’s periurban classical
amphitheatres on major roads and/or raised ground suggests an interest in
maximising their visibility and potential to impress.357

Turning to the five or six examples of mixed spectacle edifices built in the
urban periphery, it is notable that only one was built at a city known to have
possessed any other spectacle buildings: Paris (figure 4.5, p. 94).358 In fact,
most of the cities which constructed these mixed edifices could be character-
ised as belonging to the smaller and less monumental end of the urban
spectrum. Apart from Paris, they include Angers, Bourges, Carhaix, Senlis
and Vieux: all civitas-capitals, but yielding little evidence for the kind of
sophisticated and competitive monumentalism known at cities like Trier,
Lyon, Vienne or Arles. Their decision to build mixed edifices may be
explained to some extent through reference to the function which these
buildings fulfilled when built in a non-urban context. Mixed spectacle
edifices are most common in Aquitania and in the Parisian basin, where
civitas territories were generally larger than those in other parts of Gaul.359 It
has been suggested that they were built in order to bring shows and games to
those living far away from the nearest city, and that the construction of a
building which could host two types of spectacle in this context was primar-
ily a choice of economy.360 These arguments find support in the relatively
small seating capacity of most mixed edifices (averaging around 7,000), and
the fact that they were almost always built into natural slopes.361

Since most of the mixed edifices built in the urban periphery seem to have
been built as an alternative to a separate theatre and amphitheatre, economic
considerations do seem a plausible factor in this context. Yet other aspects of
mixed edifices have suggested that economy may not have been the only
concern in their construction. Drinkwater has argued that the careful con-
struction of these buildings, and especially their stages, indicates that they
were designed to host spectacles which differed from classical performances,
but were of special importance in Gaul.362 Meanwhile, Futrell has pointed
out that if economy had been the highest priority, these buildings could have
been constructed out of wood and earth banks, rather than employing
stone.363 In this case, another reason for the construction of mixed spectacle
edifices at some cities may simply have been a demand for the localised
spectacle performances postulated by Drinkwater. Certainly, some explana-
tion beyond simple economy is needed for Paris, where the mixed edifice
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known locally as ‘Les Arènes’, was probably built after the construction of a
classical theatre in the city’s urban centre.364 Meanwhile, any of the factors
which applied to either classical amphitheatres or Gallic theatres could also
have encouraged the construction of these buildings in the urban periphery.
Les Arènes at Paris, at least, was positioned in order to make use of the slope
of the colline Sainte-Geneviève.

Circuses

There is no known local equivalent of the classical circus in Gaul, and indeed
circuses of any kind appear to have been rare here. Four examples are
attested, but those at Lyon and Trier are known only through epigraphy and
late literary accounts respectively.365 The only securely located circuses are at
Arles and Vienne,366 where they occupy remarkably similar positions. Each
was built on the left bank of the Rhône, just south of the urban centre on the
same side of the river. Vienne’s circus was established at the end of the first
century on land reclaimed through terracing (figure 4.4, p. 90).367 By this
period, the available land in the urban centre had been filled, and there was
no question of accommodating a circus. Its position was thus determined by
factors of space, and its orientation governed by the river and the hills to the
east. The circus was flanked by two main roads, linking it with the urban
centre.

The circus at Arles was also built at the end of the first century.368 It was
located well to the south-west of the urban centre, and close to a cemetery, in
a position probably determined largely by local marshes (figure 4.9, p. 100).
Even where it was built, oak piles had to be sunk to stabilise the ground, and
the land raised to avoid flooding.369 The building’s orientation relates directly
to the course of the Rhône, but may also have been influenced by a major
road leading towards the coast. In fact, excavations in the urban centre have
revealed a monumental paved area at the start of this road, embellished
during the Flavian period.370 Possibly, it was enhanced with the imminent
construction of the circus in mind, to establish a monumental interface
between the new building and the urban centre.

For both circuses, it is clear that size ruled out a central location. Of more
interest is the position of each monument within the periphery. Either could
have been built on the right bank of the Rhône, where extensive areas of flat
land at Trinquetaille and Saint-Romain-en-Gal were already being put to
use. Yet they were located on the left bank instead, despite this necessitating
land reclamation and stabilisation. This indicates a profoundly felt interest in
this side of the Rhône as a location for the circuses, surely stemming from the
positions of the urban centres on the same bank. Perhaps a monument as
large and expensive as a circus was considered too important to allow it to be
separated from the ideologically significant urban centre by a boundary as
divisive as a river.
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The riverside locations also carry resonances of Rome’s Campus Martius.
This would certainly have been an appropriate evocation, since chariot
races were held on the Campus Martius during the Ludi Taurenses and Ludi
Saeculares.371 Finally, the positions of Arles and Vienne along the same river
and within the same province of Narbonensis also raise the possibility of
local rivalry, especially since the circuses were near contemporaneous. Either
city, becoming aware of the construction plans of the other, may have
decided to assert their own sophisticated urban status by building a similar
monument in a similar location.

Festivals and shows

Temples, theatres, amphitheatres and circuses were not simply empty edifices,
of course, but the focal points of religious festivals and shows. These have
been touched upon in earlier parts of this chapter. We saw that commercial
activity might be drawn into the urban periphery by crowds attending
such events, and encountered possible evidence for seasonal fairs connected
with the water-sanctuary, amphitheatre or both at Saint-Michel-du-Touch.
We have also seen that accessibility for large crowds might have been one
practical reason for situating amphitheatres in the urban periphery. Now
that each of the building types involved has been examined separately, it is
worth returning to the issue to consider the overall impact of such events.

Festivals and shows were community occasions, and it is clear that people
travelled to attend them, sometimes over long distances. We have already
met people going out from Rome for suburban religious festivals in chapter
3, while games held in 46 bc to celebrate Julius Caesar’s victories in the
Civil Wars attracted such crowds that people were camping in tents along
the city streets.372 Evidence from Gaul is scantier, but Eusebius does describe
attendees at the festival of the Three Gauls at Lyon in ad 177, when relating
martyrdoms enacted in the amphitheatre that year. The crowds were large,
and made up of ‘many people from all ethne’.373 Of course, this was one of
Gaul’s biggest festivals, and such throngs are unlikely to have attended most
local shows or festivals. But we can certainly assume that the larger events
attracted visitors from all over a community’s territory, and possibly beyond.

Not all festivals and shows took place in the urban periphery. Arguably,
though, those which did must have attracted some of the largest crowds.
Certainly, amphitheatres and circuses, which were regularly located in the
urban periphery, had larger seating capacities than theatres, which were not.
No such direct equation can be drawn between temple size and crowd size,
but the extent of some periurban sanctuaries certainly suggests that they
played an important role in local religious life. Scheid has pointed out that
benches and altars dedicated by pagi at Trier’s sanctuary of Lenus Mars indi-
cate official participation in the cult,374 meaning that representatives from
communities throughout Treveran territory can be expected to have attended
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its festivals. Public shows and festivals, then, will regularly have brought
large numbers of city- and country-dwellers together in activities focused on
the urban periphery.

The effect must have been to draw attention to the potential for this zone
to act as a successful venue for celebrations of local status and community
identity. The ideology of urbanitas and the concern for marking out a formal
urban centre implied that the proper show-place for the sophistication of
a community was within its boundaries. But the presence of temples and
spectacle buildings, and the festivals and shows associated with them, in the
urban periphery must have demonstrated very visibly that it, too, was an
integral and important part of the city which could play the same role, and
not just an incidental adjunct to the urban centre.

Cemeteries and tombs

The burial of the dead is the first activity discussed so far that never occurred
in a Gallo-Roman urban centre. It is also an activity which we can take for
granted as occurring in the periphery of every administrative city in Gaul.
Burial beyond the urban boundaries was standard practice throughout the
Roman world, and Gaul did not go against the trend. In fact, the custom
may already have been established amongst some Gallic communities before
the conquest. In Narbonensis, pre-Roman burials seem to have been grouped
into cemeteries outside the oppida of Ambrussum and Ugernum,375 while in
Celtic Europe, a cemetery containing eighty inhumation burials lay a short
distance north of the pre-Roman settlement on the Gasfabrik site at Basel,
Switzerland.376 Yet burials have been found in houses within the fortifica-
tions of Mont Beuvray (Bibracte): a major oppidum of the Aedui which Woolf
has described as demonstrating ‘how Gauls could build a Roman city without
a grid’.377 The final consolidation of the practice, then, took the direct
involvement of Rome.

The reasons for extra-urban burial in the Roman world – and indeed most
ancient Mediterranean cultures – must have been partly practical. Corpses
posed a threat to health, whilst cremation constituted a fire risk: certainly
considered by Cicero to have been the reason for the ban at Rome.378 It was
also a concern for the compilers of the Urso charter, who followed their clause
banning burial within the pomerium with another banning the construction of
new funeral pyres closer than 500 paces to the town.379 Taboos associated
with death and the dead, and a desire to maintain a distinct separation
between the dead and the living were also clearly important, however.380 As
Lindsay has argued, practical and spiritual concerns may have reinforced one
another.381

The spatial relationship between burials and the urban centre was much
the same across Gaul. A typical example is Amiens, where known burials
were all located either just beyond the orthogonal grid, or across the river
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Somme (figure 4.10, p. 102). They were beyond the boundaries, but very
close to the urban centre, and also clustered around the major roads leaving
the city. As elsewhere in the Roman world, this attests an interest in a close
association between cemetery areas and the living population of the city,
despite the desire to keep them out of the actual urban centre. It meant that
the tombs of the dead were regularly and clearly visible to large numbers of
people, helping to perpetuate their memory. It also meant that they were
easily accessible for living relatives to visit and make offerings; for instance
on the anniversary of the person’s death, or during festivals such as the
Parentalia.382 The distribution of cemeteries around Gallo-Roman urban
centres, then, reflects the universal paradox of the dead: ‘the corpse evokes
both fear and solicitude’.383

The size and layout of individual cemetery areas will have been affected by
patterns of land-ownership in the urban periphery. At some cities, large areas
of land appear to have been dedicated specifically for burials. One such is
Trion, on the south-west edges of the urban centre at Lyon. Here, cemeteries
established in the early first century ad along the roads to Aquitania and
Narbonensis, had joined to form a vast continuous necropolis by the start of
the second century, and continued to be used until the end of the third.384

Such a development points towards publicly owned land, since sufficient
authority was obviously being exercised to stop other kinds of development
in the area. This could have been set aside by planners at the foundation of
the city or donated soon after as a benefaction.385

Elsewhere, tombs and cemeteries occurred alongside other forms of land-
use. To the north of Narbonne, a large, densely packed cemetery developed
from the beginning of the first century ad along the via Domitia.386 In
the middle of it, however, lay an artisanal and commercial area, where metal-
workers, potters and probably also oyster-traders worked during the late first
century bc and first century ad.387 By the mid-first century ad, then, the
area must have had a very mixed character. We might speculate that private
land-owners in the area were simply making whatever use of their land
seemed to promise the highest income, on an ad hoc basis.388 The result was a
juxtaposition of burials and living occupation which would never have
occurred within the urban boundaries. In Gaul as elsewhere, then, the desire
to separate the living and the dead did not extend beyond the special space of
the urban centre.

The character of individual tombs could vary dramatically. Cemeteries to
the north and north-east of Fréjus feature cremations and inhumations, as
well as a range of simple burials, burial enclosures and large individual
monuments.389 Evidently, wealth, social status and individual identity were
being expressed through burial practices: a custom already established in
pre-Roman Gaul, and firmly entrenched at Rome.390 The burial concerns of
the Gallo-Roman elite are well illustrated by a group of five mausolea from
Trion.391 All were large, decorated with sculptural mouldings, and, in their
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original state, equipped with inscriptions identifying their occupants. They
stood on the very edge of Lyon’s urban centre along the road leading south-
east towards Aquitania, immediately outside the conjectural position of
a city gate in the course most usually reconstructed for a walled circuit. The
monuments were aligned along the road, ensuring that passers-by would see
them, and perhaps read their inscriptions.

The monument of a sevir named Q. Calvius Turpio appears to have been
one of the earliest, built closest to the city in the second half of the first
century ad.392 It was followed from the end of that century by a row of
similar monuments on the slope below, belonging to other seviri and decuri-
ons. The location, then, seems to have become increasingly attractive to the
local elite over time. This may be explained partly by the factors which
initially attracted Turpio: chief amongst them its proximity to a major
entrance or exit to the city. But a ‘snowball effect’ seems also to have been at
work. Once a few spectacular elite tombs had been established here, they
drew attention to the site and inspired competitive attempts to outdo them.
In this respect, the tombs at Trion resemble those lining the via Appia
outside Rome or the Via dei Sepolcri outside the Herculaneum gate at Pom-
peii.393 It seems unsurprising that this phenomenon should be encountered
in such a developed form outside Lyon, the political and religious centre of
the Three Gauls. But the Trion monuments were not unique. Examples of
similar clusters of lavish tombs occur north of Orange and across the Arroux
from Autun.394

Tombs such as these helped to monumentalise the urban periphery. But
despite this, and the apparent lack of interest in separating them from living
occupation, tombs must also have lent it something of a sinister aspect. The
ghostly and magical associations of cemetery areas are clear from the Roman
literary tradition; for instance, Petronius’ story about a werewolf or Horace’s
account of witches in the former Esquiline burial grounds.395 They seem also
to have applied in Gaul. A monument known as the ‘Pyramide de Couhard’
stood on a hill-top approximately 1 km from the south gate of Autun, strik-
ingly visible from within the walls and across the surrounding landscape
(plate 4.7).396 It may be a cenotaph, since no burial, or burial-chamber, has
been found within it, but its funerary purpose is clear from its shape and
location in an established cemetery area.397 At its foot, excavations in the
1980s uncovered a defixio: an inscribed tablet used for invoking gods and
demons to fulfil wishes or enact curses. It contained a list of Latin cognomina,
presumably naming those to be cursed, along with two symbols and several
magical and nonsense words in Greek script.398 Such tablets could be trans-
mitted to the spiritual world via a well, spring or river, but they were often
targeted at the spirits of the dead: especially those who had suffered violent
or premature deaths, and those denied proper burial.399 If the Pyramide de
Couhard was indeed a cenotaph, any or all of these criteria could well have
applied to the person for whom it was built. It was therefore doubtless
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a particularly appropriate target for necromantic magic, but the fact that any
funerary monument was used in this way confirms the connotations of cem-
etery areas in Gaul. They gave the urban periphery a distinct character, not
shared by the urban centre, which included an aspect of danger and threat.

Villas and farms

Chapter 3 established that true ‘suburban’ villas, of the kind described in
Roman literature, would be next to impossible to identify in the provinces.
Provincial villas equipped with urbane features and located within a day’s
journey of an urban centre may well have been considered suburban by their
owners. But, archaeologically speaking, they look much the same as other
elite villas which had little connection with any city. This is of no great

Plate 4.7 The ‘Pyramide de Couhard’ funerary monument, Autun.
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surprise, since the behaviour associated with suburban villas in literary texts
is not actually enormously different from that linked with elite villas in any
setting. The distinction only becomes apparent through literary or epigraphic
evidence able to attest the rhythms of villa use or the mind-set of villa
owners: and this is all but absent in the provinces. The suburban villa, though,
is arguably only a special kind of periurban villa; that is, a villa which, like
the other forms of land-use discussed in this chapter, was distinguished from
the majority of its rural equivalents by an unusually close link with the city.
Characteristics which have identified other isolated features as periurban,
such as intervisibility with a city, a position on a major road running into it,
or simply a location very close to its boundaries, can be seen in villas too. We
may then ask what prompted some villas to develop in such positions, and
whether it is indeed helpful to interpret them as part of the urban periphery.

Gaul was home to a range of agricultural properties. Studies have shown
that they varied from small, simple buildings to large complexes covering
several hectares, and that their plans and distribution within the landscape
vary from region to region.400 There has been a long history of seeking to
divide them up into two broad categories: ‘farms’ and ‘villas’. But such a
distinction is unlikely to have been applied in the Roman era, and the
modern heading ‘villa’ generally covers a wide range of buildings of very
different sizes and degrees of complexity.401 Indeed, Garmy and Leveau
remind us that even the opposition between villa and village may not have
been so stark as modern scholars often assume.402

Our knowledge of these properties is not always ideal. Many, of course,
have not survived in the archaeological record at all, making it difficult to
reconstruct ancient patterns of distribution across the landscape. Meanwhile,
most of those which have are known only through aerial photography, chance
finds, surface survey, restricted sondages or antiquarian reports.403 This
means that dating, layout, décor and the details of the villa’s context in the
landscape may all be poorly documented. Of particular importance in the
present context is the impact of modern urbanism. Continuous occupation
on the sites of Gallo-Roman cities has meant that villas close to the urban
centre are most likely to have been disturbed or destroyed by subsequent
building work. Walker’s observations around Lyon typify the problem.404 As
a major political and economic centre with extensive development in its
immediate periphery, we could well expect the landscape around Lyon to
have been studded with villas. Indeed, as a provincial capital which clearly
enjoyed close links with Rome, we might even expect its elite to have sub-
scribed to the idea of a suburban villa culture. Yet the environs of the city
have yielded only a very small number of ambiguous or poorly documented
villa remains, none of which have been properly excavated. The main reason
for this is the rapid and extensive growth of the modern city, but Walker
argued that a relative lack of interest in the history of the countryside around
Lyon had also played its part.
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Some distortion in the archaeological record is inevitable, then. None the
less, some lavish villa properties are known close to administrative cities in
Gaul, and it is clear that they were very similar to other examples a great
distance away. The situation is well illustrated in north-eastern Gaul. At
Saint-Acheul, approximately 1.5 km from the south-east corner of Amiens,
a large villa was found during the creation of a housing estate (figure 4.10,
p. 102).405 It had already been destroyed to foundation level or below, allow-
ing little to be said about its décor, although a Doric capital and two column
drums suggest the presence of a portico. But enough is known of the plan to
recognise an arrangement favoured at the top end of the villa spectrum in
this part of Gaul. A group of residential buildings at the north-western end
of the site looked out over what was probably a medium-sized court followed
by a larger court, with various buildings around its perimeter. The type is
referred to by Agache as a ‘grande maison à longues ailes latérales’, and likened
by him to the ‘courtyard villas’ known in Britain.406 Very similar examples
are known at Estrées-sur-Noye, about 10 km south of Amiens, at Warfusee-
Abancourt, about 20 km to the east of Amiens, and at Anthée, around 60–70
km each from the Bavay and Tongres.407 These are clearly the villas of the
region’s elite, but nothing about the Saint-Acheul villa marks it out as
notably different from the others. It looks like any other wealthy villa, which
simply happens to be located very close to Amiens.

These north-eastern villas do not reveal any great interest in the specific
evocation of urbanitas noted in the properties discussed in chapter 3. Elsewhere
in Gaul, though, this is documented. An example from the immediate
environs of a city is Montmain, 3 km south of Autun.408 This villa was partially
excavated and planned in 1834, meaning that our information is limited in
quantity and quality. But much can still be said. Its plan shows two main
groups of rooms, each covering around 1000m2: a bath-complex to the north
and what Rebourg interprets as ‘salles de réception’ to the west.409 They appear
to face on to a central court containing a large pool and a fountain. Finds
include a millstone and iron tools, as well as pieces of marble, an opus signinum
floor and fragments of inscriptions. The overall impression, then, is of a villa
which had a productive function, but was also equipped with the sophisticated
décor and facilities its owner might expect to enjoy in the city.410

Again, though, equally urbane features appear far distant from any city.
An eighteen-hectare complex at Chiragan, for example, famous for its collec-
tion of second-century sculpture and equipped also with mosaic-floored
reception rooms and extensive baths, lay 45 km from Saint-Bertrand-de-
Comminges and 60 km from Toulouse.411 Montmaurin in the same region
boasted porticoed courts, a strong axial layout and fine reception rooms even
in its mid-first century phase, yet lay 35 km north of Saint-Bertrand-de-
Comminges.412 Meanwhile, spectacle mosaics of the kind noted in north
Africa occur also in Gaul. Some decorated domus in the very centres of cities
or the extra-urban continentia aedificia.413 But chariot-racing scenes found in
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a property at Sennecey-le-Grand were a full 90 km away from the nearest
administrative city at Autun, and even 30 km and 60 km respectively from
the largest secondary agglomerations in the region: Châlon-sur-Saône and
Mâcon.414 Similar examples can be cited all over Gaul.415

If the character of villa properties did not change markedly in the vicinity
of a city, though, their density did. Studies have shown that agricultural
properties in Gaul, from the lavish examples discussed above to much
simpler farms, tended to cluster more densely around settlements, including
administrative cities but also secondary agglomerations.416 This is unsurpris-
ing, since it is in keeping with patterns in other western provinces, and with
the ideas of von Thünen (see chapter 3). Market factors of the type which he
envisaged will have been prominent in encouraging these patterns of distri-
bution. Both cities and the roads converging on them were central to the sale
and transportation of surplus produce. But cities may have offered other
spurs to the development of nearby agricultural properties. Woolf has argued
that skilled craftsmen and good-quality building materials were more easily
available close to the city, encouraging the development of grander villas in
particular.417 Meanwhile, recent work has drawn attention to the possible
contribution of aqueducts. Although installed primarily to feed administra-
tive cities, these also affected rural settlement patterns. They probably
encouraged agricultural activity along their courses by offering a source of
irrigation (both officially and unofficially), while for wealthier villa owners
they also created an opportunity for the supply of private baths.418

All of this of course demonstrates the impact of the city on the surround-
ing landscape, and it is undeniable that cities and their surrounding agri-
cultural properties were engaged in a social and economic relationship with
one another. But if we interpret properties as periurban on this basis, then we
would have to do the same for everything throughout the territory governed
by any city. All the people in that territory, and the property which they
owned, were after all governed from its urban centre, and thus affected by it.
Throughout this book, periurban development has been defined as some-
thing which fell between the fully urban and the fully rural: not merely
something exhibiting any kind of relationship with the city. Patterns of villa
and farm distribution may well indicate that the impact of the city was felt
more strongly in the areas nearest to it, and from one perspective this is a
weaker example of the same phenomenon as periurban development. But to
interpret it explicitly as periurban in itself would be to obscure more inter-
esting examples of development which bridged the urban–rural divide.
Furthermore, the impact of cities and secondary settlements on patterns of
agricultural exploitation may anyway be viewed as only one amongst many
elements which could affect villa and farm distribution within the landscape.
A similar example might be clustering on fertile plains, which Agache
argued were especially attractive to villas in Picardy.419

The archaeology of villas in Gaul, then, reveals much the same patterns
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observed in other parts of the western empire. Just as in Italy and north
Africa, agricultural properties of all kinds clustered around cities, and lavish
elite villas occurred not only within a day’s journey of the cities, but also well
beyond that range. From the archaeological record alone, nothing warrants
drawing any special distinction between elite villa properties closest to the
cities, and those furthest away. Yet we must remember that it is not archae-
ology but literature and epigraphy that reveal to us that lavish villas around
Rome were bound to the city through regular journeys and the mind-set of
the metropolitan elite. To be sure, no Gallo-Roman city has yielded anything
approaching the same density of villa remains around it as Rome, and the
difference in character between even the richest of the provincial cities and
the metropolis makes this unsurprising. But if the archaeological evidence
from Gaul does not offer positive evidence for any special links between villas
and cities, the case of Rome shows that it also does not allow us to rule it out
in the absence of literary and epigraphic evidence.

In fact, as chapter 6 will show, literary texts testify that the idea of
the suburban villa was indeed current amongst at least some parts of the
Gallo-Roman elite during the late antique era. It is quite plausible, then,
that it had also been absorbed earlier on: especially since we know that the
writings of Pliny were readily available in Lyon.420 Some Gallo-Roman villa
owners, then, perhaps did think of their properties as suburban. Certainly,
some villas were situated in places that would have allowed their owners to
travel regularly between them and the city and use them as a leisured retreat
from urban duties, if they had wished to do so. The villa at Saint-Acheul
lay a few hundred metres from one of the main roads into Amiens, while
Montmain had easy access to Autun via its own well-built service road.421

These sorts of links would clearly have allowed a close relationship with the
city, whether or not that was enacted in the context of an explicit suburban
villa culture. And it is perfectly logical to imagine that wealthy Gallo-
Roman villa owners whose properties happened to lie near to cities would
have worked out for themselves that they could be used as an extension to
their urban lifestyles, without needing Pliny or Cicero to teach them to
construct this as ‘suburbanitas’. Perhaps, then, we can justify calling such
villas periurban, in the sense of properties which were clearly owned by an
urban-based elite and, at least physically, more than usually closely con-
nected with the city. But we do not have any direct evidence that proximity
to the city was conceived of as anything more than a pleasant bonus in high
imperial Gaul. Views of such properties as essential badges of elite status, or
as fundamentally different from ‘rural’ villas, are simply not attested.

Conclusion

Perhaps the most important point to emphasise at the end of this chapter is
the sheer number of sites upon which the discussion has been able to draw. In
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fact, at least forty-nine out of the eighty-four administrative cities in Gaul
have yielded positive evidence for some kind of periurban development (see
table 4.3). Even if in many cases this meant only a single amphitheatre or
sanctuary, these were still important features in the urban landscape. Mean-
while, the totals shown in table 4.3 reflect the hazards of the archaeological
record, and almost certainly underestimate the true extent of periurban
development in Gaul by a significant margin. This is a type of occupation
that has been consistently under-explored by comparison with central
equivalents, and the table does not take account of periurban finds so frag-
mentary or ambiguous that they cannot readily be attributed to any specific
form of occupation. As future discoveries are made and our knowledge
of Gallo-Roman urbanism improves, the numbers of cities known to have
generated an urban periphery can only go up.

The character of the Gallo-Roman urban periphery

Periurban development of course varied from city to city, and this issue is
treated later. But it is helpful first to outline some of the general character-
istics of the occupation discussed in this chapter. Most often, it was situated
just beyond the urban boundaries, and particularly around the city’s entrances
or exits. In common with the urban centre, it was rarely ‘zoned’. But nor was
any interest usually shown in shaping or enhancing the urban periphery
through planning projects or infrastructural provisions. This suggests that
civic councils were generally less concerned with the appearance of or quality
of life in the urban periphery than the urban centre, and this is fully in
keeping with the elite ideologies of the city encountered in chapter 2. But it
was not always the case, as the examples of Saint-Romain-en-Gal at Vienne
and Trinquetaille at Arles indicate.

The Gallo-Roman urban periphery was certainly not a lower-class artisano-
commercial zone. Industry, commerce and simple housing could all be found

Table 4.3 Overall occurrence of periurban development at Gallo-Roman
administrative cities

Region Number of
cities

Number with
periurban features

Percentage with
periurban features

Aquitania 20 11 55.0%
Belgica 13 7 53.8%
Lugdunensis 25 19 76.0%

Three Gauls 58 37 63.7%
Narbonensis 26 12 46.4%

All Gaul 84 49 58.3%
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there. But they were also common in the urban centre, and, even in the
periphery, they were by no means the defining form of occupation. Wealthy
domus and splendid public monuments found their place there, too, and there
is little sign of any efforts to keep them apart. Arguably, the very idea that
the periphery of a Roman city might have been an unsavoury exclusion zone
is inspired by assumptions based on medieval and early modern urbanism
(see chapter 1). Certainly, there is an unjustified over-emphasis on archaeo-
logical evidence for periurban industry, and on the idea that it was prompted
by the deliberate ‘expulsion’ of such activity from the urban centre. Ziegert,
for example, is ready to reconstruct a vast ‘factory zone’ around Leptis Magna
on the basis of one glass workshop, one potter’s kiln and literary references to
production and trade:422 an extrapolation which would never be accepted
for an urban centre. Meanwhile, scholar after scholar has seen a widespread
policy of exclusion in one very specific ruling from the Urso charter and
Martial and Juvenal’s jibes at a particular area of Rome. Civic councils cer-
tainly did expel some activity from the urban centre: notably burials. But the
evidence of Gaul suggests that industry and commerce gathered in the urban
periphery mainly for independent economic reasons.

Periurban structures might stand in isolation, and this seems to have been
particularly common for public monuments. If they did, devices such as
orientation, a relationship with a major road or intervisibility were usually
employed to emphasise the building’s relationship with the urban centre.
Frequently, though, continuous areas of periurban occupation grew up. They
might begin just outside the urban boundaries, forming part of the urban
continentia aedificia. But they could also form distinct areas of nucleated occu-
pation in their own right. Such nuclei have been encountered in this chapter
at Amiens and Metz, where they consisted mainly of low-quality housing,
at Vaise outside Lyon, where housing, warehouses, workshops and cemeteries
were mixed, and at Lisieux, Périgueux and Toulouse, where they seem to have
centred around sanctuaries. A number of further examples are considered by
Bouet and Carponsin-Martin in the context of their discussion of the
Chamiers site at Périgueux, including Thenac (7 km from Saintes), Allones
(5 km from Le Mans), Vieil-Évreux (7 km from Évreux) and Vaugrenier
(4 km from Antibes).423 I am not entirely convinced that there is enough
evidence for a close relationship with the nearby cities in these cases to justify
calling them periurban satellites, rather than independent sanctuary agglom-
erations located near to administrative cities. None the less, the phenomenon
of the periurban satellite settlement was clearly real in Roman Gaul, and
perhaps quite widespread. Its significance will be further explored in chapter
5, in the light of patterns of spatial organisation observed in secondary
agglomerations.
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Reasons for periurban development

Periurban occupation developed for many reasons, and these varied greatly
according to the type of building or land-use, and the local circumstances
of the city concerned. Pressure on space was certainly a major factor. It could
apply in cases where there simply was no room for a particular feature within
the urban centre, such as the circuses at Vienne and Arles. But it also gave
rise to competition for the space that was available, and this often seems to
have prompted a location in the urban periphery as a cheaper alternative.
This is likely to have been an issue for artisans and people with little money
to spend, but it probably also applied to the owners of some wealthy domus.

An over-emphasis on space as a factor, though, can obscure other reasons
for periurban development. The potters of Sens and Fréjus may well have
been able to pursue their profession more cheaply in the urban periphery, but
they also had easier access to the resources they needed: particularly suitable
clay, but also water and timber. Similarly, amphitheatres and circuses were
difficult to accommodate in an urban centre. But a periurban location could
also enhance their impact as display monuments, by allowing a fuller view of
their impressive façades.

Ideological concerns about the character of the urban centre have also been
shown to be less significant than is often assumed. They certainly were at
work in the siting of cemeteries and tombs. But there is no real evidence that
they applied to industry and commerce, while arguments for their signifi-
cance in the case of amphitheatres are not wholly convincing. It is also
unlikely that Romano-Celtic temples appear in the urban periphery because
of any sense that the practices associated with them were ‘un-Roman’, and
therefore unsuitable for integration into the urban centre. The possibility
that these monuments – and local spectacle buildings – were considered
architecturally unsuitable for construction in the urban centre, though, will be
returned to in chapter 7 in the context of the relationship between the
provincial and metropolitan elites. Meanwhile, in some circumstances, the
urban periphery appears to have been able to make a positive contribution to
the ideological impact of a building. Thus the intended role of the sanctuar-
ies of the imperial cult at Narbonne and Lyon as province-wide, rather than
local, monuments was almost certainly enhanced by their periurban location.

Regional and provincial patterns

The issue of whether periurban development in Gaul showed any patterns of
regional variation can be addressed by returning to table 4.3. The province
by province figures on this table show that, in our current state of knowledge,
periurban land-use of any kind was most common at cities in Lugdunensis
(76 per cent), and least common in Narbonensis (46.4 per cent). The differ-
ence is quite marked, but given the hazards of the archaeological record, it
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should not in itself be overemphasised. It does, though, raise the question
of how such a difference might be explained.

Closer investigation of tables 4.1 and 4.2, showing the positions of
theatres and amphitheatres at Gallo-Roman cities, helps to illuminate the
issue. These tables reveal significant differences in the placement of spectacle
buildings, not only between Lugdunensis and Narbonensis, but also between
Lugdunensis and the other two northern Gallic provinces. In Narbonensis,
Aquitania and Belgica, the great majority of spectacle buildings erected at
administrative cities were of classical type, with theatres usually situated in
the urban centre, and amphitheatres in the periphery. For Narbonensis, this
is the whole story. For Aquitania and Belgica, Gallic theatres and mixed
spectacle edifices also need to be taken into account. But in these provinces,
the local variants were almost always erected away from administrative cities,
which remained the preserve of classical spectacle buildings.424 In Lugdunen-
sis, the usual pattern of central theatres and periurban amphitheatres, both of
classical type, is present. Here, though, around ten cities also set up local
types of spectacle building in their urban peripheries. This is a significant
departure from the practices observed in the other provinces, and it has the
effect of causing four Lugdunese cities – Angers, Évreux, Orléans and Vieux
– to appear on table 4.3 where they would not otherwise have done so. If
these four cities are subtracted from the totals in the table and the figures
recalculated, the percentage of cities in Lugdunensis known to have gener-
ated some form of periurban development comes down to 60 per cent: much
more in line with the figures for the other three provinces.

The pattern in Lugdunensis could be portrayed as a deviation from the
standard model of Roman urbanism. The communities of Narbonensis
echoed Italian practice in building classical theatres in the centres of their
administrative cities, and classical amphitheatres outside them. The com-
munities of Aquitania and Belgica followed the same pattern where classical
buildings were concerned, but were clearly also interested in Gallic theatres
and mixed spectacle edifices. These buildings were not part of the Roman
architectural tradition, however, and, perhaps for this reason, were generally
kept away from the places where the communities were working hardest to
fit in with that tradition: their cities. Only in Lugdunensis was the Roman
model altered by the construction of local types of spectacle building in the
urban periphery.

From another perspective, though, the Lugdunese practice of situating
local spectacle buildings in the urban periphery could illustrate the extent to
which the Roman urban model had been understood in this region, and the
success with which it had been adapted to local interests. The communities
of Lugdunensis may well have recognised that theatres of Gallic type and
mixed spectacle edifices were not part of the standard equipment of a Roman
city. But they also seem to have realised that Roman urbanism offered a
way to make these building types available to urban populations without
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compromising the sophisticated romanitas of the urban centre. In using the
urban periphery as a location for these buildings, it could be said that the
local communities were actually recognising and capitalising on the flexibil-
ity of the Roman urban model. Arguably, they had absorbed its principles
more fully and achieved greater success in making it suit their needs than the
people of Aquitania or Belgica. In Narbonensis, meanwhile, the issue did not
arise, since the communities here did not develop building types which fell
outside the standard Roman urban model.

It should also be noted that, although this phenomenon was concentrated
in Lugdunensis, it was not rigidly defined by the province’s boundaries. Only
three cities outside of Lugdunensis are known to have built local types of
spectacle buildings in their urban peripheries: Bourges in Aquitania and
Senlis and Trier in Belgica (see tables 4.1 and 4.2). But, of these, Bourges
(Avaricum) and Senlis (Augustomagus) were both close to the borders of
Lugdunensis, and, perhaps more importantly, fell within the extended basins
of the Seine and the Loire. Most of the Lugdunese cities which followed the
same practice were also concentrated around these river basins, raising the
possibility that we should view it as characteristic of this geographical
region, rather than the politically defined province of Lugdunensis, which
had simply made intelligent use of the natural landscape. The river basins are
more likely to have encouraged contact between these communities than the
political boundaries, perhaps causing the idea of constructing local spectacle
buildings in the urban periphery to catch on and spread amongst them
through local emulation.

Variations in periurban development

As noted above, the character and apparent extent of periurban occupation
also varied from city to city all across Gaul. We have seen that a wide range
of specific factors, including particular local circumstances, could encourage
periurban development. But, on a province-wide scale, it is also possible to
identify some recurring characteristics which seem to have made the develop-
ment of an urban periphery inherently more likely. We will start by con-
sidering those cities which appear to have made very limited use of the urban
periphery, and those which made reasonable, but not extensive, use of it:
leaving aside for the moment particularly spectacular examples such as Arles,
Lyon and Vienne. Many of the sites listed in table 4.4 (p. 165) actually
appear thanks to a single form of periurban land-use: perhaps an amphi-
theatre, a sanctuary or some limited occupation. Examples include Antibes,
Béziers, Corseul, Évreux, Limoges, Meaux, Rodez, Senlis and Soissons. In
some cases, this may reflect a lack of archaeological exploration, but many
cities must simply have generated very little periurban development. The
middle ground is occupied by cities which have yielded periurban remains of
a varied character on several sites. Examples include Apt, Autun, Fréjus,
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Lisieux, Metz, Orange, Reims, Saintes and Sens. In general the differences
between these two groups lie in size, status and apparent prosperity. With
the exception of legal status, these are difficult factors to quantify. But a
comparison between Fréjus in Narbonensis and Corseul in north-western
Lugdunensis will serve to illustrate the sorts of factors which appear to have
been relevant.

Fréjus, founded by Julius Caesar in the 40s bc, was made a Roman colonia
by Augustus in the early 20s and used as a base for part of the Roman fleet
during the first century of the principate.425 Situated around 1.5 km inland
from the Mediterranean, it had a port linked to the sea by a canal, and was also
on the main land route along the south coast of Gaul between Italy and Spain.
It was walled in the Augustan period, and had its street layout defined in the
late first century BC.426 Corseul was established as a civitas-capital during the
last decade of the first century bc, but does not appear to have had its streets
laid out formally until the Claudian period.427 It was located on a minor
watercourse, around 15 km from the coast, and could not have participated
directly in marine trade. It was also not on the routes between any major
settlements. Fréjus, then, was in a much better position to take advantage of
trading opportunities than Corseul, had better links with other cities along
the south coast, and for a while enjoyed political importance as a naval base.

The differences between the two settlements are reflected in the develop-
ment of their urban centres. Fréjus became host to a theatre and several lavish
domus, and was supplied by an aqueduct. Corseul, meanwhile, has yielded
little in the way of monumental buildings, besides a small temple on the
southern perimeter and some fourth-century baths. Even its finest houses
were modest by comparison with those of Fréjus, and supplied by wells. But
perhaps the most eloquent testimony to the differences between them is their
periurban development. At Corseul, the only known feature is the sanctuary
of le Haut-Bécherel. The periphery of Fréjus, by contrast, featured housing,
lavish baths, a large classical amphitheatre, what was probably part of the
naval base at Les Aiguières,428 and kilns producing amphorae which travelled
as far afield as Ostia and Ventimiglia.429 Making due allowance for specific
circumstances, then, we might say that periurban development tended to be
more extensive at well-connected cities with flourishing economies and/or
political significance.

At the top end of the scale, Vienne and Arles in Narbonensis and Lyon in
Lugdunensis developed particularly extensive or spectacular urban peripher-
ies. One characteristic which all certainly shared was the restrictive nature of
their urban centres. Lyon’s, on the colline de Fourvière was extremely
inaccessible, requiring ascents up steep slopes to reach it on virtually every
side. This was an unusual position by comparison with other Gallo-Roman
cities,430 and probably chosen because Lyon was one of the first cities estab-
lished beyond Narbonensis, at a time when the region was barely pacified. It
would have aided defence, but made access to the Rhône and Saône below
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difficult. Arles and Vienne, by contrast, were founded at river level. But
Arles had a relatively small walled circuit: in part perhaps because marshy
ground to the south-east left little room for an extensive urban centre. Its
inadequacy for the needs of the population is demonstrated by their willing-
ness to demolish it within a century of Arles’ foundation, in order to make
room for their amphitheatre.431 Vienne, meanwhile, boasted a walled circuit
6 km long. But the inclusion of several hills in the circuit meant that much
of the land it enclosed was in fact unsuitable for urban development, leaving
only around 40 ha of good building ground available.

Vienne and Arles, then, clearly faced problems of space, while Lyon’s urban
centre was poorly suited to the climate of the pax Romana. In all three cases,
periurban development offered a solution to these problems. But the difficul-
ties presented by the urban centres are not enough in themselves to explain
the extent and character of their peripheries. We are also dealing with
unusually successful urban foundations. The position of all three on the lower
and middle reaches of the Rhône cannot be a coincidence. It created
opportunities for trade, and the very nature of the periurban development at
all three cities demonstrates the importance of this. Vienne and Arles both
undertook terracing and stabilisation work which allowed them to make
fuller use of periurban land along the banks of the Rhône. Lyon, meanwhile,
seems to have seen an outright shift in its urban centre over the course of
the third century from the Fourvière site in favour of the lower land around
the Rhône-Saône confluence.432

Finally, the locations of the three cities along the same river may also have
led to direct emulation between them, encouraged by the regular contact it
allowed. The possibility of competition between Arles and Vienne has
already been raised in the context of their circuses, and could equally have
applied to the public squares built in the transfluvial quarters at each. No
such direct similarities can be drawn with periurban development at Lyon,
but the amphitheatre associated with the sanctuary of the Three Gauls at
Condate could well have been in the minds of the local elites at Arles and
Vienne when they built circuses in their urban peripheries. Certainly, the
presence of very similar theatre, sanctuary and odeon complexes in the
centres of Lyon and Vienne makes competitive interaction between the two
of them very likely. The possibility that all three communities were also
looking beyond Gaul for models of periurban development will be returned
to in chapter 7.

Appendix: table of major periurban remains

This table presents the major known periurban features from the administra-
tive cities of Roman Gaul during the high empire, in an easily accessible
form. It draws on information from numerous works listed in the bibli-
ography, but the first and most helpful point of reference for further reading
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on any of the features indicated will be Bedon 2001. It includes only soundly
documented features, omitting trace remains which cannot be confidently
linked with any specific type of activity. It also omits funerary remains and
villas or farms, since these were found outside all Roman cities, and can be
taken as read for any given site.

Table 4.4 Major periurban remains at Gallo-Roman administrative cities

City Industrial
activity

Commercial
activity

Domestic
occupation

Baths Temples Spectacle
buildings

Aquitania

Agen �
Bordeaux � � � � � �
Bourges �
Cahors �
Clermont-
Ferrand

? �

Limoges �
Périgueux � ? �
Poitiers � � �
Rodez �
Saint-Bertrand-
de-Comminges

�

Saintes � � � �

Belgica

Amiens � � ? �
Beauvais � ?
Metz � � �
Reims � � �
Senlis �
Soissons �
Trier ? � �

Lugdunensis

Angers �
Autun ? ? � �
Bayeux �
Carhaix �
Chartres �
Corseul �
Évreux �
Jublains � �
Le Mans �
Lillebonne � �
Lisieux � � � �
Lyon � � � � � �
Meaux �

Continued overleaf
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Table 4.4 Continued

City Industrial
activity

Commercial
activity

Domestic
occupation

Baths Temples Spectacle
buildings

Orléans �
Paris � � �
Rouen �
Sens � � � �
Tours � �
Vieux �

Narbonensis

Aix-en-Provence �
Antibes �
Apt � � ?
Arles � � � �
Béziers �
Die ?
Fréjus � � � � �
Narbonne � � � �
Nîmes �
Orange � �
Toulouse � � � � � �
Vienne � � � � � �
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5

GAUL IN THE HIGH EMPIRE:
SECONDARY AGGLOMERATIONS

Introduction

Within the territory of an administrative city, substantial numbers of smaller
settlements, or ‘secondary agglomerations’1 were usually to be found (figure
4.1, p. 84). This chapter addresses the question of whether development
analogous to that discussed in the previous chapter can also be identified at
the secondary agglomerations of Gaul.

Secondary settlements are usually viewed as a coherent group on the
grounds that they, and their inhabitants, were all administered on a day-to-day
basis by the council of decurions based in the local administrative city. They
were therefore subordinate in status to this city, and could not act independ-
ently of it. Beyond this common factor, however, the size, appearance, status
and function of Gallo-Roman secondary agglomerations in fact varied widely:
much like the towns, villages, hamlets and other settlements administered
from a modern British county town. We shall begin by establishing the
extent of this variation, and some of its manifestations.

Something of the physical variations between secondary agglomerations
may be illustrated by comparing Mandeure (Epomanduorum, figure 5.1), a
small town in the territory of the Sequani,2 and Taden (figure 5.2), a port
settlement in north-western Lugdunensis.3 These two settlements differed
markedly from one another in almost every aspect of their physical appear-
ance. While Mandeure was organised around a more or less regular street-
grid, Taden consisted of a scatter of buildings following various alignments:
most apparently determined by features such as the nearby river Rance and
a winding road passing through the centre of the site. The occupation at
Mandeure also covered a total of over 120 ha, in contrast with an occupied
area of around 50 ha at Taden. In addition, Mandeure has yielded evidence
for several monumental buildings in the form of a temple, a theatre, two sets
of baths and a portico. Taden, meanwhile, is only known to have possessed
two small Romano-Celtic temples.

Taken together, Mandeure and Taden may be characterised as representing
different points along a spectrum of aspirations towards urbanitas. The
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orthogonal street layout and monumental buildings of Mandeure are features
which would be expected in any of the administrative cities of Gaul.
Meanwhile, other indications from the site also point towards customs and
practices typical of cities with administrative status. For example, Mandeure
has yielded thirty-four inscriptions of different types – more than some
actual civitas-capitals4 – while none are known from Taden. We might com-
ment that although Mandeure lacked the administrative role necessary to
qualify as ‘urban’ in the strictest sense, certain individuals involved with the
settlement apparently hoped to acquire a less strictly technical form of urban
status for it by equipping it with the monumental façade which Pausanias, at
least, considered of almost equal importance in identifying a Greek settlement
as a full polis.5 At Taden, such individuals were clearly lacking.

Individuals with the capacity to affect the appearance of a secondary
agglomeration such as Mandeure must by definition have been members of
the local elite, since they were clearly people who possessed the wealth, the

Figure 5.1 Mandeure (Epomanduorum).
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Figure 5.2 Taden.
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influence and the inclination to instigate such projects. The establishment of
an orthogonal grid in particular indicates a significant outlay of both effort
and money, since these were expensive to establish, especially on sites which
were already occupied.6 Although local elites in Gaul, as elsewhere in the
Roman empire, are traditionally considered to have focused most of their
activities on administrative cities, there is also significant evidence for elite
involvement with secondary agglomerations, of a kind which may have led to
such monumentalisation.

In part, elite involvement may have been encouraged by the Roman system
of administration. Some of the larger secondary agglomerations, for example,
probably acted as centres for the administration of pagi (subsidiary districts
within the territory of an administrative city). As such, they may have had
their own local assemblies, or have been used as bases by junior magistrates.7

If so, this system probably encouraged the magistrates or assembly members
to make benefactions of monumental public architecture in the secondary
agglomerations, as a means of boosting their own local status and ensuring
progress up the political ladder. In addition, Mangin and Tassaux have
argued that the councils of decurions who oversaw the affairs of the civitas as
a whole may also, on occasion, have ordered the construction of monumental
buildings in secondary agglomerations,8 perhaps indicating that the appear-
ance of these settlements, like the appearance of the main administrative
city, could contribute to displays of the whole community’s status and iden-
tity. Other evidence from secondary agglomerations may suggest that some
elite individuals felt a more personal concern for their development. For
example, lavish funerary monuments found close to these settlements9 may
indicate a desire to establish or display a long-running interest in the settle-
ment on the part of certain local families. Indeed, Woolf has argued that some
aspects of elite involvement with secondary agglomerations may reflect the
persistence of loyalties to pre-Roman settlements which remained occupied
in the Roman period, but were not made into civitas-capitals.10

Of course, the pre-Roman origins of some secondary agglomerations could
have a significant influence on their physical appearance. Not all secondary
agglomerations of the Gallo-Roman period had their origins in pre-Roman
settlements, but where such a history did apply, it could have a far greater
effect on the topographical development of the site than was usually the case
for an administrative city with similar origins. When a pre-Roman settle-
ment was marked out for transformation into a new, Gallo-Roman civitas-
capital, the local elite was generally quick to set about turning it into a
city in the Roman style, and existing pre-Roman structures were often
demolished.11 However, less emphasis was placed on transforming secondary
centres in the same manner. In some secondary agglomerations, particularly
in southern Gaul, pre-Roman structures remained in place, and continued to
affect the local topography well into the Roman period.12 Most strikingly,
numerous secondary agglomerations can be identified today as having had
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pre-Roman origins precisely because of the continued presence of a pre-Roman
earthen rampart around the site. In fact, it is clear that in some cases, pre-
Roman ramparts were deliberately maintained at such settlements, rather
than simply never demolished. For example, the pre-Roman fortifications
of the settlement at Mont Afrique, near Dijon in Germania Superior, were
repaired at least twice during the Roman period.13

Various technical terms for describing the status of secondary settlements
are known; for example, ‘vicus’ or ‘conciliabulum’.14 But it is rare to be able to
attribute them securely to any specific settlement. Some Gallo-Roman sec-
ondary agglomerations can be identified as vici from local epigraphy, the
Peutinger Table or land itineraries. However, many are not mentioned in
these sources. Scholars are thus left to invent criteria by which to identify
their legal status from their archaeological remains:15 a problematic exercise,
given that we cannot be certain that a particular status was always linked
with specific physical features. Furthermore, the precise technical meaning of
either ‘vicus’ or ‘conciliabulum’ in a Gallo-Roman context is in any case still
only partially understood. Leveau reminds us that we still do not know
whether a vicus was always found in association with a pagus, or whether the
vicus was always dominant over the pagus rather than vice versa.16 Meanwhile,
the application of the term ‘conciliabulum’ to certain settlements in the
centre-west of Gaul, championed by Picard in the 1970s,17 is now generally
rejected, partly because there is no evidence that it was ever used in Gaul as a
technical term at all.18 The very existence of isolated monumental centres at
these sites, a feature considered characteristic of a ‘conciliabulum’ by Picard, is
also increasingly coming into doubt, as aerial photography and further
excavations reveal substantial areas of associated housing which were hitherto
unknown.19

Of greater importance than the quest to identify the status of specific
secondary agglomerations is the fact that the division in status between these
settlements and administrative cities was in any case not entirely static.20

Sources such as Strabo, Pliny, road itineraries and local epigraphy, which can
be used to identify the status of particular settlements during a given period,
also reveal that this status could change over time. Thus, Carcassonne and
Château-Roussillon were both coloniae in the early imperial period, but had
been demoted to the status of castella by the time the Bordeaux-Jerusalem
itinerary was written in ad 333.21 Conversely, certain particularly successful
secondary agglomerations were promoted in the late imperial period to
become the administrative centres of their own territories: examples include
Boulogne, Geneva, Grenoble and Tournai. The importance of such docu-
mented changes is that urban status in Roman Gaul was negotiable.
Settlements such as Mandeure did stand a genuine chance of attaining full
administrative status if a sufficient display of local importance was made:
something which benefactions of orthogonal street layouts or monumental
public buildings could only aid.
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Whilst it is difficult to identify the legal status of a secondary agglomer-
ation with certainty, variations in the roles which they played within wider
settlement networks are proving a fruitful focus of current scholarship.
Archaeological evidence makes it clear that secondary settlements were cap-
able of performing a wide range of different social, administrative and
economic functions.22 Certain secondary agglomerations also developed a
specialised function, and may thus have been visited by people from the
surrounding region who required a specific service. Some settlements, for
example, developed a specialised religious function, attested by the remains
of temple complexes or baths fed by thermal springs.23 Others had a strong
industrial or commercial element,24 or acted primarily as road-stations meet-
ing the needs of travellers.25 Such specialisation was not universal, and many
secondary agglomerations performed a combination of functions. However, it
does point towards the development of local settlement hierarchies in Gaul
during the Roman period, consisting of groups of interdependent secondary
agglomerations headed by the administrative cities.26

Finally, secondary agglomerations also varied in terms of their distribu-
tion across the landscape. Location studies have shown that certain geo-
graphical factors were particularly conducive to the successful development
of Gallo-Roman secondary agglomerations. They are often found, for example,
at sites with good communications links. Waterways had already been
attractive to settlement in the pre-Roman period, but the development of the
Gallo-Roman road system played a still greater role in influencing the distri-
bution of secondary agglomerations.27 Sites where one or more transport
routes intersected, such as cross-roads, river-crossings or estuary mouths were
especially favoured. Secondary agglomerations could also be located at points
of special significance within the political or physical landscape, such as near
the boundaries of civitates, close to civitas-capitals, at valley entrances or
on hill-tops.28 Many Gallo-Roman secondary agglomerations had of course
already had their locations determined in the pre-Roman period. However,
sites with pre-Roman origins could only have survived and flourished if
their locations also gave them a relevance and function within the new
Gallo-Roman settlement networks. It is also clear that secondary agglomer-
ations were not evenly distributed across all of Gaul in the Roman period,
and nor were they consistent in character from one region to another.29 For
instance, studies in Aquitania have revealed a striking contrast between those
civitates north of the Garonne, which generally had dense networks of second-
ary agglomerations, and those to the south, which contained very few such
settlements.30 In part, this reflects geographical factors which made some
regions more hospitable to secondary centres than others, as well as differ-
ences in settlement patterns in the pre-Roman period.31 However, Woolf has
argued that variations in the density of secondary agglomerations may also
have resulted from the different levels of interest shown by local elites in
fostering their development.32
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In terms of appearance, status, function, distribution and extent of elite
involvement, then, the secondary agglomerations in Roman Gaul, were a
highly diverse group: arguably much more diverse than the administrative
cities from which they are usually distinguished. As a result, research into
these settlements has frequently sought to approach them by grouping them
into different typological categories. In France, a typology created in 1990
by Mangin and Tassaux for the secondary agglomerations of Aquitania33 had
a significant impact on modern research, and has since been applied to
other parts of Gaul.34 Mangin and Tassaux defined five types of secondary
agglomeration, which may be translated as follows:

1 Cities, including ‘true’ cities and semi-urban agglomerations.
2 Small market towns (specialised or diversified economic centres).
3 Agglomerations with a predominantly religious function.
4 Relay stations.
5 Rural agglomerations or villages.

These categories have not been without their critics, who have argued that
there is not yet sufficient evidence available to group secondary agglomer-
ations in this way, or, who suggested that the categories do not do justice to
the full range of secondary settlement types in Gaul.35 However, Tassaux
defended the typology in 1994, arguing that it is more useful to attempt to
examine the different functions of secondary agglomerations than simply to
list them without distinction, even if this can currently be done only as a
preliminary exercise.36 In Britain, Burnham and Wacher devised a similar
typology for their book, The Small Towns of Roman Britain.37 Burnham and
Wacher, however, split Mangin and Tassaux’s first category into three differ-
ent levels of cities and towns, and introduced ‘minor defended settlements’
and ‘undefended settlements’ in the place of their last two categories. These
changes in part reflect differences in the development of Britain and Gaul
during the Roman period, since most British settlements were defended by
the end of the second century, while their Gallo-Roman equivalents
remained open.

Here, a typological approach will also be adopted, in order to discover
whether there are consistent patterns in the development or non-development
of any peripheral features around different types of secondary agglomer-
ations. However, the categories defined by both Mangin and Tassaux and
Burnham and Wacher have limitations which make them inappropriate in
the present context. The criteria used by both sets of researchers to define
their categories are somewhat mixed, grouping the settlements by a combin-
ation of their physical appearance (e.g. size, monumentality, presence of
defences) and their apparent socio-economic function. In my view, this
undermines the usefulness of the typologies, since it creates the potential for
a settlement to belong equally to two different categories depending on
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whether its physical appearance or local function is privileged. In this chap-
ter, I propose instead to group the secondary agglomerations of Gaul into
two broad categories on the basis of a single criterion:

1 Those, such as Mandeure, which show significant evidence for aspirations
towards urbanitas.

2 All other settlements.

In practice, the line between these two categories is of course hard to define,
and classifications are bound to remain somewhat subjective. However, in the
context of an enquiry into the periurban, it is worth at least attempting to
make this division, for two main reasons. First, examining the ‘more urban-
ised’ secondary agglomerations as a separate group allows valuable compar-
isons to be drawn between these settlements and the primary administrative
centres of Gaul. As the example of Mandeure shows, the most urban second-
ary agglomerations had much in common with administrative cities in terms
of size, appearance and culture. If, then, they are also found to display pat-
terns of periurban development similar to those associated with administra-
tive cities, this may indicate that the two types of settlement had more in
common on a socio-economic level than the legal differences between them
might suggest. Second, an examination of the ‘less urbanised’ secondary
agglomerations as a separate group will allow the assumption, made thus far,
that periurban occupation requires a distinctly urban centre against which to
be defined to be put to the test. Since these settlements were not markedly
urban in nature, we might assume that they could not have possessed an
urban periphery. The second part of this chapter will determine whether
they could, none the less, be organised according to some form of centre–
periphery divide and, if they could not, what alternative forms of topo-
graphical organisation they did display. While the discussion of both types of
secondary agglomeration is underway, the terms ‘periurban’ and ‘urban per-
iphery’ will be avoided until and unless it becomes possible to determine
whether they can justifiably be applied to the occupation encountered at
these settlements. ‘Centre’ and ‘periphery’ will be preferred, since they avoid
assumptions about the urbanitas of the settlements under discussion.

As a final point, it must be acknowledged that any study of Gallo-Roman
secondary agglomerations is made difficult by the limited nature of the arch-
aeological evidence available: especially dating evidence.38 Even where sys-
tematic excavations are carried out, they are often too limited in scope to
provide detailed chronological information,39 while many features are known
only through aerial photography. Modern research into secondary agglomer-
ations has also been uneven, meaning that settlements in some areas of
Gaul have been studied in great detail, while those in other areas remain
poorly known. Comprehensive regional syntheses of secondary settlements
in Aquitania,40 Belgica and the Germanies41 and the modern regions of
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Franche-Comté and Bourgogne42 and Languedoc-Roussillon43 have all been
published, but other parts of Lugdunensis and Narbonensis remain to be
covered. This makes it difficult to compare secondary agglomerations in dif-
ferent parts of Gaul. Likewise, few of the sites are known in enough detail to
draw firm conclusions about the nature, or even the existence, of any devel-
opment around their peripheries. Therefore, in this chapter the study area
has been expanded slightly in order to increase the available data-set, with a
small number of sites from areas allocated to the Germanies in the ad 90s
included in the discussion.

Settlements with distinct aspirations towards urbanitas

Introduction

Few Gallo-Roman secondary agglomerations have yielded clear evidence for
significant aspirations towards urban status. Mangin and Tassaux, when cre-
ating their typologies of secondary agglomerations in Aquitania, were able to
identify only ten ‘ “true” cities’ and a further twenty ‘semi-urban agglomer-
ations’ amongst a data-set of 180 secondary settlements known in the
region.44 Naturally, still less of those secondary agglomerations which do
show signs of urban aspirations have been investigated thoroughly enough
to reveal evidence for any peripheral development. A recent discussion of
eight of the largest and best-known secondary agglomerations in Aquitania
includes the comment, ‘Notons à cette occasion que l’environnement immédiat des
agglomérations n’est pour ainsi dire pas connu: aucun faubourg, aucun nécropole n’ont
été repérés.’45 As a result, it has been possible to draw on evidence from only
eleven settlements for the present discussion: Naintré,46 Antigny,47 Sanxay,
Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil48 and Argentomagus49 in Aquitania, Dalheim,
Château-Porcien and Beaumont-sur-Oise in Belgica,50 Ambrussum and
Glanum51 in Narbonensis and Mandeure in Germania Superior.

The small size of this group need not be taken to indicate that occupation
on the periphery of urbanised secondary agglomerations was especially
unusual per se, given the current state of research. It does, however, mean that
it is difficult to be certain how widely the patterns of occupation observed
may actually have applied in the past. Within the group, a preponderance of
settlements in Aquitania and Belgica must be acknowledged; however, this
is more likely to reflect the concentrations of modern scholarship than
ancient patterns. It should also be noted that three of the settlements –
Naintré, Antigny and Sanxay – were all located in the territory of the Pictones,
where they formed an arc of highly urbanised secondary agglomerations
between 18 and 30 km from the civitas-capital, Poitiers.52 Thus, any patterns
of occupation observed at these particular towns may in fact have resulted
from local circumstances (including direct emulation of one another), rather
than from factors which applied all over Gaul.53
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The main features which mark out the settlements in this group as
having had strong aspirations towards urbanitas are the presence of an
orthogonal street layout or monumental public buildings. Naintré, Antigny,
Dalheim, Château-Porcien, Beaumont-sur-Oise and Mandeure all have well-
documented orthogonal layouts, and Sanxay clearly had a strongly axial plan,
although only fragments of an actual street-grid have been identified. Not all
of these layouts are entirely regular across the site. For example, at Mandeure,
the orientations of some roads were clearly influenced by the curving course
of the nearby river Doubs. Yet a degree of irregularity can also be identified
in the street plans of some administrative cities; for example, Amiens, Arles,
Lyon, Paris, Rouen, Saintes or Toulouse. Meanwhile, with the exception
of the poorly explored Château-Porcien, each one of these settlements is
known to have possessed a theatre and at least one temple. Mandeure also
boasted a set of baths and Antigny and Sanxay both possessed complexes of
related monuments, unified through architectural devices such as a common
orientation or an enclosure wall. Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil, Argentomagus,
Ambrussum and Glanum did not have orthogonal layouts, but all were
well-equipped with urban-style public monuments or houses.54 Ambrussum
also appears to have minted its own coins during the closing years of the
Republic,55 while Glanum has yielded an inscription of the second century
ad describing it as a ‘res publica’ with its own treasury.56 Both, then, may in
fact have enjoyed full urban status for a time, although it is not thought to
have been long-lasting in either case.

Boundaries

If the secondary agglomerations under consideration here shared with
full administrative cities characteristics such as orthogonal street layouts or
the presence of monumental public buildings, it should not come as a sur-
prise to find that they also shared the distinctly urban trait of using visible
boundary markers to define the core of the settlement. The orthogonal grids
already discussed of course contributed to this, by creating a visual distinc-
tion between the area covered by and aligned with the grid, and the area
beyond it. Furthermore, those parts of the settlements which possessed
orthogonal grids, or, in the absence of a grid, featured the heaviest concentra-
tion of monumental buildings, were also often demarcated by natural
features such as watercourses or steep slopes, suggesting that they were
deliberately placed to make use of these as boundary markers. Watercourses
appear to have acted as boundary markers at Antigny, Beaumont, Mandeure,
Naintré and Sanxay, while steep slopes also performed the same func-
tion at Antigny, Argentomagus, Château-Porcien, Dalheim, Naintré and
Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil. Finally, Ambrussum, Glanum (figure 5.3) and
Argentomagus (figure 5.4, p. 182) also retained into the Roman period
defensive circuits which had been established before the Roman occupation.
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Figure 5.3 Glanum (Saint-Rémy-de-Provence).
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Glanum had had two successive defensive circuits by the time it was
incorporated into the Roman empire: initially one of earth and dry stone
built around the sixth century bc, and then a rebuilding of this circuit in
grand appareil and its extension northwards in the second century bc.57

Ambrussum, too, had known two successive sets of masonry ramparts by
the second half of the third century bc, both furnished with towers.58

Meanwhile, part of Argentomagus was located on a steep-sided plateau,
known today as ‘les Mersans’, with an earthwork consisting of a bank and
ditch restricting access to the plateau from its one readily approachable side.59

That all of these boundary markers performed the same sorts of functions
as the boundary markers found in administrative cities is already strongly
suggested by their location around parts of the settlements which were
embellished with orthogonal grids or monumental public buildings. It may
in some cases be further strengthened by an examination of the position of
the settlements’ cemeteries: features which, as established in chapter 3, can
help modern observers to identify the probable courses of urban boundaries,
even if they did not constitute boundary markers in themselves. We find that
cemeteries have been identified at Dalheim at the northern and southern
ends of the orthogonal grid, as well as to the east, in the valley below the
edge of the plateau where the settlement was situated.60 Beaumont-sur-Oise
also had a cemetery immediately to the south of its orthogonal grid.61 At
Argentomagus, imperial-period cemeteries were located outside the pre-
Roman earthwork,62 strengthening the idea that it helped to define a special
area of occupation on the plateau itself. At Glanum, a cemetery was in use by
the first century bc about 600m north of the probable line of the second
century bc circuit,63 while no tombs of this period have been found within
the circuit. The best-known tomb from the imperial period here is a mauso-
leum at ‘les Antiques’, built just outside the north-west corner of the defen-
sive circuit, but inhumation burials and a funerary inscription have also been
found close by,64 all suggesting that the pre-Roman circuit continued to be
used as a form of pomerial boundary. Perhaps more significantly, around
20 bc a monumental arch was built in the same area of ‘les Antiques’ on the
approach into the town.65 Thus, a typically Roman-style boundary marker
supplemented the nearby line of the existing ramparts, marking a point of
transition here between countryside and settlement. Similarly, the south gate
at Ambrussum was rebuilt in the late first century bc, again reinforcing in a
Roman context the significance of the existing pre-Roman circuit.

If it is by now clear that boundaries similar to those found in administra-
tive cities were used to define distinct ‘centres’ in the most urbanised second-
ary agglomerations, we should nevertheless note that in several cases, the
state of the evidence makes it difficult to identify the line of the boundaries
precisely. For instance, it may not be clear how far an orthogonal grid
extended. It is also arguable that the concern to mark settlement boundaries
clearly, and to maintain them over time, was less strong in these secondary

H I G H  E M P I R E :  S E C O N D A RY  A G G L O M E R AT I O N S

178



agglomerations than was usually the case in the administrative cities of Gaul.
The irregularities in some of their street plans, for instance, may reflect a
lower level of commitment to the idea of creating a precisely ordered urban
centre than was felt at some administrative centres. Some orthogonal layouts
also appear to have developed over a longer period of time than the grids
laid out in administrative cities, or have been established at a later date.66

Occupation at Dalheim, for example, began in the Augustan period, but an
orthogonal grid was only added on to the existing ribbon development at the
site in the ad 70s.67 At Château-Porcien, on the other hand, excavations on
the plateau de Nandin make it reasonably certain that the occupation here
was both established for the first time and organised into an orthogonal grid
during the Augustan period.68 In addition, the use of features such as rivers
or steep slopes to define the edges of these settlements should not be inter-
preted purely as a sign of interest in conforming to the Roman ideal of
urbanism. Natural features such as these were often employed as boundaries
for indigenous settlements, prior to the beginnings of Roman influence
in Gaul.69

Chronology

Some of the settlements in this group are known to have been occupied
in the pre-Roman period. This is certainly the case for Argentomagus,
Ambrussum and Glanum, as evidenced by their pre-Roman defences, and
extensive Hellenistic-period remains in the case of Glanum.70 The establish-
ment of Roman rule did not always have an immediate effect on the topog-
raphy of such settlements. In Narbonensis, Ambrussum and Glanum begin
to show unequivocal evidence for change only in the latter half of the
first century bc, while the earliest recognisably Roman constructions at
Argentomagus were not built until the first half of the first century ad. Even
once the settlement had become recognisably Gallo-Roman, existing pre-
Roman features could continue to have a marked effect on topographical
development. The pre-Roman buildings at Glanum in the mouth of the
valley of Notre-Dame determined the organisation and later development of
the town’s monumental centre, while the defensive circuits at all three
settlements seem to have continued to define their ‘central’ cores throughout
the Roman period.

Whilst such dramatic legacies of pre-Roman occupation are absent from
the other secondary agglomerations being considered here, pre-Roman ori-
gins can be detected in several other cases. A la Tène house has been identi-
fied at Dalheim,71 while Iron Age coins and fibulae were discovered beneath
the sanctuary at Mandeure.72 Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil has yielded evidence
for at least sporadic occupation since the mid-third century bc, and Naintré
appears to have resulted from a shift in the early Roman period from a hill-
top oppidum into the river-plain below, which itself may already have been
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partially occupied.73 Meanwhile, the site of Château-Porcien on a closely
defined plateau has led some commentators to suggest that it may have been
the location of a pre-Roman settlement.74 In most cases, however, the earliest
significant signs of nucleated settlement appeared during the reign of
Augustus, with noticeable flourishing beginning in the Claudian period.75

Occupation beyond the visible boundary markers at these settlements is
rarely well enough documented to allow detailed commentary on its chrono-
logical relationship with the demarcated centres. However, at none of these
sites is any peripheral feature known to have pre-dated the establishment of
the defined settlement centre. Argentomagus does offer an example of the
appearance of a peripheral monument almost concurrently with the begin-
nings of monumentalisation on the defended plateau. Here, a wooden theatre
of Gallo-Roman type was built at le Virou in the second quarter of the first
century ad, around 100m west of the plateau (see plate 5.1).76 Perhaps more
typical, however, is the situation seen at Mandeure. Here, an area of per-
ipheral development at Mathay probably grew up for the first time during
the first century ad.77 If this is correct, Mathay became occupied well after
the establishment of Mandeure’s central nucleus in the Augustan period.

General topography

A number of the settlements in this group have yielded evidence for indi-
vidual public buildings such as theatres, temples or baths, which seem to

Plate 5.1 Theatre of le Virou, Argentomagus.
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have stood beyond their demarcated centres and in isolation from other
structures. The level of archaeological information available in most cases
means that the possibility of as-yet-unidentified structures around these
buildings, or between them and the settlement centre, cannot be discounted.
However, on the basis of the current evidence, examples of apparently
isolated peripheral buildings include a theatre at Dalheim,78 another at
Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil,79 a further theatre, temple and enclosed spring
basin at Sanxay,80 a theatre and small temple at Argentomagus81 and one
more theatre and temple as well as a set of baths at Mandeure.82 All were set
apart from the centres of their respective settlements, and yet linked to them
through devices such as roads or physical orientation (see discussion below).
The placement of such public buildings in the settlement periphery, with
no immediately adjacent occupation, is something which has already been
encountered at administrative cities, and hence may point towards similar
principles of topographical organisation being used. It is also worth noting
that, again just as at administrative cities, isolated public buildings could
either be the only peripheral features at a secondary agglomeration (e.g. at
Dalheim, Sanxay and Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil), or occur together with clus-
ters of occupation elsewhere in the settlement periphery (e.g. at Mandeure
and Argentomagus).

At certain secondary agglomerations, occupation has been identified
which is continuous with the centre of the settlement but distinguished from
it by the boundary markers discussed above. This is particularly clear at
Argentomagus, where most of the peripheral occupation was clustered
immediately around the defended plateau of les Mersans, just beyond the
pre-Roman rampart (figure 5.4). To the north of the rampart lay an amphi-
theatre, which was probably built in the second century ad.83 This quickly
became surrounded by an area of loose residential and artisanal occupation on
the plateau of les Courates, which grew up from around the same period and
is known through antiquarian reports, aerial photography and surface sur-
vey.84 Meanwhile, between the southern foot of les Mersans and the bank of
the river Creuse lay a set of public baths, probably also built in the second
century, and again almost certainly surrounded by further occupation.85 Both
les Courates and the river valley, then, appear to have been used as expansion
zones during the second century, providing extra space for the construction
of both public monuments and residential occupation. Again, this is a pat-
tern which can be seen in the peripheries of administrative cities in Gaul
such as Lyon or Vienne. Indeed, the relatively small size of the defended
plateau at Argentomagus may indicate that continuous areas of occupation
grew up on its periphery for similar reasons to the equivalent developments
at Lyon and Vienne: the presence of an original defined ‘centre’ which was
closely constricted by natural topography and/or man-made defences.

Rather different settlement patterns are seen at Mandeure, Antigny,
Château-Porcien and Ambrussum. These four settlements all featured separate
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nuclei of occupation which were not directly continuous with their demar-
cated centres, but nevertheless appears to have been closely related to them.
At Mandeure, two such nuclei, covering around 100 ha between them,
existed in addition to the 60 ha of the settlement centre.86 The first of these,
the ‘Faubourg du Pont’, lay across the river Doubs, where two major roads

Figure 5.4 Argentomagus (Argenton-sur-Creuse/Saint-Marcel).
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converged in order to cross it by bridge.87 This can arguably be interpreted as
a directly continuous development, which was separated only by the river
from the main core of Mandeure. However, the second nucleus, Mathay, lay
approximately 1.5 km from the demarcated centre, separated from it by both
the river Doubs and an extent of apparently open space. Nevertheless, several
factors suggest that it should be interpreted as a satellite settlement rather
than an independent agglomeration. Mathay was linked to the settlement
centre at Mandeure by its position on the main road leading out of Mandeure
towards Besançon and by a ford across the Doubs. It also appears to have
performed a specialised commercial and industrial function, believed to have
been linked with trading activities based in the larger centre.88 At Antigny, a
similar area of occupation lay across the Gartempe and around 250m from
the main settlement, but was connected to it by a ford across the river. Here,
4000m2 of built-up occupation has been recognised through aerial photog-
raphy, including the ground-plans of buildings which appear to be houses.89

At Ambrussum, a separate nucleus of occupation grew up around 30 bc at
Sablas, which lay on the Via Domitia 250m from the fortified centre, and
close to the river Vidourle.90 Finally, at Château-Porcien, another nucleus of
occupation, at la Briqueterie and les Coutures, lay approximately 1.5 km east
of the main settlement centre and was connected to it by the road towards
Köln.91

These distinct satellite nuclei may again be compared with similar devel-
opments already observed at certain administrative cities: in particular,
Amiens, Metz, Lisieux, Périgueux and Toulouse. It is also of interest to note
that the satellite nuclei at both Mandeure and Antigny have yielded evidence
for the presence of orthogonal street layouts. The Faubourg du Pont at
Mandeure was not only laid out with orthogonal streets itself, but also shared
an identical alignment with the main centre: perhaps supporting the earlier
suggestion that it should really be seen as a continuous peripheral develop-
ment rather than a separate satellite. Mathay, however, also had an extensive
and very regular orthogonal grid, which has been thoroughly explored
through modern excavations, although here it was aligned with the main
road towards Besançon rather than with the streets of Mandeure. Meanwhile,
the nucleus across the Gartempe at Antigny featured at least two roads which
were perpendicular to the main route leading through it towards Bourges.92

This suggests that this quarter was also organised around an orthogonal grid,
although it is not certain in this case whether the grid was deliberately
planned or developed spontaneously, like the example seen at Lisieux.
Orthogonal planning of this kind was extremely rare in the urban peripheries
of the major administrative cities in Gaul, and its appearance outside
Mandeure, and possibly Antigny, is rather surprising. It could perhaps be
characterised as the result of a local enthusiasm for adopting indicators of
urban status, such as the orthogonal grid, which was less constrained by the
usual focus upon the urban centre than it might have been in a primary city.

H I G H  E M P I R E :  S E C O N D A RY  A G G L O M E R AT I O N S

183



However, given that these two cases are the only examples known, they need
not be viewed as evidence for a widespread practice.

Uses of peripheral space

The secondary agglomerations which are grouped together in this chapter
because of their apparent aspirations towards urbanitas are separated in other
contexts because of the different activities which went on within them. Such
functional distinctions should generally not be drawn too sharply, since the
evidence is rarely strong enough to be certain that any given activity was not
practised within a particular secondary agglomeration in the past. It is also
clear that many settlements performed a range of functions. Researchers at
Sanxay, for instance, usually categorised as a religious settlement, have sug-
gested that it was also the setting for fairs during religious festivals, thus
combining an economic with a sacred function.93 However, it is noticeable
that, among the settlements under discussion here, Antigny, Sanxay and
Glanum have produced evidence for particularly large or extensive sanctuary
complexes, but little or no industrial activity. By contrast, the other settle-
ments being examined have yielded plentiful evidence for economic activity,
although all of them also had at least one temple. At Beaumont-sur-Oise,
Mandeure, Dalheim, Naintré and Argentomagus, industries such as ceramic
production, metal-working, meat-processing, stone-working and textile pro-
duction are well attested within the centres of the settlements.94 This is
perfectly in keeping with the evidence from administrative cities in Gaul,
where there also seems to have been no deliberate policy of excluding industrial
production from the urban centre.

Beyond the centres of these secondary agglomerations, industrial activity
is also attested, but often appears to have taken on a more specialised char-
acter. At Naintré, several potters’ kilns, and possibly some metal-working
forges, were clustered together immediately east of the town’s orthogonal
grid.95 Aerial photographs of the site suggest that some of these kilns were
grouped within a rectangular enclosure, while excavations in 1985 uncovered
an organised potters’ workshop.96 This area, then, was clearly dominated by
industrial activity, and was probably used by groups of potters working
together. Excavations at Mathay near Mandeure have also revealed evidence
of specialised activity. Here, the dominant industry appears to have been the
manufacture of pitchers, which, along with other ceramic goods, were pro-
duced in at least seven workshops, some featuring more than one kiln or
specialised rooms for different stages in the production process.97 With sev-
eral shops and storage silos also identified on the site, Mathay appears to have
functioned primarily as a centre of production and exchange, with links to
the main centre at Mandeure, and perhaps also other markets along the
course of the Doubs or along the road to Besançon.98 At Sablas, just outside
Ambrussum, a building with a courtyard has been excavated in detail.99 This
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building was host to a range of economic activities, including milling,
smithing and ceramic production, while the prints of numerous horse-shoes
in the floor suggested that horses regularly passed through the court, and a
series of rooms along its north wall may have been used as bedrooms. The site
as a whole has been interpreted as a relay-station servicing travellers on the
Via Domitia,100 which may be seen in itself as a specialised function. Finally,
at Glanum, major quarrying work went on during the early imperial period
to the north-east of the settlement, where large deposits of shelly limestone
were available (labelled ‘Peirieres-vieilles’ on figure 5.3, p. 177).101 These
quarries must have been a major source of wealth for Glanum, since their
stone was used not only for many of the buildings within the town, but also
for construction works at Lyon and Vienne.102

It would thus appear to have been possible for industrial activity to
develop almost anywhere within an urbanised secondary agglomeration, but
for it to gather in the settlement periphery in certain circumstances, often as
a specialised cluster of related activity. At Glanum, the location of the
quarrying industry was obviously determined by the limestone deposits.
The activity here may be compared with that at Nîmes, or the clusters of
potters attracted to clay seams in the peripheries of Fréjus, Saintes and Sens.
The relay station outside Ambrussum evidently developed in response to the
course of the Via Domitia, and perhaps also the nearby river Vidourle. The
clusters at Mathay and to the east of Naintré are currently less easily explic-
able, but it would be of no great surprise to find that they, too, were influ-
enced by superior ease of access to economic attractors such as raw materials,
space for building workshops and markets for their goods.

The periphery of an urban secondary agglomeration could also be used for
domestic occupation, again as was the case at an administrative city. Such
occupation is known from the area of les Courates at Argentomagus, and
also in the satellite nuclei at Mandeure, Antigny and Château-Porcien. At
Antigny, no houses have been directly excavated, but aerial photographs
indicate that the houses across the Gartempe were similar to those in the
settlement centre, consisting of rectilinear walls aligned with the nearby
roads.103 At Mandeure, systematic excavations have revealed some differences
between centre and periphery in terms of domestic occupation, and especially
between the main nucleus in the curve of the Doubs and the development at
Mathay. In both the demarcated centre and the Faubourg du Pont, masonry
houses with features such as painted plaster and large rooms have been excav-
ated, while mosaics have also been discovered in the central part of the
settlement. In both cases, there was also evidence for metal-working being
pursued on some of the same sites, revealing a close link between domestic
and economic activity.104 By contrast, most of the domestic structures excav-
ated at Mathay took the form of annexes behind shops and workshops which
lined the streets,105 rather than large, independent houses. Given the special-
ist economic function which Mathay seems to have fulfilled, though, this
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may reflect the difference between a primarily artisanal and a primarily resi-
dential area as much as it does the differences between a settlement centre
and its periphery.

All of the settlements under discussion here except for Château-Porcien
and Glanum are known to have possessed a theatre of some kind.106 Most of
these appear to have been of Gallic type, although those at Naintré and
Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil were apparently classical in style. With the excep-
tion of those at Beaumont-sur-Oise and Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil, they were
also all built using sloping ground to support their seating. At Beaumont,
the free-standing design of the theatre meant that it could be fitted into one
of the insulae of the orthogonal grid, making it an unusual example of a
Gallic theatre built within the centre of an urbanised settlement.107 The
locations of most of the other theatres, however, appear to have been deter-
mined largely by the availability of sloping ground. This had the effect of
placing them either on the very perimeter of a settlement (as at Antigny,
Dalheim, Naintré and Mandeure) or in areas which were more clearly beyond
the limits of the urbanised centre (as at Argentomagus, Saint-Germain-
d’Esteuil and Sanxay). Here, then, the periphery was being used as a zone in
which to construct public monuments at relatively low expense, but within
easy reach of the settlement centre.

The relationship between these peripheral theatres and the nearby
centres, however, was still made clear. The theatres at Naintré, Sanxay and
Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil were all oriented so that their seating faced towards
the centre of the agglomeration, much as was the case for the periurban
classical theatre at Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges. At Dalheim, the slope
into which the theatre was set caused it to face away from the settlement
centre, but here, a road appears to have provided a link between the two, as
was also the case for the theatre at Naintré. The situation at Dalheim is again
comparable to the theatre at the administrative city of Jublains, which also
faced away from the urban centre but was linked to it by a pair of roads.
Meanwhile, at Argentomagus, the theatre at le Virou faced out across the
river Creuse and towards the main route towards the settlement from the
south. This theatre appears to have been situated in order to render it highly
visible to visitors approaching the settlement: probably also the case for the
theatre at Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil, on the end of a low ridge. The theatre at
Mandeure faced towards a nearby sanctuary set into a round enclosure, rather
than the main settlement centre. However, both theatre and sanctuary lay
within 200m of the gridded centre, and would have been highly visible to
anyone approaching the settlement across the Doubs from Besançon. They
can therefore also be interpreted as closely related to the central nucleus.

Generally, then, theatres at urbanised secondary agglomerations were of
Gallic type, and fell in the settlement periphery but were closely related to
the centre. In these respects, they much resemble theatres at administrative
cities, although the Gallic theatre located within the settlement centre at
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Beaumont-sur-Oise is not currently known to have been matched at any
administrative city. The links between settlement centres and theatres sug-
gest that these buildings were perceived as important features of the agglom-
erations where they were found, with people travelling regularly from the
centre to attend spectacles held in them, and indeed often looking back over
that centre as they watched the shows. It is also important to note that the
use of orientation to associate several of these theatres with their settlements
is very characteristic of Roman urban planning, and again reflects their urban
aspirations.

The relationship between the theatre and round sanctuary at Mandeure
has already been noted, and a similar temple–theatre relationship appears to
have applied at Argentomagus, where a small Romano-Celtic temple has
been identified close to the theatre at le Virou through aerial photography.108

Elsewhere, small temples which do not appear to have had a direct relation-
ship with a theatre are known in the peripheries of Antigny, Sanxay and
Château-Porcien. These temples were all of Romano-Celtic type, and their
appearance in the settlement periphery is thus in keeping with patterns
seen at administrative cities. However, most of the urbanised secondary
agglomerations under investigation here also featured at least one, and often
several, Romano-Celtic temples within their demarcated centres. This is a
significant departure from the model of administrative cities in Gaul, where
this was extremely rare, and it must be treated as a sign of the difference in
character between administrative cities and even the most urbanised second-
ary agglomerations. The only exception to the rule is Glanum, where a pair
of Corinthian temples in honour of Roma and the imperial family were built
in the monumental centre of the settlement during the Augustan period.109

Glanum’s position in Narbonensis, where temples of Romano-Celtic type are
virtually unknown, is enough to explain this, however. The central area
of Antigny also featured a temple of classical type, probably dedicated to
Minerva,110 but this seems to have been an isolated example amongst a fur-
ther eight or more Romano-Celtic temples also located within the settlement
centre.

Returning to the temples which were located in the peripheries of urban-
ised secondary agglomerations, we find that those which did not have a close
physical or axial relationship with a nearby theatre were generally linked
instead, using similar devices, with the centre of the settlement. At Sanxay, a
small temple on the far bank of the Vonne lay on the same axis as the main
octagonal sanctuary in the centre of the agglomeration. At Antigny, another
sanctuary was located on a plateau with an excellent view over the whole
settlement, and probably faced towards its centre.111 Both of these temples,
in fact, were on raised ground overlooking the settlements, perhaps indicat-
ing that they had some kind of tutelary function. A slightly different case is
encountered in the nucleus of la Briqueterie/les Courcelles at Château-Porcien,
where a building set into a large enclosure has also been interpreted as a
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temple.112 If this is correct, it constitutes an example of a temple which was not
isolated, but associated with residential occupation. However, with no detailed
dating evidence from either the temple or the surrounding occupation, it is
not possible to say whether it was built to serve an existing population
nucleus, or whether the occupation grew up around the temple.

The theatres and temples discussed above represent the great majority of
the public buildings encountered in the peripheries of urbanised secondary
agglomerations. However, two further types of public building remain to be
discussed. At both Mandeure and Argentomagus, public baths have been
encountered outside the defined centres of these settlements. Mandeure in
fact possessed at least two sets of baths: one within the orthogonal grid of
the settlement centre, known as the Thermes de Muraille-Bourg, and a sec-
ond about 1 km to the south-east of this centre, known as the Thermes de
Courcelles. The central baths, excavated during the late eighteenth century,
were equipped with marble-panelled walls and mosaic floors, as well as
lead pipes suggesting a running water-supply.113 Meanwhile, the peripheral
Thermes de Courcelles featured multiple rooms and pools decorated with
several different colours of marble panelling, slate, polished yellow stone and
stucco.114 There thus appears to have been little discernable difference in
quality between the two complexes. Mangin and collaborators suggest that
the Thermes de Courcelles may have been built outside the centre of
Mandeure because they were linked with an unknown sanctuary.115 Equally,
the probable Flavian date of these baths may mean that space did not exist
within the settlement centre for a monument as ambitious as this by the
time it was built.

At Argentomagus, the probable second-century date of the baths situated
between the plateau of les Mersans and the river Creuse similarly suggests
that they were built when there was already little space left within the forti-
fied centre.116 At neither Argentomagus nor Mandeure does ease of access to a
water supply from the nearby river seem to have been an overriding factor in
influencing the location of their peripheral baths. Running water was clearly
available in the centre of Argentomagus, since it was supplied to a monu-
mental public basin there through a conduit.117 Finally, Argentomagus also
possessed an amphitheatre, again of probable second century date, situated a
little to the north of its earthen rampart. The presence of such a monument is
very unusual in a secondary agglomeration, and especially one which already
featured a theatre. However, the amphitheatre has been very little explored,
and is known only through limited investigations in the late nineteenth
century.118 Information about its exact date of construction, or even whether
it was a mixed edifice or of classical type is therefore lacking. What can be
said is that the presence of such a monument in the settlement periphery is
once again entirely in keeping with patterns observed at administrative
cities, as is the absence of amphitheatres from the centres of these secondary
agglomerations.
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Another prominent feature which can be observed around secondary
agglomerations of urban type is the villa. One or more villas are known close
to six of the eleven settlements discussed here, at distances varying from 1 to
4 km.119 The best documented are probably two situated along a road run-
ning past the eastern end of Naintré, observed through aerial photography,120

and the villa of les Murgelots at Mandeure, which has been the subject of
restricted excavations. The villas at Naintré both cover a large surface area,
and the one further from the town has revealed traces of a semi-circular
entrance-way facing on to the road.121 The villa of les Murgelots, which was
actually closer to Mandeure than the occupation at Mathay, had heated
rooms which may have constituted a bath suite, and has yielded fragments of
black marble streaked with white from quarries in the Haute-Saône region,
about 20 km away.122 Some of these villas, then, were richly furnished, and
they were certainly physically close to the nearby agglomerations. Probably,
this reflects the importance of small-scale trade in agricultural produce
within the Gallo-Roman economy. Nearby villas could use the town as a
source of labour and a market for their produce, which might also be gath-
ered and stored within the town before being transported for sale elsewhere.
The relationship, then, may well have been similar to that seen at adminis-
trative cities, and some villas may even have been owned by elite families
with a special interest in particular secondary agglomerations. But, once
again, the relationship does not seem to have been significantly more intense
than that between a settlement centre and any agricultural property, and
there is certainly no sign of anything approaching Ciceronian suburbanitas.

Conclusion

In general terms, the character and organisation of the peripheral develop-
ment discussed above would appear to have a great deal in common with
periurban development encountered at coloniae or civitas-capitals in Gaul.
Just as the centres of these secondary settlements resemble the centres of
administrative cities in their use of monumental architecture and orthogonal
street layouts, their peripheries were also home to a number of features famil-
iar from primary cities: industrial installations, domestic occupation, public
buildings, cemeteries and villas. The spatial principles by which these fea-
tures were organised are likewise comparable, including isolated buildings,
areas of continuous occupation and distinct nuclei. In addition, similar struc-
tural links served to connect peripheries and centres in each case. Roads,
bridges and the orientations of buildings provided physical or visual con-
nectors, while religious, social and economic activity must have ensured
regular movement between the two zones.

Such similarities cast a valuable light on the factors which encouraged the
development of this type of occupation, at either administrative cities or the
most urbanised secondary agglomerations. Since the two types of settlement
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held a different legal status, and yet developed similar patterns of occupation
outside their centres, we can conclude that the character of this occupation
was not significantly affected by the administrative status of the settlement
around which it grew up. Instead, its development must have been influ-
enced by some or all of the other characteristics which these types of settle-
ments both shared; for example, a closely defined urban centre, a relatively
large population and a role as a significant socio-economic centre within the
local landscape. Meanwhile, the very case for describing the agglomerations
discussed in this section as ‘urban’ would seem to be strengthened by the
discovery that not only their centres, but their settlement peripheries
too, were closely akin to the equivalent areas of administrative cities.
Both the urban nature of these secondary agglomerations, and the similar-
ities between their peripheries and those of administrative cities, would now
seem sufficient grounds for describing development beyond their centres as
‘periurban’.

Nevertheless, differences can also be observed between the periurban
development seen at these centres and that encountered at full administrative
cities. In particular, even at the most urban secondary agglomerations, it was
clearly considered perfectly appropriate to build Romano-Celtic temples in
either the urban centre or the urban periphery. By contrast, Romano-Celtic
temples built at administrative cities tended to be kept to the urban per-
iphery, while a classical form was almost always favoured instead when
temples were built within the urban centre. This difference may relate to the
chronological development of the secondary agglomerations. Often, the
temples located within the centres of these settlements have their origins
early on within the history of the towns, and potentially in a period before
serious ambitions towards urban status had been conceived.123 As we have
seen, some of the monumentalising features which developed at these settle-
ments were not established until well into the Roman period: the orthogonal
grid of the ad 70s at Dalheim, for example. Thus, Romano-Celtic temples
could be founded in the centre of a secondary agglomeration early on in its
history, at a time when the idea of building a classical temple instead might
not have been considered. The effort and expense of then converting them
into a classical form when the local elite became more interested in emulat-
ing the forms of Roman urbanism may simply have been too great for such
an operation to be undertaken. This model is supported by the chronology of
the classical temple which, unusually, was built in the centre of Antigny,
since this was apparently built on an empty site around the start of the
second century.124 It could thus readily belong to an era in which the local
elite had developed greater ambitions for Antigny than were current when
the earlier Romano-Celtic temples nearby were built.

Amphitheatres, a common periurban feature at administrative cities, are
also almost entirely missing from the peripheries of the secondary agglomer-
ations discussed here. This is relatively unsurprising, however, since only
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eleven examples of amphitheatres of any type are known to have been built
anywhere away from administrative cities in Gaul, as compared to thirty
four built at administrative cities.125 The amphitheatre is therefore not a
common feature of secondary agglomerations at all, although the one
example encountered at Argentomagus did fall within the urban periphery.
Another potential difference between these secondary agglomerations and
the administrative cities discussed in chapter 4 is the number of villas found
close to them. There is no more evidence that the villas located outside
urbanised secondary agglomerations functioned as part of a developed sub-
urban villa culture than there is for villas located outside the coloniae and civi-
tas-capitals of Gaul. However, there do seem to be more known examples of
villas located immediately outside these settlements than was the case for
administrative cities. This may simply be because the modern cities which
have succeeded so many of Gaul’s coloniae and civitas-capitals have destroyed a
greater proportion of villa remains outside them. Other possible explanations
will be discussed in the general conclusion, after the full range of different
types of secondary agglomerations has been examined.

Finally, the existence of periurban nuclei at some distance from the
centres of Mandeure, Antigny, Château-Porcien and Ambrussum is also
worthy of special note. Although this has been treated so far as a feature
shared with certain administrative cities, the following sections of this
chapter will reveal that such nuclei were also common at secondary agglom-
erations where aspirations towards urbanitas appear to have been lacking.
They may therefore transpire to be a feature which is not exclusively
associated with urban-style occupation, despite the fact that they did
occur outside the most urbanised secondary agglomerations and at some
administrative cities.

Settlements with little sign of urban aspirations

Introduction

The great majority of known Gallo-Roman secondary agglomerations do not
seem to have possessed the concentrations of public buildings or orthogonal
street layouts seen in the settlements discussed so far, and thus probably
lacked the significant aspirations towards urbanitas which these features
would imply. Instead, like Taden, they often consisted simply of clusters of
buildings grouped into a settlement nucleus, often along a road, around
a junction or at a river-crossing. However, the less urbanised secondary
agglomerations of Gaul were not all the same. They, too, fulfilled a range
of religious, social and economic functions, and also varied in size, setting
and topography. These different agglomerations are treated here as a group
simply in order to test the proposition that periurban occupation can only
exist outside a settlement centre which is distinctively ‘urban’.
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A settlement periphery?

We have seen that a distinctive characteristic of Roman urbanism was an
interest in marking out a well-defined urban centre, using devices such as
orthogonal street layouts, defensive walls, natural features such as rivers or
steep slopes, monumental arches and changes in the orientation of major
roads. In the settlements under discussion here, however, explicit markers of
this sort are generally absent. This can mean that it is actually difficult to be
certain what might have been considered the central ‘core’ of a non-urbanised
secondary agglomeration, if indeed anything was. As a result, it is equally
difficult to be certain whether any features might have been considered ‘per-
ipheral’ to the rest of the settlement. The main guiding principle available is
the clustering of the structures within the settlement, and sometimes their
setting within a naturally defined space such as a plateau. On these grounds,
it is sometimes possible to identify non-urbanised secondary agglomerations
which did feature a distinct nucleated cluster of buildings, but also had
either a single, isolated building or another similar cluster of buildings
located a small distance away. For such settlements, then, we may ask
whether the relationship between the clustered nucleus and the isolated
building, or between one clustered nucleus and another, can helpfully be
understood in terms of ‘centre’ and ‘periphery’.

Clustered settlements with a single outlying feature are not common, but
one example is Évaux (Evaunum) in Aquitania.126 Here, a large thermal bath-
complex lay 600m north of the main settlement, in a narrow valley where
hot springs rose. The presence of these hot springs is in fact likely to be the
main reason for the development of a settlement here, and it has been sug-
gested that the town was built 600m to the south simply because the valley
itself was unsuitable for the construction of a settlement.127 Certainly, very
close links were maintained between the town and its baths. An aqueduct
which fed the town with cold water probably had a branch carrying extra
water to the baths,128 while a long, covered gallery allowed bathers to pass
between town and baths without being exposed to the elements.129 The fact
that the gallery arrived in Évaux at the point where the modern church
stands, and where traces of Gallo-Roman masonry have also been found, has
even led Lintz to suggest that it may had provided a direct route between the
baths and a related temple beneath the church.130 In any case, it is fairly clear
that the separation between the baths and the rest of the agglomeration at
Évaux was made necessary only by the natural geography of the area, and that
every effort was made to link the baths with the main area of occupation. The
baths, then, were less a peripheral monument of Évaux than an essential
feature of the settlement, and were displaced only because of an awkward
physical site.

The settlement of Kérilien, in Armorica (north-western Lugdunensis), was
first occupied in the late la Tène period, and until the early second century
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ad consisted mainly of a clustered nucleus of unordered artisanal and
domestic occupation.131 In the early second century, however, a theatre was
built into a slope 300m south-west of this nucleus. This theatre, too, could
potentially be interpreted as a monument which was peripheral to the main
‘central’ nucleus of Kérilien. However, it needs to be seen in the context of an
apparent effort to raise the status of the whole settlement in this period, by
equipping it with other characteristically urban features. At the same time as
the theatre was being built, there are also signs of an attempt to impose
north–south and east–west orientations on to the main occupied nucleus.
Thus, Kérilien did acquire a typically periurban building, but only at a time
when it seems to have been transforming itself wholesale into an urbanised
settlement. Its theatre therefore needs to be understood alongside the similar
examples at more urbanised secondary agglomerations already discussed
above. In this context, it is fairly typical in apparently having been built in
the settlement periphery in order to take advantage of a natural slope, not
available on the plateau where the main nucleus lay.

Rather more common than these examples of non-urban secondary
agglomerations with single outlying features were settlements of the same
type which were made up of several nuclei of occupation. These sites consist
of a number of distinct clusters of buildings, which are close enough to one
another to be considered part of the same group, but are separated by
unoccupied areas, and may have had different functions from one another.
Some secondary agglomerations of this type seem to have developed a nucle-
ated structure already prior to the Roman period. For example, at Quimper,
also in Armorica, a group of adjacent hillocks are known to have harboured
small clusters of occupation during the la Tène period.132 The scattered
nature of the pre-Roman settlement persisted after the conquest, and during
the Roman period the town consisted of at least three major occupied nuclei
and several other smaller areas, most still located on raised land. The topo-
graphical organisation of the settlement at Quimper had thus already been
determined during the pre-Roman period, and does not seem to have
changed markedly after the conquest. Other secondary agglomerations with
a similar structure, however, appear to have developed after Gaul’s incorpor-
ation into the Roman empire. Examples include Charleville-Mezières in
Belgica, where isolated traces of pre-Roman occupation are known but dense,
nucleated settlement developed only in the Augustan period,133 or Aoste
(Augusta/um) in Narbonensis and Roanne (Rodumna) in Lugdunensis,
neither of which are known to have any pre-Roman origins.134

The organisation of small settlements into multiple occupied nuclei, then,
was an established feature of pre-Roman occupation in Gaul, and also a
characteristic of Gallo-Roman secondary agglomerations. It must have con-
tinued to be seen as an attractive form of settlement layout after the estab-
lishment of Roman influence in Gaul. In order to discover whether any one of
the nuclei in such a settlement functioned as a dominant ‘centre’ with an

H I G H  E M P I R E :  S E C O N D A RY  A G G L O M E R AT I O N S

193



associated ‘periphery’, it is necessary to ask whether any of them were marked
out as distinct by features such as their size, location, historical origins or
function. Certainly, at Quimper, Charleville-Mezières, Aoste, Roanne and
Blicquy one area of occupation appears to have been noticeably larger than
the other nuclei around it. In some cases, the larger nucleus has also yielded
the earliest traces of occupation. This applies at Charleville-Mezières, where
pre-Roman remains have been discovered beneath the largest nucleus, on the
plateau of Berthaucourt in the bend of the Meuse,135 and also at Blicquy,
likewise in Belgica, where traces of la Tène occupation have been found
beneath the largest nucleus at Ville d’Anderlecht.136 In cases such as these, it
seems likely that the largest nucleus of the settlement was the earliest focus
of occupation, and remained the major population centre as it developed.
This does not mean that the earlier origins of the nucleus were known to the
people living there by the mid-Gallo-Roman period. However, the size of the
nucleus alone may have meant that it retained some sense of an identity that
was distinct from the other nuclei which grew up around it.

At some non-urban secondary agglomerations, the largest and earliest
settlement nucleus was also distinguished by either natural features or man-
made earthworks which had defended the site in the pre-Roman period. This
applies, for example, to the largest nucleus at Charleville-Mezières, situated
as it was on a plateau with a watercourse looping around three of its
sides. Another example, this time with a man-made circuit, is Vermand
(Viromandis), again in Belgica.137 Here, one of three associated nuclei was
surrounded by an earthen rampart. This particular nucleus was not, however
the oldest of the three, since an earlier religious site already existed at le
Champ des Noyers on the opposite side of a marshy river valley by the
middle la Tène period. In a province where distinct boundary markers were
regularly used at administrative cities as a sign of urbanitas, the existence of
natural or man-made boundaries around one nucleus of occupation at these
secondary agglomerations must have marked those nuclei out as being of
special status. They should not, however, be regarded as direct equivalents to
the urban boundaries encountered at coloniae and civitas-capitals, since there
are no other signs from these settlements to suggest that they were signifi-
cantly urban in character. Rather, they constitute a remnant of a proto-urban
form of occupation from the pre-Roman period, which did not go on to
develop into something that Roman eyes would recognise as truly urban.

At settlements composed of a cluster of nuclei, then, it was possible for
one nucleus to be marked out from the others by its size, location, historical
origins or a combination of the three. This is not enough in itself, however,
to mean that such nuclei were necessarily seen as having the same kind of
‘special’ identity as the urban centre at an administrative city. To be certain
that an identity of this kind was attached to one out of a cluster of nuclei, we
would need to see evidence that this part of the settlement was used in a
different way from the other nuclei: a way which suggested that a special
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ideological significance was attributed to the nucleus and the buildings
within it. In the cases of Aoste, Blicquy and Quimper, enough is known
about the occupation at both the largest/oldest nuclei and some of the sur-
rounding nuclei to go some way towards allowing this kind of comparison.
At Aoste, we find that the larger of the two main nuclei on the site featured
domestic occupation, a sanctuary and some kilns.138 A smaller nucleus to the
west, meanwhile, consisted of a cluster of kilns with some domestic struc-
tures. At Blicquy, the largest nucleus at Ville d’Anderlecht has revealed a
mix of features, including a building with a hypocaust, a Romano-Celtic
temple and a bronze workshop.139 One smaller nucleus at Aubechies featured
public baths which were probably used in religious activities, while another
at Camp Romain has yielded mainly artisanal and domestic occupation.
Finally, at Quimper, the largest nucleus at Locmaria was home to a great
variety of structures, including houses, workshops, kilns, storehouses and
at least two sanctuaries.140 Meanwhile, surrounding nuclei have revealed
primarily domestic structures, with baths also located on the Roz-Avel
prominence.

The excavated evidence from these settlements is patchy enough to require
caution. None the less, a broad pattern of fairly mixed occupation in the
largest nuclei, often including a sanctuary of some kind, and more specialised
occupation in the smaller nuclei would appear to emerge. The picture is
supported by evidence from a few other secondary agglomerations where the
centre is poorly known due to modern settlement, but surrounding nuclei
have been explored. Thus at Vermand, although the defended nucleus is
little known, one nearby nucleus at le Champ des Noyers featured at least
four Romano-Celtic temples and numerous other smaller shrines, as well as
some domestic occupation, while another at le Calvaire has yielded several
potters’ kilns and a probable glass workshop.141 All of this does point to
differences in function between the nuclei in settlements of this sort, with
some being identifiable as the ‘main’ focus of occupation, and others as spe-
cialised satellites. Such a situation is comparable with that seen at either
administrative cities or highly urbanised secondary agglomerations with
similar satellite nuclei. However, at these less urbanised secondary agglomer-
ations, the extent of the difference between the ‘main’ and other nuclei would
appear to have been less marked, and it is perhaps over-stating the case to
label one as ‘central’ and the others as ‘peripheral’. More helpful might be the
approach taken by Pape, the excavator of Quimper, who described the occu-
pation there as ‘polynucléaire’.142 This term is able to express the idea that all the
occupied areas at such settlements functioned as broadly equal components
of a single agglomeration, with none of them unequivocally dominant over
the others.

Finally, there is also the matter of the numerous villas which were located
close to non-urban secondary agglomerations: both those which had only one
main nucleus, and those which were polynuclear. A villa featuring ten rooms
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arranged symmetrically around a court is known 2.5 km from Évaux on the
road between Néris and Ahun,143 while Quimper featured a complex of agri-
cultural buildings at the Parc-ar-groas site just east of the main nucleus, and
a large villa at Kervéguen, 3 km to the north-east.144 However, perhaps the
most interesting example of a villa associated with a non-urban secondary
agglomeration is provided by Bliesbruck-Reinheim (figure 5.5). Here, a
complex consisting of a residential area (80m by 70m) and a large court
(300m by 150m) was built at the north-west corner of the settlement
towards the end of the first century ad.145 Excavations in the centre of the
agglomeration have revealed rectangular strip-houses arranged along its
main road: some made of masonry, but most using perishable materials with
stone foundations, and many yielding evidence for artisanal activity. By
comparison with these houses, the villa was extremely luxurious, certainly by
the time it had reached its heyday in the third century. Not only was it large,

Figure 5.5 Bliesbruck-Reinheim.
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but it was also embellished with stone and bronze statuary, sandstone
columns, painted wall-plaster and a bath-suite.146

This villa, then, was clearly the residence of a wealthy family, and it
seems, topographically at least, to have been dominant over the nearby
settlement. The known buildings extend over approximately one hectare,
while the settlement itself was not much larger: perhaps around 4–5 ha for
the nucleated core. Thus the villa was a very significant addition to the town,
and it does not need to have had particularly extensive estates for the total
land-holdings of its owner to have exceeded the size of the settlement. It was
also located only about 250m from the settlement, very much recalling the
relationship between the villa of the Volusii and Lucus Feroniae near Rome.
This time, though, there is no obvious large city in the area with which the
villa might have enjoyed a more significant relationship than it did with
Bliesbruck-Reinheim, and to which it could be interpreted as suburban. In
fact, it lies over 110 km from each of the two nearest cities, Metz and Trier.

Perhaps in this case, then, a relationship of social dependence between
the settlement and the villa can more safely be postulated. Certainly,
Bliesbruck-Reinheim could readily have acted as a place of exchange for the
villa’s produce and as a source of labour. It is also tempting to interpret the
construction of public baths within the town at around the time of the villa’s
appearance as a benefaction to the community by its owners. If these specula-
tions are correct, then something rather different from the relationship
between a suburban villa and a major city was at work. The suburban villas
of literature clearly arose in response to the social and political importance of
cities such as Rome. The city was the dominant partner in the relationship,
with the villas situated to allow access to it, but also an escape from it. At
Bliesbruck-Reinheim, although the villa post-dates the settlement, it seems
likely that, once established, it became the dominant entity. Far from need-
ing a place to escape from the burdens of urban life, we can imagine its
owners enjoying the position of their property close to the settlement, where
they could easily control its inhabitants. The fact that only one villa is known
this near to Bliesbruck-Reinheim, in contrast with the halo of properties
surrounding a city such as Rome, strengthens this impression, implying as it
does a monopoly of local influence.

Conclusion

The patterns of spatial organisation seen at these less urbanised second-
ary agglomerations are comparable to a degree with the organisation of
Gallo-Roman cities into urban centre and urban periphery. In the polynu-
clear settlements, a ‘main’ nucleus can often be identified, which was dis-
tinguished from the other nuclei by being larger, less specialised and often
older than them. However, the degree of difference between the ‘main’
nucleus and its satellites generally appears much less marked than that seen
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between a true urban centre and its periphery. While the highly urbanised
secondary agglomerations examined in the previous section could fairly be
said to have much in common with administrative cities in terms of the
presence of an identifiable centre and periphery, the same point becomes
sorely stretched in the case of the settlements discussed here. It is perhaps
more helpful to recognise that the non-urban nature of these secondary
agglomerations precluded the division into a distinct centre and periphery
commonly observed at urban settlements. Non-urbanised secondary agglom-
erations either consisted of one undifferentiated nucleus, like Taden, or
developed a polynuclear structure: a system of spatial organisation which was
already established in Gaul before the region came under Roman control.

Conclusion

The settlements discussed in this chapter are distinguished from those of
chapter 4 by their legal status. In terms of the overall social and political
organisation of Gaul, however, administrative cities and secondary agglomer-
ations of all kinds may be viewed as elements in a continuous settlement
hierarchy: a hierarchy which incorporated the largest provincial capitals as
well as the smallest villages. In this context, the legal division between pri-
mary and secondary settlements is only one of many factors which distinguish
settlements at different levels within the hierarchy. Administrative cities and
secondary agglomerations have been considered separately thus far because
the division between them presented a convenient means of breaking up the
available evidence. But new observations about patterns of topographical
organisation in Gaul can be made if they are brought back together here.

First, it is striking that the greatest differences in spatial organisation
amongst Gallo-Roman settlements do not occur at the dividing line between
administrative cities and secondary agglomerations, but further down the
scale from the most to the least urbanised settlements. The most urbanised
secondary agglomerations possessed an identifiable urban centre, and often
an urban periphery beyond it, just as the majority of administrative cities
did. Despite their lesser legal status, then, it is arguable that in terms of
their actual appearance and character, these more urbanised agglomerations
really had more in common with administrative cities than with most other
secondary settlements.

Second, over the range of settlements known in Gaul, it is possible to
identify two broad approaches to spatial organisation which are comparable,
but not the same. At administrative cities and the most urbanised secondary
agglomerations, the dominant mode of organisation was the clearly defined
urban centre, generally accompanied by an urban periphery which was
closely related to, but distinct from, that centre. This method of spatial
organisation is inherent in the Roman urban tradition, and was used at Rome
itself. At many of the less urbanised secondary agglomerations, however, we
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instead encounter a polynuclear settlement structure. This could involve
some degree of differentiation between a ‘main’ and subsidiary nuclei, but it
was generally nothing like as sharp as the centre–periphery divide at an
urban settlement. Thus, these agglomerations cannot really be said to have
possessed anything characterisable as an ‘urban periphery’. Polynuclear
settlements of this kind were a feature of pre-Roman Gaul, but also
developed and flourished in a Gallo-Roman context.

A degree of common ground can be observed between the two patterns of
organisation, however. Some of the more urbanised settlements in Gaul,
besides having a closely defined core, also had distinct satellite nuclei which
were separate from the main urban centre, but clearly related to it. This
phenomenon may be observed at highly urbanised secondary agglomerations
such as Mandeure, Antigny, Château-Porcien and Ambrussum. It also
applied at a number of administrative cities, such as Amiens, Metz, Lyon,
Lisieux, Périgueux and Toulouse (see chapter 4). These sites are not directly
equivalent to polynuclear secondary agglomerations like Charleville-Mezières,
Aoste, Roanne or Blicquy, since at the more urbanised settlements, the dis-
tinction between a centre of special status and its subsidiary satellites is
much more marked. The combination of a defined urban centre and per-
ipheral satellite(s) is also not unique to Gaul: again, the same arrangement
may be observed at Rome and other western provincial cities (see chapter 3).
Nevertheless, the Gallo-Roman urban settlements can be characterised as
drawing upon and combining two traditions of spatial organisation: the
localised tradition of non-urbanised polynuclear settlements and the Roman
urban tradition, which itself allowed for more than one related nucleus so
long as one of the nuclei was clearly marked out as an urban centre.

Finally, an important phenomenon observed in this chapter is the close
relationship between secondary agglomerations and villas. Both highly urban-
ised and non-urbanised secondary agglomerations commonly had at least one
villa situated only a short distance away from the main settlement. In fact, in
eastern Gaul systematic research has shown that out of seventy secondary
agglomerations in Bourgogne, Franche-Comté and Lorraine, forty-three had
villas less than 5 km away, and eighteen of those had villas within only
1 km.147 The relationship between these villas and the nearby settlements,
however, may have been very different from the relationship between a sub-
urban villa and Rome, as the example of Bliesbruck-Reinheim demonstrates.
The close association between Gallo-Roman secondary settlements and villas
may in fact reflect local social hierarchies rather than an interest in emulating
the Roman conceit of the suburban villa. This would certainly accord well
with the idea that certain elite families in Gaul took a close interest in
secondary agglomerations.148 Such villas could have functioned as their local
residences, where they maintained their links with the community and
expressed their status within it through the richness of the villas themselves.
If so, they were hardly suburban to the local settlement, but rather dominant
over it.
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6

GAUL IN LATE ANTIQUITY

Introduction

The period of the high empire saw its own changes in the nature of western
provincial urbanism. The significance of juridical titles such as ‘colonia’ or
‘municipium’ evolved, the prominence of the imperial cult and imperial
images increased, and some cities developed new monumental complexes
rivalling their forums.1 However, major political, social and economic changes
in the west from around the middle of the third century ad altered the
character and topography of the Roman provincial city to such a degree that
it becomes unhelpful to discuss urban development in this period alongside
that of the high empire. This chapter examines the effects of these changes
on Gallo-Roman urban peripheries as a separate issue, set within the specific
context of late antiquity.

The intention here is not to attempt to treat the late period in the same
level of detail as the high empire, but to raise and highlight some of the
major issues involved in the study of late antique urban peripheries, and
compare them with those prominent in the discussion so far. Identifying
changes in the use of periurban land, and particularly distinguishing between
those functions which persist into late antiquity and those which do not,
should reveal much about the strength and significance of the patterns so far
encountered. A survey of these changes thus forms an appropriate closure to
the study of the Gallo-Roman urban periphery in the high empire.

Modern scholarship on the late antique city is striking in that it generally
attributes far greater importance to the urban periphery than equivalent
work on the high empire.2 A glance through any volume of the Topographie
Chrétienne des Cités de la Gaule quickly reveals that there are plentiful refer-
ences in late antique and early medieval literature to churches described as
‘extra muros’ or indeed ‘in suburbio’: a term which lost its special connections
with Rome in the late antique era. These descriptions immediately demon-
strate that the centre–periphery divide remained significant, and the churches
themselves have of course drawn scholarly interest towards the periphery. In
the context of the Topographie Chrétienne, churches are listed for each city
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according to whether they formed part of the episcopal complex, were intra-
mural, extra-mural or are as yet unlocated: an arrangement unmatched in
comparable topographical works on cities of the high empire. Another aim of
this chapter is to ask whether this difference in scholarly approach is justified
by the nature of the periurban land use in each period. In other words, did
late antique urban peripheries really make a more important contribution to
urban life than their earlier predecessors?

The chronological scope of the discussion will deliberately be left impre-
cisely defined, for two reasons. First, Roman cities were always dynamic
entities, making it impossible to identify a single moment when the usual
rate of change within them increased sufficiently to indicate the ‘onset’ of
late antiquity. Second, even if the beginnings of major urban change are
located within a wider time bracket, such as a quarter- or half-century, this is
still unlikely to have been identical across all of Gaul. The material discussed
in this chapter, then, has been selected on the grounds that it represents
major urban change of a type normally associated with late antiquity, rather
than according to exact dating criteria. Such change might include the
appearance of new types of buildings like churches and cathedrals, the erec-
tion of walled circuits, the demolition, destruction and abandonment of
some existing buildings and changes in the functions of others. These devel-
opments, and their impact on the city, form the subject-matter of this
chapter.

Late antique Gaul

First, however, it will be helpful to set these changes into the context of
general social and political change in Gaul during this period. Like most of
the empire, Gaul appears to have experienced economic regression during the
third century, manifested by a reduction in long-distance trade and the
decline of some villas.3 But this should not be exaggerated, and its apparent
symptoms may simply have resulted from changes in taste and trading pat-
terns. From the mid-fourth century, more serious economic decline is observ-
able, although its effects vary from city to city. Meanwhile, the province was
also affected by political and military unrest. Serious incursions and upris-
ings on the Rhine and Danube frontiers began during the reign of Marcus
Aurelius, while the Gallic interior also suffered the effects of internal power-
struggles. The civil war between Septimius Severus and Clodius Albinus, for
instance, ended in battle at Lyon in ad 197, and the city was penalised for
supporting Albinus.4

By ad 260, internal rivalries and external invasions had created an atmos-
phere of disruption serious enough to prompt the emergence of the breakaway
‘Gallic empire’: a succession of usurpers based at Trier who exercised power
at their height over the four Gallic provinces, Britain and Spain, but did not
attempt to seize power in Rome.5 The success of this rival administration
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probably rested largely on the perceived inadequacy of the imperial govern-
ment in dealing with invasions across the Rhine and Danube. In 274, how-
ever, the Gallic empire was suppressed by Aurelian, and further invasions
quickly followed. The military reforms of Diocletian, followed by the atten-
tion paid by the Constantinian dynasty to the north-eastern frontiers, did
much to improve the situation in Gaul, and resulted in a period of peace and
relative economic recovery. However, from the mid-fourth century onwards,
the pattern of usurpations and invasions resumed, aggravated by the appear-
ance of local brigands taking advantage of the turbulent circumstances.6 By
407, the Rhine frontier was effectively abandoned. Franks and Burgundians
began to establish kingdoms in north-eastern Gaul, and Visigoths in
Aquitania. The imperial administration tolerated and liaised with these new
powers for several decades,7 but Rome’s influence gradually decreased, and
the last holdings in southern Gaul were ceded on the deposition of Romulus
Augustulus in 476. For Gaul itself, this was not the end of unrest. Battles
between rival invaders, civil wars between Frankish kings and further inva-
sions by Germanic Lombards perpetuated a climate of military and economic
instability.8

As Gaul evolved from a stable and wealthy province to a region troubled
by conflict and hardship, major political and administrative changes also
occurred. In the late third century, Diocletian initiated reforms leading to
the division of the empire into east and west and the establishment of the
Tetrarchy. Three large administrative regions known as praetorian pre-
fectures were created, one of which, the ‘Gauls’ (including Britain and
Spain), had its capital at Trier. These prefectures were subdivided into dio-
ceses, of which two – Galliae and Viennensis – incorporated the former
provinces of Gaul. The dioceses were themselves subdivided into fifteen (later
seventeen) smaller provinces. For some cities, particularly the new diocesan
or provincial capitals, these administrative changes brought increased status.
Others, however, lost influence. Lyon went from being religious centre of
the Three Gauls and political capital for the twenty-four communities of
Lugdunensis, to being capital only of the three communities which made up
Lugdunensis Prima.9 Changes at a local level also affected the fortunes of
individual cities. The tendency in late antique Gaul was for the territories of
larger cities to be divided up, and for large secondary agglomerations to
become new civitas-capitals. But the opposite could also occur. Jublains, for
instance, ceased to be capital of the Aulerci Diablintes and was absorbed
into the civitas of the Aulerci Cenomanni, administered from Le Mans
(Vindinum).10

Urban administration also changed. The curia retained some importance,
continuing to collect taxes and witness legal procedures into the fifth cen-
tury.11 But magistrates’ roles and titles altered. Duumviri and quattuorviri
vanish in the fourth century, while a new office, the defensor civitatis, arose
under Valentinian I and Valens. The actual power of both curia and magistrates
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probably also decreased as new players appeared. These included bishops and
the clergy, the duces who commanded the frontier forces, and the comites:
representatives of the imperial court created by Constantine, and later power-
ful agents of the barbarian kings.12 In the fifth century, the administrative
system altered again as the Frankish, Burgundian and Visigothic kingdoms
were established. Under the new rule, individual cities could still prosper.
Paris was chosen by the Frankish king Clovis as his capital in the early sixth
century,13 and saw several churches built at royal initiative. Other cities
became the seats of royal mints in the sixth century.14 But the true centres of
administrative power in the early barbarian kingdoms were the royal palaces,
and these were not always located at cities.

Meanwhile, the growing influence of the Christian church, and especially
its bishops, played a crucial role in ensuring the continuing social and
administrative significance of the cities into the early medieval period. In
Gaul, as elsewhere, Christianity flourished in an urban environment.15 The
earliest attested Christian communities in Gaul were based in Lyon and
Vienne, known through Eusebius’ record of their letter reporting martyr-
doms at Lyon in ad 177 to churches in Asia and Phrygia.16 In 314, all but
one of the Gallic bishops present at the council of Arles described themselves
as having come from a city.17 The religion seems to have spread from south-
ern Gaul through the cities of the Rhône valley towards the Rhine, reflecting
the importance of this axis as a trading route, and the function of cities as
nodes along it.18 Episcopal seats were usually established in existing civitas-
capitals, but sometimes also important secondary centres.19 Networks of rural
churches were then fostered by the bishops after their position in the urban
centre was secured.20 By the fifth century, bishops had taken on many of the
roles previously played by civic magistrates – urban builders, administrators,
financial managers and negotiators21 – and their presence in a city had become
synonymous with urban status.22 Although it brought important changes in
urban topography, then, the rise of Christianity also ensured that the city
remained a focus of religious, social and administrative activity.

Urban defences

Perhaps the most striking change to affect cities in late antique Gaul was
the widespread construction of new defensive walls. This was a significant
modification for most Gallo-Roman cities, which until then had remained
unwalled: though not, as we have seen, undefined. Until the late antique era,
the majority of cities in Gaul had maintained the urban boundaries estab-
lished at their foundation, although many had expanded through periurban
development, and a few such as Trier had established new, more capacious,
boundaries.23 The new walls, however, generally followed an entirely differ-
ent course from the existing boundaries, often surrounding only a small
portion of the area previously marked out as the urban centre. Thus, they
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represent a rupture in the erstwhile stability of Gallo-Roman urban boundar-
ies, as well as a reversal of the general trend towards expansion for the first
time since the establishment of urbanism in Gaul.

The appearance of new defensive circuits was usually accompanied by
other transformations in the urban fabric. For example, streets might be
blocked by their construction. That walls were allowed to have such an
impact suggests profound changes in attitudes towards the urban fabric.
Clearly, unimpeded circulation or sight-lines within the city were no longer
considered as important as a defensive wall. Similarly, public buildings and
funerary monuments outside the walls were often demolished to provide
materials for them. At Saintes, the course of the defensive wall built in the
last quarter of the third century excluded the high imperial forum and its
surrounding monumental buildings (figure 4.12, p. 107). Excavations of the
wall have revealed that many of them were demolished and used to provide
stone for its foundations and its façades.24 This could be seen as an effect
of the construction of the walls. But it also indicates broader changes in
priorities, which had eroded the significance of the forum monuments and
simultaneously lent greater urgency to defence.

In the present context, the most important issue surrounding the con-
struction of new walled circuits concerns their effect on areas which had
previously been part of the urban centre, but now lay outside them. Had
these newly excluded areas exchanged an urban identity for a periurban one,
and if so, how was that change manifested? Intuitively, we might assume
that the identity of the regions left outside the walls had indeed changed.
The apparent willingness to leave these areas vulnerable to attack certainly
suggests that they were now seen as different in status from the defended
centre. This assumption can be tested by examining and comparing land-use
in different areas of the late antique city. For instance, the presence or
absence of burials in the defended centres, the areas newly excluded by the
walls and the old urban periphery can help to indicate the status of each, as
can the uses made of existing buildings and the construction of new build-
ings. This chapter will gather and examine such evidence in order to decide
which, if any, parts of late Gallo-Roman cities may be characterised as
periurban.

First, however, the walls themselves need to be discussed, since the details
of their dates and circumstances of construction, lengths and courses can
reveal much about changing urban priorities in this period. Their appearance
in Gaul is often considered to be a phenomenon of the last quarter of the
third century, prompted by invasions of Franks and Alamanni in the 270s.25

However, precise dating evidence is rarely available, and they are often dated
only on the basis of a terminus post quem provided by coins or reused inscrip-
tions built into the wall.26 The evidence that is available also suggests that
the peak period of late antique wall-building occurred at different times in
different areas. Thus, many cities in the north and east of Gaul did indeed
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build defensive circuits during the late third century, yet several in the
south-western region of Novempopulania did not do so until well into the
fourth.27 Meanwhile the cities of Narbonensis, little affected by external
attacks until the fifth century, often did not receive new walls until the
medieval period.28 This is partly because many of them still had viable early
imperial defences. Yet even at Arles, where the Augustan wall had been
partially demolished during the Flavian period, new defences cannot be
dated to earlier than the mid-sixth century and may be as late as the ninth.29

Meanwhile, at Aix-en-Provence (Aquae Sextiae), excavations along the south-
west part of the original city wall have suggested that it was actually demol-
ished over the course of the fourth century, and new walls are not attested
before the eleventh.30

As already mentioned, most late antique defences enclosed significantly
smaller areas than the urban centres of the high empire. A typical example is
Sens, where the original orthogonal grid covered around 225 ha, yet the late
third-century rampart enclosed only about 40 ha at the centre of that grid
(figure 4.11, p. 104).31 Some cities, however, were able to construct circuits
enclosing most of their former urban centres. The walls built at Metz in the
late third century enclosed approximately 70 ha, encompassing most of the
existing centre (figure 4.16, p. 124).32 Similarly, the mid-fourth-century
walls at Dax (Aquae Tarbellicae) enclosed around 13 ha as compared to the
20 ha or less covered by the earlier orthogonal grid.33 Of these two cities,
Metz fits into a general pattern of north-eastern cities with larger defended
centres than those of central and western Gaul.34 The circuit at Dax, however,
is unusual for Novempopulania, where reduced circuits were typically built
around raised ground above the existing cities.35

Examples of cities retaining older walled circuits in the late antique period
include Trier, where the second-century walls were never replaced by a
shorter circuit, and Toulouse, where the early imperial circuit was retained,36

but closed off by an addition along the previously undefended bank of the
Garonne.37 At some of these cities, though, the area of actual occupation
seems to have shrunk dramatically, leaving large abandoned areas within the
circuit; for example, Autun.38 Here, the entirety of the area within the walls
can no longer be referred to meaningfully as an ‘urban centre’, since some
parts of it had clearly ceased to function as part of the city. Yet in the absence
of any smaller circuit, it is also difficult to speak of a new urban centre. At
Fréjus, by contrast, the full extent of the urban centre defined by the
Augustan walled circuit seems to have remained in use until at least the mid-
fourth century.39 Here, there was apparently little change in the identity and
function of this area.

Where cities did erect reduced defensive circuits, a number of persuasive
factors may have lain behind this decision. One is likely to have been the
availability of financial resources. During the high imperial period in Gaul,
walls had been associated almost exclusively with coloniae.40 Many were
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probably built as part of the foundation process, and, if not, were still likely
to have been imperial benefactions; for example, the ‘walls and gates’ pre-
sented to Nîmes by Augustus.41 By late antiquity, though, the financial
demands of military campaigning and the increased need for defensive cir-
cuits must have made it difficult for the emperors to be so generous.42 Local
resources, too, were often stretched, especially in view of the increasing
reluctance of local elites to participate in the traditional system of private
euergetism.43 In such circumstances, a reduced circuit could provide accept-
able defence at a lower cost than one enclosing the entire urban centre. The
importance of such economic considerations is also underlined by the fre-
quent reuse of stone from earlier buildings (spolia). This has sometimes been
taken as a sign of hurried construction, in circumstances where cities were
under direct threat of attack, or had already suffered an assault resulting in
the demolition of some of their buildings. Yet many late antique circuits,
although employing spolia for their foundations, were nevertheless very care-
fully built.44 This suggests that recycled stone was actually used because it
was cheaper than newly quarried stone, rather than for reasons of time.

Another practical reason for building reduced walled circuits in late
antiquity was the ability of the community to defend them successfully if a
city did come under attack. Elton has argued that Roman military force
generally remained effective in Gaul until the end of the 450s,45 and that
field armies could be expected to relieve besieged cities. Until such relief
arrived, however, it was important for the population of a city to be able to
hold off their attackers, and this might prove impossible along an extensive
walled circuit. Trier, which retained its 6 km-long second-century defences,
appears to have experienced this problem in the fifth century, when it suf-
fered violent Frankish attacks.46 Reduced circuits, then, may actually have
been better able to safeguard the local population. Finally, building defen-
sive circuits around already depopulated areas of a former urban centre would
have been futile. Work at both Saintes and Amiens has shown that the con-
struction of reduced circuits in these cities took place after large sectors of
their original urban centres had already been abandoned.47 The new walls
did enclose most of the monuments and houses still in use, excluding only
unwanted ruins.

The course chosen for a defensive wall in a late antique city can also be an
important indicator of its intended function and of local priorities. Defensive
circuits could be built in a variety of different shapes, as well as different
positions in relation to the existing urban centre. Perhaps the most common
design was a roughly oval shape, usually enclosing the middle portion of the
old urban centre.48 This shape offers a higher ratio of area protected to length
of wall than a square or rectangle, and could therefore enclose the largest
possible area for the smallest amount of expenditure. At Bourges (Avaricum),
it also clearly reflected the shape of a raised area of land in the centre of
the city.49 Such concerns, however, did not prevent some cities, such as
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Bordeaux, building more or less regular rectangular circuits (figure 6.3,
p. 218).50 In these cases, the walls probably fulfilled a monumental, as well as
a defensive, function, demonstrating continued order and control within the
urban landscape, and recalling the appearance of earlier Roman coloniae, such
as Aosta.51

Elsewhere, more irregular courses were chosen, responding to particular
monuments within the existing urban fabric. The walls at Amiens52 and
Tours53 (figure 6.2, p. 215) both incorporated existing amphitheatres into
their circuits, converting them into fortresses. At Amiens, the unusual pos-
ition of the amphitheatre near to the city’s forum meant that the circuit
could still be located in the middle of the old orthogonal grid. At Tours,
however, the amphitheatre was on the perimeter of the old urban centre, and
the walls seem to have been shifted away from the middle of the city in order
to make use of its defensive potential. Similarly, at Périgueux, the city’s
amphitheatre was included in the defensive circuit,54 but the forum and the
Tour de Vésone were left outside it (figure 6.1).55 These decisions indicate
fundamental changes in local priorities, suggesting that the defensive qual-
ities of the amphitheatres were now valued above the former political or
religious significance of the monuments excluded from the circuits.

The location of a late defensive wall could also depend on natural
geographical features. At Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges, a new circuit was
built at the start of the fifth century to the south-west of the existing urban
centre, around a steep-sided hill apparently unoccupied before this time
(figure 6.4, p. 226).56 Such arrangements were fairly common in late antique
Novempopulania, and usually did not mean that the former urban centre was
completely abandoned.57 Instead, life continued in the lower town, with the
nearby fortified area acting as a defended retreat when necessary. Similar
situations can also be observed elsewhere in Gaul. At Paris, a defensive cir-
cuit was built round the Île de la Cité around the end of the third century,58

yet occupation appears to have continued within the former urban centre on
the left bank of the Seine.59 Along with Tours and Périgueux, however, these
examples demonstrate a willingness on the part of late antique urban com-
munities to shift the focal centres of their cities for the sake of more effective
defences.

One city which experienced such a shift rather earlier than most is Lyon
(figure 4.15, p. 120). There, occupation on the Fourvière plateau was slowly
abandoned over the course of the third century in favour of the lower ground
along the valleys of the Rhône and the Saône, and especially the Saint-Jean
area at the foot of Fourvière.60 The relatively early date of this change, and
the rejection of an easily defended plateau in favour of low-lying riverside
land, suggest that it was not prompted by defensive concerns. Instead, the
economic draw of the rivers and the solution of earlier flooding problems in
the area are likely to have caused the shift. In late antiquity, however, it is
known that Lyon was walled,61 and Gregory of Tours’ reference to walls
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undermined by flooding from the Rhône and Saône suggests that they ran
close to the rivers.62 A section of early fourth-century wall excavated on the
right bank of the Saône was initially interpreted as part of a riverside circuit
enclosing the new Saint-Jean district.63 However, Reynaud, one of the ori-
ginal excavators, now argues that it is more likely to have been an enclosure
wall for the nearby episcopal complex or a quay.64 He believes that the
puzzling course of Lyon’s medieval walls along the south-west side of the
Fourvière plateau and down to the bank of the Saône on each side arose

Figure 6.1 Périgueux (Vesunna).
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because they were following the course of late antique walls enclosing the
plateau, themselves possibly making use of an early imperial circuit. If this
suggestion is correct, then the former urban centre at Fourvière was defended
in late antiquity despite being largely abandoned. That is not to say, how-
ever, that it still functioned as Lyon’s primary urban centre during late
antiquity. The abandonment of the plateau and the construction of the
fourth-century episcopal complex in the Saint-Jean quarter65 clearly indicate
that this area was now functioning as the city’s urban centre, whatever course
the late defences took.

Final comment should be made on the status of cities building walled
circuits in this period. Autun excepted, defensive circuits of the high
imperial era had been limited to cities of colonial rank. The practical defen-
sive needs of late antiquity, however, completely changed this situation.
Most civitas-capitals in what had been the Three Gauls eventually received
defensive circuits, including those promoted from the status of secondary
agglomerations. Bazas in Novempopulania, for example, became a civitas-
capital around the turn of the fourth century, and Paulinus of Pella reveals
that it was walled by ad 414.66 Excavations there suggest that its walls were
probably built in the second half of the fourth century, a date typical of
other, longer-established, civitas-capitals in the region.67 In the north and
north-east of Gaul some of the larger secondary agglomerations also erected
defensive walls.68 This phenomenon, however, was not universal even here,
and elsewhere walls remained associated primarily with the civitas-capitals.
In Narbonensis, the issue was less pressing, since most major cities were
already walled in the early imperial period, while the region experienced
little military threat until the fifth century. However, even in the Three
Gauls, some civitas-capitals were not walled until long after the region had
passed out of Roman control. Thus Cahors (Divona), in the former province
of Aquitania, was walled only at the initiative of its bishop, Didier, in the
mid-seventh century.69

Churches and cemeteries

The emergence of Christianity in Gaul was associated with striking changes
in urban topography. Starting in the fourth century ad and escalating in the
fifth, churches, cathedrals and monasteries began to appear in cities across
Gaul, and quickly came to dominate the urban landscape.70 This prolifer-
ation of Christian buildings occurred at a time when traditional public
monuments had been severely affected by social changes. From the end of the
third century, the private euergetism which had until then financed most
public buildings declined sharply. On a practical level, this probably meant
that they did not receive the repairs or embellishments undertaken in earlier
centuries, and became less able to function effectively. More importantly, it
reflects a shift of interest away from monumental buildings as a means of
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expressing personal or civic status: a shift also apparent in the widespread
willingness to demolish classical monuments to provide spolia for defensive
walls. This shift is unlikely to have been the direct result of a growing
interest in Christianity, since church-building did not begin in earnest until
around a century later. Rather, the popularity of Christian buildings prob-
ably lay partly in their ability to provide services which had been dropping
away with the decline of traditional monuments.

Beside their obvious religious function, churches could offer the kind
of social contact previously sought in buildings such as bath-complexes.
They hosted special ceremonies on local saints’ days and festivals such as
Christmas,71 and might also be the focus of processions through the city
streets.72 These occasions would draw crowds with the same interest in enter-
tainment as those attending games or religious processions in the high
empire. They would also help to reinforce a feeling of communal identity by
promoting a knowledge of local Christian traditions, and a sense of belong-
ing to a wider Christian world. This function, too, had been performed in a
different way by classical monuments, which had served both as an expres-
sion of local urban identity and as a sign of participation in the wider Roman
empire.

The churches themselves also seem to have taken over some of the trad-
itional function of buildings as a means of displaying personal status. Much
of the money to pay for churches was raised through the personal influence
of bishops, with contributors including members of the clergy, wealthy lay-
men and in one case a prefect of the Gauls.73 The motivations of these contri-
butors probably differed from benefactors in the high empire, with a greater
emphasis on religious piety and salvation in the next life. However, for the
bishops in particular, the relationship between the strength of the local
church and their own personal influence must have meant that display
remained an important factor. Church-building made a visible statement
about the size of a Christian community, while reinforcing the faith of the
converted and potentially adding to their numbers. It could thus increase a
bishop’s power-base, and perhaps open up new sources of church patronage.
Finally, many churches also housed the relics of local and foreign saints and
martyrs, and this gave them a protective function. Burial ‘ad sanctos’ – in or
around a church containing powerful relics – was thought to offer protection
for the souls of the deceased,74 and is comparable to the desire for remem-
brance sought through funerary monuments in the high empire. Meanwhile,
the city as a whole would turn to its saints and martyrs for divine protection
against disasters such as plagues or attacks.75

Churches, then, clearly played a major role in the life of late antique urban
communities. Their positioning within the urban fabric is therefore of great
importance for our understanding of different sectors of the city. At most
cities, churches began to appear after late defensive walls had been con-
structed, although this was not always the case, especially in the south.76
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Where churches do post-date reduced defensive circuits, however, their con-
structors will have been responding to the courses of these circuits when
choosing the locations of the churches. It may therefore be possible to iden-
tify differences in the character and function of the areas inside and outside
the new defences by observing the distribution of churches between the two.

Of particular interest in this context is the cathedral. Cathedrals per-
formed many of the same functions as ordinary churches, but were unique in
serving as the residence of the city’s bishop. This in turn meant that they
were the focus of special episcopal functions, such as baptisms, the local
church administration, and, increasingly, the accumulation of public funds
used to provide poor relief or buy up food in times of shortage.77 Annexes
connected with these activities, such as a baptistery or bishop’s domus, usually
created an episcopal ‘complex’ around the cathedral, while the building itself
was generally larger than an ordinary church.78 The cathedral also of course
enjoyed a special identity as the symbolic centre of the local church and a
link with the wider Christian community.

In Gaul, most cathedrals were located within the defended centre of
the city. There are exceptions, however, and recent debate has raised
the question of whether the earliest cathedrals were more usually located
outside the walls, moving inside only at a later date.79 The Life of the fourth-
century bishop Amator reveals that in his day, the cathedral of Auxerre
(Autessiodurum) lay just outside one of the city gates.80 However, Amator
himself was able to secure a new, intra-mural site by persuading a wealthy
local citizen to give up part of his house for the purpose. One of the reasons
given for Amator’s relocation was the lack of room available around the
existing cathedral, suggesting that it had been constructed in an area of
extra-mural living occupation, rather than a necropolis.81 Similar transfers
are attested elsewhere. Gregory of Tours reveals that, although a cathedral
had been built in the centre of Clermont-Ferrand (Augustonemetum) in the
mid-fifth century, an extra-mural baptistery was still in use in the late sixth
century82 – probably a sign that the cathedral itself had also originally been
extra-mural.83 Much later, an early twelfth-century text records the transfer
of the extra-mural cathedral at Dax to a site within the walls in the mid-
eleventh century.84 These examples suggest that where cathedrals were built
outside defensive walls, it was a compromise position. A location within the
defended centre was preferred, and moved to when possible. They are, in any
case, in the minority, and the current scholarly consensus holds that most
cathedrals were built within defended circuits from the beginning.85

Within the circuit, the exact placement of the cathedral might lie beyond
the bishop’s control. Land within the urban centre was limited and usually
already occupied, while its defensive advantages must have made competi-
tion for it intense. Bishops relied largely on private patronage or state dona-
tions to provide the land they needed.86 Thus at Trier the discovery of palace
remains beneath the fourth-century cathedral confirms the literary tradition
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that the empress Helena, mother of Constantine, donated imperial property
to allow its construction.87 In such circumstances, bishops had little choice
but to accept the site offered, and it is notable that cathedrals were often
located only just inside the walls, rather than in the middle of the defended
area.88 Nevertheless, the importance of securing a cathedral site somewhere
inside the defended centre is very clear. On a practical level, the walls would
protect the cathedral, the bishop, the public wealth he controlled and, sym-
bolically, the local Christian community from attack.89 Yet the strength of
the preference for intra-mural cathedral locations may also suggest that this
part of the city was considered to enjoy a special ideological status not shared
by the quarters outside the walls.

The urban distribution of non-cathedral churches is markedly different
from that of the cathedrals, and emphasises the special efforts made to secure
intra-mural positions for the latter. Le Mans at the end of the seventh century
is typical. The cathedral and two churches were located within the reduced
defensive circuit, but the other nine churches erected by this period all lay
outside the walls.90 Most early churches were extra-mural, and it was not
generally until the late fifth century or after that non-cathedral churches
began to appear within defensive circuits.91 This has been interpreted by
Harries as the result of the progressive establishment of Christianity as
the dominant religion, and the increasing influence of the bishops doubtless
did mean that it became easier to secure intra-mural space for churches.
However, other factors may also have been at work, positively encouraging
the construction of early churches outside defensive circuits. The continued
custom of burying the dead outside the walls of cities, coupled with the new
practice of burial in or around churches, is likely to have been particularly
significant.

Extra-mural burial remained the norm in Gaul until at least the sixth
century,92 and is one of the strongest indications of differences in status
between the defended and undefended parts of the old urban centre. Burials
commonly encroached on abandoned sectors of old urban centres in the late
antique period, indicating that the boundaries defining them had become
obsolete, at least in the context of burial practices. They did not, however,
appear within contemporary walled circuits. At Amiens, reduced city walls
were built in the late third century, and new cemeteries grew up immedi-
ately outside them in the early fourth century.93 These cemeteries occupied
abandoned parts of the old urban centre, especially close to the amphitheatre.
Thus, these areas clearly had taken on a new identity, changing from central
areas where burial was forbidden to peripheral areas where it was not.
Exceptions, as ever, do exist. At Poitiers, around forty skeletons were found
in an intra-mural cemetery used during the third quarter of the fourth cen-
tury.94 However, the date of the walls at Poitiers is uncertain, and the cem-
etery’s excavators have suggested that it may actually predate them. Even
here, then, the burials may simply belong to a period of encroachments
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which took place before new urban boundaries had been clearly defined. In
general, the evidence of cemetery distributions indicates that the differences
between the extra-mural sectors of the former urban centre and the periurban
districts beyond had been eroded. Both could now be used for burials as well
as living occupation, while neither enjoyed the special status which drew
cathedrals to the defended centre.

The distribution of late antique cemeteries would in its turn have encour-
aged the construction of extra-mural churches for two main reasons. First,
many churches developed in existing cemeteries from cult structures built
around the tombs of local saints and martyrs. The church of Saint-Martin at
Tours is a well-documented example (figure 6.2). It began life as a modest
structure over the saint’s tomb in the second quarter of the fifth century, and
was rebuilt on a more lavish scale shortly afterwards.95 Other examples
include Saint-Alyre at Clermont-Ferrand, Saint-Martial at Limoges, Saint-
Hilaire at Poitiers96 and Saint-Just at Lyon.97 Such churches usually became
the focus of further burials because of the protection they were believed to
offer,98 but this function was able to develop because of their extra-mural
location, and was not its cause. Second, some churches were built specific-
ally to receive the relics of saints and martyrs brought from elsewhere.
These relics in themselves do not appear to have been subject to the usual
customs or taboos regarding the dead: in fact, many central cathedrals
housed imported relics.99 However, given the popularity of burial ‘ad sanc-
tos’, it surely made good sense to locate some relic churches outside the city
walls.

These positive factors doubtless do explain the extra-mural locations of
many early churches. However, not all extra-mural churches had a funerary
function. At Clermont-Ferrand, several churches were concentrated between
the walled city and the curve of the river Tiretaine, but the cemeteries
remained much further out, even in late antiquity.100 These churches are
most likely, therefore, to have been built for people living between the
walled city and the river. Similarly, at Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges in the
first half of the fifth century, a church was built near the centre of the old
high imperial city, but outside the contemporary defences on the hill to the
south-west (figure 6.4, p. 226).101 The church was constructed over earlier
private houses, but fitted carefully amongst the surrounding buildings,
apparently still in use.102 It, too, was not initially associated with burials,
although sarcophagi did appear within it from the late sixth century
onwards: significantly, the same period when burials first began to appear
within the defended circuits of cities in Gaul.

Seemingly, then, churches were sometimes built outside late antique city
walls for the convenience of residents living in these areas. The presence of
these churches and their congregations also refines the identification of extra-
mural sectors of old urban centres as ‘peripheral’, made above on the basis of
cemetery distributions. In some cities at least, a distinction appears to have
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been made between abandoned areas of the old urban centre, which were used
for burial, and occupied areas which were not. Thus, occupied extra-mural
quarters seem to have retained an identity closer to that of a high empire
urban centre than an urban periphery, becoming used for burials only at the
same time as land within the defended urban centre.

A number of positive factors, then, could encourage the construction of
extra-mural churches, and the phenomenon need not be attributed simply to
lack of space within the walls. In fact, even where walled circuits enclosed
large areas, churches consistently arose outside them. Thus, the TCCG rec-
ognises five churches built by the eighth century outside the Augustan walls
at Autun,103 four outside the second-century walls at Trier104 and twenty-
nine outside the late third-century walls at Metz.105 What, then, was the
character of the landscape which these churches occupied, and what contri-
bution were they making to the life of the city as a whole? In particular, can
they be understood as part of a late antique urban periphery?

Certainly, extra-mural churches – whether located within the former
urban centre or in areas that had always belonged to the urban periphery –
did have close functional and ideological links with the defended urban
centres. This is demonstrated in particular by literary descriptions of regular
processions between the two. A vivid example is the Rogations, an extended
ceremony of public parades and prayers instituted by Mamertus of Vienne,
and taken up by other Gallic cities for performance at mid-Lent or in times
of crisis. At Vienne, Mamertus had led processions between the defended
urban centre and the church of Saint-Ferréol, just north of the old periurban
quarter of Saint-Romain-en-Gal.106 Similarly, when Tours was threatened by
Roccolen, dux of Chilperic, during the episcopate of Gregory, he led a pro-
cession from the city’s cathedral to the church of Saint Martin in an extra-
mural sector of the old urban centre.107 Ceremonies such as these would have
created a living link between the centre of a late antique city and its extra-
mural churches. They caused crowds of worshippers to pass back and forth
between the two, visibly demonstrating the links between them and the
interest of the centrally based bishop in the churches outside the city walls.
Such behaviour may be compared with the frequent journeys between the
city of Rome and its suburban villas performed by the high imperial
elite, and is a clear sign that the churches were functioning as periurban
monuments.

We have already seen that some of these periurban churches sprang up to
serve existing populations outside the city walls. They could also become the
focus of new occupation in themselves. One such example is the church
which developed over the tomb of Saint Martin to the west of Tours (figure
6.2). At least two further churches and two monasteries, as well as an exten-
sive area of domestic occupation, had developed around it by the sixth
century.108 The result was an important cluster of periurban settlement.
Gregory of Tours referred to it as a ‘vicus christianorum’, suggesting that
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its religious origins gave it a special, distinct identity,109 and by the tenth
century it had even been partially enclosed by a defensive wall.110 Similarly,
at Clermont-Ferrand, the tomb of Saint Alyre was transformed into a basilica
by the end of the fourth century, and had become the centre of a small

Figure 6.2 Tours (Caesarodunum).
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village by the sixth.111 Such churches, then, had a distinct influence on the
development of the periurban landscape. It is indicative of both their own
importance and the continuing importance of the urban periphery in the life
of the late antique city.

Periurban churches, then, were used by all city-dwellers for secure burial
and regular religious festivals. They provided an accessible focus for regular
worship and social contact for extra-mural populations, and could also give
rise to new occupation in the periphery. This in turn affected the topog-
raphy of the city as a whole by creating clusters of periurban settlement.
Finally, the saints and martyrs whose relics some of them sheltered brought
status for both the local bishop and the community as a whole.112 In short,
they made a crucial contribution to late antique urban life, and urban iden-
tity. Although not located within the urban centre, they were still very
much a part of the fabric of the city, and helped to express its local character,
its religious faith and its status in comparison with neighbouring com-
munities. In all these respects, they bear strong similarities to the periurban
public buildings of the high empire. Thus, Février’s comment on the con-
tribution of churches to the identity of the late urban periphery is accurate
except in its underestimation of the importance of this zone during the high
empire: ‘Jusqu’alors, l’exterieur de la ville avait été exclusivement ou presque le lieu
des nécropoles, l’espace des morts. Il devint – dans la communauté chrétienne – un
espace privilégié.’113

One more type of Christian building requires comment here: the monas-
tery or convent. Monasteries first appeared in Gaul in the late fourth century,
and were often located in a rural setting, where peace and seclusion could
readily be attained.114 In one sense, they constituted a conscious rejection of
urbanism in preference for seclusion and isolation.115 However, urban monas-
teries also developed, and may be found in both centre and periphery. Their
chapels and cemeteries were usually reserved for their inhabitants, and so did
not play a direct role in daily urban life. Nevertheless, the monasteries were
an important constituent of the local church. Several bishops of Arles in
particular had been monks before they were ordained, while Caesarius, the
city’s bishop in the early sixth century, founded monasteries for both sexes
on its outskirts.116 Meanwhile at Tours, the late fourth-century bishop
Martin showed how a periurban monastery could successfully bridge the gap
between city and countryside. Tiring of interruptions to his preferred life-
style of seclusion, Martin retreated to a monastery at Marmoutier, 3 km from
the walled urban centre and on the opposite bank of the Loire.117 This move
secured his isolation, and yet kept him close enough to continue functioning
as the city’s bishop. Sulpicius Severus comments that the monastery ‘lacked
none of the solitude of the desert’,118 but this is unlikely at a site so near
to Tours. Rather, the description echoes the enthusiastic praise of earlier
writers for their suburban villas, able to offer similar isolation without
compromising access to the city.
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Abandonment, demolition and destruction

The discussion so far has concentrated on new structures which appeared in
late antiquity. Yet it has also touched upon changes affecting the existing
urban fabric: the demolition of older buildings to obtain spolia, for instance,
or the abandonment of parts of the former urban centre. It is now time to
explore these changes in greater detail. The issue is of course problematic,
since the fabric of any city alters and adapts continually to meet the changing
needs of its inhabitants. Thus it can be difficult to distinguish between
regular, small-scale urban change and the effects of the widespread trans-
formations associated with late antiquity. None the less, with sufficient evi-
dence, signs of serious urban change can be identified. The observation of
similar transformations at several sites in the same area of a city and over the
same period is one likely indicator. This applies particularly when the trans-
formations represent a major break in the history of each site; for instance, its
abandonment after several centuries of continuous occupation.

We begin by looking at those buildings which ceased to be used altogether,
either because they were abandoned or because they were deliberately des-
troyed by their former owners or external attackers. Evidence for such
abandonment or destruction has in the past often been attributed either to
massive economic decline and urban depopulation or to barbarian invasions.
Such analyses have found support in literary sources; for instance, Ammianus
Marcellinus’ description of the town of Avenches (Aventicum), in ruins by
the second half of the fourth century.119 However, the context of Ammianus’
description is a catalogue of key cities in the still very lively Gallic dioceses,
amongst which Avenches is an unusual exception.120 Meanwhile, it must be
remembered that abandonment and even fires regularly affected individual
sites in antiquity, so that evidence of a localised disaster need not mean that
whole quarters of a city were similarly affected. As archaeological evidence
from the late antique period increases, scholars are now more cautious about
identifying widespread abandonment and destruction or about explaining it
with reference to a single event such as a barbarian invasion.121

It would be illuminating to compare changes affecting existing urban
structures within and without the walls of late antique cities, in order to
discover whether the two zones typically experienced different patterns of
development. The task is made difficult by the continuous occupation of
most walled urban centres, which has rendered many of them poorly docu-
mented in comparison with the areas outside their walls.122 Yet valuable
exceptions are available; for example, the Îlot Saint-Christoly at Bordeaux
(figure 6.3). Here, excavations in an area of around 8,000m2 have revealed
well-preserved occupation dating from the first to sixth centuries ad.123 The
site lay at the confluence of two local streams, the Peugue and the Devèze,
the latter of which had marked the approximate southern limit of the high
imperial city. When Bordeaux’s near-rectangular walled circuit was built
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around the end of the third century, however, it was firmly incorporated into
the new urban centre. Seemingly consisting of very loose domestic and arti-
sanal settlement in the first century, the occupation at Saint-Christoly
became denser in the second century, with the addition of new commercial
and public buildings. Rising water-tables appear to have discouraged further
construction during the third century, but when the city walls were built, the
Peugue was diverted to pass away from the site, and the Devèze was canal-
ised. This allowed further densification on the site in the fourth century, and
life continued to flourish there throughout the fifth and sixth centuries. The
overall picture, then, is one of healthy urban development, which continued

Figure 6.3 Bordeaux (Burdigala).
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unchecked throughout the late antique period, and intensified after the con-
struction of the defences. However, the commercial importance of Bordeaux
during late antiquity may mean that this is an atypical case.

Beyond the city walls, those buildings that had belonged to the urban
peripheries of the high empire were almost universally abandoned during late
antiquity. The only real exceptions are sites such as the right bank of the Saône
at Lyon or the Île de la Cité at Paris, which continued to be occupied because
they had become a part of a relocated urban centre. The character and circum-
stances of abandonment could vary, however. At Vienne (figure 4.4, p. 90),
certain buildings at Saint-Romain-en-Gal were already falling into ruin at the
end of the Severan period,124 and complete abandonment of the area seems to
have occurred by the end of the third century. The only activity after this
time consisted of demolition for the recovery of building materials, and the
development of a cemetery around the Thermes des Lutteurs. At Sainte-
Colombe, a similar pattern is visible, with domestic buildings abandoned in
the early third century, and a cemetery appearing in the fourth.125 Similarly,
south of the Augustan walls on the left bank of the Rhône, abandonment
began in the early third century, and a cemetery appeared over an earlier
warehouse site in the second half of the fourth.126 The establishment of cem-
eteries in all three areas suggests that they had become devoid of living occu-
pation. Yet the cemeteries were themselves a periurban feature, serving the
needs of the intra-mural population, while the recovery of materials at Saint-
Romain-en-Gal is an example of the exploitation of periurban resources.
Vienne’s high imperial periphery, then, was still in some senses acting as a
periurban zone, despite the profound changes undergone by its built fabric.

At Arles (figure 4.9, p. 100), the periurban quarters at Trinquetaille and
south of the remaining sections of the city walls seem to have been as active
as ever during the first half of the third century. In the mid-third century,
however, they experienced a sudden and dramatic change. Excavations on
both sides of the river have revealed widespread signs of violent destruction
involving fire, all datable to this period.127 The disaster does not seem to have
affected the occupied urban centre, and Heijmans has suggested that it was
genuinely the result of an external attack, rather than a natural fire which
would have stopped at the river. In any event, none of the periurban quarters
were reoccupied after the disaster, indicating a changed level of interest in
this type of occupation. Finally, at Metz (figure 4.16, p. 124), we have
already encountered the sporadic abandonments affecting the periurban
agglomeration of Pontiffroy: perhaps caused by political disturbances, per-
haps by economic vicissitudes.128 Schlemaire states that the final abandon-
ment of this site took place in the early fourth century, but in fact three
churches were built at Pontiffroy between the sixth and eighth centuries,
probably serving an area of domestic occupation.129 The fourth-century
abandonment, then, may have been just another instance of the temporary
desertions which the site had experienced since the first century ad.
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These three cities demonstrate a range of different changes affecting for-
mer urban peripheries: gradual abandonment at Vienne, sudden destruction
at Arles and a series of temporary desertions at Metz. The cemeteries at
Vienne also reveal that the abandonment of periurban buildings did not
necessarily mean the end of a periurban function for the area. They are all,
however, cities which did not see significant reductions in the size of their
related urban centres. Arles and Vienne appear to have retained their early
imperial fortifications, while Metz saw the construction of new walls enclos-
ing most of the existing urban centre.130 It is therefore not possible in these
cases to compare the fortunes of buildings in the old urban periphery with
those in formerly central areas now excluded by reduced defensive walls. At
Saintes, however, where a wall enclosing approximately one quarter of the
old urban centre was built in the last quarter of the third century, such
a comparison can be made. Here, excavations of a large domus on the rue
Grelaud, in the old urban periphery across the Charente from the high
imperial urban centre, revealed that this house was still in normal use until
around ad 300.131 The domus was then abandoned and its materials recovered,
but occupation of a different kind arose. A small medium-quality construc-
tion was built nearby in the early fourth century and occupied for a short
time, during which a hypocaust from the old house was used as a rubbish-
dump. Finally, three burials appeared in the area after around 350, probably
associated with a larger nearby necropolis.

The evidence of the rue Grelaud site can be instructively compared with
another domus on the opposite side of the river, outside the late walls but well
within the old urban centre. This house, part of the ‘Ma Maison’ site, was
demolished in the second half of the second century,132 a time when the rue
Grelaud house was just being rebuilt in a grander style. Soon after, the
standing walls and floors of the ‘Ma Maison’ domus were patched, and occupa-
tion of some kind then continued until the last quarter of the third century,
when burials appeared on the site. Thus both sites passed through similar
phases of abandonment, partial reoccupation and finally funerary usage.
However, the ‘Ma Maison’ domus, despite being part of the old imperial
urban centre, passed through them around half a century earlier than the rue
Grelaud site. Most importantly, the initial demolition of the ‘Ma Maison’
domus took place well before Saintes’ reduced defensive walls were built,
meaning that it cannot be understood as a simple side-effect of their con-
struction.133 Instead, evidence from other parts of the old urban centre at
Saintes suggests increasingly widespread decline from the late second century
onwards, culminating in the almost complete abandonment of the areas out-
side the walled circuit before it was actually built.134 Thus the areas excluded
by the walled circuit at Saintes had already experienced a significant change
of character before it was built. By contrast, the rue Grelaud domus continued
to function for a short time after the reduced walls had been constructed
on the other side of the Charente. This may merely reflect the personal
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circumstances of its owners, but it does demonstrate that those sites closest
to the new, reduced urban centres were not always last to be abandoned.

The appearance of burials in the final phases of the rue Grelaud and ‘Ma
Maison’ sites again indicates that both retained a periurban function even
after the abandonment and demolition of their buildings. Thus the distinc-
tion between the former urban centre and urban periphery at Saintes was
eroded, with the extra-mural sectors of the old urban centre coming to be
used in much the same manner as places which had always formed part of the
urban periphery. This underlines the changing identity of such areas already
noted in the context of cathedral and cemetery distribution. The relationship
between the construction of the walls at Saintes and the beginnings of
change on the ‘Ma Maison’ site also reveals that such change did not always
begin as a result of wall-building. This last point can be further illustrated
through developments at Amiens between the mid-third century and the
construction of its walls in the last quarter of that century.135 Excavations
have revealed that insulae around the edges of the Amiens’ old urban centre
began to be abandoned during the mid-third century, and that some were
covered over by cemeteries. This was the beginning of a progressive decline
which reduced the occupied area of the city from an initial extent of around
140 ha to only about 30–40 ha during the 260s. By the time the walled
circuit was built, most of the insulae outside it had already been abandoned
for around a decade, and no more than 20 ha were enclosed. Only sporadic
pockets of occupation in semi-ruined buildings now remained outside the
new walls.136 Like Saintes, then, the construction of the walls was only the
culmination of major changes in land-use which had begun up to fifty years
previously. The two examples demonstrate that late antique walls could in
fact be an expression of existing differences between the defended and
excluded areas of the former urban centre, rather than a cause of those
differences.

Continuity and adaptation

At Saintes and Amiens, there seems to have been virtually no living
occupation outside the late antique walls by the mid-fourth century. Yet this
situation was by no means universal. In many cities, existing extra-mural
buildings remained occupied well into the late antique period, or were
adapted and enjoyed continued use in a new form. Such continuity and
adaptation are not always entirely separable from the abandonment of build-
ings described in the last section. Frequently, buildings adapted to new
purposes had passed through a period of abandonment beforehand. It was
also common for elite domus to go through a phase of occupation in a semi-
ruined or poorly maintained state before being completely abandoned, as for
the ‘Ma Maison’ and rue Grelaud houses at Saintes (above). The precise char-
acter of such occupation is not always clear, but it often seems to represent
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the opportunistic use of abandoned property by agriculturalists, artisans or
those engaged in recovering building materials. It cannot really be regarded
as a continuation of the original function of the domus, since the occupation
was no longer connected with the elite lifestyles for which the building
was designed. Rather, this type of ‘squatting’ is best considered a form of
adaptation of an existing building.

At some cities, a more stable form of urban continuity is observable in the
extra-mural sectors of the old urban centre. The church built on the plain at
Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges in the first half of the fifth century has been
mentioned. It was established over the ruins of an existing building, either
abandoned before this date or acquired intact and demolished to allow the
construction of the church. Around it, however, other occupation continued.
The church itself was relatively small,137 and fitted closely into the existing
urban fabric, suggesting that it was surrounded by buildings still in active
use. A new pi-shaped portico had also been built in the same sector of the
city, south of the macellum, in the fourth century.138 Meanwhile, a nearby
hostel or luxurious domus had its south wing lavishly restored in the early
fourth century, a mosaic installed in the fifth, and was maintained carefully
until at least the sixth century.139 Such continuity did not apply to the whole
of the old urban centre at Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges, with a number of
monuments apparently being systematically demolished at around the same
time that the new defences were built.140 Even so, some buildings in the old
urban centre clearly did continue to function much as they had always done.

Such continuity is typical of Novempopulania, where occupation in for-
mer urban centres often persisted well after adjoining areas of high ground
had been defended.141 Similar areas of continuing occupation also seem likely
elsewhere in Gaul; for example, outside the defences at Paris, Tours or
Clermont-Ferrand. At each of these cities, the late antique cemeteries remained
at a distance from the former urban centres, suggesting that living occupation
continued between them and the new city walls.142 It is noteworthy, though,
that both Paris and Tours, like Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges, had experi-
enced a significant shift in the location of their urban centres in late
antiquity. This makes them quite different cases from cities like Saintes or
Amiens, where the existing urban centre shrank and was then defended.
Continuity in the former urban centres at Paris, Tours and Saint-Bertrand
perhaps reflects the special character of their defensive circuits. Rather than
sheltering the last remains of a former urban centre, as at Saintes or Amiens,
they may instead have acted somewhat like fortresses, capable of sheltering
the local population when necessary, but not normally enclosing all of it.

Where continuity did not apply to extended quarters, individual buildings
– especially public buildings – could nevertheless remain in use. Literary
evidence indicates that games and spectacles continued to be held at certain
cities in late antique Gaul,143 although this will have depended greatly on
local circumstances and resources. Often, games were celebrated in buildings
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which had belonged to the periphery of the earlier city. The circus at Arles,
for instance, saw games held by the Franks in the mid-sixth century, even
though domestic occupation had begun between its outer buttresses in the
early fifth century.144 Thus, it continued to make an important contribution
to urban life and public display, despite the abandonment of the rest of Arles’
former urban periphery. At Lyon, late fourth-century coin finds from the
theatre at Fourvière show that this was one of the last features of the old
urban centre to remain in use: now, of course, in the periphery of the new
centre at St-Jean.145 Other public buildings, however, were demolished and
used as stone quarries. The amphitheatre to the south-east of Metz, appar-
ently demolished at the end of the third century to provide spolia for the new
city walls,146 is such an example, as are the many public buildings used in the
defensive circuit at Saintes.

Where not required either for their original purpose or as quarries, clas-
sical public buildings offered well-constructed walls and foundations which
were too good to waste. Thus, they were often adapted to new purposes. This
was certainly common in the centres of late antique cities, perhaps partly
because it constituted a lesser risk to surrounding occupation than demoli-
tion and rebuilding. The old forum and a podium on its north side were used
as the foundations for the cathedral at Aix-en-Provence soon after their aban-
donment.147 At Cimiez (Cemenelum), an unwalled city in Alpes Maritimae,
a set of public baths abandoned in the second half of the fourth century
were transformed into a cathedral in the fifth.148 Meanwhile, the Temple of
Livia and Augustus near the forum at Vienne had become the church of
Notre-Dame-de-la-Vie by the eleventh century: possibly earlier.149 This last
building is unusual, since the conversion of classical temples into churches
was normally avoided.150 Doubtless the reason was partly one of religious
scruple, but there were also practical factors to consider. The small cella of a
classical temple would provide little room for the gatherings of a Christian
congregation.

Beyond the late antique centres, similar adaptations can be observed.
Although partially demolished, the amphitheatre to the south-east of Metz
became the focus for a Christian structure in the fourth century,151 while at
Saintes a church was installed in the abandoned Thermes de Saint-Saloine in
an extra-mural sector of the old urban centre.152 The circumstances were
different from the central examples above, however, since these structures
were not surrounded by other occupied buildings. The amphitheatre at Metz
may have been of special interest because it had been a place of martyrdom,
while the church at Saint-Saloine appears to have been established because
the area had already become a focus for burials, and the nearby baths pro-
vided an embryonic structure. Meanwhile, as mentioned above, the circus at
Arles saw lean-to domestic structures developing between its outer buttresses
in the early fifth century.153 Again, the circus does not seem to have been
adapted because it was in the centre of a heavily occupied area, but rather
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used opportunistically because it offered niches where cheap shelters could be
built. Nevertheless, the fact that people of apparently poor means were so
keen to live in the periphery of Arles in the fifth and sixth centuries is of
interest, since it suggests that the city offered opportunities for trade or
employment which might make this worthwhile.

New buildings

Urban defences and Christian buildings were of course not the only new
structures which could be erected in late antiquity. We shall now consider
some of the other types of buildings constructed in Gallic cities at this time.
One such, the domestic house, must have been a frequent creation, but late
houses are generally little known except through their mosaics.154 The Îlot
Saint-Christoly excavations at Bordeaux revealed one house built on newly
drained land in the late third century, and two constructed over earlier
examples in the fourth.155 All were of good-quality construction, and one was
equipped with both hypocaust heating and at least two polychrome mosaics.
Unfortunately, such finds are rare. New elite housing usually arose within
late antique urban centres, and has thus been destroyed by later construc-
tions. Outside the defences, meanwhile, domestic occupation was found
mainly in continuously occupied older structures, rather than new buildings.
Nevertheless, the Christian ‘vici’ which grew up around the tombs of
Saint-Martin at Tours and Saint-Alyre at Clermont-Ferrand featured houses
as well as supplementary churches.156 Thus, new domestic occupation could
grow up in the urban periphery given the correct stimulus.

Urban public monuments were occasionally constructed during the late
antique era, despite the decline of euergetism. At Trier, Arles and Lyon,
for instance, sets of public baths were constructed during or after the
fourth century: respectively, the Kaiserthermen in the early fourth (figure
4.14, p. 116),157 the ‘Baths of Constantine’ in the fourth or fifth (figure 4.9,
p. 100)158 and baths in the Saint-Jean quarter in the late fourth (figure 4.15,
p. 120).159 Two important points of context must be noted, however. First,
Trier and Arles were extremely prosperous cities during late antiquity, and
Lyon relatively so, and second, all of these baths were built within the con-
temporary urban centres. Those at Lyon lay in the Saint-Jean quarter, which
had become the new urban centre after the desertion of Fourvière. Those at
Arles and Trier were both built on the perimeter of the occupied centre.
However, the baths at Arles lay only 150m north of the forum, while those at
Trier were on the edge of the orthogonal grid, but well within the second-
century walls. Both, then, should probably be regarded as central monu-
ments, located on the fringes of the urban centre because of the density
of occupation further in, and perhaps also for the sake of visibility from
the rivers at Arles and Trier.160 Gregory of Tours also informs us that the
Frankish king Chilperic had circuses built at Soissons and Paris in the
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mid-fifth century.161 No remains have been found, perhaps because the cir-
cuses were temporary constructions of wood or earth, and Gregory does not
divulge their locations. However, neither city’s reduced defences could have
accommodated a horse-racing circuit. Possibly, then, Chilperic embellished
Soissons and Paris with monumental periurban structures.

One final type of new building was the fort: hitherto unknown in the
Gallic interior since its conquest by Rome. Forts do not occur in any urban
centre, but two periurban examples are known. One, at Jublains, was origin-
ally built in the early third century, not far from the south-west corner of
the orthogonal grid (figure 4.18, p. 138).162 It consisted of a rectangular
defended hall, embellished with an earthen and later stone outer wall.
Abandoned early in the fourth century, its purpose is far from clear. How-
ever, the provision of wells, cisterns, a small bath-suite and a probable
kitchen suggest that it was intended to function independently of the urban
centre.163 This, Naveau believes, points to an imperial, rather than a muni-
cipal, construction.164 No less mysterious is the ‘Camp of Tranquistan’,
a square fortified enclosure to the east of the original urban centre at Saint-
Bertrand-de-Comminges (figure 6.4).165 This complex was built in the first
half of the third century, destroyed at the end of that century, and then
reoccupied during the late fourth and early fifth centuries. It was certainly
military in origin, although its late reoccupation may not have been. Its
imperial connections are also made clear by a fragmentary inscription from
its west gate, facing the city.166 Once again, though, its exact purpose is
unknown, although May suggests that it could have policed the marble
quarries at nearby Saint-Béat.167

With only two documented examples, these complexes are difficult to
interpret. Yet they remain of interest, since they constitute a rare example
of new structures other than churches being built specifically in the per-
ipheries of late antique cities. Their apparent construction by the imperial
administration rather than local urban authorities makes them very differ-
ent from the other monuments discussed here. None the less, some com-
ments about their relationship with the nearby urban centres may be
offered. At both cities, practical concerns would have favoured a periurban
location over a central one. Space was not readily available in either urban
centre at the time of the forts’ construction, while if the fort was attacked,
surrounding buildings would in any case have provided platforms for
besiegers to launch assaults. If the forts were intended partly to help protect
the nearby cities, a periurban location may also have helped to divide the
attentions of attackers between fort and urban centre, thus allowing the
occupants of the forts to defend both more efficiently. But it is not clear
that this was their primary function, and they are perhaps better interpreted
as surviving elements in a province-wide defence network. In this case, a
location in the periphery of a city would provide access to resources not
available in the countryside, such as goods for sale in the urban centre
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and roads converging upon it, while still allowing the fort to function
independently from the city.

Villas

Chapter 4 concluded that, during the high empire, some Gallo-Roman villas
may have been considered suburban by their owners, or at least used in a
comparable fashion, but that it is difficult to detect this now from their
archaeological remains. It is now time to consider whether any kind of sub-
urban villa culture existed in late antique Gaul, and, if so, what contribution
it may have made to the life of a late antique city. First, however, a general
review of changes affecting villas of all kinds during this period is needed.

Archaeological evidence suggests that most Gallo-Roman villas were
abandoned during the fourth and fifth centuries, with some experiencing a
period of partial occupation before they fell into complete ruin.168 Some sites,

Figure 6.4 Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges (Lugdunum Convenarum).
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though, saw major modifications or embellishments in the fourth century or
later. Sondages have revealed that the most splendid villa seen by Agache in
his Somme valley survey, at Vieux-Rouen-sur-Bresle, reached its fullest and
most lavish extent in the late fourth century.169 Meanwhile, Balmelle’s work
in southern Aquitania has shown that elite villa culture in this region per-
sisted well into late antiquity, with many properties continuing to function
as aristocratic residences in the fifth century, and some, such as Plassac, into
the sixth.170 Late antiquity also saw new villas being built. Some resemble
those of the high empire,171 but more often they were fortified sites: perhaps
best understood as a step towards the evolution of noblemen’s castles. They
make their appearance in literature during the fifth and sixth centuries, but
at least one earlier example is known through archaeology: Pfalzel, near
Trier, where construction began in the mid-fourth century.172 As in the
high empire, though, late antique villas often fell far from any city. Plassac
lay around 35 km north of Bordeaux, and Vieux-Rouen around 40 km
west-south-west of Amiens.

Percival has pointed out that availability of any villa site for excavation
today is a function of its desertion at some point.173 Many late antique villa
sites, then, may be unavailable for excavation because they lie beneath later
structures. He also draws attention to the survival of local toponyms derived
from estate-names ending in ‘-acum’; for example, ‘-y’, ‘-ac’ or ‘-eux’, depend-
ing on region.174 These imply the continuing presence of some kind of fea-
ture within the landscape, and a group of people to whom it was significant.
This does not, however, mean that the site was continuing to function as a
villa in the classical sense. Rather, Percival proposes two main ways in which
modern villages may have acquired such toponyms. First, the villa site could
become the focus of a nucleated group of buildings, which eventually
developed into a village and engulfed it.175 Second, an abandoned villa may
have been used for burials, later developing an associated church which in
turn became the centre of a new village.176 If, as Percival suggests, this type
of evolution happened at a high proportion of villa sites, then it may fre-
quently have obscured late antique occupation. Between such sites and the
examples which are known through excavation, then, it is reasonable to say
that some kind of villa system persisted into late antiquity. Yet the scale of
known abandonment also indicates that the pool of people able or willing to
participate in this lifestyle was steadily shrinking.

Archaeological and literary evidence both suggest that those who did own
villa estates in late antiquity continued to divide their time between city and
country. Studies of fifth-century Aquitania have revealed that very similar
geometric and floral designs occur in mosaics and on marble sarcophagi
found on rural estates and in the city of Bordeaux.177 Thus, the same group of
people appear to have been commissioning the works in each setting. Villas
also feature heavily in the letters and poems of Ausonius in the fourth cen-
tury and Sidonius Apollinaris in the fifth. Both men owned several estates of
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their own,178 and refer frequently to those of others.179 They also led active lives
in an urban context: Ausonius as rhetor at Bordeaux and, later, imperial tutor
at Trier, and Sidonius, amongst other things, as bishop at Clermont-Ferrand.
Many of the villas they describe are rich rural estates, but others do seem to
fit the mould of the classical suburban villa. We must note, though, that
their authors were clearly well aware of the literary topos, and may have set
out to depict themselves enjoying a Ciceronian lifestyle which did not reflect
the reality of late antique Gaul.

The most explicitly ‘suburban’ villa description comes from Ausonius’ ‘De
Herediolo’. The poem, about an estate inherited from his father, closes by
describing its relationship with Bordeaux:

This estate of mine is neither far away from the city nor right beside it,
lest I suffer its crowds and so that I possess its advantages.
And whenever dislikes compel me to change place,
I pass over and enjoy country and town by turns.180

Ausonius also reveals that he travels back and forth from the villa by boat,
presumably to the port at Bordeaux.181 Thus the familiar themes of the villa
as both escape from and extension to the life of the city, and of regular
journeys between the two are in place, at least on a literary level. Yet the very
correspondence between Ausonius’ writings and those of the classical period
raises the question of whether they reflect actual behaviour, or are above all a
poetic construction. Perhaps more revealing of real patterns of villa use is a
letter written by Sidonius from Lyon to decline a fishing invitation. He
explains that his daughter is sick, and continues, ‘on account of this [illness]
she desires to go out into our suburban estate. When we at last received your
letter, we were already preparing to go to the little villa’.182 Here the idea of
the suburban villa crops up as a passing reference, rather than being the focus
of an extensive literary exercise. Of course, the letter is still a literary con-
struct, and classical antecedents are never far away: as Cicero’s recovery from
a stomach problem on his Tusculan estate, and Catullus’ from a cough on his
suburbana villa, remind us.183 Yet a villa to which Sidonius might take a
daughter with a worsening cough and fever is not likely to have been very far
removed from Lyon, and he clearly is using it here as a supplement to his
normal urban residence.

The writings of Ausonius and Sidonius certainly reveal that fourth- and
fifth-century Gallic aristocrats were capable of portraying themselves as
pursuing a suburban lifestyle, and this portrayal may have extended to real
behaviour. In one sense, this is enough to classify their villas as ‘suburban’,
since the concept had always rested as much on subjective interpretation and
the mind-set of the villa owner as on the physical characteristics or location
of the property concerned. Further questions, however, remain. Archaeological
evidence for late antique villa occupation is, as shown above, scanty, but it
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has already been noted that those villas most obviously designed with
impressive display in mind are not generally located within an easy day’s
journey of any urban centre. Regular city–villa journeys are difficult to
imagine for any of them, and a picture of luxury rural villas as a more
definitive place of retreat from the city than they had been during the high
empire seems plausible.184

We may also ask whether the villa culture evoked by Ausonius and
Sidonius, literary conceit or not, was widely subscribed to by other members
of the Gallic elite. Notably, all the properties they mention, whether their
own or other people’s, are in the territories of important southern or eastern
cities: Lyon, Arles, Narbonne, Saintes, Bordeaux and Clermont-Ferrand. At
cities which were less prosperous, less influential or less distant from the
Rhine frontier, the same culture may not have applied. As far as the contri-
bution that these villas made to the life of the nearby city is concerned, the
letters and poems contain some indications of an economic role. Ausonius
details the proportions of arable land, pasture and vineyards on his inherited
estate, as well as noting that he keeps two years’ worth of food supplies in
store.185 Again, these details echo elements in classical villa descriptions, but,
if a real reflection of Ausonius’ property, would mean that the villa had
economic connections with Bordeaux.

Finally, a mid-sixth century poem by Venantius Fortunatus reveals that
villa estates could be conceived of as ‘suburban’ even in this period, and
draws attention to a new group of elite landowners. The poem is the first in a
series of three on estates belonging to Leontius, bishop of Bordeaux, and
concerns a formerly dilapidated property at Bissonnum which he has reno-
vated.186 It seems to have been a classical-style villa, and Fortunatus states
that it is seven miles from Bordeaux. This is the only one of the bishop’s
three estates which Fortunatus locates by reference to a city. The others are
situated in an exclusively rural landscape, punctuated only by the Garonne
and its tributaries.187 Although no further indication is given, the suggestion
is that Leontius used Bissonnum in a different manner from his other estates,
travelling regularly between it and Bordeaux. As bishop, he would often
have needed to visit Bordeaux, and only a villa within easy reach of that city
would have allowed him to perform his episcopal duties while still spending
significant amounts of time on his estate.

Certainly, Leontius was by no means alone as an estate-owning bishop in
this period. By the sixth and seventh centuries, testaments to the church had
bestowed upon many episcopal sees land not only within their own territory,
but often in far-distant parts of Gaul.188 Such testaments acted as a source of
income for the church, but also allowed bishops like Leontius to build or
rebuild their own personal residences.189 The bishops did not have full con-
trol over the locations of the properties they inherited. But where they fell
close to a city, it is quite plausible that many bishops chose to use them in
a manner reminiscent of classical suburban villas. Just as the church had
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encouraged the persistence of administrative systems based on the city, then,
it may also have been responsible for the survival at some level of a suburban
villa culture.

Conclusion

This chapter set out to examine changes in the character and function of the
urban periphery in late antiquity. Perhaps most important, though, is the
simple survival of both the concept and the reality of periurban land-use in
this period, despite the changes which it saw. Certainly, late antique and
early medieval texts refer to extra-mural features, and especially churches,
using phrases such as ‘in suburbio’.190 This suggests that an idea of the sub-
urban was current in this period, even if it was not identical to the classical
concept. The archaeological evidence, too, makes it clear that the distinction
between ‘urban centre’ and ‘urban periphery’ was still important, even if the
areas considered to belong to each had been modified. The clear preference
for locating cathedrals within new defensive circuits and the appearance of
cemeteries in extra-mural parts of many old urban centres make it clear
that the walled areas alone now enjoyed the special status of an urban centre,
while the undefended parts of the city had acquired a periurban function.
Meanwhile, the same function could still be performed by land which had
lain beyond the old urban centre in the high imperial period; for example, in
its use for burials. But former periurban occupation was more often aban-
doned, as the extent of the urban periphery at most cities shrank to match
the contraction of their centres.

The relationship between centre and periphery in the late antique era is
likely to have differed in some respects from that of the high empire. For one
thing, urban boundaries had often been conceptual, rather than concrete, in
the high empire. The edges of an orthogonal grid or a change in the direction
of a major road indicated the limits of an urban centre, but did not impede
passage across them. A defensive wall, however, generally offered only a few
points of entry, and this is likely to have emphasised the division between
centre and periphery. The beginnings of real problems with barbarian
invaders and bands of brigands must also have affected the relationship.
Periurban buildings had become much more liable than their central coun-
terparts to attack and destruction. These factors doubtless lent a special
attraction to the urban centre, encouraging those who could afford it to live
within the walls. However, there is no reason to assume that they were any
stronger than the ideological pull which the urban centre had exercised
during the high empire as an arena for displays of wealth and status.

The actual functions of the late antique urban periphery, though, had
changed little since the high empire. The periphery was still used for
living occupation, cemeteries, elite villas and public monuments: although
these were now churches, rather than baths, temples or amphitheatres. The
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churches in particular played an important role in urban life, offering
religious protection, social contact, festivities, and a means of expressing
status. Yet these same functions had been fulfilled by the public buildings of
the high empire, themselves often in the urban periphery. It would thus
seem an exaggeration to claim, like Février (above), that periurban churches
gave the late antique urban periphery a special role which it had not been
capable of playing before. Rather, they are evidence for the continuing
importance of periurban activity at cities whose centres were restricted by
static boundaries. Less prominent in this chapter has been periurban com-
merce and industry of the type known in the high empire. Economic activ-
ity, however, was not absent from the late antique urban periphery. Artisanal
installations of the fourth century, for instance, have been identified amongst
occupation west of the reduced circuit at Tours.191 Equally, pottery work-
shops in the Saint-Rémi district, around 1.3 km south of the late antique
circuit at Reims, continued production of grey coarse ware for a local market
until late in the third century.192 Such workshops were almost certainly a
feature of surviving extra-mural occupation at other cities, but, like the
domestic occupation in these areas, are rarely known in detail.

The persistence of the centre–periphery divide and the little-altered char-
acter of periurban land-use says much for continuity between the high
imperial and late antique Gallo-Roman city. Certainly, the practice of
marking out a distinct urban centre and imbuing it with special status was
common to both eras. The reasons for doing so may have changed in late
antiquity, when defence became as important as display. But the result was
much as it had been in earlier centuries, with the only exception being that
the boundaries used were generally less flexible and less permeable than those
of the high empire. As in the classical period, any urban activity which could
not be fitted within this static boundary, or was not considered compatible
with its ideology, had to take place instead in its immediate periphery. Thus,
in each period, the desire to mark out an urban centre and differentiate it
from what lay beyond gave rise to a special form of development and occupa-
tion in its immediate periphery. Meanwhile, defensive walls remained one of
the most important features of the medieval French city, and continued to
have the same effect, distinguishing now between ville and faubourgs. It is
only in the modern era, with the obsolescence of defensive walls and the
absence of any new equivalent boundary, that this very sharp distinction
between centre and suburbs has been left behind.
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7

SOME WIDER QUESTIONS

Introduction

Recognisable periurban development was clearly a widespread feature of
Gallo-Roman urbanism. It has already been stated in chapter 4 that more
than half of the administrative cities of high empire Gaul have yielded
evidence for periurban occupation, despite the imperfect nature of the
archaeological record. Chapter 5 found that the most urban secondary
agglomerations often generated very similar development, although different
methods of spatial organisation were preferred in less urbanised settlements.
Finally, chapter 6 was able to trace the continuation of periurban development
into late antique Gaul, despite the political, social and economic changes
which occurred in this period.

Only systematic investigation in other provinces can determine for certain
whether the same patterns applied in other parts of the western empire.
But the many other similarities between Gallo-Roman urbanism and that
which occurred in other provinces – particularly the practice of marking out
distinct urban centres – makes it highly likely. Certainly, chapter 3 was able
to draw on plenty of known examples, all very much like those observed in
Gaul. Meanwhile, although Esmonde Cleary did not explicitly state what
proportion of Romano-British towns had generated known extra-mural
development in his 1987 monograph, the evidence he presents speaks for
itself. Of the sixty large and small Romano-British towns that he discusses,
he is able to present positive evidence for extra-mural occupation (discount-
ing cemeteries and villas) from all but ten.1 Most of those are settlements
at which there has either been very little excavation or the dating of the
defences is poorly understood.

If the phenomenon of periurban development was part of the empire-wide
model of Roman urbanism, then, we may ask what the study of it can con-
tribute to our understanding of that model, and of the society that produced
it. This question is explored here in relation to three key issues: the character
and function of a Roman city, its relationship with the countryside, and the
relationship between provincial elites and Rome
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Tensions and resolutions in Roman urbanism

Roman cities were many things to many people. To the Roman state, they were
key components in an empire-wide administrative system. To local elites,
they were showpieces for wealth, sophistication and cosmopolitanism: both
their own and that of the communities they represented. To farmers, traders,
artisans and their customers, they were centres of economic exchange. And to
all these groups, they were arenas for social interaction, where the complex
hierarchical relationships between them could be expressed, enacted and
explored. The study of the urban periphery draws attention to all of these
functions, and also demonstrates how conflicts of interest between some of
them could be resolved.

One particular facet of the Roman city – its role in elite display – had the
potential to create a number of problems. Chapter 2 showed that the display
function of a city was greatly enhanced by the use of distinct boundaries to
mark out a special, explicitly urban space. Boundaries demonstrated the local
elite’s understanding of the distinction between city and country, and the
special role of the city in a civilised lifestyle. They could function as impres-
sive display monuments in themselves, and also ensured that the impact of
other buildings erected within them was enhanced by their context in a self-
evidently urban – and therefore sophisticated – environment. The empire’s
elite, then, worked hard to ensure that their cities were suitably well defined.
They created distinct physical boundaries around them, explored the anti-
thesis between city and country in literature, and subscribed to the notion of
an urbs or oppidum which ended at the urban boundaries.

This behaviour may have helped to create distinct showpieces of urbanitas.
But it also had its drawbacks: both for the elite who drove it and for other
city-dwellers. The main problem was that it created inflexible limits on
the amount of space available in the city, not only for the very displays which
the elite were so keen to make, but also for other urban-based activities.
Competition for that space will therefore have developed, driving up land
prices in the urban centre. And this is likely to have had a particular effect on
its ability to function as a locus for economic exchange. It will have meant
that people of small means found it more difficult to buy or rent space there,
either to live in or to use for economic activities such as retail, storage or
production. This, in turn, would also have had an impact on the lives of
the elite, whose lifestyles depended on an ability to buy goods produced and
retailed by the non-elite, use the buildings which they constructed and
maintained, and court their votes in elections.

The urban periphery, however, offered a solution to these problems. The
capacity for periurban development to be recognised as something different
from the urban centre, and yet still inherently connected with it, lent great
flexibility to Roman urbanism. It meant that an urban centre could be dis-
tinguished clearly from what lay beyond it, without this needing to constrict
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the development of the city as a socio-economic entity, or indeed the activities
of its elite. Thus the potters who lived and worked across the river from the
centre of Sens were able to sell their wares within the city and throughout
the surrounding rural territory, without having to pay a premium for land in
the actual urban centre. Similarly, the owners of wealthy domus such as those
at Saint-Romain-en-Gal and Trinquetaille, or the Maison aux Xenia at Lyon,
could enjoy easy access to the amenities of the city, but also build larger
houses than they are likely to have been able to in the urban centre.

The very display function of the city was also extended by the phenome-
non of the urban periphery. Urban public monuments may, in most cases,
have been considered most effective as displays of local status if erected
within the urban centre. But widespread recognition of the urban periphery
as a part of the urban agglomeration meant that it, too, could be used as a
successful setting for monumental public buildings. In some circumstances,
it might even be more effective than the urban centre in showing those
buildings off to best effect. Amphitheatres and circuses in particular seem
often to have been built in the urban periphery partly to ensure that they
were clearly visible to anybody approaching the city from outside.

The urban periphery, then, allowed the elite city and the socio-economic
city to occupy the same space without having a negative impact on one
another. It both arose from and resolved the tensions between the two. This
observation may also go some way to resolving a tension in scholarly concep-
tions of the Roman city. Some scholars have emphasised the political and
cultural role of the city over its economic function, seeing it as an ‘artificial’
elite creation, designed primarily for administration and to allow participa-
tion in privileged urban lifestyle. This view is particularly prevalent among
those who see a loss of interest in this lifestyle as a major reason for the
decline of cities in late antiquity. Liebeschuetz, for example, in an article
entitled ‘The end of the ancient city’, stressed the political and administra-
tive origins of ancient urbanism, and stated that ‘classical cities were above
all a means to living a particular kind of good life’.2 Others argue that the
city was a ‘genuine’ economic entity, which originated out of prosperity, and
played a significant role in economic exchange. Hopkins, discussing eco-
nomic development in the Bronze Age and Iron Age Mediterranean, stated
that ‘it was this increase in agricultural productivity which made the growth
of towns possible’,3 while chapter 3 noted several scholars who have detected
the influence of central place interactions behind the development of Roman
settlement patterns. The truth, of course, is that the Roman city was both
simultaneously: and the urban periphery is a vivid testimony to this.

City and country

Scholarly approaches to the Roman city have also long been concerned with
another tension: that between city and country. The issue is by no means
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unique to the field of Roman history. Braudel, in his analysis of early modern
Europe, insisted on the essential division between urban and rural, and
followed in the footsteps of Adam Smith, Marx, Weber and Hoselitz when he
did.4 Indeed, all of them were in accord with ancient writers like Varro,
Cicero and Quintilian (see chapter 2). Amongst Roman historians, the division
has found its most vivid expression in economic debates over whether the
city was or was not ‘parasitical’ on the countryside: usually known as the
‘consumer city’ debate. This was generated above all by Moses Finley, who
saw urban manufacture as restricted to ‘petty commodity production’ des-
tined for local consumption, and believed that the main role of the city in the
ancient economy was to act as an efficient collector of rural wealth through
the medium of rent and taxes.5 The idea has generated numerous responses
and counter-arguments, but both sides of the debate are generally character-
ised by an assumption that the city and the countryside were indeed separate,
and meaningful as economic entities.6

Urban historians and sociologists, though, have long questioned whether
the physical differences between city and country necessarily equate to any
meaningful socio-economic divide.7 As Abrams put it in 1978, ‘The material
and especially the visual presence of towns seem to have impelled a reifica-
tion in which the town as a physical object is turned into a taken-for-granted
social object.’8 He argued that we should instead consider the place of towns
within a wider social context, and especially hierarchical power-structures.9

Scholars of the ancient world, too, are now seeking to leave both the
‘consumer city’ and the urban–rural antithesis which it requires behind.10

Even Whittaker, who defended the ‘consumer city’ theory in 1995, recognised
‘the indifference of a specifically economic relationship between urban and
rural’ and noted that ‘the study of cities is only an imperfect way of studying
the operations of power in society’.11 Horden and Purcell speak of ‘the
absence of clear political and cultural separation between city and countryside
during much of Antiquity’, while for Gaul, Woolf argues that ‘Gallic econ-
omies and societies revolved much more around differences of wealth and
power, than around any distinction between urban and rural.’12 The preference
is shifting towards studies of socio-economic interactions between different
groups within ancient communities, without attempting to tie those groups
to specific and exclusive physical locations. Meanwhile, analyses of the urban
fabric as a distinct form of space continue to offer one way of exploring those
interactions.13

The study of the urban periphery draws attention to the fact that even the
physical distinction between city and country in the ancient world was not
really as stark as a focus on literary texts or defensive walls might suggest.
This much was clear to ancient commentators, who were as aware of the
reality of the urban periphery as they were fond of the ideology of a neatly
defined urban centre, and indeed celebrated the urban–rural divide as much
by breaching it as by maintaining it. We are dealing with a world in which
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cows were kept within the walls of Pompeii, grandiose monuments were
raised outside the urbs at Rome and villas everywhere were designed to evoke
the public architecture of the city. And we must also allow for a wide range
of secondary settlements, from those which were urban in all but title
to the tiniest of rustic hamlets. Despite the best attempts of the ancients
to divide city from country on a physical level, then, they were never as
sharply polarised as the illustrations of the Corpus Agrimensorum might suggest
(see figure 2.1, p. 30). It is better to think in terms of a spectrum, with the
truly urban at one end and the truly rural at the other, but many indistinctly
defined stages, including the urban periphery, in between.

The character of periurban development also supports the suggestion that
the physical boundaries between city and country did not correspond directly
with any particular socio-economic distinction. The case of the workshops at
Autun, encountered in chapter 4, suggests that urban boundaries had little
specific effect on economic activity. Although workshops were often located
just outside the urban centre, at Autun they fell just within an unusually
extensive walled circuit. This strongly suggests that their location – and that
of other workshops which do fall outside urban boundaries – was being
determined by free market economics, rather than any social or political
attempts to keep industrial production out of urban space. There also do not
seem to have been any restrictions on the movement of individuals between
centre and periphery in Gaul, apart from the practical time constraints
involved in passing through gates or across rivers.14 Social exclusion was only
applied to individuals such as the contractors for burials, punishments and
executions at Puteoli (chapter 2): clearly an exceptional case connected with
Roman fears about death pollution and the related exclusion of the dead. Any
other evidence for the concentration of lower-class individuals in the urban
periphery, such as the areas of poor-quality housing outside Amiens and
Metz, can, like the workshops of Autun, be explained by independent eco-
nomic factors rather than conscious attempts to keep ‘undesirables’ out of the
city: and is anyway tempered by the presence of wealthy domus in the urban
periphery. In socio-economic terms, then, we should envisage a gradual con-
tinuum between city and country, within which the actual urban boundaries
had relatively little impact.

Rome and the provincial elites

Finally, what contribution can the study of the urban periphery make to
debates surrounding the relationship between provincial elites and the power
that was Rome? Were any correspondences between the character of peri-
urban development in Gaul and the type of urbanism which had developed in
the Roman empire before Gaul became part of it the result of a conscious,
imperialising policy from the Roman state, of the kind described by Tacitus
in Agricola’s Britain?15 Were they driven by local elites seeking to display
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their loyalty to Rome in the hope of direct reward?16 Or were those elites
instead ‘borrowing’ Roman tools as one means of expressing and maintaining
their personal status within their own communities?17 And what do any
deviations from the established model mean? A rejection of Roman culture,
or the creation of a new, local culture?18

Certainly, the Gallo-Roman elite had taken on board the Roman emphasis
on the city–country divide, and applied it by marking out distinct urban
centres in their administrative cities. The importance of urban boundaries in
Gaul cannot be attributed solely to Roman imperative. Boundaries estab-
lished at the foundation of Gallo-Roman cities were carefully maintained by
their inhabitants, and sometimes reinforced through the establishment of
new markers; for example, the four monumental arches at Reims.19 New
boundaries, like the second-century walled circuit at Trier, were also estab-
lished, while secondary agglomerations aspiring towards a form of urban
status might create a closely defined urban centre where none had existed
before: the orthogonal grid established at Dalheim in the ad 70s, for
instance.20 Clearly, then, the boundaries were of interest to the Gauls them-
selves. It is also clear that they carried real significance throughout the
Roman period and on into late antiquity. Across Gaul, considerable and
consistent differences in the use of space can be observed within and without
them.

Arguably, the defining characteristic of the urban centre, and that which
marked it off most clearly from the urban periphery, was the amount of effort
put into expressing romanitas within its boundaries. The very idea of having a
city, and using it as a community showpiece, had essentially been presented
to the Gauls by Rome. And the model which Rome offered carried with it
the message that urbanitas and romanitas went hand in hand. Romanitas was
demonstrated by urbanitas, while the best and most effective way to convey
urbanitas was through romanitas: chiefly, principles of planning and archi-
tecture which had been honed and refined in a Roman context. The reasons
why the Gallic elite – or indeed other provincials – chose to take on this
model at all have been discussed elsewhere, but are likely to have included an
interest in developing a profitable relationship with Rome, as well as a desire
to demonstrate their membership of a civilised, up-to-date, sophisticated and
even cosmopolitan world: to themselves, to their own communities and to
others.21 We should not, then, be too surprised if the Gauls showed the
greatest eagerness to adhere to ‘Roman’ architectural principles in the space
which the model would have taught them was best-suited to displays of
status: the urban centre. By demonstrating their romanitas within the city
boundaries, they were simultaneously making a more effective statement of
their urbanitas: and, hence, their sophistication.

The closest adherence to the established Roman model of urbanitas can
usually be observed in the forum area. The Gallic elite would have learnt
from Rome that a forum constituted the proper social and political heart of a
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city.22 It lay topographically at the centre of the urban grid, and hosted
buildings and activities which were metaphorically central to the life of the
community as a whole, and its relationship with Rome. Here would be found
a curia, used for council meetings, and a basilica, for legal hearings, business
and administration. This configuration was explicitly recommended by
Vitruvius, who states that the basilica, treasury, prison and curia should all
adjoin the forum, as should the temple of Mercury.23 In coloniae, the complex
would usually be dominated by a Capitolium: a temple to the chief gods of
the Roman state, Jupiter, Juno and Minerva. Meanwhile, the paved space of
the forum, often surrounded by porticoes and shops, was used as a social and
commercial space. A forum, then, was a gathering-space for the community
itself, but was also the part of the city most likely to be viewed in detail by
visitors: including representatives of the Roman state. Of all the places to
make statements about a community’s identity, this was the greatest.

The forum complex did evolve over time, both before and after Gaul’s
incorporation into the empire.24 But examples in Gaul always follow the
contemporary model closely.25 The forum of Feurs (Forum Segusiavorum) in
Lugdunensis is a particularly well-documented case.26 Rectangular in shape,
it was flanked at one end by a basilica and curia, and dominated at the other
by a large temple. The central space was paved, and surrounded by porticoes
and shops. Meanwhile, at Narbonne a probable Capitolium faced on to the
forum complex from the north,27 and even outside the coloniae van Andringa
has argued that the forum was above all the preserve of Jupiter and that other
cornerstone of the community’s politico-religious relationship with Rome:
the imperial cult.28 The architectural language used is consistently in keeping
with that developed in Rome and Italy, and seen all over the empire. Thus it
constituted a powerful demonstration of the urbanitas and the romanitas of
the Gallic communities, in the very space which most united them with the
rest of the civilised world. If this display was at its peak in the forum,
though, the rest of the urban centre also helped to reinforce it: especially
along the major roads. The orthogonally arranged street grid was a vivid
expression of romanitas–urbanitas in itself, while an array of monumental
public buildings could also make the same point. Again, most of these
would have been instantly recognisable as ‘Roman’, in both architecture and
function. They might include other temples of the imperial cult, such as
the municipal sanctuary of the Verbe Incarné site at Lyon,29 monumental
bath-houses like the Thermes du Forum at Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges,30

and, as we have seen, classical theatres.
Having an urban periphery was ‘Roman’ too, of course. But the rules

about how it might be used were rather more flexible than those which
applied in the urban centre, while it did not carry the same intense connota-
tions of urbanitas and romanitas as the central space. The evidence of Gaul
shows that it certainly could function as an effective setting for Roman-style
public monuments: classical amphitheatres and circuses are the obvious
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examples, but the same applies to lavish public baths. Yet the most urban
and the most Roman building-types never appear here: curiae and basilicae
were naturally kept to the forum, the only known periurban sanctuaries of
the imperial cult are the exceptional examples at Lyon and Narbonne,31 and
even classical theatres were restricted to the urban centre as much as possible.

The urban periphery does, however, seem to have offered a suitable location
for other forms of architecture, absent from the model of Roman urbanism to
which the Gauls had been exposed. Prime among these were Romano-Celtic
temples and the local forms of spectacle building: Gallic theatres and mixed
edifices. Although not part of the classical architectural tradition, the very
positioning of these monuments arguably demonstrates the extent to which
Gauls had absorbed the Roman urban model. Their absence from the urban
centre can be viewed in part as the effect of a desire to avoid diluting its
romanitas–urbanitas with ‘un-Roman’ building types. But their presence in
the urban periphery also demonstrates their understanding of what this zone
meant in Roman thought. Epigraphy from the Lenus Mars precinct at Trier
and the commanding positions of other periurban temples – the group at la
Genetoye opposite Autun, for instance, or the north sanctuary at Jublains –
make it obvious that these religious complexes in particular, and the theatres
associated with them, played a major role in local civic life. That the Gallo-
Roman elite realised these important monuments could be associated with
their cities without compromising the special ideologies of the urban centre
is eloquent testimony to their recognition of the ambiguous, urban-but-not-
urban status of the urban periphery (see chapter 2). It can then be seen as a
sign of Gallo-Roman culture working successfully with the Roman urban
tradition, developing new uses for urban space which both maintained
Roman principles and met local needs. Indeed, the development of distinct
periurban satellite settlements at administrative cities and at the most
urban secondary agglomerations can be seen in a similar light. It was fully
compatible with the Roman urban model, but also accorded well with the
polynuclear settlement structure already in use in pre-Roman Gaul.

Some of the ways in which periurban space was used in Gaul may be
interpreted as direct emulations of the city of Rome itself, or other specific
examples of the Roman urban model in action. Gauls who had visited Rome
or read descriptions of the city by authors such as Strabo would have been
well aware of the monumental complexes in the Campus Martius. Those who
had not could, after 12 bc, observe a more accessible example in the form
of the provincial sanctuary at Lyon. Indeed, the idea of the monumental
urban periphery seems to have been particularly prominent in the Roman
consciousness at the very time when most Gallo-Roman cities were being
founded or monumentalised: the Augustan era, characterised by a slough of
projects on the Campus Martius and, in the east, the celebration of Augustus’
greatest victory through the foundation of Nicopolis, complete with peri-
urban stadium, theatre, victory-monument, temple and festival.32 This type
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of model may well have encouraged the construction of monumental squares
at Saint-Romain-en-Gal opposite Vienne and Trinquetaille opposite Arles, as
well as circuses to the south of the same two cities. Less directly, it might
also be related to the practice of building monumentalising Romano-Celtic
sanctuaries in the urban periphery. Although the architecture of these
structures was not drawn directly from the Roman tradition, the idea of the
monumental periurban sanctuary was.

Other characteristics of Gallo-Roman periurban development though,
while similar to those seen at Rome and other western Roman cities in Italy
and western Europe, are likely to have arisen through a much less self-
conscious process. The construction of shops, workshops, warehouses, modest
baths and all kinds of houses in the urban periphery, for instance, was
matched at Rome, but in Gaul was probably driven mainly by local eco-
nomic and social factors, rather than deliberate attempts at emulation.
Although some of the circumstances at work were created by the interest of
Gauls in the Roman urban model – particularly their use of urban boundar-
ies – the actual use of the space is probably best understood as an example of
independent parallel development, guided by simple common sense and
human self-interest. It was, after all, the local elites who had the greatest
vested interest in making public displays of their commitment to the
cultural world of Rome. Thus it is in their use of the urban periphery as a
place for constructing monumental public buildings that the relationship
with Rome can best be traced.
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17 Tac., Hist. 4.64.
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19 Strabo, Geog. 3.4.13.
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to be merely a country town – Var. 12.15).

22 Digesta 1.8.9.4 (Ulpian) and 50.10.6 (Modestinus).
23 Hanson 1997: 75–6.
24 Woolf 1998: 119–20.
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Pearson and Richards 1994.
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28 Garnsey 1979: 10
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50.16.87).
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37 Crawford 1996: I.24.
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42 Ch. 62: ‘in oppido municipi Flavi Irnitani quaeque ei oppido continentia aedificia erunt’
(González 1986).
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78 Plaut., Trin. 508; Cato Agr. 8.2; Agusta-Boularot 1998: 38.
79 Champlin 1982: 97; Agusta-Boularot 1998: 43.
80 Agusta-Boularot 1998: 46.
81 Agusta-Boularot 1998: 37–9.
82 Champlin 1982: 98; Agusta-Boularot 1998: 49–50.
83 Champlin 1982, passim and esp. 99.
84 ‘O funde noster, seu Sabine seu Tiburs (nam te esse Tiburtem autumant, quibus non est cordi

Catullum laedere: at quibus cordist, quovis Sabinum pignore esse contendunt) . . .’
(Catull., Carm. 44.1–4).

85 For example Florus, 1.5.21, Ovid, Fasti 6.56–61.
86 ‘praedium . . . suburbanum, quod ab urbanis non loco sed qualitate secernitur’ (5.71.16).
87 Sets of properties – Rosc. Am. 133; Verr. 2.1 54 and 2.4.121; Att. 8.2.3. Advice to

Quintus – Q. Fr. 3.1.23–4 and 3.4.5. Cornelius Nepos illustrates the restraint of
Cicero’s friend, Atticus, by stating that he did not own the usual set of lavish
suburban properties (Nep., Att. 14.3).

88 Champlin 1982: 102–3.
89 Martial, Ep. 8.61. Similar themes are treated in 3.47, 3.58, 10.58 and 12.72.
90 Pliny, Ep. 2.17
91 Clarke 1991: 12–19.
92 Tifernum – Ep. 4.1, 5.6, 9.36 and 10.8; Comum – Ep. 7.18 and 9.7.
93 Pliny, Ep. 4.6.
94 Champlin 1982: 107.
95 Columella, Rust. 1.1.19; Pliny, Ep. 2.17.2.
96 Laurence 1994: 122–9.
97 For example Cic., Att. 12.34.1; Pliny, Ep. 1.12; Fronto, Ep. 1.6. See Champlin

1982: 104–5.
98 Pliny, Ep. 1.24.
99 Seneca – Tac., Ann. 15.60.19; Phaon – Suet., Nero 48.1; Phyllis – Suet., Dom.

17; Remmius Palaemon – Pliny, NH 14.50. These villas may not have been
directly adjacent to the major roads: they are more likely to have lain a slight
distance away, and been connected by private side roads (Laurence 1999:
103–5).
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100 On the diffusion of urban culture into the suburban districts – Champlin 1982:
106–10.

101 ‘tunc demum adiecta spe dignitatis ad otium concessit, modo in hortis et suburbana domo,
modo in Campaniae secessu delitescens’ (Suet., Claud. 5.1). Di Matteo has tentatively
linked this suburbana domus with a property on the eighth mile of the via
Tiburtina, find-spot of a lead pipe stamped with Claudius’ name (Di Matteo and
Granino Cercere 2004).

102 Pliny, Ep. 3.11.
103 Suet., Nero 48.1 and Dom. 17.3.
104 Macr., Sat 3.13.13 – see Champlin 1982: 108 and Purcell 1987a: 155.
105 Pliny, NH 14.48–51.
106 Pliny, Ep. 2.17.15 and 28.
107 Seneca, Ben. 4.12.3–4.
108 Cato, Agr. 7–8.
109 Varro, Rust. 1.16.3; Columella, Rust. 3.2.1, 7.3.13, 7.3.22, 7.9.4, 8.5.9 and

8.8.2.
110 Morley 1996: 86–90.
111 Agusta-Boularot 1998: 43–4.
112 Pliny, Ep. 1.3.
113 ‘modicis . . . aedibus nec multo laxiore suburbano . . .’ (Suet., Tib. 11.1).
114 Curt. 4.1.19 (hortus outside Sidon in Syria); Pliny, NH 35.105 (hortulus outside

Ialysos on Rhodes); Martial, Ep. 5.35 (suburbanum at Corinth); SHA, Op. Macr.
15.1 (execution of Macrinus in a suburbanum outside a Bithynian city).

115 Gell. NA 1.2 and 18.10.1–2. The debates occur ‘in villas ei urbi proximas’ (in his
villas close to the city). For archaeological remains of Herodes’ villas in the area,
Tobin 1997: 211–39 (Kephisia) and 241–83 (Marathon).

116 Apul., Apol. 87–8 (villa suburbana) and Flor. 19 (suburbanum).
117 Apol. 23.
118 CIL II.4332.
119 Armies – e.g. Livy, 22.22.10 (extra urbem); sieges – e.g. Livy, 6.31.8 (extra

moenia); attacks on citizens – e.g. Front., Strat. 4.4.1 (extra murum).
120 Tac. Hist. 2.21; Front., Strat. 3.2.5.
121 For example amoenissima extra urbem aedificia at Cremona (Tac., Hist. 3.30), extra

urbem tecta at Mazagas (later Caesarea) in Asia Minor (Curt., 8.10.30), aedificia
extra urbem at an Aetolian city (Livy, 36.24). Perhaps closest to the Roman
continentia aedificia is a ‘pars extra muros, quae frequentius prope quam in urbe habita-
bitur’ (region outside the walls, inhabited almost in larger numbers than the
city) at Heraclea in Greece – Livy, 36.22.

122 For example Cic., Att. 7.1.5 or Livy, 40.43.4 (both extra urbem).
123 For example Livy, 33.24, 34.43 and 45.22.
124 Particularly clear at Florus, 1.5 – ‘Tibur, nunc suburbanum, et aestivae Praeneste

deliciae nuncupatis in Capitolio votis petebantur’ (Tibur, now suburban, and delight-
ful summer-time Praeneste, were attacked after vows had been pronounced in
the Capitol). See also Ovid, Fasti 6.361 and Prop., Elegiae 4.1a.33.

125 The spelling varied, but the ‘e’ will henceforth be included for consistency.
126 For example Thuc., 3.102.2 (Aetolian attack on Naupactis) or Xen., Hell.

7.1.25 (Arcadian attack on Asine).
127 Thucydides 2.34 describes this area as ‘the most beautiful suburb of the city’.
128 Thuc., 4.69.1–2.
129 Cic. Att. 1.4 and 1.9 (Academy); Att. 1.10: ‘Cum essem in Tusculano (erit hoc tibi

pro illo tuo “cum essem in Ceramico”)’. See also Champlin 1982: 104–5 for Cicero’s
use of the suburban villa as a setting for philosophical dialogues.
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130 Attacks, military manoeuvres – Diod. Sic., 11.68.3–4, Joseph. Bell. Jud. 5.264
and Polyb. 5.60.5–8. Ambushes, trickery – Polyaenus, Strat. 5.10.1, Plut., De
mul. vir. 255c. Triumphs – Appian, Bell. Civ. 2.2.8.

131 Julian mentions that he lived in the proasteion of Milan before being declared
Caesar (Athenaion . . . 6).

132 For example Polybius’ description of Seleucia (Hist. 5.59.7) or Strabo’s of
Amaseia (Geog. 12.3.39).

133 Plut., Crassus 1.2.
134 Flav. Phil., Vit. Soph. 2.606.
135 Strabo, Geog. 17.1.10.
136 Strabo, Geog. 12.3.11.
137 Flav. Phil. Vit. Ap. 1.7.47.
138 Plut., Sulla 12.3, Julian, Themistioi Philosophoi 5.46; Flav. Phil., Vit. Soph. 2.579.

Note that Philostratus refers to a villa of Herodes Atticus, also described in
suburban terms by Aulus Gellius (NA 1.2 and above).

139 Herodian, 2.1.2 (Commodus), 3.4.6 (Niger) and 5.4.11 (Macrinus). Also
Joseph., Bell. Jud. 4.493 (Nero).

140 Cass. Dio, 56.1.1
141 Plut., Apophth. Lac. 241c.
142 Philo, De Cong. 10; Lucian, Hermot. 24.
143 Dilke 1985: 103–6.
144 Price and Trell 1977.
145 Carder 1978: 4–8; Campbell 2000: xxiii–vi.
146 Carder 1978: 189–95.
147 Levi and Levi 1967; Bosio 1983.
148 Variously interpreted as city gates, mansiones or extremely abbreviated city walls

– Levi and Levi 1967: 66–82; Bosio 1983: 101–10; Dilke 1985: 115–16.
149 Blanckenhagen 1968, nos. 2, 5, 6 and 10.
150 Blanckenhagen 1968: 132; Ling 1991: 114–16.
151 For example Stern 1953: 124–44.
152 Carder 1978: 190.
153 Especially common in Vitruvius (e.g. Arch. 1.4.1; 1.6.6; 1.7.1; 5.3.1; 8.5.1), but

see also Cic., Cat. 2.1.1; Virgil, Aen. 6.549; Florus, 1.4.2.
154 Lepper and Frere 1988; CIL VI.960.
155 Lepper and Frere 1988: 50.
156 Lepper and Frere 1988: 47–9.
157 Geffroy 1878.
158 Geffroy 1878: 10–11.
159 Geffroy 1878: 3–4.
160 Koeppel 1969.
161 Cass. Dio, 56.1.1.
162 Rodríguez Almeida 1981; Dilke 1985: 103–6.
163 Rodríguez Almeida 1981: 35–53; Stanford Digital Forma Urbis Romae Project

2002–3.
164 Rodríguez Almeida 1981: 39–43.
165 Rodríguez Almeida 1981, groups 27, 28, 33, 34 and 37a: 108, 119–21 and

140–3.
166 Van der Meer 1998; La Rocca 2000.
167 Van der Meer 1998: 63; La Rocca 2000: 59.
168 Ling 1991: 142–9.
169 Van der Meer 1998: 64–5.
170 La Rocca 2000.
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171 La Rocca 2000: 59.
172 Illustration – Carder 1978: 141–2. Related text – Campbell 2000: 42–3.
173 Illustration – Carder 1978: 154–7. Related text – Campbell 2000: 220–1.
174 Bosio 1983: 83–9.
175 Lighthouse – Levi and Levi 1967: 151–9; Porphyry column – Bosio 1983:

87–8.
176 Bosio 1983: 89.
177 Catull., Carm. 44.1–4 (see above).

3 THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF THE URBAN PERIPHERY

1 See for example King 1984 for an introduction and overview.
2 See for example collected articles in Smith 1976 and Grant 1986.
3 Morley 1996: 166–74; Woolf 1998: 126–35.
4 Woolf 1998: 126–35 and 139–41; Millet 1986. For the pre-industrial Mediter-

ranean world in general, see also the concerns of Horden and Purcell 2000: 102–3
(especially their fourth objection).

5 Hall 1966; Chisholm 1968: 20–32.
6 Grimal 1959; Ross Holloway 1994: 91–101; Andreussi 1996.
7 Livy 1.44; Dion. Hal. 3.13.5.
8 Le Gall 1991: 62.
9 Cass. Dio 74.1; Le Gall 1991: 59.

10 Patterson 2000a: 96–7.
11 SHA, Aurel. 21.10–11.
12 Pisani Sartorio 1996a.
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Nero (Tac., Ann. 15.42) to do so.
14 Maischberger 2000.
15 SHA, Sev. 19.5.
16 Cic. Att. 12.19.1; CIL IV.9847.
17 Juvenal 14.201–205; Martial 1.41.
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around the porta Capena and the via Appia prompted Augustus to make this his
regio I.

19 Labrousse 1937; Price 1996; Andreussi 1999; Patterson 2000a: 88–9.
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Dionysius of Halicarnassus does not recognise them (Le Gall 1991: 63; Dion.
Hal. 4.13.3).

21 Aul. Gell., Noct. Att. 13.14.5–6; Patterson 2000a: 88.
22 Auspices – Varro, Ling. 5.143; Aul. Gell., Noct. Att. 13.14.1–2. Burial – Twelve

Tables X.1 (Crawford 1996: II.40). Military imperium – e.g. Cicero, Att. 7.1.5;
Caesar, Bell. Civ. 1.6.1; Livy, 34.52.3. Ambassadors – e.g. Livy, 30.21.12 and
33.24.5.
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required to lay down his power every time he entered the pomerium (Cass. Dio
53.32.5).
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Valenzani 1993).

25 Cippi of Claudius, Vespasian and Hadrian are at CIL VI.31537–9.
26 For some of the debates – Labrousse 1937, Poe 1984 and Andreussi 1999.
27 Palmer 1980.
28 Patterson 2000a: 94.
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29 Suet., Aug. 30; Cass. Dio 55.8; Robinson 1992: 9–13; Fraschetti 1999; Palombi
1999.
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(Robinson 1992: 10; Patterson 2000a: 90).

31 Robinson 1992: 9–13; Lott 2004: 89.
32 Favro 1996: 136–7; Palombi 1999: 199.
33 Agusta-Boularot 1998: 53.
34 CIL VI.975 (the ‘Basis Capitolina’) – ‘magistri vicorum urbis regionum xiii’.
35 Digesta, 50.16.87 (Ulpius Marcellus) and 50.16.2 (Iulius Paulus) – see chapter 2.
36 De Maria 1988.
37 Rodríguez Almeida 1993.
38 Patterson 2000b: 132; Pisani Sartorio 1993.
39 Vespasian spent the night outside the pomerium before his triumph over the Jews

(Joseph., BJ 7.123).
40 Tac., Ann. 12.24. Lupercalia – Rykwert 1976: 91–6. Walls of the eighth to sixth
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around the hill (Ross Holloway 1994: 101–2).

41 Terminus on the via Laurentina, Fortuna Muliebris on the via Latina and Dea Dia
on the via Campana – Patterson 2000a: 89; Strabo Geog. 5.3.2.

42 Rodríguez Almeida 1981: group 37a, pp. 140–3.
43 Patterson 2000c.
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45 Purcell 1996a: 127–5.
46 For example the horti Lolliani – Papi 1996.
47 Purcell 1987b: 203.
48 Transtiberim – Maischberger 2000; Rodríguez Almeida 1981: fragments 33 and

34, pp. 119–21. Emporium area – Rodríguez Almeida 1981: fragments 23–5,
pp. 102–7.
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50 Patterson 2000a: 94.
51 Coarelli 1986: 42–3; Pisani Sartorio 1996b.
52 Patterson 2000a: 94–5.
53 Juv., Sat. 14.201–205; Mart., Epig. 6.93. Mills – Wilson 2001.
54 Wiseman 1993.
55 Cic. Ad Att. 12.38.4.
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57 Purcell 1987a: 26–7.
58 Pliny NH 29.16; Cass. Dio 53.2.4 (30 bc) and 54.6.6 (21 bc).
59 Cass. Dio 42.26.2.
60 Vitr., Arch. 1.7.
61 See further chapter 4.
62 Ross Holloway 1994: 20–50 and 97–9. For example Julius Caesar – Cass. Dio

44.7.1.
63 Purcell 1987a.
64 Purcell 1987a: 30–2; Patterson 2000b.
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1996a: 123–5.
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68 Cass. Dio 48.43.3.
69 Livy 7.23.3.
70 Bellona – e.g. Livy 26.21; Apollo – e.g. Livy 34.43.2.
71 Patterson 2000a: 91–2.
72 Suet. Aug. 29; Cass. Dio 54.8.3.
73 Patterson 2000a: 91; Pisani Sartorio 1996c.
74 For an imaginative reconstruction of the transition, Purcell 1987b.
75 Lugli 1923; Jones 1962; Jones 1963; Quilici 1974; Quilici 1979; Potter 1979;

Morley 1996: 95–103.
76 Esp. Columella, Rust. 1.1.19 and Pliny, Ep. 2.17.2. See chapter 2.
77 Champlin 1982: 98 and n. 9; Laurence 1999: 82.
78 Champlin 1982: 111, n. 6.
79 Morley 1996: 97–101.
80 Quilici 1974 and 1979; Arnaud 1998: 80–1.
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82 Ep. 2.17.4.
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84 Vitr. De Arch. 6.5.
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87 Pisani Sartorio and Calza 1976.
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FIRA I.75 and Pliny, Ep. 4.11.6.
89 Tobin 1997: 32 (consulship and marriage), 355–71 (estate).
90 Potter 1979: 130–1; Bodel 1997: 26–32.
91 Bodel 1997: 30.
92 Seneca, Ben. 4.12.3–4; Cato, Agr. 7–8; Varro, Rust. 1.16.3; Columella, Rust.

3.2.1, etc. See chapter 2.
93 Carandini 1985; Kolendo 1994; Purcell 1995a; Morley 1996, ch. 4.
94 Champlin 1982: 104.
95 Champlin ibid. For example Suet., Aug. 6.1 – ‘in his grandfather’s suburban

villa near Velitrae’ (in avito suburbano iuxta Velitras).
96 Potter 1979: 123 (on the south Etruria area).
97 Cotton and Métraux 1985.
98 Cato, De Agr. 1.2–7, Col., Rust. 1.3.3.
99 Bergmann 2002: 107–8.

100 D’Arms 2003: 121–6.
101 Franciscis 1975: 15–6.
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1994: 17–37.

103 Morley 1996: 99–101.
104 Jones 1962: 162–3.
105 Jones 1963: 147–58.
106 Morley 1996: 101–2.
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109 Potter 1979: 93; Morley 1996: 180.
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111 Quilici 1974: 426–30; Potter 1979: 109–20.
112 Coloniae include Lucus Feroniae, Praeneste (first a municipium) and Ostia. Muni-

cipia include Tusculum, Veii, Bovillae and Gabii.
113 Potter 1979: 117.
114 Cic., Planc. 23, with Morley 1996: 180.
115 Meiggs 1973: 298–310. Such officials include a quaestor Ostiensis from the third

century bc, a procurator annonae Ostiensis from the Claudian period onwards, and
a procurator Portus Ostiensis (later procurator Portus Utriusque) from the time of the
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116 Purcell 1996b: 276; Rickman 1996: 290–1.
117 Fasti 6.771–90.
118 Cic., Phil. 12.24.
119 CIL VI.2023–2119 and 32338–32398.
120 Champeaux 1982: 3–147.
121 Quaestors (games) – Cic., Planc. 63. Praetor (games) – Cic., Att. 12.2.2. Consul

(oracle) – Val. Max. 1.3.2. Emperors (oracle) – Suet., Dom. 15.2; SHA, Alex. Sev.
4.6. Cf. also Champeaux 1982: 55–9 and 78–84.

122 Wallace-Hadrill 2003 and personal communication.
123 Livy 5.17, 21.63, 22.1 and 25.12.
124 Ovid, Met. 15.479–551.
125 Potter 1979: 135–7, DeLaine 2000: 133–5.
126 DeLaine 2000.
127 Purcell 1987a: 35.
128 Catull., Carm. 44.1–4 (and ch. 2).
129 Horace, Sat. 2.4.15; Pliny, NH 31.24; Front., Aq. 75 and 78–86; Wilson

1999a: 315–17.
130 Arnaud 1998: 80–1.
131 Exc. Val. 6.35 – ‘in suburbano Constantinopolitano villa publica iuxta Nicomediam’.
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33.9.4.4–5.
136 Zanker 2000 on the development of the basic elements.
137 Richmond 1969; Corni 1989.
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143 Richmond 1969: 253; Corni 1989: 44–5.
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145 Lex Coloniae Genetivae Iuliae, ch. 73 (Crawford 1996: I.25), discussed in
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146 Livy 1.44; Plut., Rom. 11.3; Ovid, Fasti 4.825; Dion. Hal., Ant. Rom. 1.88.2.
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151 Plut. C. Gracch. 7 and Purcell 1990: 16.
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173 Lex Irnitana ch. 62 (González 1986), Lex Coloniae Genetivae Iuliae ch. 91
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182 Hesse and Renimel 1979.
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184 Hesse and Renimel 1979: 644.
185 Frézouls 1990: 81–2.
186 Golvin 1988: 166–7.
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188 Frézouls 1990: 82–3.
189 Golvin 1988: 409.
190 Pliny, Ep. 1.3; Hoffer 1999: 29–43.
191 See chapter 2.
192 Britain – Rivet 1955 and Hodder and Millett 1980. Béziers in Gaul – Clavel
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1986: 208–46 (circuses); Kondoleon 1999 (relation to yearly cycles).
195 Dunbabin 1978: 85 and 88–9; Kondoleon 1999.
196 Mattingly 1988; Mattingly 1995: 140–4.
197 Merrony 2005; Wendowski and Ziegert 2005; Wendowski personal

communication.
198 Mahjub 1983; Humphrey 1986: 211–6.
199 Aurigemma 1926; Dunbabin 1978: 66 and 235–7.
200 Villa dell’Odeon Marittimo – Salza Prina Ricotti 1970–71: 140–54. Villa del

Piccolo Circo – Salza Prina Ricotti 1970–1: 154–61.
201 Mattingly 1995: 119–20; Humphrey 1986: 25–56.
202 Salza Prina Ricotti 1970–71: 137; Picard 1986 143–4; Mattingly 1988: 27;

Mattingly 1995: 141.
203 Guidi 1933; Bianchi Bandinelli, et al. 1966: 105–6 and 116; Floriani
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204 Apul., Apol. 87–8.
205 Beschaouch 1966.
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214 Via Appia – Tobin 1997: 355–71 and discussion above. Kephisia – Tobin 1997:

211–39; Gell., NA 1.2; Flav. Phil., Vit. Soph. 2.579 and chapter 2.

4 GAUL IN THE HIGH EMPIRE: ADMINISTRATIVE CITIES
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2 Collis 1984; Bedon 1999: 27–53; Ferdière 2005: 101–4.
3 Goudineau 1980b; Ferdière 2005: 33–8.
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5 Woolf 2000.
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Rivet 1988 (twenty-six).
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11 Though the foundation dates of both colonia and the formal province of

Transalpina are still debated – Rivet 1988: 44 and 47–8; Woolf 1998: 29;
Ferdière 2005: 61.

12 Drinkwater 1983: 17–18; Rivet 1988: 74–9; Ferdière 2005: 123–6.
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1996: I.25).

350 Ville 1981: 9–19; Clavel-Lévêque 1984: 63–77; Vismara 1990.
351 Wiedemann 1992: 46.
352 Le Glay 1990: 218–21.
353 Crawford 1996: I.25.
354 Ville 1981: 175–6.
355 Kolendo 1981, Clavel-Lévêque 1984: 153–61.
356 Golvin 1988: 386.
357 Dumasy and Fincker 1992: 301; Bedon 1999: 320.
358 Musée Carnavalet 1984: 166.
359 Futrell 1997: 69–71; Drinkwater 1983: 149–50.
360 For example Grimal in Woloch 1983: 67.
361 Futrell 1997: 71.

N O T E S

261



362 Drinkwater 1983: 149–50.
363 Futrell 1997: 71.
364 Theatre – late first or early second century, mixed edifice – course of second

century (Musée Carnavalet 1984: 166–71).
365 Lyon – CIL XIII.1805 and 1919. Trier – Pan. Constantin. 22.4–5; Augustine,

Conf. 8.14.
366 Arles – Benoit 1927: 60–1; Hallier and Sintès 1987. Vienne – Pelletier 1982b:

221–2.
367 Le Bot-Helly and Helly 1999.
368 Hallier and Sintès 1987: 64.
369 Hallier and Sintès 1987: 63.
370 Sintès 1987a.
371 Varro, Ling. 5.154; CIL VI.32323.153–6.
372 Suet. Iul. 39.4.
373 Eusebius, HE 5.1.47.
374 Scheid 1991: 51.
375 Fiches 1989: 267–8.
376 Collis 1977: 8–9.
377 Collis 1977: 8–9; Woolf 1998: 18.
378 Cic., Leg. 2.24.61
379 Lex Coloniae Genetivae Iuliae, ch. 74 (Crawford 1996: I.25).
380 Hope 2000.
381 Lindsay 2000.
382 Toynbee 1971: 61–4; Ovid, Fasti 2.533–70.
383 Hope 2000: 105.
384 Pelletier 1993: 126–7.
385 Italian benefactions of land for burial include CIL I2 2123 (Horatius Balbus at

Sarsina) and ILS 7847 (a freedman at Tolentinum).
386 Gayraud 1981: 306–13.
387 Gayraud 1981: 313, 485 (metal-working), 489 (pottery) and 543 (oysters).
388 On this kind of development around Rome – Purcell 1987a: 36.
389 Béraud et al. 1998: 70–2.
390 Pre-Roman Gaul – Woolf 1998: 166; Ferdière 2005: 115–16. Rome – Purcell

1987a: 32–40.
391 Pelletier 1993: 126–7.
392 CIL XIII.1941.
393 Via Appia – Patterson 2000a: 97–101; 2000b. Pompeii – Toynbee 1971:

119–26.
394 Orange – Mignon 2000. Autun – Pinette and Rebourg 1986: 76–7; Rebourg

1999: 209–12.
395 Petr., Sat. 61–2; Hor., Sat. 1.8.
396 Pinette and Rebourg 1986: 40.
397 Pinette and Rebourg 1986: 40; Rebourg 1999: 209–12. On cenotaphs –

Toynbee 1971: 54.
398 AnnÉp 1979, no. 407.
399 Luck 1985: 18 and 165.
400 For example Agache 1973 and 1978 or Leday 1980 on specific regions; Percival

1976: 67–82 on a province-wide level.
401 Woolf 1998: 152–3.
402 Garmy and Leveau 2002.
403 Percival 1976: 67–8.
404 Walker 1981: 300–1.
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405 Vasselle 1978.
406 Agache 1973: 43.
407 Agache 1973; Wightman 1985: 105–4.
408 Rebourg 1993: 132–3, no. 333; Rebourg 1999: 213.
409 Rebourg 1999: 213.
410 Comparable examples include La Plaine near Alba (Musée de la Civilisation

Gallo-Romaine de Lyon 1983–84: 106–8), Brachaud near Limoges (Loustaud
1981, 1982 and 1983–88), Lazenay near Bourges (Ferdière 1975b; 1977;
Holmgren and Leday 1980) and Newel near Trier (Wightman 1970).

411 Joulin 1901. Note, however, Balmelle’s suggestion that Chiragan’s great phase
of extension should be redated from the latter half of the second century to the
late antique period (Balmelle 2001: 367–70).

412 Fouet 1969.
413 For example ‘Maison des Athlètes’, Vienne (Lancha 1981: 58–70, no. 264),

Circus mosaic from the Presqu’île, Lyon (Stern 1967: 63–9, no. 73), Gladiator
mosaic, Reims (Stern 1957: 33–5, no. 38).

414 Stern and Blanchard-Lemée 1975: 110–2 (no. 302).
415 For example Les Baumelles (40 km from Aix-en-Provence and 30 km from

Marseille), St-Ulrich-Dolving (c. 50 km each from Metz and Strasbourg) and
St-Émilion (34 km from Bordeaux). Percival 1976: 67–82.

416 Clavel 1970: 296–307; Woolf 1998: 158–60. For examples of more modest
agricultural buildings close to cities – Mont Saint-Vaast, 2 km north-west of
Arras (Hosdez et al. 1992; Delmaire 1994: 153–5), Cours Gambetta buildings,
600m south-east of Aix-en-Provence (Gauthier 1986c; Nin et al. 1987).

417 Woolf 1998: 160.
418 Wilson 1999a: 323–5 (Nîmes); Gazenbeek 2000 (Nîmes and Arles).
419 Agache 1973: 46–50.
420 Pliny, Ep. 9.11.
421 Rebourg 1993: 134, no. 342; Rebourg 1999: 213.
422 Ziegert 2001–02: 91–2.
423 Bouet and Carponsin-Martin 1999: 225–9.
424 The exceptions, shown on the tables, are mixed edifices at Bourges (Aquitania)

and Senlis (Belgica), and the two theatres connected with religious sites at Trier
(Belgica).

425 Pliny, NH 3.35.
426 Béraud et al. 1998.
427 Kérébel 1996; Kérébel 2000.
428 Goudineau 1982.
429 Brentchaloff 1980.
430 Seneca, Ep. 91.10, comments on it with some surprise.
431 Goudineau 1980b: 247
432 Audin 1956: 161–4; Villedieu 1990: 108–9.

5 GAUL IN THE HIGH EMPIRE:
SECONDARY AGGLOMERATIONS

1 This term, an English equivalent of the French ‘agglomérations secondaires’, is
favoured here because, unlike alternatives such as ‘small towns’ or ‘vici’, it implies
no assumptions about the status of these settlements other than that they are
secondary to the local administrative centre.

2 Petit et al. 1994b: 91–3.
3 Langouët 1985, with site plan.
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4 Petit et al. 1994b: 91.
5 Pausanias, 10.4.1.
6 Woolf 1998: 119–20.
7 Drinkwater 1979; Woolf 1998: 133–4; Rorison 2001: 55–7.
8 Mangin and Tassaux 1992: 475–6; Rorison 2001: 84.
9 Leveau 1994: 185–6.

10 Woolf 1998: 133–5.
11 Bedon et al. 1988: 33.
12 For example Glanum (Goudineau 1980a: 178–81); Alesia (Bénard and Mangin

1985: 104–7).
13 Kruta 1980: 227–9
14 ‘Vicus’: Wightman 1976: 60. ‘Conciliabulum’: Jacques 1991.
15 Wightman 1976: 60–1.
16 Leveau 1994: 182–3.
17 Picard 1970, 1975 and 1976.
18 Jacques 1991; Woolf 1998: 135, n. 98.
19 Aeberhardt 1985: 49–50; Desbordes 1985: 146; Aupert 1992: 166.
20 This is likely to have been especially true in the early Roman period. Ambrussum

(near modern Villetelle), for instance, minted its own coins in the 40s bc, and was
probably given Latin rights by Caesar, but was soon afterwards demoted and
attributed to the territory of Nîmes (Fiches 1989: 269).

21 Leveau 1994: 182; Rivet 1988: 100 and 136–40.
22 Rorison 2001: 51–9.
23 For example Sanxay (Aupert 1992). Only detailed dating evidence, however, can

show whether a settlement grew up around a temple, or a temple was built to
serve the needs of a settlement (Galliou 1984: 224).

24 Commerce: e.g. Talmont l’Antique (Dassié 1975: 40; Tassaux 1994: 206).
Industry: Mangin and Tassaux 1992: 472–3. Mangin 1985 for Gaul and
Whittaker 1990 for the west in general have argued that industrial activity in
secondary agglomerations was a significant factor in the Roman economy.

25 Mangin and Tassaux 1992: 467.
26 Woolf 1998:126–35.
27 Rorison 2001: 17–28.
28 Desbordes 1985; Mangin and Tassaux 1992: 465–7; Galliou 1984: 223.
29 Woolf 1998: 130–1; Rorison 2001: 28–32.
30 Mangin and Tassaux 1992: 467–8.
31 Woolf 1998: 130–1.
32 Woolf 1998: 135.
33 Mangin and Tassaux 1992: 463–5.
34 Leveau 1993; 1994: 187–91.
35 Tarpin 1991.
36 Tassaux 1994: 200–1.
37 Burnham and Wacher 1990.
38 Mangin and Tassaux 1992: 162; Leveau 1994 for a representative description of

the situation in Gallia Narbonensis.
39 For example Aeberhardt 1985 on the settlements of the Charente.
40 Mangin and Tassaux 1992.
41 Petit et al. 1994a and 1994b; Bénard et al. 1994.
42 Mangin et al. 1986.
43 Fiches 2002.
44 Mangin and Tassaux 1992: 463–4.
45 ‘It should be noted here that the immediate surroundings of the agglomerations
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are not at all well known: no suburbs, no cemeteries have been identified’
(Aupert et al. 1998: 53).

46 Also known as Vieux-Poitiers.
47 Also known as Gué de Sciaux.
48 Also known as Brion.
49 Between the modern villages of Argenton-sur-Creuse and Saint-Marcel.
50 Beaumont-sur-Oise was on the border between two civitates, one in Belgica

and one in Lugdunensis, leading to debate over which community, and which
province, it belonged to (Petit et al. 1994b: 243).

51 Near modern Saint-Rémy-de-Provence.
52 Vendeuvre-du-Poitou belonged to the same group, but has yet to yield any

significant periurban occupation.
53 Aupert et al. 1998: 61.
54 Saint-Germain – Romano-Celtic temple, theatre and at least two other public

buildings (Garmy et al. 1992). Argentomagus – monumental fountain, several
temples, theatre, amphitheatre, baths (Dumasy 1992a). Ambrussum – portico,
urban-style domus (Fiches 1989: 269 and 272). Glanum – forum, basilica,
temples, monumental fountain, baths, etc. (Rivet 1988: 198–200).

55 Fiches 1989: 269.
56 CIL XII.1005; Leveau 1994: 183
57 Agusta-Boularot et al. 1998; Gazenbeek 1998; Fontan and Roth Congès 1999.
58 Fiches 1989: 267.
59 Dumasy 1992a: 25.
60 Petit et al. 1994b: 266.
61 Petit et al. 1994b: 243.
62 Coulon 1996: 151; Fauduet 1982: 77–84; Allain et al. 1992.
63 Gazenbeek 1998: 93.
64 Gazenbeek 1998: 93–4.
65 Rolland 1977: 43–6.
66 Rorison 2001: 34–8.
67 Petit et al. 1994b: 267.
68 Petit et al. 1994b: 213; Frézouls 1973, 1975 and 1977.
69 See chapter 3.
70 Argentomagus: Coulon 1996. Ambrussum: Fiches 1989: 267–9. Glanum: Rivet

1988; Fontan and Roth Congès 1999.
71 Petit et al. 1994b: 267.
72 Petit et al. 1994b: 93; Frézouls 1988: 479.
73 Ollivier and Fritsch 1982: 55.
74 Petit et al. 1994b: 212.
75 Beaumont-sur-Oise – Petit et al. 1994b: 244–5. Dalheim – ibid.: 267. Mandeure

– ibid.: 93. Antigny – Richard 1989: 199–200. Naintré – Ollivier and Fritsch
1982: 55–6. Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil – Garmy et al. 1992: 148. Sanxay – Aupert
1992: 164.

76 Dumasy 1992b; Coulon 1996: 108–12.
77 Petit et al. 1994b: 94.
78 Petit et al. 1994b: 266–7.
79 Dumasy and Fincker 1992: 302.
80 Aupert 1992.
81 Coulon 1996: 107–12.
82 Petit et al. 1994b: 91–3; Frézouls 1988: 485–6.
83 Dumasy 1992a: 29; Coulon 1996: 59.
84 Dumasy 1992a: 25 and 29; Coulon 1996: 59.
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85 Baths – Coulon 1996: 112. Further occupation – Dumasy 1992a: 26.
86 Petit et al. 1994b: 91–4; Frézouls 1988: 423–505.
87 Frézouls 1988: 466.
88 Petit et al. 1994b: 94.
89 Richard 1989: 19.
90 Fiches 1989.
91 Petit et al. 1994b: 212.
92 Richard 1992: 22.
93 Aupert 1992: 166.
94 Petit et al. 1994b, entries 73, 224 and 349; Ollivier and Fritsch 1982; Fauduet

1982: 55.
95 Ollivier and Fritsch 1982: 55.
96 Papinot et al. 1989: 295.
97 Frézouls 1988: 486; Petit et al. 1994b: 93–4.
98 Navigability of the Doubs to Mandeure: Petit et al. 1994b: 92.
99 Fiches 1989: 64–143.

100 Fiches 1989: 271.
101 Gazenbeek 1998: 94.
102 Agusta-Boularot et al. 1998: 24–5.
103 Richard 1989: 15–21.
104 Frézouls 1988: 488–9.
105 Petit et al. 1994b: 94.
106 Some also argue for a theatre at Glanum – Bedon 2001: 291.
107 Petit et al. 1994b: 243. Chapter 4 showed that theatres of Gallic type built at

administrative cities were always located in the urban periphery.
108 Dumasy 1995: 204; Coulon 1996: 107–12.
109 Fontan and Roth Congès 1999: 44.
110 Richard 1992: 24; 1989.
111 Richard 1992: 22; 1989: 20.
112 Petit et al. 1994b: 212.
113 Frézouls 1988: 485–6. CIL XIII.5416 and 5417, found in situ, also record that

these baths were paved with marble using money left in the will of one Flavius
Catullus.

114 Frézouls 1988: 472–4; Petit et al. 1994b: 92.
115 In Petit et al. 1994b: 92.
116 Dense occupation in centre by end of first century – Fauduet 1982: 53–65;

Coulon 1996: 86–7.
117 Fauduet 1982: 58–9; Coulon 1996: 69–73.
118 Dumasy 1992a: 25.
119 Antigny – Richard 1989: 13. Beaumont – Petit et al. 1994b: 243. Château-

Porcien – Petit et al. 1994b: 213. Dalheim – Petit et al. 1994b: 266. Mandeure
– Petit et al. 1994b: 93; Frézouls 1988: 474. Naintré – Ollivier and Fritsch
1982: 59–61.

120 Ollivier and Fristch 1982: 59–61.
121 Ollivier and Fritsch 1982: 59–61.
122 Petit et al. 1994b: 93; Frézouls 1988: 474.
123 For example sanctuaries in centre of Antigny (Richard 1992: 23–4), cult area

in centre of Argentomagus (Dumasy 1992b: 28), fanum site in centre of
Château-Porcien (Frézouls 1975).

124 Richard 1989.
125 See chapter 4.
126 Lintz 1992.
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127 Lintz 1992: 92.
128 Lintz 1992: 96.
129 Lintz 1984–86.
130 Lintz 1984–86: 290.
131 Galliou 1984: 76
132 Galliou 1989: 159–62; 1984: 79.
133 Lémant 1991a and 1991b; Petit et al. 1994b: 211.
134 Aoste – Rémy and Jospin 1998. Roanne – Blin 1991; Lavendhomme and

Guichard 1997.
135 Petit et al. 1994b: 211.
136 Petit et al. 1994b: 264.
137 Petit et al. 1994b: 230–1; Bedon 2001: 321–2.
138 Rémy and Jospin 1998; Bedon 2001: 77–8. A temple built for the Salus of

Marcus Aurelius is also attested epigraphically, but unlocated (CIL XII.2391–2).
139 Petit et al. 1994b: 254.
140 Galliou 1984: 79; 1989: 159–62; Bedon 2001: 260–1.
141 Petit et al. 1994b: 230–1; Bedon 2001: 321–2.
142 Pape 1978: 82–8 and 185–6.
143 Laborde 1957–59.
144 Galliou 1989: 164.
145 Petit in Petit et al. 1994a: 24–6; Petit and Schaub 1995.
146 Petit and Schaub 1995: 84–93.
147 Rorison 2001: 43–6.
148 See introduction to this chapter; also Leveau 1994: 185–6 and Woolf 1998: 134.

6 GAUL IN LATE ANTIQUITY

1 Gros 1998.
2 For example Février 1980: 434.
3 Drinkwater 1983: 214.
4 Pelletier 1999: 23–4.
5 Drinkwater 1987.
6 Février 1980: 460–2.
7 Clear above all from Sidonius Apollinaris; see e.g. Harries 1992b.
8 Février 1980: 462.
9 Pelletier 1999: 126–7.

10 Biarne 1987: 45–8.
11 Février 1980: 451–2.
12 Février 1980: 454–5.
13 Gregory of Tours, HF 2.38
14 Février 1980: 455–6.
15 Meeks 1983.
16 Eusebius, HE 5.1; Reynaud 1998: 19.
17 Février 1980: 423–4.
18 Meeks 1983: 16–23.
19 Loseby 1992: 144–9.
20 Février 1980: 424.
21 Harries 1992a; Février 1980: 458–60.
22 Février 1980: 424; Loseby 1992: 147.
23 Second-century walls – Bedon et al. 1988: 40.
24 Maurin and Thauré 1994: 58.
25 Garmy and Maurin 1996: 10–11.
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26 Février 1980: 408.
27 For example Dax (mid-fourth century) or Bazas (second half fourth century) –

Garmy and Maurin 1996.
28 Février 1980: 410.
29 Heijmans and Sintès 1994: 160; Février 1980: 462.
30 Guyon 1986: 22–3; Benoit 1954.
31 Perrugot 1996.
32 Frézouls 1982: 314–15; Vigneron 1986: 257–69.
33 Maurin and Watier in Garmy and Maurin 1996: 81–125.
34 Février 1980: 409.
35 As at Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges.
36 De Filippo 1993; Baccrabère 1977: 43–58.
37 Baccrabère 1974; 1977: 58–62.
38 Pietri and Picard 1986: 41.
39 Février 1980: 400.
40 The exception is Autun.
41 CIL XII.3151.
42 Though they may still have provided incentives or labour from the army –

Johnson 1983: 10.
43 Ward-Perkins 1984: 14–37 (on Italy); Liebeschuetz 1992.
44 For example Février 1980: 402–5; Barraud, Linères and Maurin in Garmy and

Maurin 1996: 62–9.
45 Elton 1992.
46 Salvian, De Gub. Dei 6.82–4.
47 Maurin 1988: 44–9; Bayard and Massy 1983: 214–21.
48 For example Angers, Bourges, Gap, Limoges, Reims, Rennes, Senlis and Sens.
49 Février 1980: 405.
50 Barraud, Linères and Maurin in Garmy and Maurin 1996: 35–49. Similar cir-

cuits are known at Bayeux, Clermont-Ferrand, Lisieux, Orléans, Rouen and
Soissons.

51 See Ausonius’ approving description of the ‘quadrua murorum species’ (fourfold
shape of the walls) at Bordeaux (Aus., Ordo nob. urb. 20).

52 Frézouls 1982: 68–72; Bayard and Massy 1983: 221–2.
53 Pietri 1983: 343–4.
54 Girardy-Caillat in Garmy and Maurin 1996: 149–50.
55 Girardy-Caillat in Garmy and Maurin 1996: 127–54.
56 May 1996: 56–7; Sablayrolles and collaborators 2001–02: 65–74.
57 Garmy and Maurin 1996: 192.
58 Musée Carnavalet 1984: 373–6.
59 Février 1980: 411.
60 Desbat 1981; Reynaud 1998: 186.
61 Amm. Marc., Hist. 16.15.4; Sid. Apoll., Ep. 1.5.2.
62 Greg. of Tours, HF 5.33.
63 Audin and Reynaud 1981; Reynaud 1998: 57–8.
64 Reynaud 1998: 186–7.
65 Reynaud 1998: 43–86.
66 Maurin and Pichonneau in Garmy and Maurin 1996: 159; Paulinus of Pella,

Euch. 383–9.
67 Maurin and Pichonneau in Garmy and Maurin 1996: 81–125.
68 Février 1980: 411.
69 Février 1980: 458.
70 Février 1980: 440.
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71 Gregory of Tours lists sixteen annual vigils performed in the churches of Tours
(HF 10.31).

72 For example the three days of parades and public prayers which made up the
Rogations – Février 1980: 449; Sid. Apoll., Ep. 5.14 and 7.1.

73 Février 1980: 429.
74 Harries 1992a: 85.
75 Février 1980: 448–50.
76 For example Aix-en-Provence – Guyon 1986.
77 Février 1980: 456–62.
78 Loseby 1992: 149–50.
79 Loseby 1992: 150.
80 Vita Amatori 18–21; Loseby 1992: 151; Février 1980: 411–12.
81 Février argues that this was the norm for extra-mural cathedrals (1980: 424).
82 Greg. of Tours, HF 2.16 and 5.11.
83 Loseby 1992: 150.
84 Guyon et al. 1992: 395.
85 Loseby 1992; Guyon et al. 1992.
86 Loseby 1992.
87 Gauthier 1986b: 21–5.
88 Février 1980: 428; Guyon et al. 1992: 395. Compare S. Giovanni in Laterano at

Rome (Lançon 2000: 27).
89 Loseby 1992: 151; Brühl 1988.
90 Biarne 1987.
91 Harries 1992a: 86. Gregory of Tours believed that the cathedral of Clermont-

Ferrand was older than any of the other intra-mural churches (HF 2.16).
92 Guyon et al. 1992: 398.
93 Bayard and Massy 1983: 243–4.
94 Le Masne de Chermont 1987.
95 Pietri 1983: 372–81.
96 Guyon et al. 1992: 400
97 Reynaud 1998: 87–135.
98 For example a large Christian necropolis developed around the church of Saint-

Just at Lyon, itself established in an existing cemetery during the fourth century
(Reynaud 1998: 96–108).

99 The cathedral at Bourges contained relics of the martyr Saint Stephen (Greg. of
Tours, HF 1.31), while that at Clermont-Ferrand housed relics of the Italian
saints Agricola and Vitalis (Harries 1992a: 94–5; Greg. of Tours, HF 2.16).

100 Février 1980: 412.
101 Guyon and Paillet in Février and Leyge 1986: 86; Guyon and contributors

1991: 118–22.
102 Guyon and contributors 1991: 94.
103 Pietri and Picard 1986: 43–4
104 Gauthier 1986b: 26–30.
105 Gauthier 1986a: 42 and 48–53.
106 Sid. Apoll., Ep. 5.14 and 7.1; Reynaud 1978.
107 Greg. of Tours, HF 5.4.
108 Pietri 1983: 372–420.
109 Greg. of Tours, HF 10.31.1. Gregory’s reference actually occurs in his descrip-

tion of the burial of Tours’ first bishop around ad 300. However, Pietri suggests
that the word ‘vicus’ is likely to be based on his own observances in the sixth
century (Pietri 1983: 348, n. 37).

110 Pietri 1983: 415–16.
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111 Guyon et al. 1992: 402.
112 Harries 1992a: 83–9.
113 ‘Until now, the exterior of the city had been exclusively, or almost, the place of

necropoleis, the space of the dead. It became – in the Christian community – a
privileged space’ (Février 1980: 434).

114 Février 1980: 440–3.
115 Brown 1981: 8.
116 Février 1980: 442–3; Heijmans and Sintès 1994: 161–2.
117 Pietri 1983: 421–30.
118 Sulp. Sev., Vita Sancti Martini 10.3.
119 Amm. Marc. 15.11.12 – ‘Aventicam, desertam quidem civitatem sed non ignobilem

quondam, ut aedificia semiruta nunc quoque demonstrant’ (‘Aventicum, indeed a
deserted city but formerly not unimportant, as even now its half-collapsed
buildings show’).

120 In fact, Ammianus singles out Avenches as the most notable city of Alpes Graiae
et Poeninae despite its semi-ruined state, and it appeared in the Notitia
Galliarum at the same time. Harries has questioned whether it could really have
been as deserted as Ammianus suggests (Harries 1992a: 80).

121 Février 1980: 410.
122 For example Pietri, in his 853-page work on Tours between the fourth and

sixth centuries is able to offer only eighteen pages on the defended centre
(Pietri 1983: 350–67).

123 Gauthier and Debord 1982; Sivan 1992.
124 Leblanc and Savay-Guerraz 1996.
125 Le Bot 1981.
126 Godard 1995.
127 Heijmans 1996.
128 Schlemaire 1978: 61 and discussion in chapter 4.
129 Gauthier 1986a: 50–1.
130 There is unresolved debate concerning late antique walls at Vienne, however –

Pelletier 1974; Février and Leyge 1986: 53.
131 Vernou et al. 1990.
132 Maurin 1988: 44–5.
133 Maurin 1988: 46–9.
134 Maurin 1988: 45–8.
135 Bayard and Massy 1983: 217–21.
136 For example the baths of the rue de Beauvais and some domus (Bayard and Massy

1983: 243).
137 45m × 13.6m (Février and Leyge 1986: 86).
138 Guyon and contributors 1991: 106–7; Sablayrolles and collaborators 2001–02:

42–3.
139 Guyon 1992: 144.
140 Sablayrolles and collaborators 2001–02: 70–4.
141 Garmy and Maurin 1996: 192.
142 Paris – Février 1980: 411; Tours – Pietri 1983: 348–9; Clermont-Ferrand –

Février 1980: 412.
143 For example Salvian, De Gub. Dei. 6.82–9, Sid. Apoll., Ep. 1.11.10.
144 Hallier and Sintès 1987.
145 Pelletier 1999: 130–5.
146 Vigneron 1986: 231–42.
147 Loseby 1992: 152–3; Guyon 1986: 26.
148 Benoit 1977: 137–53.
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149 Descombes et al. 1986: 34.
150 Brühl 1988: 44–5.
151 Gauthier 1986a: 42.
152 Maurin and Thauré 1994: 53–5.
153 Hallier and Sintès 1987: 64–5.
154 Février 1980: 417.
155 Gauthier and Debord 1982: 45–55.
156 Pietri 1983: 372–420; Guyon et al. 1992: 402.
157 Wightman 1970: 98–102 and 113–14.
158 Heijmans and Sintès 1994: 151.
159 Succeeding early third-century baths on the same site, destroyed by fire –

Villedieu 1990: 26–8.
160 Bouet 2003: I.311.
161 Greg. of Tours, HF 5.17.
162 Barbe 1865: 35–60 and 113–14; Naveau 1996: 114–15 and 123–4.
163 Barbe 1865: 40–1 and 113–14.
164 Naveau 1996: 123–4.
165 Guyon and contributors 1991: 116–18; Schaad and Soukiassian 1990.
166 Schaad and Soukiassian 1990: 116–17.
167 May 1996: 28–9
168 Percival 1976: 169–70.
169 Agache 1978: 296–9.
170 Balmelle 2001: 118–19 and 393–5; Coupry 1973, 1975, 1977 and 1979.
171 For example Palat, east of Bordeaux, built over the fourth and fifth centuries

(Sivan 1992: 140–1).
172 Percival 1976: 175–6 and 1992: 159.
173 Percival 1976: 177–8.
174 Percival 1976: 172; Percival 1992: 164.
175 Percival 1976: 178–99; Percival 1992.
176 Percival 1976: 183–99; Percival 1992. Cf. also Balmelle 2001: 122–3.
177 Février 1980: 471–3; Sivan 1992.
178 Ausonius – Lucaniacus nr Saintes (Eps. 2, 4, 11, 15 and 20 (Green)), Pauliacus nr

Bordeaux (Ep. 15 (Green)), inherited estate nr Bordeaux, prob. at Bazas
(De Herediolo). Cf. also Paulinus of Nola c. 10, lines 248 (Bazas) and 256–9
(Lucan(iac)us). Sidonius – Avitacum nr Clermont-Ferrand (Ep. 2.2), ‘villula’ nr
Lyon (Ep. 2.12).

179 Ausonius – villas along the Moselle (Mosella 318–48). Sidonius – ‘burgus’ of
Pontius Leontius nr Bordeaux (Carm. 22), villas of Tonantius Ferreolus and his
cousin(?), Apollinaris (Ep. 2.9), estate of Pastor nr Arles (Ep. 5.20), estate of
Consentius nr Narbonne (Ep. 8.4).

180 ‘Haec mihi nec procul urbe sita est, nec prorsus ad urbem, ne patiar turbas utque bonis
potiar. Et quotiens mutare locum fastidia cogunt, transeo et alternis rure vel urbe fruor’
(Aus., Hered., 29–32). Sidonius (Ep. 8.4) also describes the villa of his friend
Consentius at Narbonne as ‘civitati fluvio mari proximus’ (very near to the city, the
river and the sea).

181 Itself treated at Aus. Ordo nob. urb. 20.18–20.
182 Ep. 2.12 – ‘propter quod optat exire in suburbanum; litteras tuas denique cum sumer-

emus, egredi ad villulam iam parabamus’.
183 Cic. Fam. 7.26; Cat., Carm. 44.
184 Ward-Perkins 1984: 17 and esp. n. 12 (for Italy).
185 Aus., Hered. 21–6.
186 Carm. 2.18.
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187 Carm. 1.19 (the Garonne and the Vérégine); Carm. 1.20 (the Garonne).
188 Février 1980: 474–6; Percival 1992: 160 (on Plassac)
189 Venantius Fortunatus also describes a new, fortified villa built by bishop

Nicetius of Trier (Carm. 3.12).
190 For example the ‘ecclesia sancti Martini in suburbio Augustodonensi’ at Autun,

mentioned in a letter of Gregory the Great in 602 (Pietri and Picard 1986: 44).
191 Pietri 1983: 348.
192 Deru and Grasset 1997.

7 SOME WIDER QUESTIONS

1 The exceptions are Bitterne, Canterbury, Corbridge, Dorchester-on-Thames,
Dorn, Hardham, Iping, Penkridge, Rochester and Wroxeter – Esmonde Cleary
1987.

2 Liebeschuetz 1992: 1–2. Cf. also Perring 1991.
3 Hopkins 1978: 35.
4 Braudel 1981: 479–81; Abrams 1978: 9; Wrigley 1991: 107–8 and 111;

Whittaker 1995: 9–12.
5 Finley 1977; Finley 1985: 123–49 and 191–6.
6 For example Moeller 1976; Fulford 1982; Jongman 1988; Whittaker 1995;

papers in Parkins 1997.
7 Adams 1977: 267–8; Abrams 1978; Wrigley 1991.
8 Abrams 1978: 9.
9 Abrams 1978: 31.

10 Most explicitly, Parkins 1997.
11 Whittaker 1995: 22; Horden and Purcell 2000: 108.
12 Horden and Purcell 2000: 102; Woolf 1998: 144.
13 Laurence 1994; Grahame 1997; Kaiser 2000.
14 Vega 1994: 142 on the general inability of walls to perform such a function.
15 Tac., Agr. 21.
16 Brunt 1976.
17 Woolf 2000.
18 Woolf 1997; Webster 2003.
19 Picard 1974; Fouqueray and Neiss 1976; Neiss 1984: 182.
20 Petit et al. 1994b: 267.
21 Woolf 1998: 124–6.
22 Pelletier 1982a: 58–68; Zanker 2000: 33–7.
23 Vitruvius, 1.7 and 5.1–2.
24 Perring 1991: 280.
25 Bedon 1999: 307–10.
26 Valette 1996: 87–9; Valette and Guichard 1991.
27 Bedon 2001: 230.
28 Van Andringa 2002: 45–64.
29 Mandy 1983; Bedon 1999: 317.
30 Guyon and contributors 1991: 97–100.
31 A plaque inscribed in honour of Jupiter Optimus Maximus and Tiberius inspired

Bouet and Carponsin-Martin 1999 to propose that the sanctuary at Chamiers
outside Périgueux was dedicated to the imperial cult. But it does not prove
conclusively that this was its primary function.

32 Purcell 1987a: 26; Purcell 1987c: 78.
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Amiens (Samarobriva Ambianorum)

64–5, 86, 101, 102, 123–5, 144,
150–1, 155, 157, 159, 176, 183, 199,
206–7, 212, 221–2, 227, 236; Saint-
Maurice 101–2, 123–5, 159, 236

Ammianus Marcellinus 217
amphitheatres 26, 47–8, 71–4, 85, 88,

89, 93, 96, 111, 117, 130, 131, 136,

142–8, 143, 145, 149–50, 158,
160–6, 181, 188, 190–1, 207, 212,
223, 230, 234; classical type 87–9,
93, 96, 129, 142–8, 161, 238; mixed
edifices 87–9, 142, 147–8, 161, 239

Andringa, W. van 141, 238
Angers (Iuliomagus) 86, 147, 161
Antibes (Antipolis) 159, 162, 259n251
Antigny 175–6, 181, 183–7, 190, 199
Antioch, Syria 27, 35–7
Antium (Anzio) 20
Antoninus Pius (emperor) 131
Aosta (Augusta Praetoria) 60, 61, 85–6,

142, 207
Aoste (Augusta/um) 193–5, 199
Apollo 36, 49
Apt (Apta) 122, 162
Apuleius of Madauros 25, 37, 73
aqueducts 47, 58, 91–2, 100–3, 112,

121, 123, 127, 156, 163, 192
arches, monumental 33, 45, 65–8, 86,

89, 178, 192, 237
Argentomagus (Argenton-sur-Creuse /

Saint-Michel) 153, 175–6, 178–82,
182, 184–8, 191

Aricia (Ariccia) 55, 57
Aristotle 27
Arles (Arelate) 85–6, 98, 100, 102–3,

112–3, 122, 125–6, 144, 147–9, 158,
160, 162–4, 176, 203, 205, 216,
219–20, 223–4, 229, 239; area south
of the city walls 125–6, 219;
Trinquetaille 98, 102–3, 122, 148,
158, 219, 234, 239

Arnaud, P. 58
Arretine ware see terra sigillata
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Arroux 96, 103, 116, 152
Artemidorus (philosopher) 24
artisans see industry
Arval brethren 56
Asia Minor 26–7, 48, 203
Athens 25, 27, 47, 72, 77
Audin, A. 91, 130
Augst (Augusta Raurica) 82, 85
Augustus (emperor) 28, 33, 43–9, 62,

65, 81, 85–6, 130–3, 163, 206, 223,
239

Aulerci Cenomanni 202
Aulerci Diablintes 137, 202
Aulus Gellius 25, 72, 77
Aurelian (emperor) 34, 36, 42–4, 202
Ausonius, D. Magnus 227–9
Autun (Augustodunum) 85, 96, 97,

101, 103, 106, 108, 116, 134, 136,
141–2, 144, 152, 153, 155–7, 162,
205, 209, 214, 236, 239; la Genetoye
96, 103, 134, 136, 141, 239

Auxerre (Autessiodurum) 211
Avenches (Aventicum) 86, 217
Avezzano relief see Fucine Lake reliefs

Baccrabère, L’Abbé G. 93, 117
Balmelle, C. 227
baths 43, 47, 56, 69, 73, 77, 83, 85, 93,

117, 119, 123, 125–9, 131, 136, 141,
155–6, 163, 165–7, 172, 176, 180–1,
188–9, 192, 195, 197, 210, 219,
223–5, 230, 238–9

Bavay (Bagacum) 113, 155
Bayeux (Augustodurum) 134, 137
Bazas (Cossio) 209
Beaumont-sur-Oise 175–6, 178, 184,

186–7, 265n50
Bedon, R. 5, 137
Bellona 49
benefactions see euergetism
Besançon (Vesontio) 183–4, 186
Béziers (Baeterrae) 80, 113, 139, 162
bishops 202–3, 210–12, 214, 216,

228–30
Blicquy 194–5, 199
Bliesbruck-Reinheim 196, 197, 199
Bologna (Bononia) 5, 62–4, 63, 86
Bordeaux (Burdigala) 82, 122, 125–6,

144, 207, 217–19, 218, 224, 227–9
Bouet, A. 128, 159
Bouley, E. 141
Boulogne (Gesoriacum, Bononia) 171

boundaries see urban boundaries
Bourges (Avaricum) 147, 162, 183, 206
Bovillae 55–6
Braudel, F. 3, 235
bridges 32, 34, 45, 64, 66, 79, 93, 123,

128, 181, 189
Britain (Britannia), Roman province 5,

8, 41, 66–8, 72, 80, 86, 111, 155,
173, 201–2, 232, 236

Brunt, P. 123
building materials 16–17, 57
Burgundians 202–3
burial practices 2, 17–18, 43–5, 48–9,

60, 62, 65, 145–6, 150–3, 159, 210,
212–14, 216, 230, 236

burials see cemeteries, tombs
Burnham, B. and Wacher, J. 173

Caesar see Julius Caesar
Cahors (Divona) 209
Cales (Calvi) 53
Caligula (emperor) 85
Campagna (region around Rome) 20, 50
Capua 62
Caracalla (emperor) 65
Carcassonne (Carcasso) 171
Carhaix (Vorgium) 86, 147
Carthage 25, 146
Cassius Dio 28, 33, 48–9
cathedrals 201, 208–9, 211, 213, 221,

223, 230
Cato, M. Porcius 20, 24, 54
Catullus, C. Valerius 21, 38, 58, 228
cemeteries 48, 62, 65–6, 83, 86, 89–90,

103, 148, 150–3, 159–60, 178, 189,
204, 210, 212–13, 219–23, 227, 230

central place theory 40–1, 55, 74, 234
cepotaphia 48
ceramics see pottery production and

distribution
Chalcedon 27
Châlon-sur-Saône 156
Champlin, E. 20, 50, 52
Charente 106, 109, 220
Charleville-Mezières 193–4, 199
Chartres (Autricum) 106
Château-Porcien 175–6, 179–81, 183,

185–7, 199
Château-Roussillon (Ruscino) 171
Chilperic (Frankish king) 214, 224–5
Christianity 149, 200–1, 203, 209–162,

219, 222–3, 229–30

I N D E X

300



churches 36, 192, 200–1, 203, 209–16,
219, 222–5, 227, 230–1

Cicero, M. Tullius 10, 22, 25, 27, 47,
56, 72, 150, 157, 189, 228, 235

Cicero, Q. Tullius 22
Cimiez (Cemenelum) 223
circuses 72–3, 136, 148–50, 160,

164–6, 223–5, 234, 238–9
cities: as administrative centres 8–10,

56, 79, 82–3, 156, 189, 202–3,
211–12, 233–4, 237–8; as socio-
economic centres 9, 13, 24–5, 40–1,
51–7, 72, 75, 79, 105–118, 123–5,
156, 158–9, 172, 184–5, 189–90,
203, 211–12, 224, 231, 233–6, 238,
240; as places for display 10–11, 18,
20, 56, 60, 68, 98, 106, 128, 135–6,
147, 149–50, 160, 170, 187, 210,
216, 223, 230–1, 233–4, 237–40;
foundation and planning 55, 60–8,
83–6, 89–92, 98, 100, 132, 137,
141–2, 151, 158, 163–4, 170, 203–5,
237–9; visual representations of
28–37, 117, 236

city, Roman ideas about 8–13, 28–32,
34, 37–9, 59–60, 71, 75–6, 85, 108,
118, 137, 141–2, 150, 210, 216,
233–40

city--country relationship 2, 4, 8–15,
19–20, 22–3, 30, 39–41, 57–8, 69,
85–6, 133–7, 149–50, 156, 203, 216,
227, 233–7, 256n133

civic councils 8–9, 56, 82, 92, 98,
101–2, 106–8, 115, 158–9, 167–70,
202–3, 225; see also magistrates

Claudius (emperor) 23–4, 32–3, 44–5,
82

Clavel, M. 80
clergy, Christian 202, 210
Clermont Ferrand (Augustonemetum)

211, 213, 215, 222, 224, 228–9
Clodia 47
Clodius Albinus (usurper) 201
Clodius Pulcher, P. 56
Clovis (Frankish king) 203
Coarelli, F. 47
Codex Iustinianus 17, 21
coinage 29, 85, 130, 176, 203
collegia 48
Cologne see Köln
colonial charters see constitutional

charters

columbaria 48
Columella, L. Iunius 23–4, 54
commerce 57, 69, 83, 80, 91–3, 103,

105–6, 109, 112–19, 121–2, 125–7,
144, 149, 151, 158–60, 163–6, 172,
183–4, 189, 201, 203, 218–19, 231,
233, 237, 240

Commodus (emperor) 27
commuting 4, 23
Comum (Como) 22, 24–5, 72
conciliabula 171
confluences 93, 127, 129, 134, 164,

217
‘consumer city’ debate 4, 234
Constantine I (emperor) 33, 35, 59,

202–3, 211
Constantinople 35, 59
constitutional charters 9, 15–17, 68,

106–8, 122; see also individual charters
continentia aedificia 14–16, 26, 39,

68–71, 76, 93, 111, 128, 155, 159
Corinth 47
Corpus Agrimensorum 29, 30, 35, 236
Corseul (Fanum Martis) 134, 136–7,

162–3
countryside, ancient ideas about 8–13,

39, 76
countryside, characteristics of see rural

land-use
Crawford, M. 107
Creuse 181, 186, 188
cults see imperial cult, religion, temples
cultural interactions 2, 6, 11–12, 19, 25,

27–8, 37–8, 42, 59, 68, 72, 83–9, 98,
100, 117, 121, 128–39, 141–2, 147,
150, 160–2, 198–9, 236–40,
260n294

Curtius Rufus, Q. 25
Cybele 48

Dacia, Roman province 32
Dalheim 175–6, 178–9, 181, 184, 186,

237
Danube 201–2
Dax (Aquae Tarbellicae) 205, 211
Dea Dia 56
death and the dead see burials; burial

practices
defences see walls, defensive
defixiones 146, 152–3
Delphic Amphictiony 51
De Maria, S. 65
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demolition, of standing structures 201,
204, 217, 219–23

Diana Nemorensis 57
Digesta of Justinian 12, 16, 42, 59, 62,

108
Diocletian 202
Dionysius of Halicarnassus 19, 42
Djemila (Cuicul) 65, 69
docks see quays
domestic occupation 56, 69, 83, 91, 93,

101, 103, 106, 117–126, 158–9,
165–6, 171, 181, 183, 185–7, 189,
193, 195–6, 213–16, 218–24, 230–1,
233

Domitian (emperor) 23–4, 51
domus (elite houses) 51, 72–3, 91, 93, 98,

103, 111, 113–4, 118–122, 127, 131,
155, 159–60, 163, 176, 211, 220–2,
224, 234, 236, 249n102

Doubs 176, 182–6
Drinkwater, J. 82, 147
Drusus (son of Livia) 130–1

eastern empire see Greek east
economic activity 17, 24–5, 40–1, 44,

47, 51–55, 57, 105–118, 114, 123–7,
156, 158–9, 172, 184–6, 189, 195–7,
201–22, 224, 229, 231, 233–6, 240;
see also agriculture; commerce;
industry; trade

economic choices 24–5, 55, 92–3,
108–11, 113–5, 206–7, 224, 236,
240

education 85
Egeria 57
Egypt 48
elites: empire-wide 2, 9, 11–13, 18, 25,

37–8, 68, 72–5, 77–8, 108, 112, 158,
237; Gallo-Roman 7–8, 79–80, 85–7,
117–18, 129–30, 137, 141, 145,
151–2, 157, 160, 168–71, 189–90,
196–7, 199, 206, 226–30, 233–4,
236–40; metropolitan (Roman) 2, 7,
11, 18–26, 37–8, 46, 50–6, 58, 72,
74, 76–7, 157, 160, 214, 236–40

Elton, H. 206
emperors 11–12, 17, 24, 33, 43, 45, 47,

49, 56–7, 146, 206; see also individual
emperors

Ephesus, Asia Minor 27
Ermine Street 75
Esmonde Cleary, S. 5, 80, 232

Etruscan urbanism 55, 64
euergetism 12, 125, 128, 141, 147, 151,

170–1, 203, 206, 209–10, 224
Eusebius of Caesarea 149, 203
Évaux (Evaunum) 192, 196
Évreux (Mediolanum) 159, 161–2
extra urbem 2–3, 19, 26, 37, 48
extra moenia 2–3, 19, 26
extra murum 2–3, 19, 26, 200

Falerii Veteres 55
fana see temples, Romano-Celtic
farms 54–5, 58, 153–7
Fauduet, I. 134, 137
Feronia 56
festivals 46, 56, 113, 117, 149–51, 184,

210, 214, 231, 239
Feurs (Forum Segusiavorum) 238
Février, P.-A. 216, 231
Finley, M.I. 235
Fishwick, D. 130
Flavius Philostratus, L. 72, 77
fora 85, 98, 103, 113, 131–3, 135, 137,

141, 144, 200, 204, 207, 223–4,
237–9

Forma Urbis 29, 33–4, 37, 46
Fors Fortuna 56
fortresses 207, 222, 225
Fortuna Primigenia 56–7
fountains, monumental 121, 127, 155,

188
France 5, 80
Franks 202–4, 206, 223
fratres arvales 56
Fréjus (Forum Iulii) 86, 93, 103, 109,

110, 126–7, 139, 151, 160, 162–3,
185, 205

Frontinus, Sex. Iulius 26
Fucine Lake reliefs 32–33
funerary monuments see cemeteries,

tombs
Futrell, A. 146–7

Gabii 55
Gades (Cádiz) 16
Gaius (emperor) see Caligula
Gaius (lawyer) 16
gardens 13, 23–5, 27, 46, 50, 54, 73
Garnsey, P. 123
Garonne 93, 127, 172, 205, 229
Gartempe 183, 185
gates (in city walls) 42, 45, 60, 65–6, 69,
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85, 129, 152, 158, 178, 211, 230,
236

Gaul (Gallia), Roman province 5–6, 8,
25, 41–2, 62, 64–5, 71–2, 79–240,
84; Aquitania 82, 147, 151–2, 161–2,
172–5, 192, 202, 209, 227; Armorica
192–3; Belgica 82, 111, 141, 161–2,
174–5, 193–4; ‘Gallic empire’ (AD
260–74) 201; late antique 200–31;
Lugdunensis 82, 160–4, 167, 175,
193, 202, 238; Narbonensis 41, 81–3,
85–9, 118, 129–34, 149–51, 160–4,
170, 175, 179, 187, 193, 205, 209;
Novempopulania 205, 207, 209, 222;
pre-Roman 79, 83, 128, 134, 137,
150–1, 170–2, 176–81, 192–4,
198–9; provincial councils 81–3,
129–33; regional variation 80–1,
87–9, 147, 154, 160–2, 172, 204–5,
209–10, 229; Three Gauls 81–3,
85–9, 118, 129–37, 141, 149, 152,
202, 209; urbanism, special
characteristics of 85–9, 141, 198–9

Geneva (Geneva) 171
Germanies, Roman provinces of 81–2,

86, 111, 117, 141, 167–71, 174–5
Glanum (St-Rémy-de-Provence) 175–9,

177, 184–7, 266n106
gods see individual gods, religion
governors see provincial administration
Greek east 9–11, 26–9, 35–8, 47, 51,

59–60, 72, 77, 168, 203, 239
Gregory of Tours 207, 211, 214, 224–5
Grenoble (Cularo, Gratianopolis) 171
grids see orthogonal grids

Hadrian (emperor) 44–5, 48, 51, 130
harbours 34, 93, 115, 163, 228; see also

docks
Harries, J. 212
Heijmans, M. 219
Hercules 48
Herodes Atticus 25, 51, 77–8; villas of

77–8
Herodian 27
Herodotus 27
hills 64, 83, 86, 89, 117, 134–5, 152,

163–4, 172, 179, 193, 207
hill-sides see sloping land
Hispania see Spain
Historia Augusta 25
Hopkins, K. 234

Horace (Q. Horatius Flaccus) 13, 152
Hortensius (orator) 24
horti see Rome
hypocausts 119, 123, 195, 220, 224

Iberia see Spain
Illyricum, Roman province 28
imperial cult 81–2, 113, 119, 126,

129–33, 145–6, 160, 164, 187, 200,
223, 238–9

industry 17, 47, 57–8, 69, 75, 83, 90,
92–3, 103, 105–15, 114, 117, 122,
151, 158–60, 163, 165–6, 172, 181,
183–6, 189, 193, 195–6, 218, 222,
231, 233–6, 240

Irni / Irnium, Spain 15–16
Isis 48
isolated state see Thünen, J.H. von
Itálica (Italica) 86
Italy (Italia) 17–18, 22, 25–6, 32–3, 41,

52–4, 59–65, 69–72, 74, 77, 82,
85–6, 93, 113, 118, 123, 134, 141–2,
157, 161, 163, 240

itineraries 171

Jerusalem 34
Jublains (Noviodunum) 134, 136–7,

138, 141, 186, 202, 225–6, 239
Julian (author and emperor) 72
Julius Caesar (Republican politician) 81,

85, 149, 163
Juno 146, 238
Jupiter 146, 238; Latiaris 57
Juvenal (D. Iunius Iuvenalis) 43, 47,

106, 159

Kérilien 192–3
kilns see industry
Knossos, Crete 30
Köln (Colonia Agrippinensis) 10, 183

land alterations 91–3, 148, 164,
217–19, 224

land ownership 16, 22–4, 51, 54–5, 92,
113, 121–2, 151

land prices 22, 24, 46, 107–9, 122–3,
160, 233

land-surveyors see agrimensores
Laurence, R. 50
law, Roman 9, 13–18, 44, 49, 106–8,

202; see also constitutional charters;
Digesta of Justinian, Codex Iustinianus
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Le Mans (Vindinum) 159, 202, 212
Lenus Mars see Mars Lenus
Leptiminus (Lamta) 74
Leptis Magna 64, 73–5, 78, 159
Leveau, P. 171
lex Coloniae Genetivae (Urso charter)

16–17, 60, 106–8, 122, 146, 150,
159

lex de flamonio provinciae Narbonensis 131
lex de munere publico libitinario (Puteoli)

17
lex Irnitana15–16
lex Iulia municipalis see Tabula

Heracleensis
lex Lucerina18
Libitina 17
Liebeschuetz, W. 234
Ligt, L. de 113
Limoges (Augustoritum) 86, 135, 162,

213
Lincoln (Lindum) 5, 68, 76
Lindsay, H. 150
Lintz, G. 192
Lisieux (Noviomagus) 98, 99, 103, 111,

114, 134, 136, 141, 159, 163, 183,
199; site Michelet 98, 103, 111, 114;
Vieux-Lisieux 134, 136, 141, 159

Livy (Titus Livius) 19, 42
local rivalry 149, 164, 175
Loire 162, 216
Lombards 202
London (Londinium) 34, 64, 72
Luceria (Lucera) 18
Lucian of Samosata 28
Lucius Verus (emperor) 51
Lucus Feroniae 51–2, 53, 55–6, 197
ludi Saeculares 149
ludi Taurenses 149
Luni (Luna) 71
Lupercalia 46
Lyon (Lugdunum) 34, 81–3, 85, 89–93,

96, 103, 105, 109, 111, 113, 117,
119–122, 120, 125–6, 129–33, 130,
133, 135–6, 144, 146–9, 151–2, 154,
157, 159–60, 162–4, 176, 181, 185,
199, 201–3, 207–9, 213, 219, 223–4,
228–9, 234, 238–9; Canabae
(Presqu’île) 91; Condate 111, 129–33,
130, 164; foundation 82, 89–90;
Fourvière plateau 90–1, 93, 96, 113,
119–122, 131, 133, 163, 207–9,
223–4; Saint-Jean quarter 91, 125–6,

207–9, 223–4; Trion 103, 119–20,
151–2, 269n98; Vaise 90–1, 111,
117, 121, 159

macella 113, 222
Mâcon 156
Macrinus, M. Opellius (emperor) 27
Maecenas, C. 48
magic 146, 152–3
magistrates: of the city of Rome 44–5; of

the Roman state 51, 56–7, 203, 210,
238; urban 16, 56, 80, 93, 122, 152,
167–70, 202–3; see also civic councils

Magna Mater see Cybele
Mandeure (Epomanduorum) 167–71,

168, 175–6, 179–89; Faubourg du
Pont 182–3, 185; Mathay 180, 183–5

Mangin, M. and Tassaux, F. 170, 173,
175

mapping, ancient 29–30, 33–37, 45
marble, decorative 50, 54, 73, 155, 188–9
Marcus Aurelius (emperor) 33, 51, 201
markets see commerce
Mars 49; Lenus 134–6, 149, 239; Ultor

49
Marseille (Massilia) 79, 81, 83
Martial (M. Valerius Martialis) 22, 25,

43, 47, 159
Martin of Tours 213–4, 216
Maxentius (emperor) 51
May, R. 225
Meaux (Iatinum) 86, 87, 134, 136–7,

139, 162
Melun (Metlosedum) 110
Mercury 238
Mérida (Augusta Emerita) 64
Metz (Divodurum) 86, 123–5, 124, 134,

159, 163, 183, 197, 199, 205, 214,
219–20, 223, 236; Pontiffroy 123–5,
159, 219, 236

Meuse 194
military activity 26–8, 32, 36–7, 49, 81,

163, 201–2, 206, 217, 219, 225–6,
230

military personnel 26–7, 33, 43, 49, 81,
206, 225

Millett, M. 41
Minerva 146, 187, 238
mixed land-use 69, 89, 103–5, 111,

114–15, 118–19, 122–3, 151, 158–9
monasteries 209, 214, 216
Mons Albanus 57
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Mont Afrique 171
Mont Beuvray (Bibracte) 150
Monte Canino 54
Monte Forco 54
monumental public buildings 10–11,

20, 48–9, 56, 60, 68–9, 71, 85, 87–9,
88, 93, 98, 101, 103, 108, 111,
113–5, 119, 123, 125–50, 130, 143,
145, 159–63, 167–71, 175, 178–81,
180, 186–93, 200–1, 203–4, 207,
209–16, 218, 222–5, 230–1, 233–4,
236–40; orientation 71, 92, 128, 137,
144, 148, 159, 176, 181, 186, 189,
193; see also individual building types

Morley, N. 40–1, 54–5
mortuary practices see burial practices
mosaics 73–4, 85, 119, 127, 185, 188,

222, 224, 227
Moselle (Mosel) 86, 116, 123, 141
municipal charters see constitutional

charters

Naintré 175–6, 179, 184–6, 189
Narbonne (Narbo Martius) 81–3, 113,

126, 129–33, 132, 136, 144, 160,
229, 238–9

Naveau, J. 137, 225
Nero (emperor) 13, 23–4, 34, 54, 137,

141
Nicomedia (Izmit) 59
Nicopolis, Achaea 239
Nîmes (Nemausus) 83, 85, 112, 142,

144, 185, 206
Nisaea, port of Megara 27
North Africa, Roman provinces of 8, 25,

63–4, 69–70, 72, 80, 113, 155, 157
Nyon (Noviodunum) 82, 85

Oea (Tripoli) 73–5
oppida (pre-Roman settlements) 59, 64,

79, 83–4, 150, 179
oppidum (urban centre) 15, 68, 106, 233
Orange (Arausio) 93, 122, 152, 163
orientation see roads; monumental public

buildings
Orléans (Cenabum) 161
orthogonal grids 12, 56, 62–3, 65–6,

69, 85–6, 92, 96, 98, 103, 131, 139,
141–2, 144, 150, 163, 167–71, 175,
178–9, 183–4, 186, 188–9, 191–2,
205, 224–5, 230, 237–8

Ostia 2, 34, 55–6, 83, 163

Ovid 56

pagi 149, 170–1
painted plaster 185, 196; see also wall

paintings
palaces 203, 211
Pape, L. 195
Parentalia 151
Paris (Lutetia) 93, 94, 110, 139, 147–8,

176, 203, 207, 219, 222, 224–5
passus mille 15–16, 44
Patterson, J.R. 43, 47
Paulinus of Pella 209
Pausanias (geographer) 10–11, 168
Peacock, D. 105
Percival, J. 227
Perge, Asia Minor 59
Périgueux (Vesunna) 126–8, 135–6,

159, 183, 199, 207, 208; Chamiers
126–8, 136, 159, 272n31

personifications 31–2, 35–7
Pescennius Niger, C. (usurper) 27
Petronius (satirist) 152
Peutinger Table 29–30, 35–7, 36, 171
Philo Judaeus 28
Philostratus see Flavius Philostratus, L.
Picard, G.C. 171
Pictones 175
Placentia (Piacenza) 26
Plato 27
Plautus, T. Maccius 20
Pliny the Elder 19, 25, 48, 171
Pliny the Younger 22–5, 50, 72, 77, 85,

157; Laurentine villa of 22–4, 50, 77
Plutarch (Mestrius Plutarchus) 27
Poitiers (Limonum) 82, 134, 175, 212–3
polynuclear settlement organisation

181–3, 189, 191, 193–5, 197–9, 232,
239

pomerial boundaries 42–4, 60, 62,
65–6, 150, 178; see also Rome:
pomerium

Pompeii 30, 54, 118, 121, 147, 152,
236

porticoes, monumental 32, 55, 98, 113,
121, 127, 131, 139, 167, 222, 238

ports see harbours
Portus see Ostia
pottery production and distribution 105,

109–11, 115, 117, 151, 163, 184–5,
195, 231, 234; see also terra sigillata

praedia see villa properties
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Praeneste (Palestrina) 55–7
proast(e)ion 2, 19, 27–8, 33, 37, 47
profectio and adventus 33, 37, 49
property disputes 13–14, 59
provincial administration 17, 79, 82–3,

85, 119, 129–33, 154, 160, 170,
201–3, 225

Punic urbanism 59
Purcell, N. 13, 235
Puteoli (Pozzuoli) 17, 236

quarrying 111–12, 185, 225
quays 47, 79, 116, 208
Quilici, L. 80
Quimper 193–6
Quintilian, M. Fabius 10, 235

ramparts, earthen 66–8, 171, 178, 188,
194

Rance 167
Rebourg, A. 155
regionary catalogues 44
Reims (Durocortorum) 82, 86, 110,

113, 163, 231, 237
reliefs, sculptural 32–3, 36–7, 49
religion, polytheistic 9, 12, 42–4, 46,

48–9, 56–7, 61, 72, 82, 93, 96, 103,
113, 117, 119, 125, 127–38, 141,
145–6, 149–53, 172, 184, 187–8,
194–5, 207, 237–9; see also
Christianity; festivals; imperial cult;
temples

Remmius Palaemon (grammarian) 23–4
Reynaud, J.-F. 208
Rhine 85, 117, 201–3, 229
Rhodes 25
Rhône 71, 79, 89–91, 96, 98, 103, 105,

114–17, 121, 148–9, 163–4, 203,
207–8, 219

Ribemont-sur-Ancre 136
Rickman, G. 113, 117
rivers see watercourses, individual rivers
roads 23, 39, 55, 58–9, 62–3, 71, 75,

79, 81, 86, 91–3, 96, 98, 101, 102–3,
105, 109, 111, 114, 123, 125, 137,
144, 148, 151, 154, 156–7, 159, 167,
172, 181–6, 189, 191, 196; in open
country 23, 36, 134; in the urban
centre 14–15, 96, 129, 135, 141, 144,
149, 204; orientation 62–3, 65–6, 86,
98, 137, 183, 192, 230

Roanne (Rodumna) 193–4, 199

Rodez (Segodunum) 162
Rogations 214
Roma (goddess) 187
Roman state 8–9, 12, 56, 60, 79–82,

112, 117, 129–33, 137, 150, 163,
201–2, 206, 211, 225, 233, 236–40

Roman urbanism, characteristics of
11–12, 59–75, 81, 85, 161–2, 192,
198, 200–1, 232–40

‘Romanisation’ see cultural interactions
romanitas, ancient conception of 10–11,

60, 142, 210, 237–9
Rome 13–28, 21, 33–37, 36, 39, 42–59,

66, 68–9, 71, 73–6, 80, 85, 98, 100,
106, 117, 123–5, 127, 130, 134, 136,
141, 146, 149–51, 154, 157, 159,
197–201, 236, 239–40;
amphitheatres 47–8, 85, 146; Anio
57; aqueducts 47, 58; arches,
monumental 33, 45, 65; Augustan
regiones 43–6, 49; Aurelianic wall 34,
36, 42–5; Aventine hill 46; barracks
49; baths 43, 47, 85; Caelian hill
46–7; Campus Martius 20, 34, 37,
43–4, 47, 49, 76, 98, 117, 127, 149,
239; Capitoline hill 46–9; circuses
145; continentia aedificia 14–16, 34,
44–9, 57–8, 68; customs boundary
44, 47; domestic occupation 34, 46,
49; Domus Aurea (Golden House) 13,
34; Emporium district 47, 117;
Esquiline hill 17–18, 46, 48, 152;
Forum Romanum 47–8, 146; horti
46–7, 49; imperial fora 47, 49;
industry 47; Janiculum 34, 43, 46;
legal definitions of 14, 42, 44–5;
macella 47; Mutatorium Caesaris 49;
Oppian hill 34, 36; Palatine hill 45,
48; pomerium 17, 20, 26, 42–5, 48–9;
St. Peter’s 36; ‘Servian’ (Republican)
wall 14–15, 19–20, 34, 42–9, 59;
suburban settlements 51–2, 55–9, 75;
suburban villas 19–25, 27, 33, 39, 46,
50–55, 72, 74–8, 197, 199, 214, 216;
suburbium, the 2–5, 20–27, 21, 33, 37,
46, 49–59, 72, 74–5; temples 46–9,
134, 136; Templum Pacis 33; theatres
48, 141; Tiber 20, 34, 36, 43, 46–7,
50, 57, 106, 117; Tiber island 48;
tombs 48–9; Trajan’s column 32, 36,
117; Transtiberim 34, 43, 46–7, 76,
106; urbs 14–17, 20, 34, 42–9, 57, 59,
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68, 76, 233, 236; vici 44–5;
warehouses 44, 47, 123

Romulus (legendary king) 46
Romulus Augustulus (emperor) 202
Rouen (Rotomagus) 116, 176
rural land-use 40–2, 74, 76–8, 89, 105,

113, 124–5, 128, 134–7, 139, 153–7,
203, 216, 226–9

Saepinum (Altilia) 60
Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges

(Lugdunum Convenarum) 113, 139,
155, 186, 207, 213, 222, 225, 226,
238

Saint-Germain-d’Esteuil 175–6, 179,
181, 186

Saint-Michel-du-Touch see Toulouse
Saint-Romain-en-Gal see Vienne
Saintes (Mediolanum Santonum) 81, 96,

106, 107, 109, 122, 130, 134, 144,
145, 159, 163, 176, 185, 204, 206,
220–3, 229

sanctuaries 82, 125, 128, 139, 158,
162–4, 184, 186, 188, 195; see also
temples

Sanxay 136, 175–6, 181, 184, 186–7
Saône 91, 111, 121, 163–4, 207–8, 219
satellite settlements 56, 68–9, 75, 93,

95–6, 117, 128, 159, 183–5, 187,
189, 191, 195, 197–9, 214–16, 224,
239

Scheid, J. 149
Schlemaire, G. 125, 219
seasonal land-use 117, 144, 149
secondary agglomerations 8, 89, 105,

125, 128, 136, 139, 142, 156, 159,
167–99, 203, 209, 232, 236–7, 239

Seine 93, 116, 162, 207
Seneca, L. Annaeus (the Younger) 23–4,

52
Senlis (Augustomagus) 147, 162
Sens (Agedincum) 103, 104, 109–11,

123, 134, 136, 160, 163, 185, 205,
234

Septimius Severus (emperor) 17, 42–3,
201

Sequani 81, 167
Serapis 48
settlement hierarchies 40–1, 83, 172,

198
Severan marble map of Rome see Forma

Urbis

sewers 92, 101–2, 123
Sidonius Apollinaris 227–9
Sinope 27
slave labour 123–4
sloping land 64–6, 69, 73, 89, 92–3,

111, 130, 134–5, 139, 141, 144,
147–8, 163–4, 176, 179, 186, 192–3

Soissons (Augusta Suessionum) 139,
162, 224–5

soldiers see military personnel
Somme 64, 101, 123, 150–1, 227
Spain (Hispania, Iberia), Roman

province 8, 11, 15–16, 25, 60, 64, 72,
86, 93, 163, 201–2

Sparta 28
spectacles see amphitheatres, circuses,

theatres
springs 93, 96, 100, 121, 125, 127, 129,

134, 152, 172, 181, 192
Strabo (geographer) 11, 19, 37, 98, 115,

130, 171, 239
streets see roads
stucco 54, 73, 188
suburban settlements, villas see Rome
suburbanus and cognates 2, 16–17,

19–27, 37, 51–2, 56, 72–3, 77–8,
228

suburbium (Latin noun) 2, 19–20, 200,
230

suburbium, the see Rome
suburbs: connotations 2–4, 20; medieval

3–4, 158–9, 231; modern 3, 118,
122, 158–9, 231

Suetonius Tranquillus, C. 23–5
Sulpicius Severus 216
Switzerland 150

Tabula Heracleensis 15–16
Tacitus, Cornelius 10, 26, 46, 236
Taden 167–70, 169, 191, 198
Tarpin, M. 173
Tarraco (Tarragona) 25
taxation 202, 234; customs duties 44,

47, 60; provincial tributum 112
Teanum Sidicinum (Teano) 53
temples 26, 36, 46–9, 56–8, 69, 75, 83,

88, 89, 93, 96, 103, 113, 117,
128–38, 141, 149–50, 163, 165–7,
172, 176, 180–1, 186–8, 190, 192,
195, 207, 223, 230, 237, 239;
classical 87–9, 128–33, 135–6, 187,
190; Romano-Celtic 87–9, 103, 128,
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133–7, 142, 160, 167, 187, 190, 195,
239–40; see also individual deities,
sanctuaries

tenancy 54–5, 92, 108, 113, 233, 234
Terminalia 46, 56
terra sigillata 105–6, 111–2
Thapsus 74
theatres 48, 69, 73, 88, 96, 103, 119,

136, 139–42, 140, 144–5, 148–50,
161–7, 176, 180–1, 186–8, 193, 223,
239; classical 87–9, 139–42, 161,
238–9; of Gallic type 87–9, 139–42,
161, 180, 186–7, 239

Thucydides 27
Thünen, J.H. von 41, 50, 55, 72, 76,

156
Thysdrus (El Djem) 74
Tiberius (emperor) 23, 25, 28, 33, 35,

130, 133
Tibur (Tivoli) 21, 51, 55–8
Tifernum Tiberinum (Città di Castello)

22, 24, 77
Timgad (Thamugadi) 63, 69, 70
Tiretaine 213
Titus (emperor) 44
tombs 33, 47–9, 57–8, 69, 83, 93, 96,

103, 137, 150–3, 153, 160, 170, 178,
204, 210, 220–1

tomb-gardens see cepotaphia
Tongres (Atuatuca) 155
Toulouse (Tolosa) 86, 93, 117, 129, 135,

145, 155, 159, 176, 183, 199, 205;
Saint-Michel–du-Touch 93, 95, 96,
117, 123, 126–9, 135, 145, 149, 159

Tournai (Tornacum) 171
Tours (Caesarodunum) 106, 135–6, 207,

213–6, 215, 222, 224, 231
trade see commerce
Treggiari, S. 123
Treveri 134, 149
Trier (Augusta Treverorum) 82, 85–6,

103, 105, 116, 129, 134–6, 141,
146–9, 162, 197, 201–3, 205–6, 214,
224, 227–8, 237, 239, 255n108;
Altbachtal sanctuary 103, 134, 136,
141

Troyes (Augustobona) 110
Turin (Augusta Taurinorum) 85–6
Tusculum 27
Twelve Tables 17

Ugernum 150

urban boundaries 3, 11–13, 15, 38–40,
42–6, 59–71, 73, 75–6, 83, 85–6, 89,
103, 108–9, 115–17, 131, 142, 144,
148, 150–2, 154, 158, 176–9, 192,
194, 203–9, 211–13, 217, 230–3,
236–7, 240; see also arches,
monumental; roads: orientation;
orthogonal grids; pomerial
boundaries; watercourses; walls,
defensive

urban centres 18, 39, 59–68, 72, 75–6,
80, 85–6, 91–2, 96, 101–3, 105–8,
113, 115–23, 125, 127–9, 131–7,
139, 141, 142, 144–6, 148, 150–1,
158–61, 163, 174, 176–81, 183–91,
198–200, 203–9, 211–14, 216–26,
230–7; shifts in location 91, 207–9,
219; see also oppidum, urbs

urban periphery: ambiguity 14, 16–18,
20–21, 37–40, 57–8, 69, 71, 76–8,
150–3, 228, 239; ancient ideas about
7–38, 227–30, 239; as a place of
exclusion 17–18, 23–4, 37, 106–8,
134–5, 145–6, 150–3, 158–61, 184,
204, 231, 236; attempts to regulate
17–18, 37, 49; definitions 1, 4, 8,
74–5, 156, 174, 191, 241n5;
identification from modern
perspective 5, 38–78, 204; visual
representations of 31–7

urban space, pressures on 46, 48–9, 69,
89, 91–2, 108, 122, 132, 136, 142,
148, 160, 163, 185, 188, 211–2, 214,
224–5, 233

urban status 8–13, 56, 60, 68, 81–2,
167–71, 174–6, 183–4, 187, 189–90,
193, 200, 202–5, 209–10, 216,
233–4, 236

urbanitas see city, Roman ideas about;
Roman urbanism, characteristics of

urbs see Rome
Urso, Spain see lex Coloniae Genetivae

Valens 202
Valentinian I 202
Varro, M. Terentius 9, 24, 235
Veii 42, 55, 57, 64
Venantius Fortunatus 229
Ventimiglia 163
Vermand (Viromandis) 194–5
Verona 64, 85
Verulamium (St. Albans) 66–8, 67, 76
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Vesle 111
Vespasian (emperor) 33, 44
via Aemilia 62–4
via Appia 45, 48–51, 53, 77, 152
via Campana 56
via Domitia 151, 183, 185
via Flaminia 33, 45, 47
via Latina 23, 53
via Nomentana 23, 51
via Salaria 23
via Tiburtina 23
vici 171
Vidourle 183, 185
Vienne (Vienna) 71, 80, 89, 90, 96, 98,

101–3, 111, 114–16, 122, 125–8,
147–9, 158, 160, 162–4, 181, 185,
203, 214, 219–20, 223, 239,
270n130; area south of the city walls
117, 148–9; Sainte-Colombe-lès-
Vienne 96, 126, 128, 219; Saint-
Romain-en-Gal 96, 98, 101, 102–3,
111, 114, 115–17, 122, 125–8, 148,
158, 214, 219, 234, 239

Vieux (Aregenua) 147, 161
villa at Oplontis 54
villa at S. Basilio 50–1
villa landscapes 2, 20, 50, 52, 58, 73–4
villa of Magerius, Smirat 74
villa of San Rocco, Francolise 52–3, 74
villa of the Quintilii 50–1
villa of the Volusii 51–2, 197
villa properties 19–25, 27, 33, 39, 46,

50–55, 58, 68, 71–8, 105, 127–8,
153–7, 189, 191, 195–6, 199, 201,
226–30, 236, 244n99; journeys to and
from 23, 39, 50–1, 56, 58, 77, 157,
214, 229; urbanising /
monumentalising features in 22, 39,
50–4, 72–4, 77, 155–6, 189, 236

Villedieu, F. 91
visibility: of boundaries 45, 62, 65–6,

68, 71, 86, 89; of monuments 47–8,
58, 93, 131–2, 137, 147, 151–2, 154,
159, 186–7, 189, 224, 234

Visigoths 202–3
Vitruvius Pollio 48, 135, 237, 249n102
Vocontii 82
Vonne 187

Walker, S. 154
Wallace-Hadrill, A. 57
wall paintings 30, 31, 34, 54, 73, 123,

127; see also painted plaster
walls, defensive 11–13, 26, 29–36,

38–9, 41–6, 59–60, 62, 65–71, 74,
83, 85–6, 89, 96, 101, 103, 106,
108–9, 116–17, 129, 142, 144, 152,
163–4, 173, 176–9, 192, 201,
203–15, 217–21, 230–2, 235–7

warehouses see commerce
waste disposal 18
Water Newton (Durobrivae) 75
watercourses 53, 64–6, 71, 73–5, 86,

91–3, 96, 98, 100, 105, 109, 115–17,
123, 127, 134–5, 137, 148–9, 152,
162–4, 167, 171, 176, 179, 188,
191–2, 194, 207–9, 213, 217–19,
224, 234, 236

water-pipes 51, 101, 103, 188
wells 100–1, 117, 123, 152, 163, 225
Whittaker, C.R. 124, 235
Wiedemann, T. 146
Woolf, G. 12, 41, 150, 156, 170, 172,

235
workshops see industry

Xenophon 27

Yonne 103, 109, 111

Ziegert, H. 159
zoned land-use 4, 103, 119, 151, 158–9
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