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on land that had been devastated by fire, thus removing the residential and commercial
function of the street and providing the opportunity for new developments. Had this been the
case, the Flavian transformations would be read in a different light: in the context of urban
regeneration (albeit a different aspect of urbanism, from the quotidian to the monumental).
However, while we cannot deny the destructive nature of the fires in A.D. 64 and A.D. 80, it
is clear that the area initially redeveloped according to its earlier functions. In other words, the
fires destroyed habitation and commerce, but the imperial fora replaced the properties which
themselves developed after the conflagrations. This important point means that the changes to
the area, including the changes to movement and traffic, must be understood as part of a more
concerted programme of urban change — and the related urban disposition that drove that
change — rather than as the opportunistic regeneration of a charred neighbourhood. This
becomes even more apparent when we consider that the development of the Forum Nervae
and the Porticus Absidata was just one area that was being remodelled under Domitian. That
these changes were less the result of a catalyst and more part of a larger programme of urban
change is clear when we consider that the area to the west of the Forum Augustum: the area of
the later Forum Traiani and the Markets of Trajan, the impact of which on movement and

traffic we can now consider.

4.1.3 A.D.95-113: The Forum Traiani and the Markets of Trajan

A summary of evidence for the relationship between the Forum Traiani and surrounding
streets faces the caveat that pre-Domitianic evidence will in all likelihood not have survived.
As with the Forum Iulium, where it is hard to distinguish pre-Caesarian footprints because of
the levelling for the piazza, the Forum Traiani was constructed in an area that had previously
been at a higher level than the monument which replaced it. Nevertheless, what evidence we
do have points to the truncation of some streets and the replacement of others with routes that

were either inaccessible or were dead-ends. The statement by Carcopino which introduced
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Figure 61 Aureus of A.D. 115 depicting part of the Forum Traiani. RIC II 256, BMC 509.

A further effect of locating the entrance toward the Forum Augustum was that Packer located
the equestrian statue, described by Ammianus Marcellinus (16.10.15-16), at the geometric
centre of the area fori, facing towards the Forum Augustum and thus toward the dominant
flow of traffic (on the assumption that the horse would face the principal entrance). Recent
excavations have revealed that the base for the statue was twenty metres south of the centre of
the piazza (fig. 60). This might suggest that Meneghini’s location (if not the form) of the
principal entrance is more likely, since the statue probably presented its front to the main field

of view, towards the direction of the Basilica Ulpia. If this is the case, then it is unlikely that
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the three arches represented a monumental entrance from the direction of the Forum of
Augustus, since it would open onto the rear of the statue.

Ammianus Marcellinus’ description of Constantius II’s tour of Rome has him arrive at
the Forum Traiani following the following list of sites and monuments: the Theatre of
Pompey, Domitian’s odeon and his stadium. In this sequence, one arrives at the Forum
Traiani after a tour of the Campus Martius. We should also note that upon arriving in the
Forum Traiani, Constantius is said to have stood still in amazement before uttering his desire
to copy the equestrian statue. In other words, there was no movement around the precinct in
order to see the front of the statue. We might be wary of reading too closely, but this text
supports the overlapping reconstructions of the statue facing the principal entrance and that
this entrance was from the Campus Martius.

Meneghini’s reversal of the Forum Traiani leaves the feature identified by Packer as
the monumental entrance to be explained. Where it had faced outwards, onto a street between
the fora of Trajan and Augustus, in Meneghini’s reconstruction it faces inwards. It is part of a
segmented wall, with oblique edges connecting to the lateral porticoes of the area fori, that
formed the boundary of the precinct. Again, the picture is reversed so that the depiction on the
aureus 1s seen not as the ‘entrance’ viewed from outside, but the ‘exit’ viewed from within.
The significance of this for patterns of movement relates to the space between the two fora.
Foundations between the Forum Traiani and Forum Augustum have been reconstructed as a
courtyard that allowed for movement from one forum to the next (but not to within that
courtyard from outside of either forum, for the perimeter walls were solid). As noted above,
Packer argued that between the two fora there was a street which would have formerly run
from the Quirinal toward the Forum Iulium. This theory has recently been revived by
Claridge, who has offered the following interpretation: “It is [...] a broad marble street, set
between solid marble walls, in continuation of the stepped street which descends the hill

besides Trajan’s Markets, passing between the fora of Trajan and Augustus through to
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Caesar’s and points beyond”.*”

In this interpretation, the emphasis is on movement across the
perimeter of the forum, outside of both and within neither.

Meneghini’s interpretation, conversely, emphasises the link between the two fora,
with no connection to the surrounding street network. Claridge prefers to think of the
foundations discovered between the two fora as the remains of a small courtyard — “more a
vestibule or forecourt” — which was related to a building as yet undiscovered in the
unexcavated space immediately to the west. ©'’ She suggests that the Forum Traiani
incorporated a major cross route from the Quirinal to the Forum Iulium and beyond. This
route, she suggests, defined the dominant patterns of movement through the forum; along an
approximate diagonal, entering from the area of modern via di Campo Carleo, crossing the
southern portico before heading towards (via routes not explained) the Forum Iulium, the
clivus Argentarius and the Capitoline, or the Forum Romanum. Instead of obliterating a street,
Claridge argues that the Forum Traiani “monumentalis(ed) it in marble”. ®'' In this
reconstruction, the Forum Traiani continues to serve as a shortcut and a connecting node
through these regions of the city. It is a route that maintains the through movement potential
of this general area, by maintaining a path from one side of the imperial fora to the other in
such a way that it would form a shortcut through the complexes. However, two related issues
for movement remain: the street was a continuation of the stepped route from via di Campo
Carleo and it was paved in marble. Both these points indicate that vehicles would not have
used this route, so the hypothetical journey discussed above is not made any easier had this

street existed. Apart from this, the continuous walls that pass between the Forum Augustum

and Forum Traiani argue against any through movement on the axis Claridge describes.’'?

5% Claridge 2007: 90-1.
619 Claridge 2007: 91.
6! Claridge 2007: 93.
612

La Rocca 1998: 152 discusses this area and its isolation from external street traffic.
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Given the broader nature of space in and around the imperial fora and the ways in
which they relate to the external space of the city at large, as well as given the lack of any
authoritative data to support her suggestions, Claridge’s interpretation is less convincing than
Meneghini’s emphasis on movement from the direction of the Campus Martius. In many
ways, when we read that a street has been ‘monumentalised’ we are reminded of summaries
of the Argiletum. There, as noted, an existing street was transformed into the Forum Nervae.
However, this monumentalisation obliterated its role as a street. Clearly, in terms of patterns
of movement, the role of what followed was not the same as what went before. In pursuing
this theme, we can now return to the most egregious example of this: the Porticus Absidata
and the entrance to the fora from the direction of the Subura.

As noted, an article by Pierre Gros has recently addressed the Porticus Absidata after
years without inquiry. Gros’ article is prefaced with anecdotal reference to the decision taken
in early 2000 to erect a barrier around the Pantheon at night, in order to prevent the homeless
from sleeping beneath its porch. This would have altered the use of that space and created a
rift in the historical topography of the Campus Martius by shutting off one of its most open
public spaces, albeit only at a certain time and based only on the reaction to a certain group.®"
This, according to Gros, represents the threshold of tolerance, manifest in terms of access and
availability, which denies participation to particular groups or individuals. Whether or not the
closure of the Pantheon inspired Gros’ reading of the Porticus Absidata or whether it (more
likely) provided a timely near-parallel in modern Rome, it closely matches the spirit of Gros’
reinterpretation of Bauer’s work; to avoid fixating on the monumentality and material

. . . . ., 7 14
richness of the structure and instead to consider ‘I’ambiguité du mouvement’.’®

63 Gros 2001: 129. The abandoned (129, n.2) plan to enclose the Pantheon is discussed in the
Bollettino informativo dell'Associazione Internazionale di Archeologia Classica 23-24, December
1999 - March 2000.
*1* Gros 2001: 137.
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Gros follows Bauer in emphasising the transitional nature of the Porticus Absidata,
from the streets north to the new forum. However, here the similarities end. Where Bauer
championed the notion that the Porticus Absidata represented an inviting, monumental
entrance, collecting up the roads and filing them neatly into the imperial fora, Gros suggests
the opposite: the Porticus Absidata’s main function was to prevent movement rather than
facilitate it. The physical space of the Porticus Absidata, then, was constructed not only to fit
into the space left over by the various encroaching structures of the Forum Augustum, Temple
of Minerva and Templum Pacis, but for “de sélection discrétes mais efficaces pour éviter
toute “invasion” incontrolée”.*"

Accordingly, the physical constraints on the space, which control movement along
clearly defined and easily controllable routes, creates the imperial fora’s security check-point
at the critical juncture between the surrounding space of the populus and the imperial space
within. In stark contrast to Bauer’s reconstruction, Gros takes the view that the reality of the
Porticus Absidata, the way it functioned, was “n’est pas celle de 1’accueil, mais celle du
filtrage”.°'® From reception to filtering, the role of this space is entirely transformed. Given its
location, so too must be our interpretation of the spaces to which it gave access.

As noted above, Bauer argued that we could divorce the form of the Porticus Absidata
from its function. This does not seem appropriate, especially when we consider the structure
in Gros’ terms. We can return to the physical evidence in order to consider this
reinterpretation. Reference has already been made to the cuttings which Bauer identified and
tentatively reconstructed as the evidence for a gate. As noted, we might reasonably infer that
this had an earlier function related to the control of movement. The Porticus Absidata
connects with three other imperial spaces: the Forum Nervae, Forum Augustum and Templum

Pacis, but all of these access points are within the portico itself. Accordingly, any form of

%15 Gros 2001: 133.
%1® Gros 2001: 137.
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structure that restricts free movement between all of the intercolumnations redirects that
movement to one space at the end of the portico, opposite the corridor to the Forum Nervae.
This supports Gros’ idea of channelled movement for the purposes of filtration. It should be
noted, however, that the arrangement of this entrance, far from the inviting image painted by
Bauer, is suitably discreet. The opening in the arch to the east of the Temple of Minerva
aligns with the central pilaster of the southernmost row of the Porticus Absidata. Accordingly
there is no visual connection between the spaces, and one cannot see one’s destination from
outside or even from within the Porticus Absidata. It is only when one passes through into the
vestibule between the Temple of Minerva and the wall of the Templum Pacis, that one can
perceive the route and only again when one has passed through the arch that one is in the
forum itself. Similarly, the entrances from within the Porticus Absidata open into the northern
portico of the Templum Pacis (by way of stairs) and into the northeast corner of the Forum
Augustum by way of a small network of corridors. Another issue with the Porticus Absidata is
that it is an entirely pedestrianised space. It has no concessions for vehicle traffic and actively
excludes it either by the steps between the street and the portico pavement, by the narrow
space between the columns and by the staggered layout of the columns noted above, which
prevent a clear line of sight and would also make it impossible for a vehicle to negotiate the
space.

The Porticus Absidata does not facilitate movement in the grand system envisaged by
Bauer. We must consider that the Porticus Absidata was conceived under Domitian, like so
much of the imperial fora under discussion. Although the Forum Nervae was completed by
Nerva, there is no reason to suspect that the fundamental spatial principles were dramatically
altered from the plans which were already underway. We can reasonably infer that the Forum
Nervae was built from the south, by the Forum Romanum, to the north, for the same reasons
that we can infer that the Forum Traiani was built from the east towards the west, namely, the

necessity to have access to the delivery and removal of construction materials means that
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work starts away from the existing street network and progressively builds towards it.
Accordingly, the Porticus Absidata would have been constructed after the Temple of Minerva.

Although it became known after his successor, the Forum Nervae must be considered
in terms of Domitian’s attitudes to space. Suetonius includes it in a list of projects that
Domitian had built, and it must have near to completion when Domitian was assassinated in
September A.D. 96.°'” The choice of excitare suggests that the forum was Domitianic and as
Suetonius does not credit Nerva with its completion (perfecare) we can infer that it was
finished at Domitian’s death. That the fundamental layout of the complex was complete under
Domitian is also suggested by the pace with which Nerva dedicated the forum, early in A.D.
97.°"® This leaves little time for any changing of the complicated architectural scheme. That
the scheme reflects Domitian’s original aims is no doubt confirmed also by the dominating
presence of Minerva, a deity whom he worshipped intently and whose temple stood at the
north end of the precinct.®"’

Recalling Gros’ interpretation of the function of the Porticus Absidata, we might
pause for a moment to recall another instance where Domitian’s architecture reflected the
need to offer security, one which was discussed at the beginning of this thesis. Suetonius
noted that towards the end of his life, Domitian became increasingly anxious and paranoid

about the threat of danger, so much so that he had the walls of his colonnade covered in

reflective phengite stone, so that he could see the reflection of all that went on behind his

617 Suet. Dom.5, Novam autem excitavit aedem in Capitolio Custodi Iovi, et forum quod nunc Nervae
vocatur. Suetonius’ use of excitare in this context can be read like the more common fecere — to build
(e.g. Suet. Aug. 29.3; Cal. 46.1; Claud. 1.3). For projects that had been started by one emperor but
were not complete, he more commonly uses incohere — to begin (e.g. Suet. lul. 26.2; Cal. 21.1; Claud.
20.1; Nero 31.3). Eutropius 7.23 also credits the forum to Domitian.
*1% CIL V1953.
%1 On Domitian and Minerva, see Suet. Dom. 15.3; Cass. Dio 67.1.2. On the dedication to Minerva in
the forum, Aur Vict. de Caes. 12.2.
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back. %

It is perhaps not surprising that the Porticus Absidata should apparently be
emblematic of this desire to regulate or control access. We might also note that the two other
spaces which have been noted for their controlling role on movement and space, almost
functioning as panopticons, can be dated to the same period — the offices in the central body
of the Markets of Trajan by via di Campo Carleo, now dated to the period of Domitian and the
Terrazza Domizianea.

One might speculate that Trajan consciously distanced himself from the Domitianic
groundwork by constructing his own monumental entrance to the north of his new forum. In
considering this possibility, we might note that Trajan’s project chose to deliberately cover
Domitian’s development of the Terrazza Domizianea: a sort of damnatio memoriae by

2! n this sense, the relationship between the imperial

destroying Domitian’s original vista.
fora and the surrounding city reflects the wider relationship of societal interaction between
citizen and princeps. Indeed, as we have already noted, Pliny’s Panegyricus elsewhere
emphasises the notion that the present emperor, and Nerva before him, had removed the

negative legacy of Domitian through the re-opening of public spaces that he had closed.’**

4.2.3 Movement and nomenclature: Forum Transitorium

We have considered how the Porticus Absidata could prevent or at least limit movement and
access to the imperial fora. This requires some further explanation because the space with

which it is most commonly linked, the Forum Nervae, is also known by names that imply

620 Suet. Dom. 14.5, tempore vero suspecti periculi appropinquante . On the reflective properties of the
material, see Pliny AN 36.163.

%21 See Tortorici 1993. Trajan incorporated Domitian’s earlier constructions behind the end of the
portico of his new forum.

%22 Trajan consciously distanced himself from Domitian’s spatial habits in the Circus Maximus —
removing the private cubiculum that had previously segregated the emperor from the people (Plin. Pan.
51.)

243



movement to be a defining variable in the way in which it was conceived — transitorium and
pervium.®* Let us briefly consider this now, with reference also to the Argiletum.

One of the more common literary texts used in discussions of the Forum Nervae,
particularly with reference to movement and the elusive quadrifrontal monument to Janus, is
Martial 10.28, written after those epigrams that deal with the Argiletum, noted in previous
sections. The apparent links between movement, Janus and the nomenclature of transitorium
and pervium have no doubt been influenced by Cicero’s comment that “crossings which carry
roads are called Iani”.®** This ostensibly provides a perceptual overlap of the terms, and
spatial practices, which are found in the Forum Nervae: through movement, transition, and a
monument appropriately dedicated to Janus. Holland, developing this further, argued that the
origins of the Forum Nervae in the Argiletum must be understood in the context of the route
of the cloaca Maxima.®*®> Accordingly, the shrine to Janus in the Forum Nervae marked the
point at which a road was carried over water (reading Cicero’s perviae as per via — crossings
for roads).%*°

However, it is worth considering the reference in more detail. Martial speaks to Janus
as follows: “formerly you lived on a passage in a tiny dwelling, where Rome in her crowds
trod the thoroughfare. Now your threshold is encircled by Caesar's gifts, and you number as
many fora, Janus, as you have faces”.®”’ It should be noted that Martial is writing in the past
tense about the former temple of Janus (habitabas) and, although he may or may not be

accurately pointing toward a subsequent, contemporary monument, the patterns of space that

he characterises are from a previous incarnation. By the time Martial was writing, the patterns

623 See for example Lugli 1946 : 56 : “che, servendo di passagio, prese il nome di Transitorio”.
624 Cic. de Nat. 2.67, transitiones perviae iani [...] nominatur.
** Holland 1961: 23.
626 Taylor and Holland 1952 : 137.
627 Mart. 10.28.3-6, Pervius exiguos habitabas ante penates, plurima qua medium Roma terebat iter:
Nunc tua Caesareis cinguntur limina donis, et fora tot numeras, lane, quot ora geris. This implies four
fora, which contrasts with the earlier designation triplici foro in ca. A.D. 87 (Mart. 3.38).
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628 This is a simple fact

of space had altered dramatically from the busy street of the Argiletum.
that is often overlooked when scholars speak of the Forum Nervae as the monumentalisation
of the existing street: characterising the change as the plan to ennoble the disordered street,
creating a grande passaggio between the Forum Romanum and the Subura or, moreover,
between the east and the west of the city.®”” The notion that the Forum Nervae inherited the
role of passage that had characterised the Argiletum is mistaken and fails to adequately
interpret the nature of movement in this space.

However, this theme persists because of the two other names given to this space that
imply movement as a defining feature of this forum: Forum Transitorium and Forum
Pervium.”*° However, the common theme amongst all of the sources for which we know of
other names than Forum Nervae is that they are all much later than Flavian Rome.®' The
references also give the names according to how they are known to the readers not, for
example, to those alive under Nerva when the forum was dedicated, even if that is the context
of the discussion. Accordingly, what we have are a collection of late references to the site. As
noted in Chapter 3, representations of space vary depending upon changing spatial practice.

The use of transitorium or pervium to describe the Forum Nervae is of great value in
demonstrating that patterns of movement informed the representation of urban spaces, at least
from the fourth century A.D. However, it is of limited use in inferring the impact of the
imperial fora on existing patterns of movement, precisely because they are later sources that

speak of concepts from their own time rather than those of the late first century A.D. Those

628 Book Ten is usually understood as being written under Domitian but reissued under Nerva, between
ca. A.D. 95— 98. The Forum Nervae was dedicated in A.D. 97.

62 For example, Ricci ef al. 1933: 101. This reading is inspired by their own circumstances, with the
opening of via dell’Impero.

0 Transitorium is the most common of the two, occurring in: SHA Alex. Sev. 28.6; 36.32; Eutropius
7.22. Pervium occurs just once in Aur. Vict. de Caes. 12.2,

%! The biography of Alexander Severus dates from the late third or early fourth century; Aurelius

Victor from the late fourth century, as for Eutropius; and Servius was writing in the early fifth century
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sources that are closer to the period of conception and construction — and share a similar
‘urban disposition’ — include no such parlance. More significantly still, perhaps, the one
source that we can place in the area before, during and after the construction of the Forum
Nervae — Martial — makes no allusions to movement other than to suggest that the shrine of
Janus was no longer crowded by the users of Rome’s busy thoroughfare. His contemporary,
Statius, wrote of the threshold of Janus being provided with courts and a forum: while
coronare in this context might be read as ‘crowned’, it could also be read as ‘encircled’: the
pervius threshold surrounded by a forum that means it is no longer accessible.®** There is no
reason to believe that the late-first and early-second century A.D. user considered the Forum
Nervae to be in any way a continuation, albeit more monumental, of the Argiletum. The
notion that it formed the grand approach to the Forum Romanum from the Subura is based
more on its physical location and elongated extension than on evidence of patterns of use.
What evidence we do have, if not for the patterns themselves then for the facilitation of those
patterns, suggests that the piazza was not analogous to a thoroughfare.

In any case, what seems to have been overlooked is that this forum, and this forum
alone, 1s later defined according to movement variables. The obvious implication for our
understanding of the imperial fora at large is that the others are not defined according to
movement, because it was not an important representation of those spaces based on their

specific patterns of spatial practice.

4.3 CONCLUSIONS

Having discussed the impact of the imperial fora on existing street networks, the integration

of the fora into what survived of those street networks, and the controls placed on movement

at ‘principal’ entrances, we can now summarise the discussion and consider the nature of the

632 Stat. Silv. 4.3.9-10, sed qui limina bellicosa iani iustis legibus et foro coronat.
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imperial fora from the perspective of movement. One of the principal investigators of the
imperial fora over the last two decades has characterised the nature of the new spaces as
follows: “La logica sottesa al sistema degli ingressi ai Fori Imperiali era quindi una logica
‘chiusa’”.%%

The imperial fora lacked any axial entrances that might be considered to be the main
channels of movement from outside to inside, and as the examples in this chapter have
demonstrated, those entrances that did exist were restrictive and served to hinder rather than
facilitate urban movement. The result of this was to create a large area detached from wider
patterns of traffic; accommodating only specific users and excluding others not through
regulation or custom but through architecture.

The nature of these spaces could not be much further from the Forum Romanum. As
we saw, this had developed in part as an extended crossroads in the central valley of the city
and was characterised by its through movement potential. With regards to the regulation of
movement and accessibility, we have noted in Chapter 3 that restrictions in the Forum
Romanum are the result of either piecemeal changes or the attempted imposition of cultural
behaviours that lacked any physical expression in the built environment. We began this
chapter by noting that one of the significant aspects of the imperial fora is that they allow us
to see the construction of new spaces that manifest culturally emergent habits. We might
consider their initial forms, and their initial relationship with patterns of urban movement, to
be similar to the forms which were being developed in the Forum Romanum - the
architectural definition of distinct elements of urban space, the segregation of that space from
vehicular traffic by the erection of barriers and the closure of certain streets or the rerouting of
others. The imperial fora are characterised by architectures of inaccessibility, and this calls

into question the extent to which these monumental public spaces were ‘public’ at all (this

633 T a Rocca 2006 : 142.
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point is discussed more in Chapter 6). The very idea that they were eminently public is in
need of revision based on the practicalities of movement to and through those spaces.

Given that centrality is defined according to patterns of movement, it is of course
fundamental to recognise that the imperial fora — often considered the successive additions to
the ‘centre’ — have completely different philosophies and practicalities of movement built into
them. We may still hear of locus celeberrimus within the imperial fora but this refers to a part,
rather than the whole. None of the imperial fora are a locus celeberrimus themselves. This is
because, unlike the Forum Romanum, they did not allow for the kind of patterns of movement
that generated that definition.

The previous chapters have considered the developments in the city of Rome, and
have identified an emergent urban disposition that sees the transformation of the concept of
urban space, based on movement and accessibility, to a nature of space that is exclusive rather
than inclusive. The distinction between the Forum Romanum and the imperial fora could
hardly be greater when considered in terms of through movement potential and the position of
the fora within movement through the city. To put this fundamental spatial change in context,
it is prudent to look outside of Rome, the case study area for which is relatively small and
specific. This will enable us to see if the changing urban disposition that led to the
redefinition of space in the capital, over the first centuries B.C. and A.D. can be observed
elsewhere, and whether it can be understood as part of a broader cultural redefinition of space.
Although in the conclusions to this thesis I consider some further examples, notably Paestum,
Volsinii and Ostia, the following chapter focusses on Pompeii.

As we will see, the forum at Pompeii was originally little more than a loosely defined
piazza at the intersection of several important roads through the city. However, while
Pompeii’s forum has often been compared with Rome on the basis of architectural or art
historical imitation, there has been no appreciation of the ways in which the development of

the forum at Pompeii follows the evolution of the nature of space in Rome. In other words,
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does Pompeii’s forum develop in such a way that patterns of movement are restricted, as they

are in the imperial fora in Rome?
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5 POMPEII

Figure 62 The forum at Pompeii, with neighbouring streets highlighted (courtesy of Eric E. Poehler).
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5 POMPEII

The purpose of this chapter is to provide chronological and geographical comparison for the
case studies in Rome. This chapter has two main aims: first, to provide a more substantive and
detailed chronology of Pompeii’s forum, thus overcoming the problem that Pompeii’s
remarkable preservation in A.D. 79 does not offer a diachronic view of space; second, to
interpret this chronology in the light of similar chronologies in Rome, so that we might
consider if the patterns are part of a broader cultural redefinition of central space

As noted in Chapter 1, Rome is atypical in studies of the Roman city. It was a
metropolis that occupied a much larger area and supported a much larger population than did
other cities in Roman Italy. Comparison of the kind presented in this chapter helps us to avoid
transforming the exception (Rome) into the norm of Roman urban space. We should not
assume that the picture from Rome is valid elsewhere. However, as the examples in this
chapter show, while we should not assume congruence we can, in any case, spot it. The forum
in Pompeii develops in a remarkably similar way to the trends identified in Rome. It is
precisely because we cannot assume congruence that this congruence is all the more
interesting and important. It reveals that, despite serving completely different scales of urban
communities, the fora in Rome influenced the nature of space in the forum at Pompeii. This,
then, is the case of a logic of space that is not dictated by the demands of praxis. I will return
to this in more detail in the conclusions of this thesis, offering further examples from Roman
Italy.

As this chapter will demonstrate, examining the forum at Pompeii reveals a process of
redefinition of existing patterns of movement and traffic: reducing the through movement
potential of earlier nodes, in order that the later forum approximates a piazza. To present the
development of the forum at Pompeii in its most simple terms, I would argue that it goes from

being a space like the Forum Romanum to being a space like the imperial fora.
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This chapter proceeds by first outlining the chronological development of the forum at
Pompeii, again with particular focus on changes that influence the through movement
potential of that space for either vehicles or pedestrians. Following this, the chapter presents a
comparison spatial analysis of these changes. This allows us to see the changes to through
movement potential from one period to the next. Pompeii is amenable to this kind of spatial
analysis in a way that Rome is not, because the evidence for the wider street network remains
fragmentary in the capital. Analysing Pompeii helps us to comprehend the effects of
ostensibly trivial change on the through movement potential of the forum, and therefore
serves as proxy evidence for contextualising the significance of those changes discussed in
Rome. The chapter then considers a depiction of the forum from the praedium of Iulia Felix,
dating to the mid- to late-first century A.D. In many ways this neatly expresses the
development of space more broadly: it reveals a busy forum, in many ways a locus
celeberrimus, but one that has apparent restrictions of the kind we might expect from this
period. This is a representation of space shaped by changing spatial practice in a formative

period for the development of urban space in Roman Italy: the mid- to late-first century A.D.

5.1 THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE FORUM: 1°" CENTURY B.C.-A.D. 79

For discussions of Pompeii’s urban form, and although they were written over a century ago
the words of August Mau are still pertinent: “The fact soon becomes apparent that it reached
its final form only as the result of a long period of development”.** As in Rome, we cannot
understand the forum without understanding its changing relationship to neighbouring streets
and spaces. In order that the chronological problems with Pompeian archaeology might be
addressed, the examination of Pompeii presented here involved compiling evidence for

changes to infrastructures of movement: the addition or removal of streets, the erection of

4 Mau 1899: 49.
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traffic barriers, the construction of gates, and so forth, all with defined chronological contexts.
Again, the evidence means dealing with minutiae in order to understand the bigger picture of
urban change.

This presents us with a narrative of urban change that can then be interpreted and
analysed for its impact on movement and traffic to and through the space of the forum. In this
section, I summarise the main archaeological data and outline the basic changes to urban
space from one period to the next. In order to focus on the most pertinent comparisons with
developments in Rome, the following discusses the changes to the forum in the late-first
century B.C. and the first century A.D., although there is increasing evidence that the first
organisation of the forum piazza, including the construction of the Basilica and the Porticus of
Popidius, are earlier than has commonly been assumed: dating from the second century B.C.,
rather than the early first.®>

In order to contextualise the changes in the late-first century B.C. and throughout the
first century A.D., it is necessary to understand the disposition of Pompeii’s forum within the
street network prior to this period. Determining this is largely a case of working backwards
from known and dated structural changes. If we know that a street was blocked by a building
erected in A.D. 30, this gives a likely terminus ante quem for the function of that street as a
thoroughfare. We must allow for the possibility that the blockage we can identify followed an
earlier blockage but, unless discussed otherwise below, the context of changes around the

forum at Pompeii is well documented and we can have confidence in the chronological model

outlined here.

%35 The present author has conducted a wider ranging survey of changes to Regio VII and VIII from
150 B.C. onwards, although for the sake of brevity and to maintain focus, only the changes to the
forum in the late-Republic and first century A.D. are discussed here. For output of the broader survey,
see Newsome 2009b. The present author plans to publish this survey, which will present a broader
change in Pompeian urban space than is possible to discuss in great detail here. In this chapter I focus
only on the most pertinent issues relating to movement and traffic.
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Figure 63 Earlier streets running into Pompeii's forum (from Dobbins 1998: fig. 1)

The most commonly reproduced image of Pompeii’s forum, that of the forum in A.D. 79, is
markedly different from what went before (fig. 63). In its most accessible form, prior to the
developments in the late-first century B.C., we can identify several additional routes that
connected the forum with the wider city. In terms of routes that were later blocked but had
earlier ran into the forum we can note the following. On the west of the piazza, vico del Gallo
continued from the junction with vicolo del Gigante and entered the forum approximately
half-way along its long-edge. This did not continue to join up with the streets on the east.
Further north, a street ran from vico dei Soprastanti and met vico del Gallo at the border of the
forum. On the east of the piazza, vicolo del Balcone Pensile and vicolo degli Scheletri both
formed important routes from the nearby insulae. All of these streets were accessible to

vehicles. In addition, pedestrian paths entered at the southwest corner: from vico del
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Championnet and from between the Republican buildings. Both of these streets were of little
significance for through movement, and both were blocked as part of the second century B.C.
developments of the south of the forum.®*® Earlier routes that continued to function until A.D.
79 but were redefined at some point in order to exclude vehicles include the two entrances
either side of the Temple of Jupiter and the major thoroughfare of the via dell’Abbondanza
(all later blocked to vehicles through upright barrier stones), as well as via delle Scuole
(blocked by a fountain). Indeed, the most striking observation from Pompeii’s forum is that
not one of the routes that led into it escaped, at one point or another, being blocked or
changed in order to restrict access.

Pompeii’s earlier forum therefore had eleven routes running into it, from all directions.
The open space of the piazza was not defined with travertine paving or with its lateral
porticoes until much later, but in any case it seems that the streets that line-up either side of
the forum did not cross to meet one another. In considering the spatial disposition of the
forum at this time we should recall the image of the Piazza di Spagna from the beginning of
Chapter 3: this is a space of considerable through movement potential into which numerous
routes enter. Those routes may have relatively little definition within the open space, but
nevertheless serve to filter movement to and through this important node in the city. Tabernae
surrounded at least some of the forum but lacked homogeneity and only approximated a
defined border to the space. The formal definition of the shape of the forum was first dictated

h.637

by the portico at the south, then the Temple of Jupiter at the nort After this time, the story

636 See Ohr 1991 on the basilica, and Dobbins & Ball 2005; Kockel 2005; Kockel & Flecke 2009 on
the broader changes to this area in the second century B.C. It had been thought that the development of
the southern portico was the first activity after the arrival of Roman colonists in 80 B.C., although our
chronology for this space evidently needs revising. The early changes did not interfere with patterns of
through movement. These were only ever pedestrian routes serving the properties immediately around
the south and southwest of the forum. While blocked from the piazza, they continued as local paths.

%7 The date of the temple continues to attract debate. Maiuri 1973: 101-24 suggested that it dated to
the mid- to late- second century B.C., although Richardson 1988: 138 argued that its design and
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of the development of Pompeii’s forum is further definition of its edges and the progressive

restriction of through movement.

5.1.1 Julio-Claudian changes:

It is in Augustan period that we see the first major transformations of the forum and
significant alterations to the way in which it was connected to the street network that
surrounded it. Much of the work done on this period has been concerned with the emergence
of spaces for the Imperial Cult.®*® While this is important for our interpretations of the
development of the forum, particularly when we are explaining it in terms of influence from
Rome, we can here limit the discussion to a survey of physical changes themselves, beginning
with the substantial changes to the west of the forum.

The changes to this area altered the grid of streets formed by Vico del Gallo (west-east
from Vicolo del Gigante to the forum) and Vicolo Storto Nuovo (north-south from Vico dei

639

Soprastanti to Via Marina).””” These changes can be related to the expansion of the Sanctuary

of Apollo in the Augustan period.**

It has been widely suggested that the sanctuary, in its
A.D. 79 form, was formalised in the second century B.C. This model suggests that a larger

sanctuary was contracted and certain areas deconsecrated in order to allow space for the later

forum piazza. Accompanying this act was the sealing up of “deposits of votive materials”,

architectural arrangement was post-Sullan. Zevi 1996: 126-7 considers the temple to be the first
addition to the city under the Roman colony. If this is accurate, then the reorganisation of the southern
end of the forum square defined all later developments, as the layout of the portico dated as far back as
the second century B.C.
63 Zanker 1988: 26; 1990: 308; Fishwick 1995: 33, who argues that the forum was “practically given
over to the Cult of the Imperial House” from the start of the first century A.D.
539 These changes are detailed in Newsome 2009b, which examines their impact on the nearby insulae
and in particular on the use of space contiguous with the Casa del Marinaio.
%% De Caro 1986: 25; Zanker 1988: 26.
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641 The eastern wall

which have been excavated along the eastern femenos of the sanctuary.
clearly suggests that the construction of the Sanctuary of Apollo responded to the alignment
of the Temple of Jupiter in the forum, as gradually thickening piers attempt to mask the
divergence between the alignments of the two temples.*** Because of this, we can suggest that
the temenos wall postdates the developments in the forum itself. Removing the changes made

in the late-first century B.C., the earlier layout of streets west of the forum is revealed (fig.

64).
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Figure 64 Original street junction north of the Sanctuary of Apollo, connecting to the forum further east
(Dobbins 1998 et al.: fig. 3).

1 Cooley 2003: 125. De Caro 2007: 76—7 provides a summary of the debates surrounding a second
century B.C. date for the current form of the sanctuary. Arthur 1986: 41 also asserted that the original
precinct was much larger than its final form suggests. He links the reduction in the size of the
sanctuary to the appropriation of land for the construction of the western forum colonnade (this itself
was probably not constructed until the first century A.D., much later than Arthur believes, although he
did concede that the alterations might be “as late as the Sullan period”). Such theories must more
thoroughly explain the kind of urban priorities that this kind of spatial change would presuppose.

%2 De Caro 1986: 24.
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The current orthodoxy is that the precinct’s final form is a product of the late-first century
B.C.°* In this phase we find a colonnade of 9 x 17 columns surrounding the temple on all
sides. The columns are closer to the temple podium around the rear and the sides, but have
ample room to the front. The entrance to the precinct from Via Marina was off-centre,
because of the compression of the space produced by the tightening axis of the eastern wall at
the border of the forum. Had the opening been placed in the centre of this restricted wall, it
would have opened onto the central column of the front colonnade and obscured the view of
the temple and altar. The Sanctuary of Apollo, then, is in many ways a space designed around

negotiation and contraction to fit its local environment.

3 Ling 2007: 122. Recent excavations have revealed a series of planting pits to the east of the temple,
compatible with an Augustan date (Carroll & Godden 2002: 757). Work on the precinct wall by
Dobbins et al. (1998: 744) uncovered Augustan lamps beneath the northwest corner of the precinct,
providing a terminus post quem of the final quarter of the first century B.C.
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gregated street network after the development of the
Sanctuary of Apollo. A: blockage of Vico del Gallo by femenos wall. B: contemporary or later blockage of
Vico del Gallo, forcing traffic around the insula. C: earlier junction of Vico del Gallo with the forum (Base
plan courtesy of Eric E. Poehler).

However, while the precinct may have conceded to the forum, there was no such concession
for the streets on the west and the north. Here we can see a significant alteration to the nature
of space. Where Vico del Gallo had previously continued towards the area of the forum, the
expanded rear of the precinct suppressed this street. In the same way, where Vicolo Storto
Nuovo had previously continued towards Via Marina, the expansion of the precinct narrowed
the street to nothing more than a void between the femenos and the easternmost wall of the

Casa di Trittolemo (VII 7.2).°** This was then blocked at both ends. This contrasts with Mau’s

4 These changes are described in detail in Dobbins ez al. 1998. CIL X 787 details the negotiations
between the duumviri and the owners of this property, dated to ca. 10 B.C. The negotiation relates to
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suggestion that the new colonnade of the precinct formed a “public thoroughfare”, on the line

of Vicolo Storto Nuovo.**

Instead, we are looking at the decision to expand the sanctuary and
block two streets west of the forum.®* This is an important moment in the reduction of the
through movement potential of the forum and in its redefinition as a space within the wider
city. However, similar changes can be observed to the east of the forum which further
divorced it from the street network of which it had earlier been an integral part (fig. 65).

East of the forum, another street was probably blocked in this period. This relates to
the construction of the Building of Eumachia (VII 9.1) and the Sanctuary of the Genius of
Augustus (VII 9.2), which stood to the south and north, respectively, of Vicolo degli
Scheletri.®*” The Building of Eumachia occupied the entire space of a pre-existing insula that
had been surrounded by the forum to the west, Vicolo di Eumachia to the east, Via
dell’Abbondanza to the south and Vicolo degli Scheletri to the north. It was most likely

constructed in the first decade B.C. or A.D.**® This Augustan date has led to parallels being

drawn with the Porticus Liviae in Rome, dedicated in 7 B.C.** The Sanctuary of the Genius

the blocking of light, which indicates the presence of a window in the eastern wall of the house,
opening onto the earlier street.

5 Mau 1899: 85.

61t is this blockage that precedes the insertion of the fountain on Vico del Gallo and the resulting
changes to patterns of movement around insula VII. 15, examined in Newsome 2009b.

%7 According to Franklin 2001: 33 we should more properly refer to the Building of Eumachia as the
Porticus Concordiae Augustae Pietatique. This thesis uses the more common name of its benefactor.
% CIL X 810-1 both record the dedication. On the date, Mau preferred to consider it Tiberian (1899:
111), while Descoeudres links it to the Ara Pietatis Augustae, decreed by the Senate in Rome in A.D.
22, and therefore pushes it back to the third decade A.D. (2007: 17). Dobbins dated the building “with
considerable confidence” to the first decade A.D. (1994: 647).

“D’Arms 1988: 53-4; Zanker 1990: 320; Richardson 1988: 198 and most emphatically 1978: 268.
This helps also resolve some issues of the date of the new building. D’ Arms 1988: 64 suggests that if
the Porticus Liviae was built in 7 B.C., we might date the Building of Eumachia to not earlier than five
years later. Similarly, Richardson 1988: 197, following Mau 1899: 115, argued that the building
cannot predate the Forum Augustum, since the sculpture gallery in the chalcidicum is clearly inspired
by the summi viri in Rome. He therefore prefers a date not earlier than A.D. 2 or 3. All of these
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of Augustus was constructed to the north of the street but, unlike the Building of Eumachia,
its layout was not based entirely on the insula into which it was constructed. Maiuri’s
excavations were not able to resolve the issue of what this sanctuary replaced, though it may
be that the tabernae from beneath the Building of Eumachia were also present to the north of

the street. ®°

Whatever preceded it, the layout of Sanctuary of the Genius of Augustus
deviated slightly from the layout of the insula (the limits of which are established by the
earlier Casa delle Nozze di Ercole), in order to match the orientation of the Temple of Jupiter
and the forum piazza. This had the effect of diverting the structure southwards and narrowing
the existing street.

At the western end, where formerly the street would have run into the forum, a wall
was constructed that linked the two buildings and blocked access (fig. 67A). Again, this is an
important step in the chronological development of Pompeii’s forum. The opus testaceum
facade joined the two structures, while further east another wall was constructed between the
exterior of the southwest corner of the Casa delle Nozze di Ercole and the north wall of the
Building of Eumachia. This second wall, Dobbins argued, dated from after the earthquake of
A.D. 62.°" He was unsure of whether or not a blockage further east was pre- or post-
earthquake. The wall that links the two structures belongs to the final phase, the same as the

three rooms behind the Sanctuary of the Genius of Augustus.®®* However, this alone does not

mean that the street was open into the forum until after A.D. 62, since it may replicate an

suggestions infer that the Building of Eumachia, including the chalcidicum and associated sculptural
and epigraphic materials, was constructed in one uninterrupted project and that there were no
subsequent changes made to the structure.

60 Maiuri 1942: 45; 1973: 88-9. The later excavations revealed small rectangular buildings, of
uncertain use and provenance.

%! Dobbins 1994: 690-1.

62 Dobbins 2007: 181 refers to “the post-62 united fagade”. The rooms to the east of the sanctuary
were identified by Maiuri as commercial, not religious, structures (1942: 48).
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earlier scheme. There are indications that the street may have fallen out of use in the Augustan

period, which we must consider.

Figure 66 View looking west along Vicolo degli Scheletri, showing the Building of Eumachia and the
blockage of the street near the forum. The Building of Eumachia suppresses the street and removes the
pedestrian sidewalk.
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The long edge of the Building of Eumachia which faces Via dell’Abbondanza is elaborately

653
decorated.

The same decoration is also present on the east exterior wall, facing Vicolo di
Eumachia. Given the grand nature of the project, this may not be surprising. However, there is
a telling lack of decoration on the north exterior wall along Vicolo degli Scheletri. This
contrast, I would argue, is indicative of the dominant flows of movement and is therefore
indicative of the expected patterns of use of Vicolo degli Scheletri.®** I would argue that this
indicates that the blocking of the street was anticipated in the design or early stages of
construction and that there was an awareness that the street would no longer function as a
thoroughfare. This can be further supported by examining the relationship of the building to
the street itself. Vicolo degli Scheletri continued eastwards to Vico del Lupanare, and was
bordered on both sides by a sidewalk. A sidewalk is also present on the north side of Vicolo
degli Scheletri opposite the Building of Eumachia, which gradually widens as it approaches
the forum. However, on the south of the street the pavement has been wholly suppressed (fig.
66). Compare this to the rest of the insula and we see the use of space reflecting expected
patterns of movement. The sidewalk on the Via dell’Abbondanza is extremely wide and that

contiguous with the Building of Eumachia on Vicolo di Eumachia is wider than at any other

point on the street.*> Sidewalks therefore varied around the property, and this variation seems

63 Dobbins 1994: 650—1 on the shallow bays with alternating triangular and segmented pediments, in
both materials and execution “of the highest standard”.

64 We can compare this to the porticus of the ‘Basilica’ at Herculaneum. The sides facing traffic, both
vehicular and pedestrian, were fitted with conspicuous marble revetment, while the “practically
invisible south side” was simply plastered and painted white. Following the blockage of Cardo III,
traffic was rerouted and the visual effect of the building designed accordingly. See Najbjerg 2002: 149.
655 The average width of sidewalks along the length of the streets can be compared to their specific
width where they are contiguous with the Building of Eumachia: Via dell’Abbondanza = 2.75m
average widens to 2.80m; Vicolo di Eumachia = 0.95m widens to 1.71m; Vicolo degli Scheletri north
side = 0.51m average widens to 0.64m; Vicolo degli Scheletri south side = 0.50m average, suppressed.
Figures from Nissen 1877. The present author plans to refine this data into a case study of
chronologies of movement east of the forum over the first century A.D.

263



congruent with levels of use. The decision not to have a pavement on the north side of the
Building of Eumachia supports the view that the street was no longer expected to be used, as

does the similar intrusion of the Sanctuary of the Genius of Augustus (fig. 67C).

Ve

Figure 67 Area around the Building of Eumachia and the Sanctuary of the Genius of Augustus. A:
blockage of Vicolo degli Scheletri. B: blockage of via dell’Abbondanza to vehicles. C: end of pavement
around the insula. (Base plan courtesy of Eric E. Poehler).

s

To this phase we might also add the blockage of Via dell’Abbondanza (fig. 67B and fig. 68),
with three upright stones at its western end, where it met the border of the forum. Beyond
these upright stones, the new chalcidicum of the Building of Eumachia extended south and
joined the earlier Porticus of Popidius. At the north of the forum we can add the arches which
flanked the Temple of Jupiter. Again, these have been related to models in Rome.®*® These

arches have an effect on the practicality of controlling access, and also narrow the roadway

6% Zanker 1990: 326-8, be they the arches in the Forum Augustum by the aedes Martis Ultoris or in
the Forum Romanum by the aedes Divi Iuli (Chapter 3).
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where it entered the forum. A single arch flanked the Temple of Jupiter at its southeast corner,
while another arch separated the forum from the junction of Vico dei Soprastanti, Via degli
Augustali and Via del Foro. To construct this arch it was necessary to narrow the original curb
on Vico dei Soprastanti, which was then built outwards into the carriageway, narrowing the
street as it passed the rear of the forum (fig.69C). Wheel ruts run beneath, and therefore
predate, the later arch.®®” This indicates the levels of vehicle traffic that had previously used

the area, while vividly demonstrating the change in spatial practice brought about by the new

arrangement.

Figure 68 View looking west showing the upright paving stones that blocked vehicle access to the forum
from Via dell’Abbondanza (Photo courtesy of Eric E. Poehler).

7 Recorded by Arthur 1986: 37-8.
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5.1.2 Changes between A.D. 62-79

The changes identified in the Julio-Claudian period began to redefine the shape of the forum
and its relationship with the wider city. This continued in the final phase of the city, following
the earthquake of A.D. 62. Obvious though it may seem, it is important to recognise that
while the changes detailed in this section are from a period of just 17 years, they are products
of long-term urbanism related to the management and design of movement and space in the
late-first century A.D. By examining what was repaired and rebuilt in the years following the
earthquake, we can infer what was important to the citizens of Pompeii: and so consider their
‘urban disposition’. Importantly, the relatively short time frame of 17 years allows us to
consider rebuilding in a similar way to how we approached the imperial fora in Rome: they
reveal conceived space. The earthquake provided the opportunity to reshape space, not
through gradual transformation by spatial practice, but through design. In this context, it is
interesting that many of the changes were focussed on redefining the relationship between the
forum and the city. Changes to movement and access do not necessarily reflect practical
concerns and may strengthen the idea that the developments we observe in the forum at
Pompeii have less to do with local context and more to do with following the cultural
construction of central space as it was being redefined in Rome over the first century A.D.

The final phase is, in Dobbins’ model of the development of the forum, dominated by
architectural renewal that sought to link the forum with its neighbouring streets. ©* This
reading omits the fact that while certain entrances were developed, others were shut off
altogether. The development of the forum in this period is not a straightforward case of

aggrandisement in order to better link this space with the wider city. Rather there are choices

% Dobbins 1997: 68; see also Westfall 2007: 137-8 for a similar attitude to how the forum was
designed to relate to the rest of the city.
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about movement and accessibility that, if considered in detail, might produce a more balanced
reading of both the motives for and the effects of urban change.

We can begin with the buildings to the northwest of the forum, in the area north of the
Sanctuary of Apollo. Here a series of structures appear to come from a single phase of
construction, after the earthquake.®® The largest of these was ca. 35m long (VII 7.29), along
the western edge of the forum besides the Temple of Jupiter.°®® North of this long structure
stood a large public latrine, with a staggered entrance from within the forum colonnade.®®!
Two further small buildings completed this unit, though they were entered from Vico dei
Soprastanti. This new unit of buildings blocked the street which ran south from Vico dei
Soprastanti towards the forum and which had most likely, before the expansion of the

%62 This completed

Sanctuary of Apollo, connected with the eastern stretch of Vico del Gallo.
the segregation of the local grid west of the forum; a process which began with the changes to
the Sanctuary of Apollo in the Augustan period.

On the eastern side of the forum we find the blocking of Vicolo del Balcone Pensile
by the facade that joined the Macellum and the Imperial Cult Building (fig. 69A). This

structure comprehensively blocked access to the forum from the insula to the east, where

earlier there had been two routes opening onto the piazza. Dobbins’ has routinely seen the

% Maiuri 1942: 31.

59 Mau 1899: 54 considered this a market house, devoted to other branches of trade not housed in the
Macellum at the northeast of the forum. Maiuri 1943: 30-4 likened it to Pompeii’s forum Holitorium.
Richardson 1988: 275 contends that the building would have been unsuitable for the storage of grain
while, in any case, it does not appear to have been completed or in use by A.D. 79 (Maiuri 1942: 34).
66! Richardson 1988: 276 suggests that the latrine could accommodate 20 people, although we should
not extrapolate the level of activity in the forum from this figure alone. See Hobson 2009.

662 1t is possible that this street was blocked in the previous phase following the truncation of Vico del
Gallo, but it is equally possible that it opened into the space now accessible from VII 7.30, which gave
access to the forum, and which may have been a place to leave animals during market hours. The
relationship of this space to the rooms which join the northern perimeter wall of the Sanctuary of
Apollo is not clear and would benefit from further attention.
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blockage of the street as a “concomitant feature” of the architectural developments around the

northeast corner of the forum.® We can consider this blockage to be a key step in the

transformation of the relationship between the forum and the wider city.

Figure 69 Plan of the northeast corner of the forum. A: blockage of Vicolo del Balcone Pensile. B:
Truncation of vico dei Soprastanti. C: Arch, inaccessible for vehicle traffic. (Base plan courtesy of Eric E.
Poehler).

The alignment of the streets and the insulae in this area before A.D. 62 is relatively clear.
Certainly, the Macellum followed the line of Vicolo del Balcone Pensile to the south and Via
degli Augustali to the north. It is not clear what occupied the space later used for the Imperial

Cult Building, although it is probable that this structure did not intrude on the course of

53 Dobbins 1994: 680 and 689: “the multiple functioning individual elements reveals a planning
mentality that transcends the specific in achieving a unity of the whole”. This may be so, but there is
no consideration of how that “unity” reshapes the spatial practice of this area.
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Vicolo del Balcone Pensile where it entered the forum. However, Mau suggested that this
street was closed from the time of Augustus, based on the assumption that the Imperial Cult
Building was an Augustan-period project.®®* Wallat also preferred to consider the blockage to
be pre-earthquake. Like Dobbins, he noted that the southernmost tabernae of the Macellum
fagade bonded with the north wall of the Imperial Cult Building and was, therefore,
contemporary. However, Wallat observed traces of Third Style decoration in the southwest
corner of the Imperial Cult Building, and so this and the fabernae — and thus the blockage of
Vicolo del Balcone Pensile — must pre-date A.D. 62.°°° In response, Dobbins suggests that the
Third Style decoration belonged to the wall of the Sanctuary of the Genius of Augustus, from
the early Augustan period. °®® Accordingly, neither the Imperial Cult Building, the
southernmost tabernae or the blockage of Vicolo del Balcone Pensile can be securely dated to
before the earthquake.

That the fagade which joined the Macellum and the Imperial Cult Building blocked the
street is not a new observation. Maiuri recognised this in his discussion of the final phase of
the Macellum, noting that structural developments came at the expense of the thoroughfare.®®’
The same fundamental alteration was noted by De Ruyt, who also considered this to be a
legacy of the final reconstructions of the Macellum.®®® Dobbins was rather dismissive of this
spatial change, characterising Vicolo del Balcone Pensile as “a fragmenting element of the
plan”.®® This reading of space betrays a deeper interest in the relationship between the piazza
and its borders, rather than between the forum and the wider city. Still, he rightly noted that
the removal of the streets from the east had the practical effect of rerouting traffic to the

northeast corner of the forum. It is here that we find the post-earthquake elaboration of the

664 Mau 1899: 102.
665 Wallat 1993: 359.
666 Dobbins 1996: 107.
57 Maiuri 1942: 56.
668 De Ruyt 1983: 141.
5% Dobbins 1994: 690.
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entrance, including the insertion of a new pedestrian arch (fig. 69C and fig. 70).5”® What
Maiuri approached, more than Dobbins or others, was recognition of the importance of this

change for the character of the forum as a space. To him, this change was not just a

671

concomitant feature but it represented a complete change in the nature of this space.

Figure 70 View looking north out of the forum through the arch. Note the upright blocking stones at the

end of Via del Foro. (Photo = Valentin Kockel).

7 Dobbins 1994: 680—1: Westfall 2007: 136 suggested that all other entrances “pale in comparison”
with this. The work of the Universitit Ausburg is continuing to investigate this area, and have
concluded that the asymmetrical design of this arch is due to its location on a pre-existing wall that
surrounded the forum. This needs further study but would have significant implications for this
discussion and our understanding of how the forum was demarcated from the surrounding streets. This
wall is entirely absent from Dobbins’ discussions, and represents a new development in the study of
the forum. See Kockel 2005 for more on the wider research project.

"l Maiuri 1942: 56.
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As noted earlier in this work, a new examination of the forum at Pompeii, by the Universitét
Ausburg, is in progress. We can briefly communicate some of the initial findings here. Most
significantly, the investigation has revealed evidence for the restructuring of statuary within
the forum. A large equestrian statue base was removed at some point in the fist century A.D.,
while three fountains were removed from the plaza. This may be significant for understanding
how the forum was used. The apparent relocation of statuary can be considered in terms of
changing patterns of movement over time, discussed below, in which we can postulate a
change in the locus celeberrimus of Pompeii’s forum and, therefore, a change in the spaces of
publicity. As noted in Chapter 2, fountains have the effect of bringing people together in
space, and are often found at busy junctions which we might consider loci celeberrimi. Their
removal from the forum at Pompeii should be seen as part of a broader redefinition of this
space, and of the spatial practice that was either permissible or tolerated therein.

In addition, and extremely significant for the theme of movement around the forum,
the ongoing investigations have revealed evidence for barriers that were fixed between the
intercolumniations in the southern and eastern porticoes (fig. 71).®”* These should remind us
of the cancelli discussed in Chapter 3 and possibly located around the Porticus Absidata
(Chapter 4). As we will see later in this chapter, such barriers feature in a depiction of the
forum at Pompeii dating from the mid- to late- first century A.D (figs. 71 and 76). The
physical evidence for barriers of this kind represents an important discovery which
contributes to our understanding of Pompeii’s forum. Moreover, they provide evidence which

vindicates a detailed reading of the finer points of access and movement. These barriers would

672 See Kockel 2005 and, more recently Kockle & Flecke 2009 for a preliminary report. Prof. Valentin
Kockel (pers. comm.. January 2010) informed me that the evidence indicates barriers of two different
types which were probably not contemporary. This is an intriguing point and one that will help to
understand the enclosure of the forum as a process, over the first centuries B.C. and A.D. The next
stage of the project was due to begin in February 2010. Prof. Kockel termed this an “interesting — but
predictable — phenomenon”. Given the broader changes discussed in this thesis, he is right to have
expected such evidence.
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limit access or channel crowds, and must be understood within the context of the broader
redefinition of space outlined here: the transformation of the forum from an important urban

node to a space that was segregated from movement around it.

S i My T .
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Figure 71 Barriers around the forum at Pompeii. Left: View of the southern portico from the forum at
Pompeii, showing the traces of barriers. (Photo = Valentin Kockel). Right: image from the frescoes of the
praedium of Tulia Felix, showing a cancellus.

5.2 DESCRIBING CHANGE: THE CHANGING INTEGRATION OF POMPEII’S FORUM

In the second and first century B.C., the forum at Pompeii was an important urban node, with
many routes running to and through it. Although it is off-centre in the developing space of the
city, it would have been a space passed through on many other routes, rather like the
disposition of the Forum Romanum to natural movement. In the early imperial period we
have the significant alterations east of the forum caused by the expansion of the Sanctuary of

Apollo, as well as the probable blockage of Vicolo degli Scheletri. On this latter street,
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however, the effect of removing Vicolo degli Scheletri was to increase the importance of
Vicolo di Eumachia in local patterns of movement, since one alternative route had been
removed (similar to the increased use of the Argiletum in Rome following the blockage of the
Corneta, discussed in Chapter 3). Although the forum remained the most integrated space in
this period, the removal of two streets that entered it from the west and east affected the
relationship between the forum and movement in the immediate, local environment. Again,
because Vicolo degli Scheletri was blocked, the use of Vicolo di Eumachia (north-south) and
Vicolo del Balcone Pensile (east-west) would have increased. The same might be said from
the blockage of Via dell’Abbondanza, though as noted it is not clear at what time the upright
stones were erected. We can probably relate this change to the broader change of space in that
area with the construction of the Building of Eumachia and its chalcidicum. Therefore,
relatively speaking, the forum not only lost two or three routes into it but the loss of one of
these routes increased the relative through movement potential of nearby spaces. It is thus
possible to see the emergence of strong routes that pass around the forum rather than through
it. The same is true on the west, where the blockage of Vico del Gallo rerouted traffic north
around insula VII 15 and increased the relative importance of Vico dei Soprastanti. In this
period, then, we can recognise the first signs of the forum losing through movement potential,
and the emergence of important routes that bypassed the forum rather than passed through it.
This continued in the final years of the city, at which point the acceleration of change
can be read as the exploitation of an opportunity (the rebuilding after the earthquake) to
further redefine the forum so that it more closely resembled the nature of fora in
contemporary Rome. Being so closely related to the rebuilding work following the
earthquake, the blockage of streets and the redefinition of through movement potential and
access is revealed to be a high priority in the redevelopment of urban space. It is to this phase
that we can assign the blockage of Vicolo del Balcone Pensile, the erection of the colonnade

around the piazza, which separated Via Marina and also created two distinct units of space in
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the forum: the piazza and the flanking porticoes. We also see the development of the arches to
the north, between the Macellum and the Temple of Jupiter. All of these relate to the
management of vehicle movement in particular and all contribute to further redefining the
relationship between the forum and the wider city. As noted, at some point in this chronology
we must account for the insertion of barriers around, at least, the southern and eastern sides of
the piazza.

We can relate this basic shift to known archaeological data. As we saw in Chapter 2,
the location of statuary was often chosen to exploit patterns of movement and place prominent
visual propaganda in the locus celeberrimus. In the forum at Pompeii, we find the first major
grouping of statuary to be around the south of the piazza, near the Porticus of Popidius, on the
major cross-axis of the Via Marina and the Via dell’ Abbondanza.®” By the late-first century
A.D., the focus of statuary had shifted to the northeast of the forum, facing into the portico

that lined the edge of the piazza.®”

In this context, the removal of statuary identified by the
ongoing investigations within the forum (discussed above) is all the more intriguing. If the
same basic principles dictated the choice of the location of a statue, something needs to be
said of this fundamental shift of focus. The changes to the relationship of the forum over the
first century A.D. provide an explanation for this shift. We can reconstruct a shift in the
dominant areas of movement, as well as in the type of movement at those particular locations.
What one might argue is that where the locus celeberrimus of Pompeii’s forum had formerly

been to the south, by A.D. 79 it was to the northeast.®”> As patterns of movement changed, so

too did the location of statuary seeking publicity.

°7 Zanker 1988: 32-3 and abb. 14.

674 Zanker 1988: abb. 12.

675 The present author plans to develop and publish this theory with Dr. Francesco Trifilo. I would
further contend that the blockage of Vicolo del Balcone Pensile expedited the new focus on the
northeast corner. Dobbins is clear that there is more than one phase to the post-A.D. 62 redesign of
this area (Dobbins 1994: 670, in contrast to Maiuri’s theories of a single phase of construction: 1942:
54-61; 1973: 75-88). I would argue that this can be explained by increased traffic from Via degli
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The descriptive chronology in this chapter has demonstrated, as we have also seen in
Rome, that individual building projects have wider repercussions on patterns of space than is
often appreciated. Moreover, we have seen the way in which the accumulated effects of
change contribute to the redefinition of the nature of a particular urban space. In this example,
as in Rome, we see a change in the way the forum related to the wider city. We can reduce the
overall patterns to the general statement that the forum changes from being a place one might
move through to a place one would move fo. As we have seen, in the second and through the
first century B.C. the forum was an important node in the landscape for cross-region
movement. It would have been incorporated into a large number of routes from two other
points, and its primary role might be considered as a connective space. By A.D. 79 the forum
no longer has the same through movement potential within the wider city, nor the same level
of influence on shortcut routes that define hierarchies of natural movement.

The change in the nature of the forum can be related to different categories of
movement. We have already demonstrated how significant this is in the case studies from
Rome, where space was accessible to one type of traffic but not another. This has been most
egregiously demonstrated with the example of the exclusion of vehicles from the Markets of
Trajan and, just as importantly, the Forum Nervae. We can recall Bianchini’s remarks about
the development of a rigorously pedestrianised zone in Rome.?’® Although he was discussing
the nature of space following the Domitianic and Trajanic interventions, some decades later,
we can identify something similar in Pompeii.

The blockage of streets on the west and the east of the forum meant that they were not

passable by any form of movement. Other blockages, however, were specifically related to

Augustali following the blocking of Vicolo del Balcone Pensile. This may call for a rethink of the
extent to which the post-A.D. 62 forum was orchestrated to a “masterplan” and a “single anonymous
designer” (Dobbins 1994: 693). Instead we may be seeing adaptation even within the very brief
chronological window of A.D. 62-79, demonstrating the importance of movement as generative of
urban change.
676 Bianchini 1992: 156.
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vehicle movement and could, we can assume, be ignored by the pedestrian user. This is the
case when we consider intercolumniations, which were too narrow to allow wagons to pass,
or the insertion of upturned blocking stones or steps around the piazza. This allows us to
consider that even where the forum was ostensibly accessible it was only accessible to a
certain type of user.

The blockages removed the forum from vehicle traffic routes and created a series of
detours that would have been necessary in order to move across the city by wheels. For
example, vehicles entering the city from the Porta Marina had to turn left off Via Marina and
make the journey north and then east, around the long detour by Vicolo del Gigante and Vico
dei Soprastanti.®”” Likewise any traffic approaching from the east was forced to detour around
the forum by Vicolo di Eumachia. A further blockage, by the way of steps, where Via degli
Augustali met Via del Foro, hindered further eastbound movement until one reached the Via
della Fortuna.®”® This may have caused most routes to follow Via Stabiana to the junction
with Via della Fortuna, rather than try to negotiate the now obscured shortcut through

Regiones VII and VIIL®”

577 See Newsome 2009b for more on this blockage and the effects of the detour.
578 On access to the forum at this point, it is clear that a ramp on Via degli Augustali gave vehicles
access to the colonnade at the northeast. This was likely related to the reconstruction effort and the
need to transport materials into this space (with the entrance being the last structure built). I owe this
observation to Eric E. Poehler (pers. comm.). Something similar is seen at Via delle Scuole, with
evidence of vehicle use after A.D. 62 despite being blocked to vehicles since the first century B.C.
57 This may offer another explanation for the variable depth of wheel ruts on the western stretch of the
Via dell’ Abbondnanza, see Wallace-Hadrill 1995.
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Figure 72 Map showing the blockages to wheeled traffic in Pompeii (Image courtesy of Ray Laurence).

Figure 72 shows where blockages have been found. We can note that of the 35 blockages
identified here, 16 are within Regiones VII and VIII, and of these 6 are directly related to the
forum piazza.®® Therefore, almost one fifth of all street blockages in Pompeii were related to
limiting access to the ‘centre’ of the city. Given the important link between movement and
centrality identified in Chapter 2, this is a remarkable state of affairs, and one that again
strongly indicates how the relationship of the forum with the city was changed over time.
Most of these blockages date to late in the city’s life, in the imperial period. The only earlier

example is the Porticus of Popidius, which partly blocked Vico del Championnet and Via

5% These are: Via Marina (colonnade), Vicolo del Championnet (stairs to the Basilica); Via delle
Scuole (Porticus of Popidius and later, more comprehensively, a fountain); Via dell’Abbondanza
(upright stones); Vicolo del Balcone Pensile (blocked by buildings); Via del Foro (upright stone within
the entrance arch to the forum). To this map we should also add Vicolo degli Scheletri (blocked by
buildings). The northwest corner of the forum was being redeveloped at the time of the eruption
(Maiuri 1942: 34), so it is not clear if this arch would have been blocked in the same was as the arch in
the northeast corner.
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delle Scuole. However, in both cases, these streets had secondary blockages added at some
point during the first century A.D. We can thus infer a relatively consistent degree of effort to
segregate the forum from vehicle traffic, particularly over the first century A.D. This

corresponds with what we have identified in Rome in the previous chapters.

5.3 THE FRESCOES FROM THE PRAEDIUM OF IULIA FELIX

The development of Pompeii’s forum, discussed above, clearly indicates the transformation of
a nodal space in the landscape being redefined as a precinct space, in a way that is very
similar to the trends identified in the city of Rome. At this point, I would like to consider a
representation of this changing forum, and turn to the well-known frescoes from the praedium

of Tulia Felix, dating to the third-quarter of the first century A.D.%!

These are not the only
visual representation of urban space from Pompeii. We can think also of the fresco depicting
the riot at the amphitheatre in A.D. 59, which also shows the city walls, the palaestra, and
numerous seemingly non-permanent market-stalls in the area. This is an important source of
information for how we understand the representation of movement in this area of the city.
There is also the frieze from the lararium of L. Caecilius Tucundus (V 1.26) that depicts the
earthquake in A.D. 62 and most likely shows the forum in a state of collapse. A second image
from the lararium depicted the castellum aquae and the collapsed Porta di Vesuvio. This
image also depicts a cart, pulled by two pack animals. In the image of the forum, there are no
vehicles. How closely the frescoes from the praedium of lulia Felix accurately depicted the

forum is not altogether clear. Mau was intent on explaining them as realistic depictions of

extant architecture, though more recent examinations prefer to consider them inspired by, but

%1 A large property (I1.4.3) on the south of the via dell’Abbondanza. The frescoes lined the upper
portions of the walls in the atrium accessible from the street.
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not necessarily replications of, real life.®®* Salvatore Nappo has argued that the frescoes must
be considered in their spatial context as distributed around the walls of the atrium to which
they were painted, and suggests that the different frescoes correspond to different areas of the
real space of the forum. The viewer in the atrium therefore takes the place of one standing in,
to borrow the term from Rome, [’area centrale.

The relevance of the images relates to the theoretical discussion in Chapter 1: as a
representation of space, the frescoes are the product of a perception of the forum that was
shaped by praxis. In this brief excursus, the focus is on those elements that inform our
understanding of movement and traffic through this space, namely: the representation of
animals and vehicle transportation and the representation of entrances and exits. What do
these fragments, together, suggest about the perception and representation of Pompeii’s forum
in the late-first century A.D.?°%

5.3.1 Animals and vehicles
Sequentially, the series of frescoes begins with an image depicting a large wagon — a
plaustrum — being pulled by two mules and, coming from or facing the opposite direction, an

684

ass carrying a load (fig. 73).”"" Columns are visible in the background, and a figure in the

centre of the image appears to be wearing a tunic or toga. This arguably represents the arrival

552 Mau 1899: 54—6. See Pappalardo & Capuano 2006 who set the frescoes in the wider context of the
depiction of architecture and urban spaces. The most accessible surveys of the frescoes remains Nappo
1989 and Parslow 1995. That the frescoes depict the forum is the orthodoxy, though the exact context
of the activity depicted is not clear (whether it be an ‘everyday’ scene or a representation of a
particular event, such as a market day). Nappo 1989: 93 favours the latter: “la rappresentazione della
vociante e brulicante vita del foro in un giorno di mercato”.

3 In the images presented here, the frescoes have been converted to greyscale and the contrast
digitally increased (by 50%) so that the elements under discussion might appear more legible. Nappo
1989 provides full colour images.

584 Nappo 1989: 79-80 and fig. 1.
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of products to the space of the forum, although this is a space outside of the forum, at its

borders.

Figure 73 Fresco from the praedium of lulia Felix (fr. 1 and 2), showing a plaustrum and animals (Nappo
1989: fig. 1).

Again suggesting that we are outside of the forum rather than within it, in the following scene,
a bearded man with a walking stick can be seen begging to two figures. The remainder of the
scene is not clear, although Nappo identifies two statues bases, one equestrian, in the
background.®® Their lack of prominence and their size relative to other figures suggests they
are in the distance, within the forum proper. In the next fragments, we see another mule being
held by its reins (fig. 74), as the individual looks to see a horse approaching, besides what
appears to be a quadriga. In both instances the horses are mounted by riders, and the position
of their hooves suggests motion, in distinct contrast to the mule at the left of the image or
those discussed above. The relevance of these riders for movement in the forum is not clear.
A quadriga could not be accommodated in the forum, and it may be that the image represents
yet more statuary (although not on plinths, as elsewhere) or perhaps pertains to street activity

outside of the forum.

%55 Nappo 1989: 80, fig. 2.
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Figure 74 Fresco from the praedium of Iulia Felix (fr. 7 and 8), showing animals (Nappo 1989: fig. 4).

The images discussed above are the only ones that depict animals for transport or vehicles,
and they appear in contexts related to movement to the forum but not movement through it.
While we need not necessarily try and locate these scenes in the topography of the forum, we
will recall the suggestion that the open area to the west of the forum, behind the Sanctuary of
Apollo, was a place for animals to be held while commercial activity was conducted in the
forum itself. This may be the context of the images discussed above. In any case, they indicate
a rift between movement through the city and movement through the forum. These animals
and the plaustrum appear to have gone as far as the forum edge, but they do not then appear

within it. This suggests that a key perception of this space was its pedestrian nature.
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5.3.2 Entrances and exits

Although the images discussed above represent the movement of things to the forum, none of
the frescoes unambiguously depict the transitional space from outside to within. Fragment 11
(fig. 75) may be the most likely candidate because it appears to depict an architectural feature
that is not part of the columns but more closely resembles an arch, with the curve legible at
the top left of the image. This has been identified as the arch that marked the northeast
entrance to the forum, besides the Temple of Jupiter.®*® While we might refrain from being so
specific, we can nonetheless note that, recalling Cicero’s comments on the fornix Fabianus

(Chapter 3), we have something of a bottleneck and a busy pedestrian space.

%% For example, by Etienne 1973: 217: accanto a un arco, nelle vicinanze del tempio capitolino
(accepted by Nappo 1989: 94).
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The most conspicuous feature relating to movement in the area of the forum is
arguably a relatively minor part of the scene in which it is depicted. This is significant for
demonstrating that while not a principal part of the scene it is still shown because it informs
the perception and representation of that space. Figure 76 shows a variety of figures in the
foreground with a row of columns in the background. Interestingly there is less of a
distinction between the forum and the foreground space (which may be the piazza, the interior
of the colonnade, or neither), with some figures clearly in front of the columns and some
clearly behind them. To the right of the image can be seen a gate: its form is reminiscent of
the kind discussed around the Forum Romanum in Rome, or perhaps representing the kind
found around the southern portico (discussed above). It is important to consider that the gate
was included in a representation of the space of the forum. This indicates the perceived nature
of this space, just as much as the varied scenes of game playing and social interaction that

occupies the majority of the scene.

Figure 76 Fresco from the praedium of Iulia Felix (fr. 15), showing the cancellus (Nappo 1989: fig. 11).

54 CONCLUSIONS

283



The series of frescoes from the praedium of Iulia Felix represent the forum in Pompeii as a
locus celeberrimus. The only things that appear to be excluded from this busy space of
statues, traders, men, women, children, fogati and plebeians, are vehicles. Moreover, if we
follow Nappo’s reading and infer that the scheme intended to depict all the edges of the
forum, from the point of view of one standing in the centre of the piazza, then it is curious
how there are no streets running into the scene at any point. Unlike the depiction of the
Forum Romanum on the Anaglypha Traiani which conspicuously depicted the vicus Tuscus
as a blank space, indicating movement into the area, the frescoes from Pompeii do not mark
permeability. In other words, the routes running into the forum are not considered to be
topographically or representationally significant. Where transitional space is clear, this is
marked through the depiction of gates, of the kind for which evidence has recently been
discovered around the south and east sides of the square.®®’

This is a representation of space from the later Julio-Claudian period. The frescoes
date from between A.D. 50 and 79, and therefore to a period in transition: both physically in
terms of the architectural changes that were redefining the space of the forum and, inseparably
related to this, culturally in terms of a broader redefinition of forum space based on the urban
disposition evident in Rome. The forum depicted in the frescoes from the praedium of Iulia
Felix corresponds to the spatial trends identified for the same, or slightly earlier, period in
Rome: the progressive restriction on space, evidenced by the exclusion of vehicles, the
pedestrian space of the arch, and the appearance of a cancellus gate.

Of course, we cannot relate this forum scene to the development of the imperial fora
under the Flavians as discussed in Chapter 4, because the egregious changes occur in the 80s

and 90s A.D., in the decades following Pompeii’s destruction. Nevertheless, both physically,

%7 Nappo considered this particular image to depict the western border of the forum, near the
Sanctuary of Apollo. If that is a correct interpretation, then the cancellus depicted may indicate that
the barriers so far uncovered on the east and south were also present on the west. This is to be
expected.
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in terms of the architectural changes described in the previous sections of this chapter, and
perceptually, in terms of the representation of the forum discussed here, Pompeii’s is a forum
in transition from a well-integrated node with significant through movement potential to an
enclosed space like the imperial fora in the capital.

In the brief reading of the frescoes provided here, my interest has not been on how
these images represent a particular activity, but how they represent a more general view of the
forum as a space: how the represent the logica of the forum. While we can continue to debate
which real locations they may signify and whether the variety of traders depicted accurately
reflects a Pompeian market day, we can say one thing for certain: the frescoes of the forum
rightly represent the physical changes that were reshaping the centre of the city. This is a
place of movement to, not movement through.

The spatial changes to the forum at Pompeii from the late-first century B.C. to the late
first century A.D. provide a striking contrast to the trends identified in the city of Rome.
These developments cannot be read simply as coincidental changes to the way in which urban
space was practically used and organically changed over time. The short period of less than
two decades, following the A.D. 62 earthquake, presents a moment of transformation that

accelerated the emerging restrictions on space that were seen in the Augustan period.
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6 CONCLUSIONS

But sometimes let me leave the noisie Roads
And silent wander in the close Abodes
Where Wheels ne’er shake the Ground, there pensive stray

In studious Thought, the long uncrowded Way*®®

This thesis began by contrasting the perception of fora in two examples: between Phaedrus,
writing in the early first century A.D., and Pliny the Younger, writing in the early second.
Phaedrus depicted the forum as a shortcut, while Pliny implied that fora were, or at least had
been, inaccessible. The following chapters then considered these and similar perceptions of
the spaces of fora, and examined their basis in spatial practice and changing infrastructures of
urban movement. The case studies identified changes to the patterns of traffic through fora,
over the course of the late Republic to the second century A.D. These changes can be
summarised as a transformation of the nature of space, predicated on movement and
accessibility, in ways that correspond to the contrast evident between Phaedrus and Pliny:
from shortcuts to obstacles, and from spaces of significant through movement potential to
spaces with limited access. This thesis has charted these developments chronologically and
enabled us to see the emergence of a cultural habit of restriction of access to fora. This
develops not only in the city of Rome but can be observed in other cities of Roman Italy.

The physical changes to fora, and patterns of movement to and through them, were the
result of changes to the urban disposition and different ways of conceiving of city space. This
means that we are not simply describing architectural and spatial change, we are identifying

cultural change. We can appraise motives, catalysts and tolerances over time, contextualise

%% John Gay, Trivia: Or, The Art of Walking the Streets of London (1716), 2.271-4.
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social relationships in their proper spatial settings and understand the processes by which
centrality was redefined in the Roman city.

The individual chapters of this thesis each had a conclusion that related the discussion
to the argument up to that point. In this concluding chapter I wish to provide an overall
summary and enunciate the significance of these observations, while at the same time raising
further questions that would usefully develop similar work. To facilitate a concise summary
of the many issues that have been raised by the evidence presented in this thesis, textual and
archaeological, we can return to the questions posed in Chapter 1.

In turning to the articulation of spatial concepts in Roman texts, Chapter 2 outlined the
criteria by which centrality could be considered a social process, predicated by urban
movement and related to the concept of locus celeberrimus as a topographical construct. This
allows us to consider centrality as perceived — rather than conceived — space. Centrality is
recast as both a social product and a spatial process, and an understanding of urban movement
becomes integral to an understanding of centrality. However, recognising that centrality is not
objective but is subjective, and is a process rather than a state, necessarily leads to the
recognition that it is historically contingent and our examination of it needs to account for
chronologies: it must be diachronic, not synchronic.

This informed the choice of case studies that occupy the bulk of this thesis. Through
an examination of the Forum Romanum and the imperial fora, this thesis has presented not
only a long-term narrative of changes to the infrastructure of movement in media urbis, but
has allowed us to examine two different types of architectural processes: on the one hand, the
progressive redefinition of an existing space and, on the other, the construction of new spaces.
It is this, rather than providing a long chronological timeline, that makes the comparative
study of the Forum Romanum and the imperial fora important for understanding the wider
development of the Roman city, and raises the interesting concept of the urban disposition. It

allows us to consider the two fundamental organisers of spatial form — adaptation and design
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— and consider the same theme between the two: the through movement potential of urban
space.

The textual evidence clearly indicates a perception of the Forum Romanum related to
through movement potential, and its availability as a shortcut. Moreover, by considering
movement at those spaces around the forum, rather than in the forum itself, this study was
able to show the importance of understanding the ‘natural movement’ of the city: the Forum
Romanum was a busy node because it was surrounded by other busy nodes and routes. This
study has contributed to our understanding of the city of Rome by demonstrating why some of
those routes were busier than others: for example, the apparent preference for the vicus Tuscus
over the vicus Iugarius, or the use of the clivus ad Carinas to skirt around the Velia and
provide the most user-friendly approach to the Sacra via and the forum from the direction of
the locus celeberrimus of the Carinae. Chapter 3 reconfigured the often separated and
decontextualised network of space in the city of Rome, the better to understand the kinetic
flow of the city.

However, one of the most significant issues to be taken from Chapter 3 was the
recognition of emerging habits relating to the use of space: the increasingly defined separation
of pedestrians and vehicles, and the progressive enclosure of or limitations on access to spaces
within fora. The Forum Romanum itself could not be enclosed, owing to its through
movement potential and, for example, its integration into the route of the triumphal
procession, but nevertheless we can recognise the emergence of a concept of space that
gradually reshaped the open piazza. The area around the aedes divi Iuli and the Arcus Augusti
presents an egregious example in the last decades of the first century B.C.: not only do we see
the distinct separation of vehicles and pedestrians in space, but we also see the removal of one
of the routes that defined the forum until that time. We can begin to recognise the theme of
power as related to changes to the spaces of movement: where the plebeian response to the

death of Caesar was to erect a column beside this road, the imperial response removed the

288



road altogether and added a temple and pedestrian complex that redefined the area and
movement around it. This is a significant point because it means the narrative of
topographical development is not simply a description of the history of those spaces, but is an
examination of social processes, related to the balance of tolerances and abilities in reshaping
the space of the city.

This theme continued through Chapter 4, which examined the development of the
imperial fora from two angles: first, the impact of the new fora on existing urban space and,
second, the control of movement into and through the new fora themselves. This allowed us
to examine conceived space because the fora were new constructions, built according to the
contemporary understanding of urban public spaces. The impact of the new fora on existing
urban space, in particular on existing infrastructures of movement, can be summarised as
early adaptation of space being replaced by later imposition on space.

The first two imperial fora, the Forum Iulium and the Forum Augustum, had a
significant impact on the city by replacing existing properties and adding new monumental
areas in the vicinity of the Forum Romanum. As the evidence demonstrates, the Forum Iulium
involved a greater degree of landscape modelling than had previously been assumed: in order
to replace earlier structures and accommodate the new forum it was necessary to undertake
substantial terracing on the northeast slope of the Arx and into the properties of the Argiletum.
Yet despite this, and the related reconfiguration of the route of the clivus Argentarius,
Caesar’s project did not significantly alter infrastructures of movement, even if it changed
their details. It changed the form without changing the integration. In other words, the through
movement potential of sites in media urbis was not adversely affected by the construction of
the Forum Iulium because the new space did not truncate any of the routes into or through the
wider area.

The same can be said for the Forum Augustum. As was noted, a key element of the

articulation of this forum in texts was the extent to which it was a necessary addition to the
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city but one that was restrained in terms of expropriation. Augustus’ forum respected the
course of earlier streets and the property rights of the incumbent possessores of domus in the
vicinity. The evidence for late Republican houses beneath the piazza attests to some of the
change. However, like the case for the Forum Iulium, the new forum did not change the
patterns of movement in the wider urban area. The Argiletum still functioned as a vibrant
traffic artery, while the streets that led down from the Quirinal dictated the contours of the
new forum and continued to inform the location of commercial structures in the area until the
Flavian period.

The Julio-Claudian fora, then, were spaces that fitted in with existing space (as near as
possible) but that were segregated from the urban framework into which they had been
squeezed. While the evidence for the junction between the two fora remains unclear, neither
had a monumental approach that opened to the passing traffic of city streets, and neither were
accessible to vehicles. Given the continued use of the clivus Argentarius and the street of the
Argiletum, neither the Forum Iulium nor the Forum Augustum were spaces of through
movement. They lay beside the main arteries of movement but were not places through which
movement passed.

As was noted, this is the impression presented to us by Strabo, who passed alongside
the new imperial fora on his way to the Forum Romanum.®® Later, Martial gave a similar
impression, passing from the Quirinal to the Argiletum and a space that was opposite — and
conspicuously outside of — the Forum Iulium, while the recent third ‘forum’ of the Templum
Pacis was similarly designated by its entrance, as one passed by but did not enter.®° Indeed,

in the first century A.D. we hear of the ‘joined fora’ as a specific topographical signifier.

% Strabo 5.3.8.
%0 Mart. 1.2.7-8, libertum docti Lucensis quaere Secundum limina post Pacis Palladiumque forum;
1.117.9-10, Argi nempe soles subire Letum: contra Caesaris est forum taberna.
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These new fora were joined (iuncta fora) but in perception they were joined to one another,
and not to the city of which they were a part.*”’

The developments in the Flavian and Trajanic periods continued this particular
configuration of space, with the imperial fora increasingly reshaping earlier infrastructures of
movement and replacing urban thoroughfares with spaces with greater restrictions on
movement. The Forum Nervae replaced the street of the Argiletum and in doing so removed
an important route towards and from the Forum Romanum. As discussed, this was not simply
a monumental version of the preceding street. It was the removal of a functioning traffic
artery suitable for both vehicles and pedestrians, and we should not be led to assume that it
continued to serve as a thoroughfare on the basis of the names transitorium or pervium, given
several centuries later. These have nothing to do with the Flavian space, and with the urban
disposition that produced it. As discussed at length, the Porticus Absidata is an egregious
example of restrictions on movement, and examining the ambiguity of movement to and
through this space allows us to challenge Heinrich Bauer’s canonical assessment. As well as
this, by examining the practicalities of movement at this space we are able to properly
integrate it into a reading of the imperial fora as a whole. As noted, the Porticus Absidata 1s
generally overlooked when one considers the imperial fora, but its form and function demands
attention.

The Trajanic changes have their origins in Domitian’s planned forum to the west of
the Forum Augustum, for which the clearing of properties and streets, the levelling of the
ridge between the Quirinal and Capitoline and the reconstruction of some parts around via di
Campo Carleo had evidently began in the 90s A.D. The form of the forum and Markets of
Trajan in the early-second century A.D. reveal numerous instances where examining

movement is vindicated. We have seen how the north end of the complex extended into a

%! Mart. 10.51, nec fora iuncta quater. Compare, from Chapter 3, Ovid’s reference to the new route

connecting the Forum Romanum and the Nova via (F. 6.396, quae Nova Romano nunc via iuncta foro
est).
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well-defined, regular street network and involved the truncation of the vicus Pallacinae, while
the streets that were integrated within the new complex were inaccessible to vehicles and did
not form through routes in the city as had been assumed. This is more than a trivial
observation. The exclusion of vehicle traffic has implications for how these spaces could have
functioned, and for how we should consider them within the city at large. The effect of
restrictions on movement at the borders of the imperial fora was to establish large detours and
fundamentally redefine the through movement potential of these spaces and the earlier spaces
on those routes, namely, the Forum Romanum and the centre of the city more broadly. The
imperial fora were not loci celeberrimi and, as noted in Chapters 2 and 3, patterns of ‘natural
movement’ in the city would have been disrupted — particularly moving from the north and
northeast. Because urban space is configured space, and because we saw that the centrality of
the Forum Romanum was related to its connection to other busy spaces, the restrictions
through the imperial fora cause us to rethink not only those spaces themselves but the entire
pattern of movement and space in media urbis. This not only helps to understand the physical
discontinuities in spaces that, on the plan, so often seem continuous, but serves to raise
questions about how public really were these monumental ‘public areas’ of the city, and
therefore, how ‘central’?

Clearly we observe a new articulation of public space through the designed exclusion
of vehicle traffic and the segregation of the imperial fora from the surrounding network of
streets (and activity) in the city. Evidence of the former can be found in the simplest details of
the new fora: the conspicuous use of steps in order to enter or exit the space, or the
construction of arches and other passages, such as the Porticus Absidata, that made the
passage of vehicles a physical impossibility. Evidence of the latter is most conspicuously seen
at the Forum Augustum, with its large wall behind the aedes Martis Ultoris (fig. 77). This
acts to turn the imperial fora away from the city. The respect for the city demonstrated in the

planning of this new forum (not dispossessing property owners and being assiduously shaped
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by the course of existing streets) is a far less conspicuous gesture of the relationship between

city and forum than is the rift created by this imposing curtain wall.

Figure 77 The north wall of the Forum Augustum rising above the streets that led from the Quirinal.

(Photo = author).
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Chapter 5 then considered whether the trends identified in Rome could be observed in other
cities, specifically at Pompeii. The comparisons contribute to an understanding of the
influence of the capital city not in terms of architectural styles or typologies, but in terms of
the relationship between spatial concept, practice and representation. It is precisely because
Rome cannot be taken as a proxy for the cities of Roman Italy — precisely because Rome was
so atypical — that comparison with other cities is a worthwhile venture. In short, there is no
reason why urban space should have developed the way it did in Rome, nor is there any
reason why it should have developed the way it did at Pompeii or elsewhere. That it did
develop that way, and that we can observe similarities rather than differences, is worth
consideration.

The forum at Pompeii is a clear example of a space with significant through
movement potential being progressively transformed through the exclusion of vehicle traffic
and the removal of routes that had previously led to and through the piazza. This happens
within the context of architectural change that has so often been linked to the influence of
Rome, suggesting that the forum at Pompeii was imitative and that both its form and functions
were reshaped over (a relatively short) time because of developments in the capital. This
thesis has contributed to discussions of Pompeii by demonstrating that it is a change in the
nature of space as well as in the types of monuments built or the types of sanctuaries
dedicated. The through movement potential of the forum in A.D. 79 was remarkably different
to that of the first century B.C.

To put this in context, we can reflect briefly on some other examples where this is
evident and which corroborate the wider interpretation of changes to central space as a result
of a cultural shift in the urban disposition: reconsidering how accessible fora should be and to
what types of movement. At Paestum, the forum developed from the third-century B.C. at the

side of the major intersection of the city. The north-south cardo was evidently heavily used,
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2 The east-

as attested by wheel ruts visible from the southern gate to the central crossroads.
west decumanus originally intersected this street but was blocked by the forum and its
surrounding porticoes, sometime in the late-first century B.C. or first century A.D., so that
access to the forum was only permissible on foot (fig. 78A). The construction of the
colonnade across the street so that it met the edge of the decumanus had the effect of
segregating the cardo: the central of three columns was placed in the middle of the street, so
that vehicle movement in both directions was blocked. Later, a series of buildings were added

to the western edge of the forum, north of this column blockage. These had the effect of

entirely truncating the route of the heavily-used cardo (fig. 78B).*”
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Figure 78 The forum at Paestum showing signs of segregation from the street network in the first century
A.D. A: truncation of the decumanus, B: buildings constructed over the cardo (Adapted from Stamper
2005: fig. 75).

%2 Described in Pedley 1990: 14.
% See Greco & Theodorescu 1980.
295



The similarities between the forum at Paestum and the Forum Romanum are clear: it had a
round comitium area, a curia, a statue of Marsyas and, looking slightly outside the forum in
Rome, a temple to the Capitoline triad. Hitherto, less has been said about the way in which the
articulation of the forum, and its disposition relative to the city streets, was also similar to the
spaces of fora in Rome: not to the Forum Romanum, but to the imperial fora, closed to
vehicles. The changes at Paestum reveal the planning priorities of the day: to close the forum

from vehicle traffic. That these changes happen in Paestum in or after the Augustan period is

not surprising.

Figure 79 View looking south of the street running across the western side of the forum at Volsinii. The
forum was accessed through a pedestrian only covered passage that could be locked at both ends. (Gros
1983: fig. 6).

In Volsinii, which had two fora, that of the mid- to late-first century A.D. was closed to

vehicles through the use of a flight of nine deep steps; these descended to a covered passage
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that led to the forum (fig. 79).%* This passage had gates at both ends and could evidently be
locked and thus control access. ®° At the same time, all commercial activity appears to have
been relocated, to outside of the forum. Pierre Gros, who as we noted in Chapter 4 also
studied the problems of movement to the imperial fora, summarises the effect of these
changes concisely: “visent & I’isoler plus qu’a I’intégrer”.®

The evidence for gates and locks at Volsinii may allow us to tentatively infer similar
procedures in Rome itself. Indeed, future work on this area could examine the rhythms in
space that characterised the city of Rome. It might have been the case that the imperial fora
were closed at night, and so our discussion of restrictions on movement and accessibility can,
or should, be temporally conditioned.®’” This may explain the dual use of steps (to exclude
vehicles) and lock (to exclude pedestrians) at Volsinii. Augustus was angered by Julia’s

revelling on the rostra in the Forum Romanum ‘at night’, and as we noted in Chapter 2,

dissident graffiti were prone to appear in loci celeberrimi under the cover of darkness.®”®

%% See Gros 2008: 149-50 (figs. 2 and 3) for a recent discussion of these changes in context. The
excavations are detailed in Hallier, Humbert & Pomey 1982 (esp. 37-46), with a summary in Gros
1981. See also Gros 1983 (esp. 71-2), who proposes a late Neronian or early Flavian date for the
forum, later than the early-first century A.D. date suggested in Hallier, Humbert & Pomey 1982. The
changes to Volsinii are discussed in context by Patterson 2006: 177-8.

% A large public latrine (forica) opened to the north of this passage, near the steps from the main
street. The accessibility of this latrine is not clear. It may only have been open when the forum was
also.

% Gros 2008: 150: “On a donc voulu interrompre le trafic pour mettre la place centrale a ’abri de tout
charroi; ses structures d’encadrement [...] visent a I’isoler plus qu’a I’intégrer” See also Gros 1981:
55 : “Mais un tel aménagement implique évidemment une interruption du trafic: comme au Forum
d’Ostie, les charrois devaient contourner la place publique”.

%7 La Rocca (2001: 211; 2006: 125) considers this not only possible but probable, given the many
moveable objects that were contained in the area of the imperial fora. The Templum Pacis, accessed
from the Porticus Absidata, housed many valuable possessions “because it was a safe place”
(Herodian 1.14.2-3).

%% Cass. Dio 55.10.12; Livy 34.61.14; Plut. C. Gracch. 17.6. The author is currently developing a
paper on this subject for publication, with Dr. Joanne Berry.
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Throughout this thesis, the emphasis has been on spatial configurations and infrastructure,
prioritising the physical and the built. However, traffic is irregularly distributed in both space
and time, and it could prove fruitful to consider how the through movement potential of these
spaces changed over the course of the day.

Returning to comparanda from Roman Italy, Ostia is slightly different for having a
forum that — like the Forum Romanum — could not be entirely segregated from the street
network because it carried a major urban thoroughfare directly through the middle of it, rather
than peripherally through it at the edges.®”” However, while the east-west decumanus was not
blocked, the north-south cardo, which led from the Tiber, was. That the north-south route was
formerly a significant one is clear. In the Republic, a north-south street paved in polygonal
selce had formed the eastern edge of the forum and defined the location of the Republican
temples (fig. 80).”% Traces of the same paving have been found to the south of the forum on
the same alignment, suggesting that this was a continuous street through the city (fig. 81A).”"!

The significance of this street may be further underlined by the important inscription
from Ostia that records the paving of the street iuncta foro ab arcu ad arcum.”” The street

was paved by P. Lucilius Gamala as an act of civic euergetism. Meiggs suggested that this

was a section of the decumanus maximus, although the use of iuncta suggests that it was

% The development of Ostia’s street network has most recently been discussed by Mar 2008. See also

Mar 1991 for the regional context of Ostia’s arterial roads.

" The southern limit of the temples, formed by the decumanus maximus, was further marked by

pozzetti, recalling the discussion of the Forum Romanum, or the forum at Cosa, from Chapter 3. See

Meiggs 1973: 131.

' See Calza et al. 1954: fig. 19. This street would have met the decumanus maximus approximately

where a possible compitum shrine was erected, which stands within the southern half of the forum. See

Bloch 1962: 223: “it occupies literally the center of the city”.

"2 CIL XIV 375 (i): IDEM SUA PECUNIA VIAM SILICE STRAVIT QUAE EST IUNCTA FORO AB ARCU AD

ARCUM. Discussed in detail by Zevi 2004: 55-7. The inscription itself is discussed by Salomies 2003.
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joined to the forum but did not necessarily pass through it.”* The identification of Gamala’s

street with the north-south cardo is more convincing.

| Al
e & : bk 1 ~

Figure 80 The Republican forum at Ostia, showing the north-south selce street that was later suppressed
by the piazza. The wide street running east-west is the decumanus maximus (Detail from Calza et al. 1953:
fig. 19).

The north of this street was suppressed by the Hadrianic Capitolium (fig. 81C), which
segregated vehicle traffic from the forum through the construction of a narrow archway, too
narrow for vehicles, at the end of the portico that led from the river. The street has a width of
8.9m until this arch, where it narrows to 3.4m (fig, 81D). However, earlier still the southern

tract of the selce street had likely been truncated by the construction of the Temple of Rome

% Meiggs 1973: 129.
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" 1n the Hadrianic period, as well as

and Augustus, sometime in the early-first century A.D.
blocking the north, new arches added either side of the temple to the south definitively closed

movement in this direction for vehicle traffic (fig. 81B). The two parts of the forum piazza,

bisected by the decumanus maximus, were thereafter exclusively pedestrian spaces.
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Figure 81 The forum at Ostia, showing the cancellation of the north-south cardo. A: location of earlier
paved street. B: Julio-Claudian temple with Hadrianic arches blocking the passage of vehicles. C: curtain
wall behind Capitolium. D: Hadrianic arch, too narrow for vehicles.

Ostia’s forum therefore presents a curious mix of access and segregation. The north-south

route was truncated and, like for vehicles approaching the imperial fora in Rome, caused a

On the impact of the blockage of this street, see Zevi 2004: 57, who characterises it as “un progetto
che veniva ad incidere sulla struttura della citta”. Like at Pompeii and Volsinii, and like at the Forum
Iulium in Rome, a public latrine was constructed near to (but outside of) the forum. A spatial study of
foricae would provide interesting details about how they related to fora, and what this may imply
about the pedestrianisation of space. The present author plans to develop an article on this topic for
future publication. On foricae more broadly, see now Hobson 2009.
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detour around the forum and neighbouring insulae before joining the decumanus maximus: a
measure that, in theory, removed the need for that traffic to pass through the forum, regardless
of its destination.””® However, the east-west route continued to pass through the forum at all
times, and so the through movement potential of this space was always high. While the
decumanus maximus — the “elemento circolatorio fondamentale” — continued to carry vehicle
traffic through the forum, it was nevertheless differentiated from the piazza through a
combination of steps and paving.

The theme of paving in fora warrants further study than this thesis has been able to
afford. On the distinction between the movement of pedestrians and vehicles, paving might be
read as a proxy for the type of movement expected or allowed in a given space. The different
properties of paving stone was evidently considered in Roman space and may allow us to
postulate a hierarchy of materials related to movement. Pliny discussed the different benefits
of basalts and limestone in some detail, considering durability against exposure, fire, water
and weight.”’’ The choice of paving in and around fora is a corollary of durability against,
suitability for, and expectation of different types of movement. The image of the Forum
Romanum is of the paved [’area centrale, originally of Monteverde tufa but later in travertine,
surrounded by streets paved with selce. The selce, Pliny noted, would not deteriorate over
time, making it a durable and favoured stone for the paving of the vehicle routes.””® It would

have been clear to the contemporary user of the forum that the paving of the streets passing

705 Mar 2008: 128 is right to note that this would have forced other streets to carry more traffic, and
highlights the Semita dei Cippi as a conspicuous north-south alternative. However, as noted in Chapter
1, this was itself later truncated by an exedra monument.

7% Mar 2008: 127.

7 Of which, he considers black stone the best: Plin. HN. 36.49, nigri silices optimi.

% Plin. HN. 36.168, iidem et in monimentis scalpti contra vetustatem quoque incorrupti permanent.
Stretches of the Via Appia were paved in selce as early as 294 B.C., while the clivus Capitolinus
followed suit in 174 B.C; Livy 10.47, via a Martis silice ad Bovillas perstrata est; Livy 41.27, et
clivum Capitolinum silice sternendum curaverunt.
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into, through and around it was suitable for vehicles, while the paving of [’area centrale
would have been conspicuously different. This demonstrates that while the space was an
important area for movement through the urban landscape, movement through the specific
space of the forum was patterned according to a separation between vehicles and pedestrians.
This distinction would have been an intelligible one.””

As several examples have made clear throughout the case study chapters, different
spaces were articulated with different forms of paving, and this paving corresponded with
areas of either pedestrian or vehicular activity. For example, the travertine in the pedestrian
area of the aedes Castoris and Arcus Augusti contrasted with the basalt paving of the street
running through the forum. This area was further separated from the surrounding urban
environment — an environment of vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the vicus Tuscus — by the
inclusion of low steps that surrounded the pedestrian area identified in Chapter 3. Further
indications of paving and movement in the Forum Romanum include the area paved with
small tesserae before the Rostra Augusti; unsuitable for vehicle traffic and thus refuting the
notion that movement from the Argiletum could pass to the vicus Iugarius, despite their near
alignment when viewed on a plan of this space. Not surprisingly, we observe something
different in the paving of the imperial fora. Owing to the exclusion of vehicle traffic, these
spaces typically lack paving that might be suitable for vehicles. An interesting question for
further research, therefore, is what happens to the articulation of paved space when there is no

longer the need to separate vehicles and pedestrians? Of great interest too is the manner in

which the pedestrian roads around the Forum Traiani and through the Markets of Trajan were

" The surrounding of [’area centrale with broad crepidines would have prevented vehicles from
passing across. The only exception to this was opposite the Argiletum, where a gap in the surrounding
curb would have permitted wheeled traffic to move onto /’area centrale. However, such traffic would
have to move out of /’area centrale by the same opening. Therefore, we should not consider this
related to through traffic in any sense. On this paving see Giuliani & Verduchi 1987; Giuliani 1996:
344. Different colours of paving also contributed to the identification of smaller locations within larger
forum space, such as the porticus Purpuretica in the Forum Traiani (see Chapter 2)
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nevertheless paved in materials traditionally chosen for their durability under vehicle traffic.
The via Biberatica, as we have seen in Chapter 4, had both a selce carriageway and travertine
sidewalks. This presents the quixotic urban image of the road in the Roman city, yet an
examination of that road has shown its inaccessibility to vehicle traffic, however well suited it
was to receive it. This warrants further study, and raises interesting questions about the
articulation — the ‘expression’ — of urban movement through the city of Rome, and how this
would have shaped the perception or image of the city.”"°

In contrast, the pedestrianised piazza at Pompeii was paved with travertine, like the
lateral porticoes that surrounded it, although it was distinguished from its edges by both steps
and (in some places at least) barriers like those depicted at the praedium of Tulia Felix.”"!
Pompeii’s resemblance to the imperial fora is articulated not just at its entrances and exits, but
throughout its paving.”'? In fora that were bisected by main roads, and could not be blocked
altogether, the distinction between the forum and the street was expressed through different
paving and the use of steps. For example, Ostia’s selce decumanus ran through the travertine
piazza which was also raised three steps higher than the street, similar to the arrangement at
Volsinii where the selce streets were separated from the travertine piazza by a distinct curb.
Terracina’s forum was bisected by the via Appia, which was again differentiated from the

forum proper through the use of travertine against selce (fig. 82).”"

% The different articulation of the via Biberatica has been reinforced under recent renovations for the
Museo dei Fori Imperiali, with the paving of all areas of the Markets of Trajan in cocciopesto, except
the via Biberatica itself. On the methodological implications of the paving of fora, one wonders if we
might consider different kinds of paving as proxy evidence for different types of (restrictions on)
movement in the absence of other blockages.
! The piazza at Pompeii was separated from the porticoes by two broad steps outside the colonnade
(Dobbins 1997: 75-6).
2 As noted, our understanding of the paving of the piazza at Pompeii is likely to be significantly
advanced by the ongoing work led by Prof. Valentin Kockel.
53 On the use of travertine for paving at Ostia, see van der Meer & Stevens 2000 and van der Meer
2002. On the paving of Terracina’s forum, see Coppola 1984.
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Figure 82 The selce via Appia passing through the travertine piazza at Terracina (detail from Coppola
1984: tav. 1). See also fig. 78 for the paving at Volsinii.

Returning to the case studies in the present work, the discussion of Pompeii’s forum in
Chapter 5 shows a forum transforming from an urban node with through movement potential
into a space more approximating the restrictions and segregations of the imperial fora in the
capital. This can be explained by the progressive application of the urban disposition that
produced those spatial changes in Rome itself. To reject this hypothesis would be to consider
all things coincidental and read the consistency of spatial change (in both physical and
chronological terms) as incidental or inevitable. It is neither.

If we observe similar changes to space in Pompeii as we do in Rome, despite the
markedly different urban contexts and practical demands on space in each (population, city
area, urban density, and so forth), then we can relate this to urban disposition, rather than a
common response to mutually, but independently, experienced spatial praxis. This takes us

away from simply trying to identify and describe similar spatial arrangements in different
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cities. As in Rome, the description of minutiae is a necessary part of the interpretation of a
bigger picture: a picture of a cultural revolution in the conception, construction, use and
representation of urban space and centrality. The segregation of the fora from the hustle and
bustle of the city is therefore a redefinition of social interaction, of relationships in space and
of cultural differentiation. These final points help to understand why the narrative of urban
change presented throughout this thesis is not simply a matter of description: changes in
physical form precipitate changes in possible use and changes in the type of space in question.

Creating a new kind of space is the creation of a new ideology of space: it would
create new uses of space, a new kind of user of that space and a new cultural habitus. This is
both kinetic and visual. It is also auditory. When Pliny described the three most beautiful
buildings in Rome, he chose the Basilica Aemilia, the Forum Augustum and the Templum

. 714
Pacis.’

The relationship between these buildings is their separation by the thoroughfare of
the Argiletum, still a vibrant space in Pliny’s day, which may have served to increase the
dignitas of the three surrounding monumenta. However, in auditory terms, Pliny laments how
the Templum Pacis was so noisy that one could not properly appreciate the works of art that
were displayed there.”"” This was probably because the intrusive clamour from the Argiletum,
rather than because of crowds in the Templum Pacis itself. Movement brings noise. The
construction of the Forum Nervae and Porticus Absidata would have had an effect on the

aural as well as kinetic landscape of Rome, with the media urbis a quieter place than it had

been before.

7" Plin. HN. 36.102, non inter magnifica basilicam Pauli columnis e Phrygibus mirabilem forumque
divi Augusti et templum Pacis Vespasiani Imp. Aug., pulcherrima operum.

S Plin. HN. 36.27, Romae quidem multitudo operum et iam obliteratio ac magis officiorum
negotiorumque acervi omnes a contemplatione tamen abducunt, quoniam otiosorum et in magno loci
silentio talis admiratio est. qua de causa ignoratur artifex eius quoque Veneris, quam Vespasianus
imperator in operibus Pacis suae dicavit antiquorum dignam fama. See Norefia 2003 for the Templum
Pacis more broadly.

305



Free from vehicles and animals (and so, animal excrement), with paving that
distinguished these as specifically pedestrian spaces, the forum ceased to be a busy urban
node but was instead a detached precinct. The progressive removal of fora from patterns of
city movement created a new kind of space, one that La Rocca assumes must have given the
user the impression that they were in the residence of the gods.”'® When Seneca wrote that
virtus was found in foro, the image that came to mind was probably not the Forum Romanum

but the imperial fora.”"’

sksk sk

This thesis has not been the first topographical history of the fora of Rome or Pompeii, nor is
it the first to identify that there was an identifiable habit of enclosing fora and restricting
vehicle traffic in the first and second century A.D. However, it is the first study to have
considered in detail the importance of movement and traffic in Roman perception of space,
and their articulation of spatial concepts and topographical constructs. In this sense, it presents
a novel approach to the Roman city by considering the interrelated elements of the production
of space: spatial practice, conceived space, and perceived space.

This thesis has therefore taken us a step beyond the classification of movement in the
Roman city, towards an understanding of the importance for movement in how the city, or
different parts of it in a relative hierarchy, was perceived, and how this perception was
reshaped over time by changes to spatial practice. This has been tied to chronology in a way
that has not yet been considered. This thesis has demonstrated that movement and the
integration of ‘public’ spaces is historically variable, and indicates an emerging habit in the

first century B.C. It is this urban disposition, I have argued, that informed the ‘architectures of

7612 Rocca 2006: 143, “si sarebbe trovato fuori dalla convulsione del traffico cittadino che aveve
raggiunto in eta flavia livelli insopportabili, e avrebbe avuto forse la impressione di trovarsti nelle
residenze degli dei”.

7 Sen. de vita beata 7.3, virtutem in templo convenies, in foro in curia, pro muris stantem,
pulverulentam coloratam, callosas habentem manus. See also Wallace-Hadrill 1995: 51 on the link
between traffic control and “the symbolic cleanliness of the city”.
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inaccessibility’ encountered at the imperial fora. Other cities in Roman Italy followed suit, in
the first and second centuries A.D. This is a logic of space, irrespective of local praxis.

The logical successor to a study of this kind would again consider traffic, integration and the
theme of ‘natural movement’. If the theory of centrality as a process constituted in movement
and space is followed, then the decentralisation of fora, through their segregation from the
street network, would have had two main influences on the city: first, the traditional ‘centres’
are less ‘central’; second, the changes to the natural movement of the city will have produced
new centres. This would be a process of the movement economy in action. If routes were
diverted around the imperial fora, which did not function as through routes, it would be
interesting to chart the development of once peripheral space that was now, relatively
suddenly, on busy routes. This should serve to remind us that cities change, and that to
explain the location of certain provisions or amenities through patterns of movement must
consider how patterns of movement changed as well.

By considering movement in more detail as a variable in the conception, use and
representation of urban space (and so, social relations in space) this study has caused us to
rethink the nature of spaces that we often take for granted when we look at the Roman city. It
has done so through an examination of a fundamental component of the city that has often
been considered as a consequence of, rather than an integral part of, urban form — movement
and traffic — applied to the spaces which are often overlooked or considered as products rather
than processes — fora. This thesis has championed a reading of urbanism that is both physical
and chronological, not simply to extend a narrative description over a long period of time but
to demonstrate how the emerging habits of one period become the physical frameworks for
the next: from behaviour to architecture; from mores to marmor. Finally, this thesis has
served to remind us that by closely examining the small and often overlooked details about

how people moved around their city, we can start to rethink the bigger assumptions about how
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they thought about it, how it worked, and what it was in antiquity. “Most of it is ostensibly

trivial, but the sum is not trivial at 1)

8 Jacobs 1964: 67.
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