
,' I 
' l ' \ 

j 
., .J 

-- -
~.,- ~ -- ----·-----:·...__,.-

l 

The Geography of Power 

Studies in the Urbanization of Roman 
North-West Europe 

T¢>nnes Bekker-Nielsen 

BAR International Series 47·7 
1989 



B.A.R. 
5, Centremead, Osney Mead, Oxford OX2 ODQ, England. 

GENERAL EDITORS 

A.R. Hands, B.Sc., M.A., D.Phil. 
D.R. Walker, M.A. 

BAR -S477, 1989: 'The Geography of Power' 

Price £ 10. oo post free throughout the world. Payments made in dollars must be 
calculated at the current rate of exchange and $8.00 added to cover exchange charges. 
Cheques should be made payable to B.A.R. and sent to the above address. 

@) Tennes Bekker-Iielsen, 1989 

ISBI O 86054 614 4 

For details of all new B.A.R. publications in print please write to the ·above address. 
Information on new titles is sent regularly on request, with no obligation to purchase. 

Volumes are distributed from the publisher. All B.A.R. prices are inclusive of postage by 

surface mail anywhere in the world. 

Printed in Great Britain 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The Problem 

The Town 

In Search of a Method 

The Sources 

CONTENTS 

Urban Networks in Italy and Gaul, First Century AD 

The Development of the Urban Network in Gaul 

Narbonese Gaul 
The Western and Maritime Alps 
Eastern Gaul 
The Rhineland 
Northern Gaul 
Central and Western Gaul 
South-Western Gaul 
Summary 

Changes in the Urban Pattern: Causes and Effects 

Urban Patterns and Economic Development 

Conclusion: The Geography of Power 

Notes --

Bibliography 

Appendix I 
The Cities of Italy in the First Century AD 

Appendix II 
The Cities of Gaul in the Early First Century AD 

Appendix III 
The Cities of Gaul in the Late Fourth Century AD 

Maps 

Key to map 5 and 6 
Index to maps 

1 

4 

9 

14 

20 

33 

33 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
43 

44 

52 

65 

69 

76 

85 

99 

103 

109 

117 
121 



·----lall!llal----~ 
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THE PROBLEM 

In most societies, the exercise of power and authority takes place through 
a complex network of relations between individuals and groups. Viewed 
as a whole, this network may be visualized as a three-dimensional struc­
ture and, in everyday terminology, a centralized and hierarchic society 
such as the Roman Empire is often referred to as a pyramid. Strictly 
speaking, of course, a cone would be a more correct metaphor. 

Such structures may be studied in several ways. A vertical section 
may be taken through the pyramid, exposing the levels within the hierar­
chy, the channels through which authority is delegated, and the relation­
ships between superiors and subordinates. In short, this approach seeks 
to lay bare the· vertical relations within the pyramid. 

Another approach is based on a horizontal section through the 
pyramid, exposing the relationships between elements at a given level 
of authority. 

Studies of the political and administrative structure of the Roman 
Empire have generally followed the former approach, focussing on the 
relationships of provinces, cities, and lesser towns to each other. The 
following study, however, is based on the alternative approach and has 
as its starting point a cross-section of the pyramid at the regional level. 
The regional level will be defined as that immediately below the provin­
cial, the level where the prime agents of Imperial power in the civilian 
sphere are the urban administrative institutions of the self-governing 
communities: coloniae, mumc1p1a and other 'cities' (civitates, oppida 
in the West; poleis in the East) with their dependent territories. Obviously, 
there are other agencies of Imperial authority at this level as well, 
but - at least in the part of the Empire studied here - the self-governing 
'cities' are indispensable for the administration and fiscal exploitation 
of the provinces. 

The key position of the city within the power structure of the 
Roman Empire is due to several factors. Three important ones may 
be summarized as follows: 

1. The ancient conception of the town as polis 
2. The interdependence of political and economic control 
3. The formation of the Empire within an urbanized milieu 

Central to any discussion of the town in classical antiquity is the idea 
of the polis, variously and unsatisfactorily translated· as 'city', 'state', 
or 'city-state'. Ideally, the Greek polis enjoyed political autonomy and 
economic autarchy. Politically, the city and its territory together formed 
a sovereign state. Economically, too, city and rural territory formed 
an entity. Where modern economists and sociologists will tend to view 
town and country as distinct entities, separated or even antagonized 
by divergent interests, in the classical view they are complementary 
and inseparable parts of the polis. 
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Though they enjoyed a considerable measure of self-government 
under the early Empire, a civitas of Normandy or a colonia in the Po 
valley were never sovereign states, while the 'allied' cities of Southern 
Italy or the poleis of Asia Minor had long since lost all claims to politi­
cal independence. In this respect, the provincial Roman town was no 
'city-state'. But within the framework of the Roman Imperial administra­
tion, town and country did form a whole. A man could reside in the 
backwoods of Western Gaul, far from the town from which his land 
was governed, but nonetheless be a citizen of that town - just as a 
resident of Ephesus, Aries or York could enjoy full 'Roman' citizenship 
even if he had never set foot in the city of Rome. 

This basic difference between ancient and modern views of the 
town and its place in the country is of fundamental importance in any 
attempt to apply modern geographical models to the Roman world; indeed 
in any interpretation of the spatial structure of the Roman Empire. 
The difference is clearly brought out when the polis concept is compared 
with the Medieval view of the city: here, the cities (at least as seen 
by their inhabitants) formed islands in a vast and often hostile sea of 
rural territory, and the city was legally (and often politically) sharply 
distinguished from the land outside the city walls. The famous legal 
axiom that "city air makes free" (Stadtluft macht frei) is unthinkable 
in the context of second-century Roman Germany or Gaul. 

Tradition, then, is one factor defining the place of the Roman 
town in society; function is another. In any society, effective political 
control is maintained only by effective control of the economy: and 
this, in turn, is easier to achieve if the agencies of authority are located 
at the nodes of economic activity. Major economic centres (with their 
concentrations of wealth and, ultimately, power) are potential trouble 
spots if left to themselves, outside the range of administrative surveil­
lance. 

Within the Roman · Empire, towns forming economic nodes at the 
regional level normally also functioned as regional administrative centres 
and as extensions of the Imperial fiscal apparatus. A similiar congruence 
of economic nodes and political centres can be observed in other socie­
ties, e.g. late Imperial China (1). The process of urbanization itself 
will often lead to a 'natural' state of congruence between patterns of 
economic activity and patterns of political authority, but· unless society 
remains perfectly static, the economic pattern may have to be adapted 
to changing political patterns, or vice versa, in order to maintain congru­
ence. 

Finally, the forms of Roman authority must be seen against the 
background of Roman history. When the great wars of annexation began 
in the third century BC, towns were already a long-established feature 
of the Mediterranean landscape. That existing urban centres should form 
the bases of Roman administration was only natural, the more so since 
the Romans often succeeded other rulers whose authority had likewise 
been exerted through the towns. 

In short, the idea of the polis played a large part in shaping the 
role of the town within the structure of Imperial power, but practical 
considerations and the advantage of linking Roman administration to 
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existing political structures played their part as well. The importance 
of practice as compared to theory may be seen from Roman behaviour 

b
in arethas. whder~ _they . found no established urban network on which to 
ase e1r a mm1strat10n. In some cases e g 1·n Af · b 
f I · Id • • • nca, ur an networks 

o cGo on
1 
1es wBou_ . seem to have been created e vacuo; in others such 

as au or ntam, pre-Roman tribal territories h ' 
foundation of an administrative structure based on w~r~ c oseyn as the 
· f d c1v1tates et other instances o epartures from 'normal' Roman · • 
in Egypt or in the Balkans. practice can be found 
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THE TOWN 

The word 'town' is used to describe a variety of settlements, differing 
in size, shape, population density, internal layout and appearance. Yet, 
in our everyday use of the word, distinguishing between towns and 'non­
towns' appears to be a simple matter. But once the question of a precise 
definition is raised, it turns out to be less simple than expected: a large 
number of agglomerations (forts, monasteries, mining villages, prisons, 
work camps) have some of the traits generally assumed to be characteris­
tic of a 'town', yet obviously do not qualify as towns. 

In the present context, we may leave aside the subtler problems 
and content ourselves with a shorthand definition of a town as a perma­
nently and densely inhabited settlement where a significant segment 
of the population is engaged in non-agricultural activity. Further, there 
must be reciprocal economic relations between the inhabitants of the 
settlement and the population outside. 'Dense' and 'significant' are obvious­
ly relative terms: a population density which was high for ancient Rome 
will be low for modern-day Chicago, and while a non-agricultural segment 
of, say, 20% may have been typical of many Roman towns, it would 
be very low for most European towns. Finally, we should note that while 
most of the towns to be discussed below will be 'cities', i.e. settlements 
formally defined as urban by the Roman administration, the legal status 
of a settlement forms no part of the definition of a 'town'. 

The existence of reciprocal economic relations with the surrounding 
area indicates that the town is a 'central place', i.e. a settlement where 
'central' functions are provided for the use of the population outside 
as well as inside the town. In fact, one could consider dispensing with 
the term 'town' altogether and using 'central place' instead. 

'Central places' form the subject of the Central Place Theory, 
first formulated sixty years ago by the German geographer Walter Chris­
taller (1933). The applicability of Central Place Theory (CPT for short) 
to Roman urbanization has been disputed, especially in the wake of 
Ian Hodder's attempts at introducing CPT into the study of Roman Britain 
(1970, 1972), and scepticism still appears to be a prevalent attitude 
among ancient historians as well as archaeologists (e.g. Reece (1986)). 
Obviously, CPT as used today has not been tailored to the needs of 
ancient history or historical geography, but to those of modern economic 
geography; and the highly sophisticated models generated for use in 
the context of industrialized societies have as little to tell us about 
Roman towns as the models used in motorway planning have to tell 
us about Roman roads. 

Yet, just as the motorway is essentially a road, the Roman town 
is essentially a Central Place. Unlike the approach used by another 
founding father of CPT, August Losch (1940), Christaller's basic model 
does not presuppose an industrialized society. It can be applied to traditio­
nal societies as well: in fact, one of the classic CPT studies, quoted 
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in several textbooks, deals with the pre-industrial and pre-autom b'l 
k . . h Ch' o I e mar etmg patterns m t e mese province of Szechwan (Skinner (1964)). 

Since the 'central functions' crucial to Christaller's classical version 
of CPT are largely found within the sphere of services administration 
transport, finance, and_ trade, it is not the industrial revoiution but rathe; 
the transport revolution a century later which marks the watershed 
between 'modern' and 'pre-modern' stages in the development of th 
central place network. This, combined with the strong resistance t~ 
change characteristic of most settlement patterns means that quite 
recent CP studies (Brush_ and Bracey (1955), Singh (i965), Johnson (1970), 
Mahn (1980)) may provide valuable material for comparison with the 
settlement patterns found in Roman contexts. 

Still, it would be misleading to replace the term 'town' with 'central 
place'. Given the limitations of our evidence, we know too little about 
most Roman !owns to define their functions as central places with cer­
tainty. In this study, then, 'town' as defined above will be used when 
d~aling with urban settlements in general, 'central place' only when 
discussing Roman towns in the context of Central Place Theory and 
its derivatives. 

Roman towns as central places 

CPT ~~d the ancient idea of the polis share a fundamental concept: 
t?e v1s10n of the town and its territory as complementary parts of a 
smgle whole. In CP_T, one usually does not speak of town and territory, 
but of center. and hmterland. The center, i.e. the central place, is defined 
as . such by _v1rtu~ of its central_ functions: the functions (services, goods) 
which the mhabitant of the hmterland will not find anywhere but in 
a cen_ter •. T?e central function is rarely unique: the country dweller 
may fmd It m other towns as well but, according to the law of minimum 
effort,. will normally seek it in the town which is nearest to his place 
of residence~ measured in terms of the time needed to make the journey 
rather than m terms of absolute geographical distance. 

. The size . of the hinterland is determined by the range of the func-
tions located m the center. The range is defined as the maximum dis­
tance that a country dweller will cover in order to avail himself of 
a. give_n function. Beyond this distance from the center, country dwellers 
will either choose some other center closer to their place of residence 
or forgo the function (service, good) altogether. In the former case 
(a competing center takes over) the relative range or limit has been 
reached; in the latter case, the absolute range. 

_Centers of lesser importance, lower-order centers, tend to have 
funct10ns of lesser range, while more important towns, higher-order 
centers, have the same functions as the lower-order centers and in 
addition, some functions of a greater range. This means that the hi~ter­
land of the higher-order centers will, as far as some functions are con­
cerned, include that of neighbouring lower-order centers. 

C:rtain factors tend to place lower-order centers at a disadvantage 
in relation to nearby higher-order centers, even where functions (goods, 
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Status Admini- Religion 
Type of center stration Enter-

tainment 

Provincial Governor Provincial 
PROVINCIAL 

capital sanctuary 
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Mint 
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i.----------- ----------- i-----------r-----------------
Capitolium 

REGIONAL Civitas- Town 
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Municipium Tax Cathedral 
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Colony 

----------- -----------r---------------..------------
I 

Vicus Vicus Temples 
I LOCAL 
I CENTER . (if any) council Theatre I (if any) 
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r----------- ----------- ------------ --------. 

I Sanctuaries I VILLAGE 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I I I 

Table 2.1. The hierarchy of centers in a Roman province: a schematic overview. 
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. concerned. First, a country dweller will not 
services) of low range are f each item or service he needs, but 

k l·ourney to town or H. h · underta e one f ds together on one journey. 1s c 01ce 
will try to lump. a number o erran.t m or service that is most difficult 
of destination will depend. on th~ 1 e can be made in the nearby village 
to obtain. If five out of SIX pur ases l in a market town (higher-order 
(lowest-order center) but the as~ on y ill be made in the market town. 
center), chances are that all pure ase\:ely to form nodes in the highway 
Second, higher-~rder cente~; a;e oro;ie ipeasant in going to and from the 
network, and smce the e or d in hours rather than miles, a longer 
town will normally be measu~e f ble to a shorter journey across 
journey on good ro~ds ma~ e pr:er:ra with administrative, judicial or 
country. Final~y, higher-or er hc~n reason be perceived as 'important' 
political functions may, for t a k f 'importance' but of 'centrality': 
towns. In CPT, one does not ?ea nt~ality if it ha; functions with long 
a center has a high degree O ce ·th its short-range functions has 
ranges, while the lower-o_rder c~nter s :~t i e centrality as defined in 
a low degree of centrality. This fa pbl 'be. t~rmed 'objective centrality' 
the terminologf ?f C:PT,. shofuld P~~ er,ape~ceived' or 'subjective' centrality 
in order to d1stmgmsh . it rom e 
of a town. 

. does all this hold for the study of Roman 
What, if any, message, b ftt d into CPT's scheme of higher-

urbanization? Can Roman towns f e gr;at!r and smaller hinterlands, great 
order and lower-order ce~ter~ ~ ble 2 1 provides some of the answers. 
and small r~n~es of serv1c~s. ur a evide~ce, it should be considered only 
Given the l~m1ted extent o o b hierarchy in a Roman province of 
as a tentative sketch o_f thdel. ur a:~n of the structure of administration, 
the West, not as a precise e me 
services, or other activities in Roman towns. 

In the far lef t-h~nd_ column, towns. a~1 ~~l!~!~!, ~~~:l b~:;te~;vi~~~ 
into four groups: provmc1i81 cen~e~1~a;:g1;;e various spheres of activity. 
villages. Across, eight c? :1mns f m functions in relation to the levels 
In each column, the position o . s~me 
of the urban hierarchy has been md1cated. 

Obviously other considerations beside ease of access plafhe a t~gi: 
' f f · · and as one progresses across 

in the location o unctions. hese other factors play a progessively 
from colu_rrn }h to h~~l:r~~y 8~f t status (1) and administration (2) quite 
greater roe. e f h" h d and lower-order centers 
faithfully reproduce the hierarhchy o d igf etr~~r :ale transport hierarchies 

d. t d by CPT· at the ot er en o , h . 1 pre ic e ' ct· t ted by the conditions of p ys1ca 
(7) are obviously for a large ~art ic a s be con ruent with centers 

;~:~:::~~~;1r~~r1~,~~::~c:~:i:~hf Ir ;F!J.~g ':r?h:i;?~~~B~~rt 
pattern, has its own rul::ue°r;t ~~~~r~h~~c~f ~~:k~~~ng or civilian admini­
:~;:!ro;~o;h: f:~l~er~h~;~, however, that it can be meaningful to speak 
of the Roman urban hierarchy in the terms of CPT. 
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IN SEARCH OF A METHOD 

To gain an impression of the spatial structure of Roman regional admini­
stration, one may plot all known self-governing communities ('cities') 
on a map of the Empire. One example of such a map, taken from N.J.G. 
Pounds (1973), is shown as figure 3.1. It is not entirely accurate, though, 
since some 'small towns', i.e. towns which were not self-governing commu­
nities but formed part of the territory of neighbouring cities, have been 
included. Even so, it clearly conveys an impression of the great variations 
in urban density: from the thickly clustered cities of central Italy, Greece 
and southern Spain to the empty spaces of central Gaul, western Spain 
or the Alpine regions. This variation clearly requires further investigation; 
and such investigation cannot be undertaken merely by visual comparison 
of maps. It will be necessary to find some kind of numerical indicator 
to express the urban density and its variations. 

Our map shows the urbanized Empire as a scatter of points, that 
is, of cities. It could just as well show a mosaic of spaces: i.e. the territo­
ries or hinterlands surrounding each city. In fact, if our aim is to investi­
gate the principles underlying the location of cities, then the hinterland, 
not the city itself should be at the centre of attention, since the shape 
and extent of the hinterland is the prime factor determining the location 
of a city as well as its place in the urban hierarchy. 

Assuming that a city is placed in the middle of a vast, featureless 
plain, its hinterland will theoretically form a perfectly circular area, 
with the town at the center of the circle. The radius of this circle will 
correspond to the range of the highest-order good offered in the city. 
The extent of the hinterland (the area of the circle) will be determined 
by two factors: minimum area and maximum radius of the circle. 

Since the city - the central place - is to maintain itself economical­
ly through interaction with its hinterland, the hinterland must have a 
certain minimum area. This minimum cannot be defined in absolute terms: 
it will depend, inter alia, on the population density and economic develop­
ment of the hinterland. However, there will always be a minimum require­
ment which the area of the hinterland must meet in order to support 
a city. 

Returning to the concept of the hinterland as a circular area, m1m­
mum extent may be translated into minimum radius. The area of a circle 
is calculated by multiplying the square of the radius by 7T (approximately 
3.14), which means that a circular hinterland with a radius of 6 kilometres 
will have an area of about 113 square kilometres. A circle with a radius 
one-third of this, i.e. 2 km, will have an area of 12.5 km, or only one­
ninth of the first circle. When the radius is reduced, the area of the 
circle is rapidly diminished; this sets a lower limit to the radius. In 
real life, where hinterlands are not perfectly circular but irregular in 
shape, there will still be a connection between the distance from the 
center to the limits of the hinterland and the total area of the hinterland 
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Towns of the Roman Empire 

'-----==-----···-· . -·--··---

Fig. 3.1: Towns of the Roman Empire, from Pounds (1973) fig. 3.6. 

X 

y < 2 X 

Fig. 3.2: Overlapping urban hinterlands 
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_ but the relation of one to the other will not be as simple as in the 
example given here. 

On the other hand, there will be an upper limit to the extent of 
the hinterland as well; this is set by the maximum radius of the circle, 
which equals the range of the highest-order functions in the town: the 
distance (measured in journey time) that any resident of the countryside 
will cover in order to obtain the goods or services offered in the city. 

If two cities of the same order, i.e. placed at the same level of 
the urban hierarchy, and offering the same functions, were placed beside 
each other on the featureless plain so that their hinterlands were conti­
guous at only one point, the radius (range) determining the extent of 
their hinterlands would be equivalent to exactly half the distance between 
the two cities. In real life, the hinterlands of neighbouring cities will 
tend to overlap, and the circles "nest" to form polygonal areas. In this 
case, part of the plain will be within the range of both cities. The limit 
between their hinterlands will be equidistant from the two cities and 
in the area where the hinterlands overlap, the relative range of each 
will be less than the absolute range (cf. figure 3.2). 

As we have seen, there is a close connection between the distance 
between two cities (intercenter distance), their range, and the extent 
of their hinterlands. Accordingly, the density of the urban "scatter" may 
be expressed either as the average area of the hinterlands or as the 
average intercenter distance between their cities. 

A simple method is to delimit· . an area, e.g. a province, measure 
its land area and divide this figure · by the number of cities. BY,, this 
means, Nissen (1883) calculated that in Liguria, each Verwaltungskorper 
(city) had, on average, an area of 800 square kilometres as its hinterland. 
This approach, however, will yield only rough averages for a number 
of cities, no individual values for each city. If a province includes dis­
tricts of high population density as well as mountainous or semi-arid 
regions, this important information may be lost. 

To obtain individual values for each city, it might in theory be 
feasible to reconstruct the limits of a city's hinterland, then calculate 
its area. In practice, the reconstruction of Roman hinterlands is fraught 
with problems, unless the city in question happens to be· located on an 
island or in a remote mountain valley. Literary or epigraphical sources 
usually provide only sporadic information, while the distribution of distinc­
tive types of archaeological material, e.g. pottery or floor mosaics, may 
g!ve us an indication of the range of specific functions, but no clear 
picture of the economic hinterland as a whole. 

. . Instead of the actual limits, one might settle for the theoretical 
hm1ts of the hinterland. These are not difficult to delineate as, according 
to the law of minimum effort, the line of demarcation between two 
hinterlands will follow a line that is equidistant from their centers. When 
many such lines are combined to form a map, the result is a pattern 
of P?lygonal cells, so-called Thiessen polygons. If the area within each 
cell Is measured, a numerical indication of the extent of the hinterland 
of each city is obtained. 
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In some cases, this approach will provide us with a fair picture 
of the actual hinterlands, especially in regions with few natural obstacles 
(mountains, estuaries, lakes, forests) and a fairly regular pattern of cities 
(e.g. north-west France, shown in figure 3.3). Where the distribution 
of towns is skewed or clustered due to the presence of natural obstacles 
or transport corridors, the resulting map of hinterlands will reveal shapes 
and sizes that do not, from a common-sense point of view, appear credible 
(e.g in the northern Apennines, figure 3.4). In some areas, hypothetical 
limits drawn according to theoretical principles will be at variance with 
likely natural boundaries following mountain ridges or river courses. 

A third possibility is to leave the question of hinterland areas aside 
and concentrate on intercenter distances. Compared to the approaches 
sketched out above, this one has the advantage that it is not based on 
reconstructed data: hinterland limits may be unknown, but the location 
of cities is known in the vast majority of cases - and could, if need 
be, easily be yerified by archaeological survey. 

Intercenter distances may be calculated by measuring the distance 
- as the crow flies - from one city to its nearest neighbour, or to its 
two, three or four of its neighbours. By taking numerous measurements 
from each city, the effect of 'abnormal' cases (two cities located on 
opposite banks of a river, for example) is reduced, but the problems 
encountered in dealing with cities in isolated locations, for instance at 
the tip of a promontory, are increased. Taking a varying number of mea­
surements is unacceptable on methodical grounds: the number of measure­
ments must be the same for all cities studied. 

In the following, we will limit the number of measurements to 
two: from a city to its nearest neighbouring city and to its second-nearest 
neighbouring city. The intercenter distance is expressed as the average 
of these two measurements. By comparing intercenter distances in diffe­
rent regions and provinces, we hope to obtain a clearer picture of the 
variations in urban density throughout northwestern Europe and, perhaps, 
to be able to interpret these variations in the context of economic deve­
lopment, historical background and the exercise of power. 
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THE SOURCES 

Among the literary sources for the history of the Roman Empire, . there 
are few which do not include the name of at least one town or village. 
Some give the names of several settlements, and a few give lists of 
all towns within a region or province. Only three authors, however, at­
tempt to cover the entire Empire: Pliny, Strabo, and Ptolemy. All t~ree 
describe the situation between 30 BC and AD 150. For later periods, 
we have no comparable source covering the entire Empire, though compila­
tions or city-lists exist for individual provinces or dioceses. One such 
list is the Notitia Galliarum, presumably of the late fourth century AD, 
covering Gaul and Germany. Unfortunately, no similar list for fourth-
century Italy has been preserved. 

In the context of the present study, the choice of sources is limited 
even further by the need for information not only on the name and loca­
tion of a town, but on its status as well: whether it is a 'city' or simply 
a 'small town'. Most sources do not provide this information at all, and 
even in the systematic listings of urban settlements found in Strabo, 
Pliny and Ptolemy, this information may be either lacking or obviously 
unreliable. From comparison and combination of several sources, however, 
it is possible to establish a set of . tolerably reliable city-lists for Gaul 
and Germany, while for Italy, we may rely on Pliny for the outlines 
of the urban pattern, though his city-lists for certain regions (notably 
region II) pose great problems and remind us that one should perhaps 
not base too wide-ranging interpretations on Pliny's information in cases 
where it cannot be corroborated by other sources. 

Strabo 

The Geography of Strabo comprises 17 books and was completed sometime 
within the first two decades AD. Its aim is to describe the whole known 
world according to certain preconceived editorial, philosophical and geogra­
phical guidelines described by the author in the first two books of his 
work. Books three and four cover the western European provinces of 
the Roman Empire, books five and six Italy, while central Europe is 
dealt with in book seven. 

In common with other ancient geographical writers, Strabo draws 
heavily on information found in other works. In the case of books 3 
to 6, he expressly quotes Polybius and Posidonius of Apamea (2), but 
what other works he may have used, and to what extent, remains a 
controversial matter (3). It seems reasonably certain that, in addition 
to material culled from other sources, the Geography contains much 
information from contemporary informants or first-hand observations 
by the author himself (4). In the case of Italy, a good deal of the geogra­
phical information may be based on personal observation, but for western 
Europe, this possibility is ruled out by Strabo's statement that he has 
never been there (5). 
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The books ~r.e subdivi~ed i~to. regional . descriptions, each giving 
a conspectus of citl~s and tribes withm the region, with a running histori­
cal and ethnographic commentary. The city-lists are not intended to 
be exhaustive: in his preface, Strabo compares the Geography to a large 
painting, where the overall impression counts more than the accuracy 
of every tiny detail (6). In book three, a group of small Spanish tribes 
is dismissed by Strabo as too unimportant to merit attention (7). In his 
selection of material for inclusion, Strabo is highly ethnocentric: Latium 
is dealt with at greater length than northern Italy, Narbonese Gaul alone 
takes up more space than the Three Gauls combined, and the description 
of Greece fills three whole books (books 8 to 10). 

The Natural History of Pliny the Elder was probably completed in 77 
AD, only two years before the death of its author. Among the 37 books 
of the NH, four (books 3 to 6) deal with geography, attempting to describe 
the whole world. The description follows the coastline of the continents 
starting (in book 3) at the Pillars of Hercules and working eastward 
along the northern shore of the Mediterranean: southern Spain, southern 
Gaul and Italy. By the end of book 4, we have reached the northern 
fringe of Europe with the Rhineland, the British Isles the Three Gauls 
and finally, Spain. ' ' 

Each. su~section. is ?isposed according to a similar system: first, 
t?e coastline is described m detail with its towns, estuaries and promonto­
nes; second~ a list of inland cities· _is provided. Ethnographic, historical 
or ~eographical. c~mm~nts are interposed in the coastal description, while 
the mland description is usually confined to the city-list itself. 

We ~now that Plin~ drew on a wide selection of earlier writings, 
among which was some kmd of official city-list, survey or 'Reichsstatistik' 
~to use . the phrase of Kornemann (1901))(8). No doubt this is what Pliny 
1s alludmg to when he gives divus Augustus as one of the authorities 
draw~ upo~ for the contents of books three and four. Augustus is also 
mentioned _m the preface to the description of Italy, where Pliny explains 
how ?e will organize his description according to Augustus' division of 
Italy mto eleven regions (9). 

.. We ?o not know how closely the city-lists of Pliny reproduce these 
~fficial lists. In all likelihood, the inland city-lists have mostly been 
~[.te~ en bloc from the official listings: this is what our knowledge of 
h my s modus operandi would lead us to expect (1 O). It is supported by 

:set fact ~h~t t?e inland lists are usually arranged alphabetically - just 
he_ official lists were (11). Even so, they have not always been copied 

~erbat1m from the official list: in some cases, Pliny converts tribal names 
mto names of cities, or vice versa. Further, all lists had to be gone 
~ver at le~st once in order to eliminate those cities which had already 
~en mentioned once in the course of the coastal description Finally 

smce Pliny's g h" 1 d. . . . • ' his s . eograp ica . iv1s1ons did not always agree with those of 
. t ourc(e, It has sometimes been necessary to combine several lists 
m o one 12). 
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In the description of Italy, the structure o_f Pliny's text is plainly 
visible and the process by which he rea~hed 1t can be reconstructed 
with a fair degree of certainty. Other sect10ns of book 3 are structured 
in a similar manner, but it does not follow - as argued by Sallmann 
( 13) _ that they are based on the same type of sources and ar~an.ged 
by means of a similar editorial. process. It is true that the descnpu.ons 
of Spain, Narbonese Gaul and Italy as they now st~nd have several pomts 
in common; but there are fundamental divergenc1.esd as well.ct Odb~1oushl~, 

h · hi·s mater1·a1 Pliny will have tne to stan ar 1ze 1s w en arranging , . . · · h f · 1 
presentation as much as possible: if d1vergenc1es remam m t e ma 
text, they must stem from the divergent nature of t~e sources. It would 
be absurd to suppose that Pliny drew o~ a stan~ard1zed type of source 
throughout, then conscious.ly cha~ged. his mat~nal around to produce 
not just variety, but even disorder m his presentation. 

If we accept - as most scholars do - that the Italian section~ ~re 
based on official lists, we may go on to assume that the description 
of Spain in book 3 draws on official city-lists as well, but of . a somewhat 
different type: this is attested by the division ~f the cou~~ry mto conven­
tus. Further, it is obvious that this source, ~1th ~he c1.t1e~ arranged by 
conventus was used for the description of outer Spam m b~ok. 4 as 
well. Th~re is no trace of the conventus list in Pliny's description of 
Narbonese Gaul (book 3), nor in the section on the Three Gauls (book 
4). 

Like the description of Spain which precedes it and the descrip~ion 
of Italy which follows, the description of Narbonensi.s .has been edited 
to form two distinct parts: first, the coastal descnptlon, second, the 
inland city-lists. The latter, however, are marre? by breaks in the alp~a?e-; 
tical sequence and in addition name a considerable number of c1.t1es 
or tribes that cannot be verified from any other sources. Th~re 1s a 
parallel to this phenomenon in bo~k 5,. ~here a number of ummport.ant 
settlements have been listed as opp1da c1v1um Romanorum (14). ~he ~og1cal 
explanation is that Pliny did not have official. ci~y-lists at his disposal 
when drawing up the description of Narbonens1s; mstead, he was forced 
to rely on other types of lists where no distinction was made between 
cities and unchartered towns. As we shall see below (chapter 6), these 
lists are likely to have been itineraries. 

Judged on its literary merits, Pliny's description of the Mediterranean 
provinces is greatly inferior to Strabo's, but as evidence for the u~ban 
pattern of these areas, it is much superior. Where Strab~ has edited 
his text and interspersed a wide variety of comments, Plmy - as he 
makes clear in the editorial statement at the beginning of book 3 -
is content with giving the names of tribes and cities. And where Str~bo 
has selected the most noteworthy settlements from his sources, Phny 
has normally aimed at producing exhaustive lists. It is expressly. state)d 
in the text that some towns have been omitted in southern Spam (15, 
Tarraconensis (16), Narbonensis (17) and the Alps (18), but the fact that 
Pliny bothers to mention these omissions indicate that they represent 
deviations from his editorial ground rule. 

In their treatment of the 'outer', non-Mediterranean provinces of 
Gaul, the relationship between the two authors is altogether different. 
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For Gaul proper, the lists of Pliny and Strabo are very similar. This 
does not however, prove that they are based on a common source, only 
that eadh of the authors had some fairly reliable list of Gallic cities 
t his disposal. The reason that Strabo's lists of Gallic cities show grea­

:er resemblance to Pliny's lists than his lists of Italian cities is simple: 
with his limited first-hand knowledge of the Three Gauls, Strabo could 
not - or dared not - make a selection of the most noteworthy places: 
instead he let the lists stand as they were. Where he found these lists 
remain; a matter of conjecture: in his text, there is no internal evidence 
for his use of an official city-list or 'Reichsstatistik'. It is just as likely 
that he used some other type of source, for example a copy of the in­
scription in the Sanctua~y of. t~e Three Gauls at Lyo~, ~her~ ~he names 
of sixty Gallic tribes (I.e. cities) were engraved. This rnscnpt1on is, in 
fact, mentioned elsewhere by Strabo (19). 

To sum up, the lists of Pliny may be considered our primary source 
for the urban pattern of the first century AD as regards the Italian 
peninsula. Thi~ is not to say that they could not have been better: there 
are, for instance, several cases of duplication (cities appearing in more 
than one regional list), and the large number of unidentified towns in 
Apulia is also a cause for concern. For the Three Gauls, Pliny's lists, 
supported by those of Strabo, would seem to give a credible picture 
of the urban network. 

This cannot, unfortunately, be said for Narbonensis, the Germanies or 
the extreme south-west of Gaul. Here, Pliny's lists are obviously not 
to be trusted on their own, and a list of cities will have to be recon­
structed from the scraps of evidence found in other texts: in Strabo, 
inscriptions, and in later literary sources. 

The most important of these later sources is the Geography of Ptolemy, 
written in the second half of the second century AD. It comprises eight 
books, of which six (books 2 to 7) contain a description of the world: 
not in prose, in the manner of Pliny or Strabo, but as a collection of 
tables giving names of geographical points (towns, mountain peaks, estua­
ries, promontories) with their geographical coordinates. These tables are 
meant to serve as the basis for a scientific map of the world according 
to the cartographic principles set out in book 8. 

From the prefatory remarks in book 1, it is clear that Ptolemy draws 
heavily on an earlier work by Marinus of Tyre (20). Presumably, Ptolemy 
has corrected and amended the text of Marinus by means of information 
found in other writings, such as coastal periploi and road itineraries. 
For although the geographical coordinates of every point listed could, 
in theory, be verified by astronomical observation, this has obviously 
not been done. Most coordinates have been interpolated by means of 
distances given in itineraries or other sources. 

Ptolemy wished to produce what we would describe as a physical rather 
than ~n administrative map, and we should not expect him to pay much 
?ttent1on to the status of a settlement. Most of the places named are 
10 

fact cities, but some are not: he sometimes gives the names of several 
settlements within one civitas, though only one can have been the civi­
tas-capital (21). Similarly, his use of terms such as kolonia or polis should 
not always be taken at face value. Information on the status of settle-
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ments will not normally have been found in itineraries, and even if availa­
ble, this information may not have been kept up to date as settlements 
changed their status. 

Since Ptolemy required information on dlstances between towns in order 
to calculate his geographical coordinates, we may safely assume that 
itineraries played an important role among the sources at his disposal. 
We know that itineraries were extensively used in antiquity, indeed, were 
probably the only type of 'highway map' available (22), yet compara­
tively few have survived. The most comprehensive collection of itinera­
ries is the Antonine Itinerary, which reflects the state of affairs in the 
late third century AD (23). Its structure is simple: we are given a num­
ber of lists, each describing a journey (iter). Every name on the list 
carries an indication of the distance from the preceding town on the 
route, usually in Roman miles, occasionally in Gallic leagues. 

From our point of view, the Antonine Itinerary suffers from two draw­
backs. One is that the status of towns is very rarely given. The other 
is that the lists, taken as a whole, do not offer an exhaustive survey 
of the cities of the Roman Empire. Large areas, such as most of Asia 
Minor, are not covered at all; there are also blank spots in the Balkans 
and in western Gaul. In eastern Gaul, Italy and Britain, by contrast, 
the coverage is very good indeed. 

Coverage is even more limited in the Bordeaux itinerary which describes 
a journey from Bordeaux to Jerusalem and back, ostensibly undertaken 
in 332 AD (24). It only contains settlements located on the route travel­
led to and from the Holy Land, but ·has the advantage of distinguishing 
between actual cities (civitates) and road-stations (mutationes, mansiones). 

For Italy, we possess no complete survey of cities other than those alrea­
dy mentioned, only fragmentary lists for specific regions, e.g. the Libri 
coloniarum. For Gaul, we have what appears to be a complete list of 
chartered towns in the so-called Notitia Galliarum. From the early Middle 
Ages onward, the Notitia functioned as a list of bishoprics, copied and 
amended to include new sees or changes within the ecclesiastical organi­
zation. This use of the Notitia, however, does not in itself prove that 
the Notitia was originally conceived and written down as a list of Gallic 
bishoprics. The structure of late Roman ecclesiastical and secular admini­
stration is largely congruent, and so is the terminology, e~g. civitas for 
bishopric. The Notitia may well be a survey of the secular administration 
which the Church has taken over for its own use. This was the view 
of Duchesne (1892), Nesselhauf (1938) and Jones (1964), whereas Mommsen 
(1885) and Rivet (1976) have argued for the ecclesiastical origins of 
the Notitia. 

Much of the argument hinges on the enigmatic mention of a few sites 
identified as castra and, in one case, portus. This terminology, whatever 
its significance, does not fit easily into an ecclesiastical context, but 
neither do these sites appear to be logical candidates for inclusion in 
a secular city-list. 

Jill 
i.e. 
and 

Harries (1979) proposes a solution which places the Notitia proper, 
the civi_tas-lists without the (presumably) later additions of castra 
portus, m a secular context: the reign of Magnus Maximus in Gaul 
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(AD 383-388). The. castra and the single portus, then, are later additions, 
probably of the sixth century, when the Notitia was already in use as 
a list of Gallic bishoprics. _Though this hypothesis may not clear up all 
the proble~s. (where, ~or . msta~ce, does the Portus Bucini, otherwise 
unknown, fit mto a series of episcopal sees?) it certainly merits serious 
consider~t.ion. F?r the purposes of the present study, we will accept 
the Notltla Galharum as a secular list of the cities of Gaul in the late 
fourth century AD or, failing that, a list of bishoprics reflecting the 
secular administrative structure of late Roman Gaul. In either case 
the Notitia is a very important source indeed for the study of Roma~ 
urbanization. 
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URBAN NETWORKS IN ITALY AND GAUL, 

FIRST CENTURY AD 

Based on the sources mentioned in the preceding chapter, it is possible 
to reconstruct city-lists for each of the eleven Augustan regiones of 
Italy as well as for each of the original four provinces of Gaul, showing 
the state of affairs prevailing in the first half of the first century AD. 
As previously indicated, the Gallic lists may be reconstructed with a 
fair degree of certainty by a critical comparison of Pliny's and Strabo's 
lists; for Italy, we have to rely on Pliny alone and must allow for a 
higher degree of uncertainty, partly due to the defects of the lists them­
selves, partly to the problems involved in identifying and locating a num­
ber of the towns or tribes mentioned by Pliny. However, the number 
of unidentified or spurious place-names in the lists should be viewed 
in relation to the total: more than 300 Italian towns have been satisfacto­
rily located. Only for one regio, the second, is the proportion of unidenti-

. fied cities so great that it materially affects the conclusions which may 
be drawn from our study of the urban network of the area. 

Appendix I gives the names of 334 Italian cities which can be located 
with any degree of certainty and appendix II the names of 90 Gallic 
cities. If these 424 cities are plotted on the map of Europe, the distance 
from each city to its two nearest neighbours can be measured and the 
intercenter distance for each region or province calculated as outlined 
in chapter 3. Taking the average intercenter distance for each region 
or province, we get the results shown in table 5.1. 
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Region/province 

I (Latium, Campania) 

II (Apulia) 

III (Lucania, Bruttium) 

IV (Samnium) 

V (Picenum) 

VI (Umbria) 

VII (Etruria) 

VIII (Aemilia) 

IX (Cispadana, · Liguria) 

X (Venetia) 

. XI (Transpadana) 

Narbonensis 

Aquitania 

Lugdunensis (Celtica) 
Belgica 

Number 
of cities 
(n) 

71 

39 

21 

36 

19 

40 

39 

22 

16 

19 

12 

26 

15 

25 

24 

Average 
intercenter 
distance 

11.0 

19.6 

35.0 

17.3 

13.6 

13.0 

20.6 

18. 7 

26.0 

35.7 

35.6 

37.6 

90.4 

66.3 

70.7 

Range 

5 - 21 

10 - 37 

20 - 57 

8 - 28 

7 - 25 

5 - 27 

8 - 49 

6 - 39 

14 - 56 

20 - 60 

24 - 55 

21 - 76 

64 - 140 

36 - 129 

37 - 122 

Table 5.1 
The Alpes 
treated as 
figures for 
Belgica. 

Intercenter distances in It~I! and Gaul, first century AD. 
Graiae et Poeninae, compnsmg two cities, have not been 
a separate province. The Alpes Graiae are included in the 

Gallia Narbonensis and the Alpes Poeninae in those for Gallia 

~s the third column of the table shows, the range of variation is great: 
mtercenter distances vary from 5 km (for Ariccia in Latium) to 140 
(for &urges in Aquitania). When the values for individual towns are 
rouped ~y regions, ~he variation is still considerable, from 11.0 km 
a~~er~~e I?terce~ter. d1stan~e for all_ cities in region I) to 90.4 km (for 
d" Cities In Aquit~ma). It Is also evident that, on the whole, intercenter 
t~:tanc~s tend to m~rease as distance from the imperial capital increases: 

reg10ns surroundmg Rome have the lowest averages while the highest avera f · ' 
ges _are ound m the three "outer" provinces of Gaul. To gain a 

cleare~ picture ~f this correlation, we may rank the regions according 
to their average mtercenter distance, as in table 5.2. 
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Rank Region/province Average 
intercenter 
distance 

1 I (Latium, Campania) 11.0 

2 VI (Umbria) 13.0 

3 V (Picenum) 13.6 

4 IV (Samnium) 17.3 

5 VIII (Aemilia) 18. 7 

6 II (Apulia) 19.6 

7 VII (Etruria) 20.6 

8 IX ( Cispadana, Liguria) 26.0 

9 III (Lucania, Bruttium) 35.0 

10 XI (Transpadana) 35.6 

11 X (Venetia) 35.7 
12 Narbonensis 37.6 
13 Lugdunensis 66.3 
14 Belgica 70.7 
15 Aquitania 90.4 

Table 5.2 Regions and provinces ranked by average intercenter distance, 
first century AD. 

In this table, · the p~ttern is clearly visible: regions of low intercenter 
distance are primarily found in central Italy, regions of .medium intercen­
ter distance (such as In, X and XO on the periphery of Italy, ~nd areas 
of high intercenter distance. in .the Th'ree Gauls. A distribution map of 
Italian towns with intercenter distances below or above 20 km (figure 
5.1) illustrates the same point, but adds further detail to the picture. 
On the map, we observe the same general tendency as in table 5.2, 
but also that the correlation between distance from Rome and intercen­
ter distance is not perfect: there· are areas of low intercenter distance 
on the "heel" of the peninsula, while conversely, there are enclaves of 
high intercenter distances in the Abruzzi, not far from Rome. . 

Comparing figure 5.1 with table 5.2, we are able · to explain some of 
the apparent aberrations in the ranking of provinces in table 5.2. For 
instance, one might have expected region VII (Etruria), bordering on the 
city of Rome itself, to have a lower average intercenter distance than 
region VIII (Aemilia) beyond the Apennines. As the map shows, the low 
average intercenter distance of region VIII is primarily due to the cluste­
ring of cities along the via Aemilia (25). Similarly, the quite high average 
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Figure 5.1: lntercenter distances for Italian cities, first century AD. 

Open circle: > 20 km. Black circle: < 20 km. 
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for region VII actually masks a wide intra-regional variation. In the nor­
thern part of the region, roughly corresponding to the modern Regione 
Toscana, cities are widely spaced; south of Lake Bolsena, we find a 
denser urban pattern with intercenter distances well below 20 km. In 
a like manner, one may distinguish two types of urban pattern within 
region IV: a dense urban network in the north-west, greater intercenter 
distances in the south-east. Finally, it seems that region II (Apulia) con­
tains enclaves marked by very low intercenter distances on the Adriatic 
side of the heel of Italy, though the extent of these enclaves is difficult 
to estimate. 

Turning from Italy to Gaul, similar phenomena are observed. As one 
would expect, the province nearest to Rome (Narbonensis) has the lowest 
average intercenter distance, but again, the correlation is not perfect: 
the second lowest average is found in the most distant province (Lugdu­
nensis). Furthermore, the wide range of variation within each province 
shows that the average, as in the case of Etruria, masks a combination 
of areas with <lifferent degrees of urban density within one province. 

Within Narbonese Gaul, cities are closely spaced in the lower Rhone 
valley and along the coast east of Marseille; the western section of 
the coast, the upper Rhone valley and the Maritime Alps show greater 
intercenter distances, varying from 34 to 76 km. In Aquitania, the south 
and east are characterized by intercenter distances which are great by 
Italian standards (64 to 81 km) but moderate when compared to conditions 
in western and northern Aquitania. In Lugdunensis as in Narbonensis, 
the greatest intercenter distances are found at the periphery of the 
province, while within Belgica, the eastern area - which was later to 
become the Germanies - has the highest intercenter distances, save for 
the small (and statistically hardly significant) enclave around Speyer 
and Worms. 

Dividing regions II, VI, VII and VIII into two parts each, and similarly 
dividing all four Gallic provinces, the result is a total of 23 sub-divisions 
(table 5.3). Ranking these by average intercenter distance produces table 
5.4. from this table, we are able to define four distinct types of urban 
pattern. The first, characterized by very low intercenter distances, pre­
vails in central Italy. The second, with medium intercenter distances, 
is prevalent in southern Italy, Cisalpine Gaul and the lower Rhone valley. 
The third, characterized by large intercenter distances, is found in sou­
thern Gaul and along the English Channel. Finally, the fourth, with ultra­
large intercenter distances, is primarily observed in central and western 
Gaul. For ease of reference in the following, we may term these four 
types A, B, C and D. Table 5.5 summarizes the definition of each type, 
and figure 5.2 shows their geographical distribution in Italy and Gaul. 
It is worth noting how areas belonging to a "type" form bands or spreads 
stretching across regional or provincial boundaries, even across major 
physical barriers, e.g. between Transalpine and Cisalpine Gaul, or between 
Cisalpine Gaul and central Italy. 
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Area 

I (Latium, Campania) 

Ila (southern Apulia) 

IIb (remainder) 

III (Lucania, Bruttium) 

IVa (southern Samnium) 

IVb (northern Samnium) 

V (Picenum) 

VI (Umbria) 

VIia (southern. Etruria) 

VIIb (northern Etruria) 

VIila (via Aemilia corridor) 

· VIIIb {remainder) 

IX (Cispadana,. Liguria) 

X (Venetia) 

XI (Transpadana) 

Na (central Narbonensis) 

Nb (periphery) 

Aa (south/east Aquitania) 

Ab (north/west Aquitania) 

La (central Lugdunensis) 

Lb (periphery) 

Ba (south/west Belgica) 

Bb (north/east Belgica) 

Table 5.3 Intercenter distances 

Number Average Range of cities intercenter 
(n) distance 

71 11.0 5 - 21 
18 15.2 10 - 25 
21 23.3 19 - 37 
21 35.0 20 - 57 
8 22.8 15 - 28 

28 15.8 8 - 27 
19 13.6 7 - 25 
40 13.0 5 - 27 
23 13.5 8 - 28 
16 30.8 10 - 49 
14 15.3 6 - 20 
8 24.9 17 - 39 

16 26.0 14 - 56 
19 35.7 20 - 60 
12 35.6 24 - 55 
18 29.0 21 - 43 
8 56.8 43 - 76 
7 71.0 64 - 81 
8 107.4 89 - 140 

20 57.7 36 - 87 
5 100.4 93 - 129 

17 55.6 37 - 84 
7 107.4 92 - 122 

by areas, first century AD. 
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Rank Area Average Range 
intercenter 
distance 

1 I 11.0 5 - 21 

2 VI 13.0 5 - 27 

3 Vila 13.5 8 - 28 

4 V 13.6 7 - 25 

5 Ila 15.2 10 - 25 

6 VIiia 15.3 6 - 20 

7 IVb 15.8 8 - 27 

8 IVa 22.8 15 - 28 
"r] 

o'ii' 
23.3 19 - 37 

C: 

9 IIb 
., 
CD 

10 VIIIb 24.9 17 - 39 :11 
~ 

11 IX 26.0 14 - 54 c::: 
29.0 21 - 43 

., 
12 Na 

r;;; 
Ill 
::, 

Q 
!) 

10 - 49: 13 VIIb 30.8 'O 
Ill 

14 III 35.0 20 - 57 <'T 
<'T 
CD 

15 XI 35.6 24 - 55 
., 
::, 
(JJ 

16 X 35.7 20 - 60 
..... 
::, -

17 Ba 55.6 37 - 84 <'T 
Ill 

18 Nb 56.8 43 - 76 '< 
Ill 

19 La 57.7 36 - 87 
::, 
0. 

20 Aa 71.0 64 - 81 
C) 
Ill 
E. 

21 93 - 129 Lb 100.4 
w 

:::? 
22 92 - 122 Bb 107.4 

., 
(JJ 
<'T 

23 Ab 107.4 89 - 140 (') 
CD 
::, 
<'T 
C: ., 
'< 

> 
C, 

Table 5.4 Areas ranked by average intercenter distance, first century AD. 
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Type 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Average 
intercenter 
distance 

11 to 16 km 

21 to 37 km 

50 to 75 km 

> 90 km 

Geographical 
distribution 

Central Italy 
Via Aemilia 
Apulia 

Northern Italy 
Southern Italy 
Southern Gaul 

Southern Gaul 
Northern Gaul 

Central Gaul 
Western Gaul 
Rhineland 

Table 5.5 Urban patterns in Italy and Gaul. 

Area designation 
in table 5.3 - 5.4 

I, Ila, IVb, V, VI, 
VIia, VIIIa 

lib, III, IVa, VIIb, 
VIIIb, IX, X, XI, 
Na 

Nb, La, Aa, Ba 

Ab, Lb, Bb 

The average values given in the second column of table 5.5 indicate the 
interval within which the average intercenter distance for one of the 23 
areas will fall. However, it would be more relevant to know the average 
intercenter distance for all cities assigned to a given "type" of urban pat­
tern. These figures are as follows: 

Type 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Number 
of cities 
(n) 

213 

139 

52 

20 

Average 
intercenter 
distance 

13.1 km 

29.8 

58.5 

105.7 

Table 5.6 Average intercenter distances by type of urban pattern. 

A closer look at the figures in the right-hand column of table 5.6 reveals 
that the average intercenter distance for all cities within the areas. de­
fined as type C is about twice the corresponding value for type B, while 
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the value for type B is somewhat more than twice that for A. This rela­
tionship may be entirely coincidental, but it may also reflect the presence 
of a limiting factor common to all three, or all four, types of urban pat­
tern. 

If such a limiting factor exists, it is likely to be linked with the factors 
determining the radius of the circle forming the hinterland (page 9 above) 
since the extent of the hinterland is directly linked to the intercenter dis­
tance (page 11 ). As indicated above, when two circles of equal size are 
contiguous at only one point, the intercenter distance will be twice the 
radius of either circle. But such cases are atypical: more likely, the cir­
cles will overlap each other as in fig. 3.2, and their radius will be grea­
ter than half the intercenter distance. In addition, one must keep in mind 
that the intercenter distances in tables 5.1 to 5.6 are based on measure­
ments taken between a city and its two nearest neighbours; there will be 
other neighbours (according to Central Place Theory, there will ideally be 
six) located farther away. 

In order to estimate the theoretical radius of a city's hinterland (i.e. the 
range of its central functions) from the figures in table 4.6, we must try 
to compensate for these problems. It is suggested that the figures should 
be increased by 25%. Accepting this, the average range (or radius) of all 
cities assigned to one of the four "types" can be estimated as half the 
average intercenter distance multiplied by 1.25 = the intercenter distan­
ce multiplied by .625. Applying this formula to table 5.6, we obtain the 
results shown below: 

Type 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Table 5.7 Average 
urban pattern. 

Radius 

8.2 km 

18.6 

36.6 

66.l 

Radius, rounded 
to nearest km 

8 km 

19 

37 

66 

theoretical radius of the hinterland (range) by type of 

Of course, these are only rough indications of the theoretical radius of 
a city's hinterland (the range of a regional center) for each of the four 
types of urban pattern. To avoid overemphasizing their accuracy, the fi­
gures have been reduced to round numbers in the right-hand column. Even 
so, the results deserve further consideration. If they actually reflect the 
ra.nge of central functions or the average distance from a city to the li­mits of ·t h" 
k 

I 
s mterland, then it should be possible to relate them to other 

nown factors influencing the location of human settlement. 
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. t· 1·s that the figures are linked to the concept of The obv10us sugges 10n f · 
. . · d. tance measured in terms o time spent en route. time distance, 1.e. IS ·1 · b t I 

h Value for type B 19 k1 ometres, IS a ou equa to In fact, t e average ' b h d 
, I· f r hours' 1·ourney on foot or y orse- rawn wagon. half a days trave . ou . · f h b 

h b k ml.ght cover a greater distance m our ours, ut A man on orse ac ·k I b 
· R Id the man on horseback was more h e Y to e a troo-m the oman war , h" h 

· · I c uri·er than a villager or farmer on 1s way to t e nea-per or 1mpena o bl b d · f 
rest town. Generally, 19 km is what could. reasona y e codvere

11 
m ou

1 
r 

h L. · 1·th1·n th1·s distance of a city, the country we er cou d ours. 1vmg w . d b h b 
· I · ·t the city transact some business there an e ome y nse ear y, v1s1 , 

nightfall. 

Pursuing this idea further, 37 km would equ~l a. whole day's journey, while 
8 km would represent a quarter of a day s Journey. Next, we have. to 
explain how different limiting factors - "modules", modern plan_ners m1~ht 
call them - applied in different areas of Italy and ~aul. This question 
must obviously be related to the question of urban funct10ns. 

In central Italy, where type A is dominant, many agricult~rist_s will have 
had their place of residence in the city, going out to their fields at the 
start of every workday - as they still do in large tracts of c~n~ral ~nd 
southern Italy. Cities were not only centers of excha~ge an_d adm1mstrat10n 
but also of residence and, in pre-Roman and Repubhcan times, of refu~e. 
These functions impose a limit of 1 to 2 hours' journey time on the radms 
- and thus on the extent - of the hinterland. 

This is not to suggest that the spacing of Roman towns in Italy or ~lse­
where is the product of conscious planning, using "modules" of a given 
size. For one thing, the state of ancient geographical knowledge would 
not allow such planning; for another, the urban patterns of Italy and Gaul 
go back to pre-Roman times. These patterns are the products ?f a slow, 
evolutionary process, influenced by political as well as economic factors, 
which generally favours those towns whose hinterlands are nearest to 
the optimum extent for· a given set of functions at the cost of those 
which have hinterlands too small to support them or too large to control 
effectively. The fairly regular pattern which we observe is the result 
of inter-urban competition through generations, and the pattern tends 
to grow more regular as the urban system of an area gradually approaches 
a state of equilibrium. 

While the agriculturists of the "type A" landscape could, at least in theo­
ry, choose to live in the city itself or not, this choice would not be open 
to all agriculturists in a landscape of type B. Those working on land with­
in about ten kilometres of the city might choose to live in the city itself; 
those working farther away would need to have their residence on the 
land (perhaps in a village or minor urban settlement). However, they. c?~ld 
go to town and participate in the political, economic or religious act1v1t1es 
taking place there, since it was possible to visit the city and return home 
in the course of a single day. Cities were thus centers of exchange and 
administration, perhaps also of religion, even if they did not serve as 
centers of residence and refuge for the entire hinterland. 
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Where towns are located according to a typ~ C pattern, the di~t~~ce 
from outlying districts . t~ the ~rban center will rule out the ~os~1b1h~y 
f a return journey w1thm a smgle day. On the other hand, It 1s still 0 

ssible for all country dwellers to make the trip either to or from the 
~fty in one day. For a small farmer with few goods to sell or few er-

nds of importance in the city, such journeys will be undertaken only 
;:rely, if at all. The cost of_ transpo:t may nearly equal the re~enu_e gai­
ned and there is also the mconvemence and expense of staymg m the 
cit; overnight to consider. Two_-day retur~ . journ~ys w~ll. probably. ~ave 
been motivated mainly by the wish to participate m pohtical or rehg10us 
functions, or the need to fulfil obligations imposed by the state, e.g. 
in connection with taxation or the census. 

While type A and B are found in Italy, type C appears to be a provincial 
phenomenon. It probably reflects pre-Roman structures of spatial authori­
ty, since the territories of Gallic tribes were, broadly speaking~ _fossili_zed 
as Roman administrative units when the Three Gauls were d1v1ded mto 
civitates. Thus, what type C shows us is in fact a pre-Roman society, 
a 'heroic' society where the ruling elite - Caesar's eguites - would meet 
a few times yearly to elect leaders, dispense justice or prepare for war. 
On these occasions, the participants will have spent days or weeks at 
the tribal center, and it was of little importance whether the journey 
there required two hours, half a day or a whole day. However, it might 
be an advantage that it did not require more than one day. In a heroic 
society, camping overnight in the territory of possibly hostile fellow-aris­
tocrats was best avoided. 

Finally, we come to type D. This type is found in central Gaul, an area 
which in pre-Roman times was dominated by a few strong tribes such 
as the Aedui, tribes which were well on the way to establishing themsel­
ves as 'states' and which had extended their hegemony over smaller, 
neighbouring tribes. With the Roman annexation of the Three Gauls, these 
dominant tribes formed very large civitates, into which the dependent 
tribes were absorbed, lo"sing their political identity. It may be hypothe­
sized that the greater stability and internal coherence of these tribal 
territories permitted the political hinterland of their centers to extend 
beyond the limits of a day's journey; alternatively, power may have been 
exerted from subsidiary centers which found no place in the Roman 
scheme of administration. 

In some cases, the large intercenter distances of type D do not appear 
to reflect political consolidation, but rather geographical fragmentation. 
Where type D patterns combine with large tracts of sparsely inhabited 
country in the Ardennes, the Eifel, the Vosges, the Massif Central or 
the Armorican massif, urban territories may well have been separated 
by intervening areas of what was, in effect, 'no man's land'. Another 
factor to bear in mind is the possible importance of pastoralism on the 
northern periphery of the Empire: pastoral, non-urbanized societies require 

and are able to dominate - far larger territories than urbanized socie-t
. f h " D" . ies o t e same size. Given only twenty examples of type m our 

material (to which might be added some cases from the Iberian peninsula 
and a couple from northern Britain), it seems dangerous to generalize 
further on this point; it seems likely, however, that our "type D" actually 
masks several distinct sub-types. 
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The hypotheses presented above rest on ~ertain assumptio~s concerning 
the length of a day's journey in ~oman tim~s. Before ~assmg on to the 
next chapter, we may briefly rev1~w the ev1denc_e, anc1e~t or compara­
tive, for the length of a normal days journey and its fractions. 

Our main source, obviously, must be the itineraries. In the Bordeaux iti­
nerary, a day's journey typically covers some 20 to 30 Roman miles, i. 
e. 30 to 45 kilometres. In the Antonine Itinerary, compiled for official 
travellers who could have their horses changed regularly at the stations 
of the cursus publicus, the figures are higher, ranging up to 35 or 40 
miles. Comparative evidence from the Middle Ages seems to support the 
lower figures: in an exhaustive survey of medieval itineraries, Friedrich 
Ludwig gives the average length of a day's journey, calculated from itine­
raries of the 12th and 13th century, as between 25 and 45 kilometres 
(26). 

The recent proposal of professor Walser (27) that a 'Normdistanz' of 25 
Roman miles· (37 km) was used in the planning of Roman roads, though 
obviously highly attractive for the arguments presented here, appears 
to be an example of retrospective standardization. If a 'Normdistanz' 
had been applied at the planning stage, we should expect road-stations 
to be spaced with greater regularity than is actually the case. 

In a study of settlement patterns in Wisconsin and southern England in 
the 19501s, i.e. at a time when the full effects of motorization were 
not felt yet, Brush and Bracey calculated a 'mean intercenter distance' 
between towns of 21 English miles (34 kilometres); , this would corre­
spond to a theoretical hinterland radius of some 20 kilometres, with 40 
kilometres as the maximum length of a 'normal' one-day return trip to 
the market. 

Even closer parallels to the transport conditions and technology of the 
Roman Empire are provided by studies of pre-revolution China. An Ameri­
can survey of marketing patterns in the years 1929 to 1933 states that 
the average distance from farm to market was 18 kilometres for goods 
carried by mule, 11 kilometres for goods carried by wagon (28). In anot­
her survey of the same period, the maximum distance from farm to mar­
ket was found to be about 23 kilometres (29). 

Whereas these journeys commence at the farm and have the city as their 
destination, the quarter day's journey of central and southern Italy has 
the city as its starting point. Heinrich Nissen, writing before the advent 
of the bicycle, observed that Italian tenant farmers and day labourers 
of ten walked 8 to 10 kilometres each morning from the town to their 
place of work in the fields (30). 
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6 

THE DEVELOPMENT 

OF THE URBAN NETWORK IN GAUL 

6.1 Narbonese (Transalpine) Gaul 

The hist~ry of urban life in France goes back at least as far as 600 BC, 
the trad1t10nal date for the foundation of Marseille first of the Greek 
colonies on the Mediterranean coast (31). When so~theastern Gaul was 
tak~n over by the Romans about 120 BC as the province of Gallia Trans­
alpma, the settlements of th~ area formed two geographically complemen­
tary groups. One gro~p consisted of the Greek colonies; these were all 
located at t~e water s edge, on the coast or near estuaries. The other 
group compnsed a number of native urban or proto-urban setllements 
mostly located inland. ' 

S?~uld t_he n~tive settlements be considered towns according to the defi­
nition given m chapter 2? Some of the larger oppida, such as Enserune 
og Entremont, appear to have been densely inhabited planned and as 
f~r as the archaeological record can tell us, to have had 'cent~al' f~nc­
t~ons (32). In the case ?f Toulou~e, though the archeological interpreta­
tion has been controvers1al (33), hterary sources indicate that Tolosa was 
~robably a town; if not, a_ political center of considerable importance 
m the late . pre-Roman period. These, however, are among the largest 
settlements m the area; many smaller ones were probably not urban in 
chara~ter, but simply rural centers of power, perhaps with an additional 
funct10n as places of refuge. 

Neither Enserune nor Entremont survived as political centers into the 
~~man period; indeed, they did not even survive as towns. Soon after 

_Roman takeover, both were replaced by new foundations: Aix (Aguae 
rextiae) 3 k_ilometres S of Entremont, founded in 122 BC, and Narbonne ,!a::o Martms) 15 kilometres_ SW of. Enser~ne, founded in 118 BC. Tou-

., on. the o~~er hand, outside the 1mmed1ate Roman sphere of interest, 
retamed Its poht1cal function and its urban status. 

~~~ ~ree~ settlements_ fared differently. With their long-established cen­
b tt unct_ions and their strong urban tradition, they no doubt had a far 
A~ e{ gnp on their economic hinterlands than Enserune or Entremont 
tio t e same time, the Romans took care to locate new Roman founda~ 

ns at a decent distance from the Greek cities Rome's allies of the 
pre-conquest period. ' 

Unfortunately fo th G k . . . 
after th C- .

1 
r e . ree . c1t1es, this considerate policy was reversed 

city's e IVI War, m which Marseille sided with Pompey. After the 
informssurrender to Caesa_r's forces, it was stripped, so Caesar himself 
colonies ~s, ~f most of Its ancient privileges (34). The location of the 
to the Greoeun ~d. after the war clearly shows how the Roman attitude 

k c1t1es of southern Gaul has changed: now, Roman settlements 
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1 d · d" ct economic competition with Greek centers: Aries 
a(Are I oca) te mthe irReho-ne near Greek Rhodanousia; Frejus (Forum Julii) 

re ate on , · d N" B' · (B 
on the Greek-dominated coast between Mars~1lle a)n 1ceM; ez_1

1
e
1 
rs . ~ 

) A d (Agathe)· Maritima (Martigues? near arse1 e itself. terrae near g e _ , . h Id · 
Conversely, though a Roman colony was est~bh~hed -t \ e N~ native 
sanctuary of Nemausus, the Romans _r~specte t e r~ e o. 1mesR as a 

olitical center of the Volcae Arecom1c1 and even retamed Its pre- oman 
p A arently it was to the Gauls, not the Greeks that the Romans 
name. pp f 1· t b fl d 

1 k d for support The same change o po icy seems o e re ecte now oo e • A T · · 
in the titles granted to native set~lements: ugusta ncastmorum 
(St.-Paul), Apt a Julia (Apt), Lucus AugustI (Luc). 

Our knowledge of the state of the urban network of Narbon~se. Gaul in 
the decades following the Civil War and under the_ early Empire 1s s~me­
what sketchy, since neither Pliny nor Strabo . provides. us ~Ith a r~hable 
list of cities in the area. As in other provmces, Plmy gives a hst . of 
inland cities in Narbonese Gaul. Most of these, so he says, are opp1da 
latina: this indicates settlements of some importance ~nd, pre~umably, 
size. Yet many are impossible to locate; they are mentioned neither by 
Strabo nor by Ptolemy, unknown to the epigraphic~l record _and_ have not 
been identified archaeologically. Most scholars smce DesJardms (1876) 
have rejected some of these 'cities' as spurious. 

Apparently, Pliny's description of Narbonese Gaul is not based on official 
city-lists but on other material, which Pliny or his secretary has :earran­
ged in as orderly a fashion as possible. Th~~e oth_er so~~ces will have 
included itineraries (or descriptions bc1.sed on 1tmeranes) g1vmg the names 
of towns but no indication of their status. The result is the city-list pre­
served in the Natural History, where authentic oppida latina are intermin­
gled with towns which did not have Latin status, at least one colony 
(Nimes) and a number of minor settlements (35). 

Pliny's use of itinerari~s explains several peculiarities, for exampl_e the 
inclusion of Cessero (St.-Thibery) and Piscinae (Pezenas) in the hst of 
cities. The centuriation of the colony of Beziers, to which they no do~bt 
belonged, includes both Saint-Thibery and Pezenas, as . well as Agde, w?1~h 
had lost its independence before Pliny's time (36). The place-name P1sc1-
nae (The pools?) itself is hardly a suitable name for a settlement enjoying 
the privileged Latin status, but likely enough for a road.,.station on the 
highway from Beziers to Lodeve (37). Cessero appears in the Bordeaux 
itinerary, where it is positively identified as a mansio, not a civitas (38); 
also in the Geography of Ptolemy (39), who does not mention Piscinae 
- presumably because he worked from a road-book which gave only the 
stations on the via Domitia itself, not those on the branch road to 
Lodeve. 

In his coastal description, Pliny names a number of other settleme~ts. 
Among these, Cimiez and Antibes in the Maritime Alps, Frejus, Marseille, 
Maritima, Narbonne and Ruscino are beyond doubt authentic first-century 
cities. Ruscino (Castel-Roussillon) was a Latin settlement according to 
Pliny (40); according to his contemporary, Pomponius Mela, it was a colo~y 
(41), but not according to Ptolemy (42). There is secure epigraphical evi­
dence for chartered self-government of some kind at Ruscino (43). The 
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site of Maritim~ has not . been identified :Vith certainty, but is generally 
assumed to be m t~e ne1ghbourh~od Mar~1gues (44). According to Pliny, 
this city was an opp1dum (not opp1dum Iatmum) and according to Ptolemy, 
a colony (45). 

As far as it can be reconstructed, the urban network of Narbonese Gaul 
in the first century AD may be described as a group of cities forming 
a type B pattern in. the lower Rhone valley, flanked on either side by 
groups of lesser density: to the east, the Maritime Alps and to the west 
a type C group comprising Ruscino, Narbonne, Beziers, Lodeve, and Tou~ 
louse. In the far north of the province, Vienne has a peculiarly equivocal 
status. On the one _ha_nd, it is very close to its nearest neighbour, Lyon; 
on the other hand, It 1s the capital of a large civitas-territory. As regards 
its place in the urban network, Vienne should be assigned to the type 
C pattern prevailing further to the west, in the Forez and Velay. 

In contrast to the rapidly changing urban patterns of the first two centu­
ries, the following centuries are a period of marked stability in the urban 
n~twork of Narbone?sis. Com~a:ing th~ urban pattern of the first century 
with that reflected m the Not1t1a Galharum, we find only few deviations. 

Three tow~s are missing from the Notitia: Maritima, Ruscino, and Carpen­
tras. As Its name !ndicates, Maritima will have been a port city, and 
may have been deprived of access to the sea by the silting of the Rhone 
delta. As regards Ruscino, the coin lists from the site seem to indicate 
~ slackenin~ of activity in the Severan era (46). If this interpretation 
1s corre_ct, It may be connected with a loss of urban status - and, per­
h~p~, with the apparent revival of nearby E!ne in the following century. 
S1m1Iarly, Carpentras may have lost its colonial status in the course of 
the third or fourth century, devastated during one of the numerous civil 
~ars or punished by one of the victors. While Carpentras is not mentioned 1
~ the ~ldest extant manuscripts of the Notitia, it reappears in later ver­

~10ns1 with the explanatory note nunc Vidausca, i.e. the episcopal see is 
now (about AD 600) located at Venasque, some 10 kilometres SW of Carpentras (4 7). 

6.2. The Western and Maritime Alps 

\hough the Alps are the part of Gaul nearest to Italy they were also 
t e last part of Gaul to come under effective Roman 'control. As late as 25 BC a T . . 
f ' mi Itary campaign against the Salassi and the establishment 

~t ~ colony (Aosta) were necessary to secure the passage over the Great 
at' 1 er;ard_ pass fro~ _Italy into Gaul (48), and the monument of Augustus 
not ~ ct·urbie, pro~la1mmg the final subjugation of the Alpine tribes, was 
aut e icated until 7 /6 BC (49), Even then, one district retained nominal 
int:nomy ~nder king Cottius, whose territory was eventually transformed 

a provmce (the Alpes Cottiae) by Nero (50). 

The tardy c . . 
of b onquest and romamzat10n of the Alps meant a retardation 
sca:e an_ devhelopment as well: in the first century AD, cities were much 
coast ~ ~n t e Alp~ ~ha_n in the lowlands of Gaul to the west. On the 

e ween Vent1m1gha and Frejus, there were two Greek cities, An-
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tibes and Nice, and one Roman foundation, Cimiez. Cimiez. was. loca~ed 
inconveniently close to the ancient Greek settlement of Nice, Just hke 
some of the Roman colonies further west - and presumably for the same 
reason. Antibes, thanks perhaps to its exceptionally advantageous natural 
location, was left unmolested and granted Latin status (51). 

In the mountains further north, Strabo mentions no settlements of any 
consequence, Pliny only two: Riez and Digne (52). Ptolemy has more, 
including the recently established civitas-capitals Embrun, Vence, Castel­
lane and (probably) Senez (53). To these we. may add Briancon (?~) and 
Sisteron (55) which had in all likelihood attamed the status of cities by 
the time of Ptolemy: Briancon as a municipium, Sisteron as a civitas­
capital. By the late fourth century, the number o~ cities has increased 
even further and a mature urban pattern can be discerned, but develop­
ments have followed different courses in the southern part (the Maritime 
Alps) and the northern part (the Western Alps). 

South of the ·45th parallel, the urban pattern on the Gallic side of the 
Alps shows a density corresponding to that on the Italian side. Wi~hin 
the group of 13 cities (56), intercenter distances vary from 12 to 50 ~11<: 
metres, with an average for the group as a whole of 27.6 km. This 1s 
clearly a type B pattern. 

North of the 45th parallel, the ancient territory of the Allobroges, an 
enormous expanse of land between the Rhone and the Isere, originally 
formed a single civitas with Vienne as its capital. This arrangement ap­
pears to have been in force until the fourth century; then, presumably 
in the reign of Gratian, the area was carved up into three civitates go­
verned from Vienne, Geneve, and Grenoble respectively (57). Even then, 
the territory of each civitas was much larger than the average for Narbo­
nese Gaul, to which the Allobroges belonged. The Alpine cities north of 
the 45th parallel, including the cities of Moutiers and Martigny (58), form 
an urban pattern of type C, with intercenter distances from 40 to 70 
kilometres. Due to the proximity of Geneva to Nyon and of Vienne to 
Lyon, however, the average for the area as a whole is held down at 55 
km, somewhat lower than normal for type C. 

In other words, the Alpine lands south of the 45th parallel eventually 
developed an urban pattern similar to their neighbouring region on the 
east, northern Italy; those north of the parallel developed a pattern ap­
proximating that of their western neighbour, the Three Gauls. 

6.3 Eastern Gaul 

Eastern Gaul, broadly corresponding to Lorraine, Champagne, Burgundy, 
the Franche-Comte and the Lyonnais, was subjugated during Caesar's Gal­
lic War of 58-52 BC. Shortly afterwards, colonies were established at 
two strategic points: Nyon (Noviodunum) near the western end of Lake 
Leman, and Lyon (Lugdunum) at the confluence of the Rhone and the 
Saone. The remainder of the urban network was, as in most of the Three 
Gauls, made up of civitas-capitals. The nearly identical city-lists of Pliny 
and Strabo (59) reveal an urban pattern reflecting the pattern of pre-
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Roman tribal territories described in Caesar's Gallic War, as well as seve­
ral civitas-capitals (Langres, Reims) directly descended from pre-Roman 
centers of power. 

Like Vienne in Narbonese Gaul, the colony of Lyon and the civitas-capital 
of feurs (forum Segusiavorum) belong to a group of cities forming a 
type C pattern. Autun, Besancon and Langres belong to a type D group 
stretching across central Gaul to the west coast, while the cities further 
north form part of a type C pattern which includes parts of northern 
Gaul as well. 

A comparison of the first-century lists with the Notitia Galliarum shows 
an increase in the total number of cities from twelve to fourteen. Three 
new civitates have been established, while one city - Feurs, the capital 
of the Segusiavi - has been struck off the list. Why this city, which re­
ceived the title of colony towards the end of the first century (60) and 
is mentioned in the list of Ptolemy (61) has lost its status by the late 
fourth century, is obscure. Most likely, Feurs (like Vieux in Normandy, 
discussed below) fell victim to an administrative reshuffling which allowed 
the provincial capital of Lyon a much-needed expansion of its territory 
at the expense of the independent Segusiavi. 

Turning to the new cities which appear in the Notitia, we might expect 
to find them in the southern, less densely urbanized area, but actually 
they are located in the north. In Champagne, Chalons-sur-Marne (Duro­
catalaunum) and Verdun (Virodunum) have been promoted to the status 
of civitas-capitals, probably in connection with a subdivision of the terri­
tory of the Remi. The third newcomer, Auxerre, is found where the road 
from . Troyes to Bourges crosses the river Yonne and meets the highway 
from Autun to Sens: a focal point in the northern Gallic road network. 
Its territory seems to have been taken from the northernmost districts 
of the neighbouring civitas Aeduorufl} (62). 

On the overall view, developments from the first to the fourth century 
AD brought no significant changes to the urban pattern of the southern 
?~If of. \his area; in the northern half, the existing type C pattern was 
filled 1? and extended, bringing the average intercenter distance down 

to 56 kilometres, closely corresponding to the neighbouring area of nort­
hern Gaul with an average intercenter distance of 57. 7 kilometres in the 
fourth century AD. 

6.4 The Rhineland 

fonditions for urban development in the frontier districts of Gaul - later 
~own _as the Germanies - were rather different from those found else­

w ere m the Three Gauls. For one thing, a higher proportion of the cities 
7ereh colonial foundations. For another, the area, from the Aar valley 
t~ t ~ south to the Rhine delta in the north, is sharply delimited both 
(b;a;h s ~he east (by the AlP.s and the Rhine itself) and towards the west 
a e ura, Vosges, Hunsruck, Eifel and Ardennes): in effect, it forms 
net':rr~w torth-south corridor where the preconditions for an articulated 

or O towns and cities are absent. 
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Due to these factors, and to the military importance of the area, a civil­
ian administration based on civitates does not appear to have been estab­
lished until a fairly late date. Strabo gives only a few names of tribes 
or towns in the area (63); Pliny gives a great number of names (64), but 
as most do not reappear in other sources as names of civitates, we may 
suppose that they were not taken from a list of cities but from a list 
of military recruitment areas or the like (65). Comparing the information 
of Pliny and Strabo with that of Ptolemy, however, we can form a fairly 
clear picture of the urban network of the Rhineland in the late first 
century AD. 

At this point in time, there were eight cities in the area, six of which 
formed part of a type D pattern: Avenches, Augst, Brumath, Trier, Co­
logne, Tongeren. This pattern was not significantly altered by the reloca­
tion of the capital of the Triboci from Brumath to Strasbourg, nor by 
the addition of two colonies at Xanten and Nijmegen on the northern 
edge of the area. Both were established under Trajan and had a fairly 
short life-span: Nijmegen was apparently abandoned in the third century 
and Xanten sometime during the fourth. 

In terms of natural as well as urban geography, the Rhine valley between 
Speyer and Mainz forms an exception to the general rule. Here, the val­
ley widens to form an expanse of arable land on the left bank, with two 
civitas-capitals, Worms and Speyer, only 34 kilometres apart. During the 
Roman occupation of the Agri Decumates, a third civitas-capital, Laden­
burg, was established in the same district, but on the right bank. Further 
north, Wiesbaden was established at the confluence of the Rhine and 
Main, again on the right-hand bank sfde of the river. This group of cities 
formed a type C pattern in the second and third centuries. The abandon­
ment of the Agri Decumates in the late third century changed the shape 
of the urban network, but not its type: Ladenburg and Wiesbaden disap­
peared from the city-lists, but Mainz rose in importance and was made 
a municipium under Diocletian. 

Despite the turbulent history of the frontier zone, there are not many 
points of divergence between the first-century city-list and the Notitia 
Galliarum. Nijmegen and Xanten have come and gone; the Triboci have 
moved their capital to Strasbourg; the colony of Augst (Augusta Raurica) 
has been replaced by Basie, civitas Basiliensium. Finally, Mainz has been 
added to the list. It is interesting to note that the southernmost city, 
the Helvetian capital at Avenches, is still listed in the Notitia as civitas 
Helvetiorum though, according to Ammianus Marcellinus, it was ruined 
and half deserted by the middle of the fourth century (66). 

6.5 Northern Gaul 

For once, Pliny, S~rabo, and Ptolemy are fairly unanimous when describing 
northern Gaul. Plmy does mention one tribe the Atesui which is not 
found in Strabo or Ptolemy. Ptolemy, on the' other hand, 

1
Iists the Arvl!, 

who are unknown to the others - unless of course the Atesui and the 
Arvii are actually the same tribe (67).' Neither h~s been satisfactorily 
located, nor has the Arvian capital of Vagoritum. 
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In the first century, northern Gaul was characterized by a fairly even 
urban density from Flanders to eastern Brittany. There was a slight dec­
line in density as one moved westward, but viewed as a whole, northern 
Gaul clearly formed an urban pattern of type C, distinct from the type 
D pattern of western Brittany and the land south of the Loire. 

When the city-list for the first century is laid alongside the Notitia Galli­
arum, we find that no less than five out of 26 cities have been struck 
off the list, while six have been added. In three cases, however, it is 
only a question of relocating the civitas-capital. Ptolemy gives Cassel 
as the capital of the Menapii (68); in the Notitia, it has been replaced 
by Tournai. Simil_a~ly, Bav~i (69) has lost its status to Cambrai •. Finally, 
Carentan, the ongmal capital of the Venelli (70), has been replaced by 
Coutances (Constantia) on the other, western side of the Cotentin peninsu­
la (71). Assuming that Coutances was promoted to the status of capital 
at the same time that its name was changed from Cosedia to Constantia, 
this relocation must in all likelihood be dated to the reign of Constantius 
Chlorus (293-306 AD). 

Possibly, Vieux lost its independence at the same time. A separate civitas 
Viducassium is attested as late as 238 (72), but there is no trace of it 
in the Notitia, and it appears to have been absorbed into the territory 
of neighbouring Bayeux. 

Lillebonne (Juliobona), too, has disappeared: its fate is obscure, but Rivet 
(1976) has, very convincingly, suggested that it lost its harbour due to 
a change in the course of the Seine. Another seaport, Boulogne, has risen 
from the ranks to become a civitas-capital, thanks no doubt to its location 
at the continental end of the shortest possible Channel crossing. 

Newcomers, too, are the civitas Saiorum at Sees and the civitas Aurelia­
.!!!, Orleans. Although Cenabum on the Loire was an important market 
alrea_d~ in C~esar's time (73), it was apparently promoted to the status 
of c1v1~as-cap1tal only after the fall of the Gallic Empire - perhaps in 
connect10n with a general overhaul of the Imperial administration? 

Despite the considerable number of changes in the status of individual 
s~ttlements, the overall pattern of cities in northern Gaul remains essen­
tiall~ the same: the most important alterations are the 'filling out' of 
previouslf empty spaces surrounding Sees and Orleans. The average inter­
ce?ter distance for the area is 57. 7 kilometres in the fourth century a­
ga;nst _57.2 in the first; this insignificant variation is mainly due to the 
re ocat1on of civitas-capitals. 

16 Central and Western Gaul 

~:ntLal_ and western Gaul, comprising the Armorican peninsula (Brittany), 
includ oire estuary and the lands between the Loire and the Dordogne, 
northees an area of about the same extent as northern Gaul; but where 
Gaul ~n Gaul ha? 26 cities in the first century AD, central and western 

as only nme. They form a typical type D pattern, characterized 
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b very high intercenter distances. In addition to these nine, Pliny lists 
y f th t O tribes the Anagnutes and the Ambilatri (7 4) in his descrip-a ur er w , . S b · h 

tion of Aquitania. These tribes are not found m tra o, nor m ot er sour-
ces. 

The urban pattern appears to have been very sta?le: from the first to 
the fourth century, only one new city has made Its_ app~arance: Angou­
leme civitas Ecolisnensium. Located close to the m1d-pomt between the 
five 'civitas-capitals of Poitiers, Limoges, Perigueux, Saintes, an~ Bor­
deaux, Angouleme is a typical example of how a vacant space m !he 
urban grid may be 'filled in' by a new ~ity (co~pare the cases o_f Sees 
or Verdun). With the promotion of Angouleme to its new status, this cor­
ner of western France has changed to a type C pattern, though the ave­
rage intercenter distance for the region as a whole remaii:s high .- 93.2 
km. It is worth noting,incidentally, that although Angouleme enJ_oys a 
central location in geometrical terms, it does not form a node m the 
transport network joining the neighbouring cities. In antiquity, the P~itiers­
Bordeaux highway went through Saintes, while the cross-country highway 
from Limoges to Saintes passed north of Angouleme (75). 

6. 7 South-western Gaul 

The area stretching from the banks of the Dordogne and the foothills 
of the Massif Central in the north to the Pyrenees in the south formed 
the southernmost part of the Three Gauls. It comprised two distinct parts: 
Aquitania proper "between the Garonne and the Pyrenees" (76), dominated 
by Iberian tribes, while the Bordeaux region and the land north o~ the 
Garonne was peopled by Gauls. When the three provinces were estabhshed, 
the term Aquitania was extended to cover the whole of the western pro­
vince. This province was later subdivided; the Iberian lands south of the 
Garonne eventually became known as Novempopulania ('The nine peoples') 
while the northern part retained the name of Aquitania. 

The sources for the urban structure of southwestern Gaul, especially for 
Novempopulania, pose formidable problems of interpretation, which cannot 
all be dealt with here. Our main source, Pliny, enumerates no less than 
thirty tribes within Aquitania proper, i.e. Gascony and Beam (77). Acc?r­
ding to his usual practice, this should correspond to as many cities, wh_1ch 
would indicate an extremely dense urban pattern. Strabo, however, hsts 
only three cities, while Ptolemy, a century later, has five (78). 

Basically, this leaves us the choice of two hypotheses. The first is that 
Pliny gives us the list of cities (tribes) in extenso, while Strabo, in acco~­
dance with his stated editorial principles (see above, page 15) but at vari­
ance with the practice so far followed when dealing with the Three Gaul~, 
has deleted all but the most famous cities from his list. If this hypothesis 
is correct, we should rely on the list of Pliny and leave Strabo aside. 

The alternative hypothesis is that Pliny has not used official lists, b~t 
some other source, as the basis of his description. We know that he did 
so in other cases (Narbonese Gaul, the Rhineland). In that case, we should 
discard Pliny and rely on the list of Strabo. 
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There are two strong arguments against the existence of thirty civitates 
th of the Garonne in the first century. One is that Ptolemy, a century 

f~~er lists only five poleis: either we must presume a wholesale reduction 
·n the number of cities at a time when the number was increasing in 
~ther areas of Gaul, _or we must discard Ptolemy . as well . as. Strabo (79). 
The other objection 1s that the sum total of c1v1tates w1thm the Three 
Gauls is too large. Strabo tells us that the names of sixty Gaulish civita­
tes were inscribed on the altar of the Three Gauls in Lyon; Tacitus, that 
around AD 20 there were sixty-four civitates in the Three Gauls (80). 
We are not able to identify these sixty or sixty-four cities with certainty 
(81) but this is not a crucial problem: the point is that, if all Pliny's 
Aq;itanian tribes are counted as civitates, there w_ould be eight~ or nine­
ty civitates within the Three Gauls. The most hkely explanation, then, 
is that the second hypothesis is correct and that most of Pliny's tribes 
did not enjoy the status of civitates. This may also apply to the other­
wise unknown Anagnutes and Ambilatri (page 40). 

North of the ·Garonne, Pliny and Strabo are in agreement, save for the 
civitas of the Vellavi with St.-Paulien near Le Puy for its capital. The 
Vellavi are not mentioned by Pliny, but appear in Strabo as well as Ptole­
my (82) and should be counted among the civitates of the first century 
AD. 

Relying on the information of Strabo, then, we have nine cities in south­
western Gaul in the first century. The eastern seven form a type C pat­
tern stretching into Narbonese Gaul, with intercenter distances varying 
from 63 km (Auch) to 81 (St.-Bertrand-de-Comminges), the average being 
71.7 km. The remaining two cities, Bordeaux and Dax, are found at the 
western extremity of the area, close to the Atlantic seaboard. Bordeaux 
clearly belongs to the type D pattern of western Gaul, which extends 
all the way down the coast from Brittany. At a first glance, too, Dax 
would seem to belong to this group; but the isolation of Dax is due more 
to special features of the physical geography. Its hinterland is bounded 
to the west by the sea, to the north by the sandy heaths of les Landes 
and to the south by the Pyrenees. In fact, its nearest neighbour is not 
a Gallic town at all, but Pamplona (Pompaelo) on the Spanish side of 
the Pyrenees. 

from the first to the fourth century, few changes took place in the ur­
ban network north of the Garonne. The five cities Agen, Cahors, Rodez, 
Javols, and St.-Paulien still form a type C pattern, just as western Narbo­
nese Gaul has retained its type C pattern. The average intercenter dis­
tance has been reduced from 71.6 km to 64.0 km, thanks to the promo­
tion of Albi and Lectoure to the status of civitas-capitals. 

South of the Garonne, the situation is altogether different, and the num­
ber of cities has been tripled. The sources unfortunately do not permit 
us to date every stage in this process. Bazas, which is mentioned by Pto­
lemy (83) and Lectoure appear to have been administrative centers by 
AD. 100 (although in the case of Lectoure, its precise status as a civitas­
c~pital is not documented until AD 241)(84). Ptolemy mentions another 
~:ty,_ Tasta, . whi~h has not been located. Hirschfeld (1896) proposed that 

might be identical with Eauze, the capital of the Elusates. 
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Figure 6.1: Urban patterns in Gaul, fourth century AD. 
Compare with figure 5.2 (page 27). 
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At the beginning of the first century AD, there were no more than four 
cities south of the Garonne (Bordeaux, Dax, Auch, St.-Bertrand); at the 
beginning of the second century, the~e were proba~ly six, perhaps seven. 
When the province of Novempopulama was estabhshed, there were ten 
(the novem populi and Bordeaux, which was assigned to the province of 
Aquitania) and by the time of the Notitia Galliarum, there were thirteen. 

With the establishment of a civitas Vasatica at Bazas and, later, the 
civitas Boatium with its capital somewhere near Arcachon, Bordeaux was 
drawn into a denser urban pattern: here, as around Angouleme, a type 
o group developed into a type C group. Similarly, Dax acquired two new 
neighbours in Aire and Lescar (63 and 64 kilometres distant, respectively) 
and thus became a member - albeit a marginal one - of a type C group. 

To the east of Dax, Strabo had known only two cities, which formed 
a type C group with Agen and Toulouse. Gradually, six more emerged: 
Lectoure, Eauze, Lescar, Aire, Oloron and Tarbes, which formed a group 
with intercenter distances from 31 km (Lectoure) to 44 km (Tarbes), far 
below the normal intercenter distances of the Three Gauls. There can 
be little doubt that, by the late fourth century, this part of Novempopula­
nia had acquired a type B pattern. 

Farthest to the south, we find the old city of St.-Bertrand and the new 
civitas Consorannum at St.-Lizier; after the demotion of Ruscino, St.­
Lizier was the southernmost city of Gaul. These two towns do not seem 
to form part of the type B pattern of. Novempopulania; they rather belong 
to the type C pattern stretching from Cahors, St.-Paulien and Lodeve 
to Albi and Toulouse. 

6.8 Summary 

From the first to the fourth century AD, the number of civitates in Gaul 
was increased, producing a closer-meshed network of cities. The increase 
was far from evenly distributed as will be seen from a comparison of 
fig. 5.2 with fig. 6.1. ' 

In the first century AD, urban patterns of type D covered . half the area 
?f Gaul, while type C is dominant in the fourth century. Type B, which 
m the first century had been limited to the Rhone Valley and the coastal 
areas surrounding the Rhone estuary, has spread into other parts of sou­
thern Gaul: Novempopulania and the Maritime Alps. In the central Gaulish 
~elt from _Burgundy in the east to Poitou and Brittany in the west, there 

as been httle change, and type D remains dominant. 

The change from type D to type C has been more widespread in the 
south t?an in the north of Gaul: thus, the northern limit of type D has 
~nly shifted slightly southwards, while the southern limit has been pushed 
ar northwards, and type D is no longer found south of the Dordogne. 
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CHANGES IN THE URBAN PATTERN: 

CAUSES AND EFFECTS 

Having investigated how the urban network of Gaul was changed from 
the first to the fourth century AD, it is time to ask why. All settle­
ments investigated in the previous chapter are cities, enjoying a status 
which has been granted - and can be taken away - by the central organs 
of power within the Roman state. But why does the state grant this 
status, and why does it deprive a city of its status? Does the political 
system operate autonomously and without interference: in other words, 
can the decision-makers in Rome or in the provincial capitals choose 
any alternative at will? Or do changes in the spatial structure of power 
spring from· the need to adapt political structures to meet changing 
requirements imposed by changes in the economic structure? 

Certainly, one can point to cases where changes in the political struc­
ture, i.e. in the status of communities, clearly reflect the inner logic 
of the political system itself rather than its adaptation to changing 
conditions in the world outside. An obvious example is the subdivision 
of Gaul into more and more provinces. With a term borrowed from 
the study of late Imperial Chinese administration, we can describe these 
subdivisions as attempts at narrowing the "span of control", that is, 
to reduce the number of subordinate administrative units (cities) in rela­
tion to the number of superior administrative units (provinces)(85). Eviden­
ce from China suggests that a narrow span of control is usually motiva­
ted by military considerations, e.g. the need for close surveillance of 
a border area, while a wider span of control is suitable if the aims 
of the administration are primarily of a fiscal character (86). The transi­
tion from a broad span of control under the early Empire (20 to 30 
cities per province) to a narrow span of control in the fourth century 
(2 to 13 cities per province) should, judging from the Chinese analogy, 
reflect the growing concern of the administration with security and 
defense. This is consistent with what we know of the changing situation 
in the Empire generally and with the fact that, in the fourth century 
AD, we find very narrow spans of control in the border provinces, which 
are exposed to the full impact of the Volkerwanderung: Germania Prima 
has four cities, Germania Secunda only two. 

The theory that the number of administrative units is increased in order 
to improve Imperial surveillance and control cannot, however, be trans­
ferred from the provincial to the regional level. One could easily 
hypothesize that Imperial administrators saw advantages to be gained 
by_ 'homogenizing' the urban pattern: splitting large civitates into smaller 
units and amalgamating the smallest civitates to form larger units. It 
is less easy to see why they should wish to increase the total number 
of civitates, especially as this would entail a widening of the span of 
control at the provincial level - just the opposite of what appears to 
have bE:en t?e administrative policy of the later Empire. Of course, 
the prohferatlon of units (cities) at the regional level could be viewed as 
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a parallel to the proliferation of units at the provincial level, but this 
explanation is too simplistic - in fact, it is no explanation at all except 
in terms of Parkinson's Law. One could argue that the purpose o'f estab­
lishing new cities was to reduce the physical area of each unit just 
as the physical area of the provinces was reduced. However, apart' from 
ignoring fundamental differences between the aims and needs of provin­
cial and regional administration, this fails to explain why the largest 
civitates - in central Gaul - are left intact, while the smaller civitates 
of southern Gaul are broken up. 

Again, if the relocation of civitas-boundaries and the subdivision of 
civitates was exclusively a matter of administrative policy, we should 
expect several civitates within a province to be reorganized at the same 
time. Obviously, a piecemeal reorganization would mean more work 
repeated revisions of the census, etc. However, in the few instance; 
where we can date changes in the list of cities, these changes appear 
to have takE:n place in a piecemeal fashion. For example, the increase 
of the number of cities in Novempopulania from three to thirteen at 
first sight resembles a case of sweeping administrative reform, yet we 
know that it took place in stages and over several centuries (see page 
43, above). In other parts of Gaul, it is equally difficult to find evidence 
for the wholesale reorganization of civitates: at best, it seems probable 
that where several new civitates were hived off from a common parent 
territory (e.g. Geneve and Grenoble), this took place simultaneously. 

Cha~g_ing t?e stat~s of ~ settlement, then, though it takes place through 
adm1mstrat1ve action, will usually not be based on an autonomous deci­
sion. ~ithin the administrative sphere; rather, it is the response of the 
adm~ms_trators to changes within the economic sphere - as part of the 
contmumg endeavour to maintain congruence between political centers 
and economic nodes. 

Thi~ cong~uence can be maintained in two ways. One can employ an 
active pohcy, shaping the economic structure to fit the political struc­
ture; or one may fall back on a passive policy, adapting the political 
structure to changes which have already taken place within the economic 
structure. 

~n more recent periods, restrictions on markets and fairs have been 
mst_ruments of an active policy in this field. Trade outside officially 
designated market towns might be restricted or even prohibited while 
mark t · h ' e rig ts were granted only to settlements which were subject to 
some form of state or royal control - that is, chartered towns. 

Roman law, too, allowed the state a degree of control over marketing 
ka~t~)rns. The right to hold periodic markets, nundinae ("ninth-day mar-
eds was a privilege granted by the Senate or by the Emperor (87) 

an could be revoked. 

W(nhit·le Roman market legislation resembles many Medieval market laws 
o surp · · 1 · R nsmg Y, smce Roman law will often have served as a model), 

apoman and Medieval market legislation have less in common than would 
pear at f · period f 1~st sight~ ~he market laws of the Medieval and early modern 

unctioned w1thm a different ideological setting and presupposed 
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a different view of the relation between town and country from that 
prevalent in the ancient world (s_ee pa?e 2, above). Furthermo~e, they 
served as instruments of economic policy: market laws were Intended 
to protect the traders and artisans of the cities from competition and 
to maintain the division of labour between town and country. By con­
trast Roman market laws do not appear to have great economic signifi­
canc~. Their main importance is found on the political or symbolic level: 
the granting of market rights serves to underline the authority of the 
granter. This is how they are seen by Suetonius, who records the applica­
tion of the emperor Claudius to the Senate for the right to hold a mar­
ket on his estate as an example of that emperor's respect for senatorial 
authority (88). 

Ramsay MacMullen has suggested (89) that market rights also formed 
instruments of an active economic policy, regulating the holding of mar­
kets within a region. There is little certain evidence for this; but then, 
there is very little evidence for the character and development of the 
nun di nae system in general. There is a reference to nun di nae in the 
letters of Pliny, who relates how the city of Vicenza filed a complaint 
with the Senate against the application of a local landowner for the 
right to hold markets on his estate (90). There is no doubt that, in 
this case, the motives of the Vicentines were of an entirely economic 
character, but does this prove that, in the eyes of contemporaries, the 
system was meant to serve economic interests? In his letters, Pliny 
shows little interest in the economic aspects of the case; he does not 
even inform us of its outcome, but it does not appear that the Senate 
upheld the objection of the Vicentines (91 ). 

If the rules limiting the holding of nundinae had a practical significance, 
this is more likely to have been a question of restricting the formation 
of new economic nodes in particular areas, and of levying a tax on 
market participants. Both points are brought foward by Brent D. Shaw 
( 1981) in a detailed analysis of north African nundinae. Shaw further 
suggests a link between the restrictions on nundinae and Imperial para­
noia: the fear, expressed by Trajan in a letter to Pliny (92), that any 
kind of corporation or association may be exploited for politically subver­
sive purposes. We should not, however, over-emphasize this last aspect. 
The fact that market rights, even in the provinces, are granted directly 
by the Emperor, need not indicate that markets were considered poten­
tially dangerous. (If so, why grant market rights at all?). It may just 
as well have been a case of enhancing their symbolic value as a privilege 
which only the supreme authority at Rome, not the provincial governor, 
can bestow. In a similar manner, within the city of Rome itself, the 
right to a domestic water supply was a privilege granted directly by 
the Emperor (93). 

Finally, one notes that, unlike the more restrictive legislation of later 
periods, the rules governing nundinae apparently only concerned actual 
markets: there is no evidence for a general ban on trade and industry 
in the countryside. As an instrument of an active economic policy aimed 
at securing congruence between economic and political centers, the 
nundinae legislation would have been largely ineffective. This leaves 
passive. ad~ptation of the political structure as the only way to achieve 
and m amt am congruence. 
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In the early first century AD, economic nodes and political cent 
overlapped in most of Gaul. In the Rhone valley and central Narbonen:rs 
the establishment of Roman colonies close to existing Greek or G 1?' 
centers ensured congruence, and the "filling in" of the older patat IC 

h l · d · · f ern wit new co omes an c1v1tate~ to orm a type B pattern produced a 
close-meshed urban network with few opportunities for new economic 
centers. As one would expec_t, the urban pattern of this area was almost 
unchanged through the followmg three centuries (page 35). 

In the Three Gauls, most cities were civitas-capitals often s . , uccessors 

d
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1
~1. centers. dA n~mber of minor settlements gradually 

eve ope , crysta 1zmg aroun fairs, market sites sanctua · f · · d · . , nes, orts 
nve\ cross~ngs,

1 
roa Junctions •. These local centers were subordinat; 

to tt ef rtehg1on~ . center~, on which they were politically dependent as 
par o e c1v1tas~ter~1tory. In regard to size, rate of growth and de _ 
ree of i:ionumentahzat1on, ~oo, the . civitas-capitals remained far ahe!d 
of the mmor settlements durmg the f 1rst and early second century AD. 

The economic superiority of the civitas-capitals is based 
?f factors, among which their "head start" as the first ~~b:n ci:~~~~ 
m a largely non-urbanized economic landscape is only one Most f th 
~actors . r~present spin-offs from the political status of. the to es~ 
Its a_dm1mstrative functions. The civitas-based system of regionai°:~mfn~-
stration concentrated the residences - 0 t I · 
- of the rural elite in th . . _r, a :ast, secondary residences 
of consum tion in ~ c1vitas-~apita~: _this meant a concentration 
the fortun! of the J~~ capital. ~ubhc bmldmg activity, financed from 
capitals, also stimulate~ andb at this stage_ largely confined to the civitas­
of the major stimuli to u~r an consum~tlon. And consumption was one 
attested by the ban growth m the first century AD a fact 

. numerous minor settlement · . ' military establishments. s growmg up adJacent to 

With its greater volume of c . 
a greater variety of good odnsump~10n, the civitas-capital could off er 
a higher degree of cent srtan ;erv1ces than ~he local centers: it had 
of a town in itself n ra i y. t the ~ame time, the political status 
rural population- its s ~- do~bt enhanc~d Its position in the eyes of the 
highway system. reinfo~c~~ctti;e central~ty. was higher~ Finally, the Roman 
nate or intersect at . . e ~rends md1cated above: many roads termi­
network of Gaul . c_ivitas-c~p1tals, and in relation to the primary road 
minor settlements: civitas-capitals generally enjoy better· locations than 

These advantages of the . . . 
were most marked d . civ1tas-capitals over their lesser neighbours 
ment was forced ahe~~nfn tie e~r~y phas~ of urbanization, when develop­
settlem~nts proceeded t t e civ1tas-cap1tals, while the growth of minor 
tas-cap1tals had been !st \tohwer pace. _When the basic pattern of civi-
towns might r1·se 1·n a i~ ed, a period of stability followed Small 
to · economic · . • 
s nval the civitas-capitals b importance, size, or monumentalization, 
tructure was not felt . ' ut the need for changes in the political 

pro"!o_ted from a subor~~n more t?~n a few cases. The number of towns 
a civ1tas to the stat a:e. position as minor settlements (vici) within 
sec

1
ond century was lius_ 0d independent civitates during thefirst and 

a ater d t mite : the maJ·orit f a e, and predomina ti d . Y o promotions take place at 
n Y urmg the third century AD. 

47 



h ml·c structure of the Three Gauls was no longer B this time t e econo h . 
Y ' 1 · I by the civitas-capitals. Some of t e capitals them-

dominated ex~ usive Y mi·c decline. New centers of production had been 
selves were m econo G I)· h d 

· ( the pottery industry of southern au , new crops a 
estabh~hedd e.gd. ( g vines in Burgundy and along the Moselle); new 
been mtro uce e. • A h -1· h ( t Britain) had been opened. mong t e e 1te, t e trade routes e.g. 0 h · · th ·11 f · attention was shifting from t e cities to e v1 as focus o economic . d · · · 

·d A adaptation of the politico-a m1mstrat1ve structure of the countrys1 e. n . b 
II d f ·f congruence with the economic structure was to e was ca e or, I 

maintained. 

k h W Clearly decision-makers at the provincial level We do not now o . . 
erceived the need for change. It is likely that they did not pe~c~1ve 

Pt t all but merely responded to wishes voiced by the local ehtes. 
;f :hese 'wishes seemed consistent with th~ interests of the Imperial 
administration, they might be granted; otherwise not. 

Among decision-makers and within elites, there will have been c~nservr 
tive groups striving to maintain the status quo as far as possible. n 
large organizations, middle-level administrators m.ay be r_e~uctant to 
change established arrangements and routines; .. and m lo~al ehtes, there 
will be groups whose economic, social, or pohtlcal standing would ~u~fer 
if existing patterns were disrupted. Furthermore,. the ti tie of c1v1ta! 
no doubt remained an attractive mark of collective statu:, . even at 
time when local magistracies were no longer coveted by the ehte. 

We must not conclude, however, that vested interests always formed 
obstacles to changes in the civitas-structure. Many .. unknown fa:~o~s 
will have played their part: the geographical compos1t10n of the eh_t , 
intra-regional conflicts, etc. In addition, though all forms of ~dap~~~~~ 
meant change, all forms of change were no~ equally ~ontroversrn\. 
ges in the civitas-structure could take place m three different way · 

1. An independent civitas is dissolved and its territory . assigned to a 
neighbouring civitas. 

2. The civitas-capital is shifted to another town within the civitas. 

3. A civitas is split up into several civitates, one of which retains the 
old civitas-capital as its center. 

Dissolution of an existing civitas is clearly the most controversial pro-
cess, since it entails a loss of status not only for t e CI Y, . h ·t but for 
the individual decurions (civitas councillors). Such dissolutions are fairly 

. . . t d with the rare m Gaul. In two cases It seems to be directly connec e. . k 
loss of economic importance: Lillebonne (Juliobona) lost its c1v1tasf;a;e<l 
presumably due to the loss of its harbour, and Mari ti ma probably Jud ~ing 
a similar fate. Carpentras and Ruscino may have been ~evastate u olo­
the civil wars of the third century or punished by the victors. The c ed 
nies on the lower Rhine, Xanten and Nijmegen, may have be,e? destr°:uld 
or simply abandoned. The two remaining cases, Feurs. and Vie~x, wring 
appear to have fallen victims to the territorial expansion of ne1ghbou civitates. 
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The removal of the seat of the civitas council to another town would 
entail a collective loss of status for the settlement concerned, but no 
individual loss of status for the decurions. In a Gallo-Roman context, 
where decurions were mainly drawn from the rural landowners, their 
status was not tied to a specific town, and relocation of the civitas­
capital may often have taken place at the instigation of the civitas 
council rather than against its wishes. Examples of relocations are: Augst 
to Basie, Carentan to Coutances, Brumath to Strasbourg, Aime (Axima) 
to Moutiers, Bavai to Cambrai, Cassel to Tournai. 

Subdivision of a civitas into several units, too, could take place without 
a direct loss of status for the decurions. For the ordo decurionum as 
a whole, loss of territory may have meant a loss of prestige; yet, within 
the ordo, there will have been residents of outlying districts looking 
forward to independence and the advantages it would bring. Furthermore, 
with the gradual erosion of local autonomy and the increased burden 
of responsibilities, e.g. for the taxes levied within the civitas, a reduc­
tion of territ-ory may sometimes have been welcomed. 

In any case, a precondition for the establishment - by relocation or 
subdivision of civitates - of a new civitas-capital is that a new economic 
center of some importance has arisen. Therefore, we must now take 
a closer look at the economic background to the changing pattern of civitates. 

If a new regional center is to develop, the first condition is a hinterland 
of sufficient size and economic potential, since the hinterland will set 
the upper limit to the growth of the center - and only by virtue of 
reciprocal economic relations with the hinterland can the settlement 
rise to the level of a regional economic center. A single, specialized 
activity, no matter how profitable, will not produce a regional center. 
Settlements with extensive industrial activity such as Rheinzabern or 
Lezoux (pottery) or Argenton-sur-Creuse (ironworking) were never promo­
ted to civitas-capitals, nor were any of the British mining towns. 

Whether a given area will support a new regional economic center is 
determined by several limiting factors: the level of economic develop­
ment, the population density and the extent of the area. This last factor 
may be defined by natural boundaries (forests, estuaries, coastlines) 
or by the location of other centers. To a certain extent, one factor 
may compensate for another: e.g., high population density will compen­
sate for the limited extent of a given hinterland. Obviously, geographical 
extent. Will not always compensate for other factors, since the maximum 
effective extent of the hinterland is in any case determined by the 
range of the center - in this case, half a day's travel. 
Th· · 

is is clearly seen in western Gaul, where large expanses of territory, 
though far from other cities, fail to produce new regional centers. Appa­
rently, western Gaul was too thinly populated - perhaps also insufficient­
ly developed economically - to support new regional centers. Local cen­
ters and Periodic markets presumably sufficed to cover the inhabitants' 
need for such goods and services as they could not produce themselves. 
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On the whole, conditions were more favourable in northern Gaul; here, 
the population was sufficiently dense to support a denser urban pattern 
_ type C - than in the west, and the denser urban pattern also indicates 
a higher level of economic development and a more advanced division 
of labour between town and country. In this area, quite a few new econo­
mic centers appear, and many of them reach the status of civitas-capi­
tals (94). They are of ten placed at key nodes in the transport network 
- e.g. Orleans - or midway between existing cities - e.g. Sees. Normally, 
they are located at a respectful distance, 50 km or more, from older 
civi tas-capi tals. 

In southern Gaul, especially in Novempopulania and the Maritime Alps, 
the new centers are closer to the existing ones. To explain this, Rivet 
(95) has drawn attention to the physical geography of the region: many 
small valleys isolated from each other. There is, indeed, little doubt 
that mountain ridges and similar features often mark natural borders 
of urban hinterlands, fragmenting an area into a larger number of hinter­
lands than would be the case on an isotropic plain of the same extent. 
Even so, relief will not serve as a general explanation of the denser 
urban patterns found in southern Gaul. 

That mountain areas elsewhere in Gaul, e.g. the Massif Central or the 
Vosges, have not produced similar patterns but, on the contrary, very 
sparse urbanization, is no crucial objection to Rivet's thesis. More se­
rious is the observation that the dense urban pattern of Novempopulania 
is not limited to the mountain areas: it spreads out into the foothills 
and plains as far as the banks of the Garonne. Indeed, the lowlands 
of Novempopulania (apart from the heaths and moors of the Landes) 
have a higher urban density than the Pyrenean foothills. 

Climatic similarities between the Alps and the Pyrenees might be in­
voked: both areas may have been especially suited for the intensive 
cultivation of cash crops such as grapes or olives. This factor should 
not be underestimated · but can hardly be the sole explanation behind 
the variation in urban density. 

Perhaps there is no sole explanation. Perhaps the type B patterns of 
the two areas are due to different causes. Viewing the Maritime Alps 
by themselves, it does not seem very surprising that an area bounded 
by a type B group of cities to the east (in Cisalpine Gaul) and another 
type B group to the west (in Narbonese Gaul) should itself, too, have 
a type B pattern. Considering that the Maritime Alps form a transit 
area between Cisalpine and Transalpine Gaul, having close commercial 
con~acts on both sides, it would be more surprising if its urban pattern 
deviated markedly from those of its neighbours. 

This leaves the problem of Novempopulania. Both Caesar (96) and Strabo 
(9~) emphasize the differences between the Aquitanians proper and their 
neighbours, the Gauls; and both indicate the Garonne as the northern 
limi~ o~ Aquitanian _territory. Strabo additionally informs us that the 
Aquitamans. were unhke the Gauls in language and physical appearance 
and that, m these respects, they resembled their southern neighbours, 
the Iberians. It is likely that in their social structure, too, the Aquita-
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nians were closer to the Iberians, and Pliny's extensive list of Aquitani­
an tribes mentioned previously (page 40) indicates that one of the distinc­
tions between Gauls and Aquitanians may have concerned the size of 
the basic political unit: apparently, the population of Aquitania proper 
was split up into much smaller "tribes" than the population north of 
the Garonne. In this respect, too, they resembled the Iberians: south 
of the Pyrenees, so Pliny informs us, the population was likewise divided 
into a large number of "peoples" or "tribes" (98). 

Such a sociological distinction between Aquitanians (and Iberians) on 
the one side, Gauls on the other, is not mentioned by any ancient au­
thor. This does not indicate that the distinction did not exist, only that 
Romans paid no attention to it - as subsequent developments in Aquita­
nia confirm. Just as Aquitanians and Gauls were lumped together in 
a single province, the same type of territorial division - a civitas pat­
tern of type C and D - was applied both north and south of the Garonne. 

To the north, as we have seen, this civitas structure remained exceeding­
ly stable, no doubt because it corresponded to pre-Roman tribal divisions. 
To the south, the amalgamation of many small tribes into a few large 
civitates failed to produce a stable structure. On the contrary, the result 
will have been an inferior degree of subjective centrality for the civitas­
capital and strong centrifugal tendencies within the civitas-elite, reducing 
the hegemony of the capital in favour of traditional tribal centers -
which would, eventually, develop into regional centers in their own right, 
producing the close-meshed urban network of the fourth century AD. 

Finally, we come to the urban network of central Narbonensis. Here, 
we found a type B urban pattern by the early first century AD, spreading 
out from the lower Rhone valley into the coastal area on either side 
of_ the _estuary. The density of the urban pattern never increased beyond 
this pomt; on the contrary, two cities were struck off the list. With 
nearly all of the fertile lowland situated within half a day's travel of 
exi:ting cities, even the densely populated and economically developed 
Rhone valley would not support new regional economic centers. The 
level of urban saturation had been reached. 

This would indicate that the type B pattern provides optimum conditions 
~r the divison of labour between town and country. If. so, then type 

should not be viewed as a further stage of development beyond type r, but rather as a historically earlier stage of development where other 
/ctors than purely economic ones were decisive for urban location and 
~velopment. (Indeed, the cities belogning to type A groups are, on 

t e whole, much older than those belonging to type B groups). In other 
words, left to itself over a long period of time, it is more likely that 
a type A pattern would evolve into a type B pattern than vice versa. 
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URBAN PATTERNS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

In the preceding chapter, we discussed the effect of economic factors 
on the urban structure. In this chapter, we shall deal with the converse 
effects of the urban structure on economic development. 

The term "economic development" has, in contemporary usage, become 
closely linked to the division of the world into "developed" and "underde­
veloped" (or, to use the current euphemism, "developing") countries. 
To a large extent, this division is a by-product of European expansion 
and imperialism during recent centuries. This would seem to justify 
using the same concepts to describe the situation produced by Imperial 
Roman expansion, e.g. in Gaul. Actually, the application of these con­
cepts to the Roman situation is fraught with problems. 

For one thing, ancient and modern imperialism neither employed the 
same means nor pursued the same ends. For another, modern develop­
ment research is of a prescriptive rather than a descriptive character: 
understandably, it does not seek to reconstruct the history of past prob­
lems but to find solutions to the problems facing developing countries 
here and now. A third problem is that in day-to-day usage, "developed" 
is of ten no more than a synonym for "industrialized": a concept which 
is devoid of any meaning in an ancient context. The attempt of Albert 
Deman (99) to apply modern criteria of "development" to Roman Gaul 
and Africa clearly demonstrates the dangers of a too simplistic transfer 
of concepts and methods from the modern to the ancient world. 

Instead, one may leave aside the concept of economic development and 
focus on economic growth - as Hopkins (1978) has done. This, however, 
raises problems of another kind. It has been argued that what we term 
"economic growth" is a qualitatively different historical process from 
that observed in pre-industrial societies (100). Even accepting the rele­
vance of economic growth as a parameter, its application demands more 
data than the scanty Roman evidence will normally provide. Hopkins 
manages, by drawing on material from all over the Mediterranean, to 
establish an empirical base for his rather cautious conclusions; these 
he supports by arguing from the related concepts of economic develop­
ment and social division of labour (101). 

With the social division of labour, indeed we are much closer to a 
general criterion of economic developmenL Since the days of Smith, 
Marx, and Durkheim, the increasing social divison of labour has been 
recognized as a characteristic tendency in the evolution of human socie­
t!. In an industrialized society, the prime benefit of the increased divi­
s10n of labour is increased productivity. In pre-industrial societies such 
as Roman Gaul, the prime effect may have been to increase the volume 
of production at a given level of productivity. 
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In pre-Roman Gaul, rural agricultural production will have been main­
tained at a substantially lower level than objectively possible: there 
will have been unexploited reserves of labour as well as of arable land 
or forest whiC:h could be easily cleared. Of the amount actually pro­
duced, some will have been consumed on the spot, while another - consi­
derable - part was taken by the tribal elite in the form of taxes, tri­
bute, etc. 

The incorporation of Gaul into the Roman Empire and the Roman econo­
my led rural producers to increase their volume of production. They 
may have done so in order to obtain cash and to purchase some of 
the non-agricultural products offered in the cities; or, in most cases, 
they may have been forced to do so in order to meet the demands 
of the Roman state for taxes and levies in kind. For those who worked 
the land as unfree clients or slaves (102), the effect was the same: 
only, in this case, the landowner bore the demands of the tax-collector 
and passed ~hem down to his dependents. Although the demilitarization 
of Gaulish society will have reduced elite spending on arms and horses 
this will have been more than outweighed by the increased demand~ 
on the elite for taxes and for public building projects. 

In such a situation, the increased social division of labour between town 
and country, between the professional army and the demilitarized aristo­
cracy, between t_he vine-growers of southern Gaul and the grain-growers 
of the north, will lead to a greater total production (manifest in the 
fact that the rural producers support a larger number of non-producers 
than befo~e), not necessarily through greater productivity, but rather 
by employing more man-hours on the available land or by clearing new 
land for the plough. This increase in production - in Marxian terms 
an increa~e in the absolute surplus-value produced - must have bee~ 
the most important factor in the economic development of Roman Gaul. 
~owever, there is good archaeological and literary evidence for the 
Introduction of new tools and the spread of new crops, notably wine. 
For one hectare of land, wine will yield a greater revenue than most 
o~her crops, but since man does not live for very long by wine alone 
wme gr · 1 ' . - owmg on a arger scale requires a market where surplus produc-
tion can be traded for other products. 

!he development of towns and the social division of labour are closely 
mhterrelated. In human history, the formation of towns takes place only 
w en the ct· · · f ivision o labour has reached a certain level. With its supplies 
of d demonstration goods, its functions as a focus of trade and exchange 
~n the transfer of surplus-value from the countryside for consumptio~ 
mf 1thbe town, the existence of a town stimulates the further division 
o a our. 

These observations have naturally led to the view that the quantitative 
growth of tow · in th . ns is a symptom of economic growth and development 
supp et ~ociety that surrounds them, a thesis which until recently found 
to t~r tm the fact _that the rate of urbanization (i.e. of urban residents 
in "d: f tal P.opulat~on) was highest in the industrialized countries, lower 
tive" ~e 1°P~d

1 
agrarian economies (e.g. Argentina), and lowest in "primi­

largest 
O ?~18 or post-colonial African societies. Similarly, the world's 
cities were found in the industrialized nations of Europe and 
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North America. That some urban areas - in Europe, normally the capi­
tals - grew at a disproportionate rate in relation to the other cities, 
was explained by the 'Law of the Primate City', formulated by Mark 
Jefferson (1939). According to Jefferson, one center, the 'primate city', 
will tend to dominate both culturally and economically within a nation. 
As this phenomenon was first observed in industrialized ('developed') 
countries, it was interpreted by Jefferson as a sign of national economic 
health and of an integrated economy. 

The realities of the post-war world have given rise to serious doubts 
concerning the correlation between urbanization, growth of 'primate 
cities' and economic health. The rate of urbanization is rising sharply 
in many 'developing' countries despite low economic growth rates, and 
the spreading urban areas of Bombay or Mexico City are hardly symp­
toms of economic vitality. On the contrary, French geographers have 
coined the quasi-medical term "macrocephalie" to describe this phenome­
non (103). 

In today's world, the seemingly paradoxical combination of overurbaniza­
tion and underdevelopment is partly accounted for by the high rate 
of population growth in recent decades - a phenomenon without parallel 
in antiquity. However, demography does not explain everything: for in­
stance, why the rural population surplus drains into the largest cities 
instead of the country towns. Another cause is the absence of a network 
of small and medium-sized towns to act as growth centers in the rural 
economy; and the general absence of links, cultural as well as economic, 
between the few large cities and the multitude of villages. To describe 
this situation, E.A.J. Johnson (1970) uses the phrase 'polarized urbaniza­
tion', which he interprets as a sign of 'economic dualism' (104). In John­
son's view, many developing countries have not one, but two economies: 
one comprising cities and towns with their adjacent areas, the other 
comprising the rural periphery which has almost no contact with the 
economy of the cities. Under these circumstances, the growth of large 
cities reflects neither economic growth, social division of labour, or 
national integration, but the inability of the agrarian sector to sustain 
a growing population and the absence of a mutually. advantageous rural­
urban division of labour. 

Which are the factors that tend to 'polarize' urban growth, i.e. foster 
the spread of large cities at the expense of smaller and medium-sized 
centers? Johnson names two important ones: the tendency of political 
ce_nters to dominate in the economic sphere as well (due, among several 
thmgs, to. the. concentration of elite consumption in the large cities), 
and the d1stort1on of spatial patterns wrought by 'linear' forms of trans­
port such as railways, highways and rivers (105). 

Another researcher, Carol A. Smith, has studied the same problem from 
an ant~ropological point of view (in contrast to Johnson's 'prescriptive' 
economic approach) and with greater emphasis on elite control over 
trade and marketing patterns as a factor promoting the development 
of 'dua! economies' and 'hypercephalie' (106). Smith proposes a typolo~y 
of_ tradmg patterns and relates this to the patterns established by colom­
ahsm and neo-colonialism in many countries. To facilitate the movement 
of a few, specialized primary products from the inland production areas 
to the ports, trade and transport networks were laid out without regard 
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to the wider economic or social structures of the areas involved ( 107). 
This Jed to a segregation, rather than an integration, of the national 
or regional economy, which was 'dualized' into two sectors: one struc­
tured according to European needs and centered on the largest cities, 
the other a predominantly rural, 'traditional' sector. 

In a contribution to the volume Roman and Native in the Low Countries 
(B.A.R., 1983), Jan Slofstra attempts to define the level of social integra­
tion in north-east Gaul. The concept of 'integration' as used by Slofstra 
is not easily correlated with the economic concepts of Johnson: it would 
be too simple to equate 'lack of integration' with 'economic dualism'. 
But the basic theme of both authors is essentially the same: the relation 
between the central and urban sector on the one hand, the peripheral 
and rural sector on the other. Another difference is that whereas John­
son's approach emphasizes geography - in other words, the 'horizontal' 
relations within the social pyramid (page 1, above) - Slofstra's is primarily 
sociological, preoccupied with 'vertical' relationships. Still, the questions 
studied and the lines of argument reveal many similarities and points 
of contact, e.g. in Slofstra's description of the peripheral north Gaulish 
economy by means of a generalized descriptive model of 'peasant socie­
ties': 

The economy of peasant societies is primarily a subsistence econo­
my, which produces on a small scale. The family is its basic unit 
of production, and its economy is mainly directed at satisfying 
primary needs, rather than at sale of produce on the market. The 
agrarian technology may be called traditional. 

Peasant societies are part of complex societies on a state level. 
But they are only integrated in the state system to a limited deg­
ree, and they have only limited access to the centralized system 
of decision-making and the market economy. Their channels of 
communication with· the complex parts of society are faulty ( ••• ) 

The preceding point makes it clear that the peasant economy is 
not completely a subsistence economy, but is also directed at the 
production of a certain surplus, of which the greater part is skim­
med o_ff i~ the form of taxes or rents. A small part of this surplus 
may f~nd its way to the market. In other words, peasants do partici­
pate m price-making markets ( ••• ) But we must remember that 
the peasant economy, however incorporated into a wider economic 
system, is only partly and not primarily market-oriented. It is 
therefore only very partially a monetary economy. (108) 

This model wo Id · . . . 
east G I u seem to describe the s1tuat10n m Slofstra's area, north-
found . au' very well; the conditions described, however, may also be 
rity is

1
: many c~ntemporary 'developing' countries. Of course, the simila­

studies 0~t fortuitous. For his model, Slofstra draws not only on recent 
on m d the Roman economy (notably those of the Finley school) but 0 

ern development research - including the work of Carol A. Smith. 

55 



In the 'peasant society' of northern Gaul, Slofstra finds a counterpart 
to Smith's 'dendritic' market type (109); a type usually found at the 
periphery of modern economic systems - in other words, like northern 
Gaul in Roman times, at the periphery of a more developed economic 
system. However, it is dangerous to overemphasize the parallel between 
'peasant societies' and 'dendritic' market structures. As Smith herself 
makes clear (110), the 'dendritic' type is only one among several patterns 
of exchange found in sub-integrated economies, and it is open to doubt 
whether the 'dendritic' model is the one that best describes the situation 
in northern Gaul. 

Quoting Smith, Slofstra stresses how the dendritic pattern 'is efficient 
for channelling the upward flow of raw materials from the agrarian re­
gion and the downward flow of goods from the major urban center'(lll). 
From the original context, however, it is clear that Carol A. Smith is 
thinking of the trade structures imposed by colonialism in comparatively 
recent centuries (112). The classical 'dendritic' pattern was evolved 
to facilitate European exploitation of overseas colonies; it is dangerous 
to assume that it will apply equally to the Roman Empire, which had 
different economic goals and a different transport structure. Land routes, 
not the sea, held the Roman Empire together (113). 

These points, important as they are, do not disprove the general validity 
of Slofstra's model. However, they are of decisive importance for the 
verification of the model in a Roman context. Since 'peasant society' 
is only a description of a hypothetical state of affairs it does not in 
itself tell us anything at all about Roman Gaul. It m~st be accepted 
or rejected on the basis of a comparison between the conditions presup­
posed or predicted by the model and those actually prevailing in what 
we consider to be historical reality, however imperfect our knowledge. 
In nort~ern Gaul, the literary sources are scanty, and we must rely in 
the mam on archaeological evidence (114). However we need to link 
the .information provided by archaeological research w'ith the information 
pre~1cted by the model - and this is not always easy. Between observed 
reality and the model, a third component is necessary to complete the 
analytical framework. 

Slof str~, no doubt correctly, points to spatial analysis as the method 
most hkely to prov!de the missing link. Integrating geographical theory 
an~ the anthropological approach will, he hopes, be 'the finishing touch 
~h1ch r:iakes the latter operational' (115). A major obstacle to such an 
mt~grauon, however, is the a priori assumption that the economic and 
socia_l structures described by the 'peasant society' model will be reflec­
~d m. only o~e type of market pattern, the 'dendritic' market of Carol 

• S1!11th. T~1s despite the fact that other patterns are known to have 
c?-existed with the economic and social conditions described - and des­
P.1te the absence of one major precondition for the formation of dendri­
tic market patterns, namely a system of colonialist exploitation. 

I~ s,ho(rt, fhe que~tion '~hic
1
h spatial pattern reflects insufficient integra­

tIO~ or ~conom1c du~hsm ) is incorrect. Firstly, because it ignores .the 
b~sic ~remise that sub-integration (economic dualism) is found in combina­
tion. with several spatial patterns. Secondly because it implies that the 
spatial pattern follows from the social and' economic structure which 
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will often, but not always, be the case. It may not have been the case 
in Roman Gaul, where major features of the economic landscape - cities 
and highways - were shaped according to the requirements of Roman 
administration, not the needs of traditional Gaulish society. 

It would be more correct to pose the question as follows: 'Within which 
spatial pattern(s) is sub-integration (or economic dualism) possible or 
probable' or, even simpler, 'which spatial patterns tend to inhibit integra­
tion and promote economic dualism'? 

One key concept in this connection is access. If two economic systems 
are to be coordinated, not to say integrated, their agents must be in 
contact. Deprived of access to each other, interaction between the agents 
is ruled out. 

Lack of access may be due to physical barriers. The rural-urban divison 
of labour is interrupted when a town is besieged; or if someone locks 
the city gate· and loses the key. Distance may replace physical barriers, 
as in late eighteenth-century England, where it was considered safer 
to deport convicts to Australia than to keep them behind bars at home. 
In this case, of course, not everyone was cut off from access: the guards 
and governors of the penal colonies could return to England, even if 
the convicts could not. 

In peacetime, there were no physical and very few legal barriers to eco­
nomic interaction between town and country in Roman Gaul. If any fac­
tor limited access, this factor must have been distance. 

For any town-dweller, the agrarian economy outside was within easy 
reach: on market-days, it was accessible within the town itself. Not eve­
ry peasant had the urban economy within reach, i.e. within half a day's 
journey or less. The urban center was not inaccessible. By devoting seve­
ral days to the purpose, any peasant could visit the center - but the 
economic benefit might be insignificant, perhaps even negative, if the 
cost and bother of the trip were not balanced by the revenue gained. 
But even this would not preclude a journey: the peasant may have been 
forced to go to market in order to obtain coins for the tax-collector, 
or he may have had urgent non-economic motives for his journey. Possib­
ly, he could combine all his errands into one annual visit to the center 
of his civitas. 

Whatever the case, day-to-day or week-to-week interaction with the eco­
no~~ of the city becomes impossible at such a distance, and peasants 
residmg far from the city have little chance of exploiting the demand 
of the urban market in the same manner as those living within three 
~? four hours' journey time of the city. De facto inaccessibility due to 
~stance _will have been an important factor affecting the formation of 

t e agrarian economy in Roman Gaul. 

Can acces 'b·1· b . s1 I Ity e measured in quantitative terms? Certainly. The most 
precfise method would be to measure the distance from every known villa 
or arm to th · · · f th· e nearest city. Such a survey hes outside the scope o 

is study, and it would be fraught with methodological problems due 
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to the lack of up-to-date archaeological surveys for much of France.
Another approach is to study the relationship between cities and smaller
communities (towns, villages). This is the method used by Johnson (1970)
to demonstrate the correlation between economic development and well­
integrated urban networks. Johnson calculates the rate of towns (defined
as settlements with more than 2500 inhabitants) to villages in some Euro­
pean and Middle Eastern states. In the highly integrated economies of
western Europe, the ratio of villages to towns is low (Switzerland: 5,
Denmark: 9, Netherlands: 16), while it is high in some middle eastern
areas of low economic integration (Saudi Arabia: 157, Turkey: 201, Ye-
men: 635)(116). 

Even in a modern context, this method may be criticized on several 
points. In Roman Gaul, it is clearly not directly applicable, since we 
do not have sufficient information about the number and location of 
villages. While cities are mentioned in our literary sources, villages are 
mostly not, and many no doubt remain undiscovered by archaeologists. 
If we calculate the village/city rate at a given figure now, it will have 
increased in twenty years' time, simply due to the discovery of new 
Gallo-Roman villages. 

This does not completely preclude a comparison of Johnson's results with 
conditions in Gaul. Assuming that farms, villas and villages are evenly 
distributed, the ratio of villages to cities will be proportional to the 
number of square kilometres per city. Based on the theoretical radius 
of the urban hinterland (table 5. 7, above), we can obtain a - highly hypo­
thetical - figure for the number of square kilometers per city within 
each of our four types of urban pattern ( 117). Taking type A as our 
baseline and assuming that type A corresponds to a well-integrated rural 
landscape like that of present-day Denmark ( 11 villages per town), then 
type B would correspond to a rate of 44, comparable to Portugal (37) 
or Norway (58); type C would correspond to 240 - comparable to Turkey 
(201); and type D, with a rate of 680, would exceed Yemen's 635. 

A third approach to the question of access is to plot the cities of a 
given area on a map, then draw circles to indicate the areas within half 
a day's travel of a city. Even a brief visual comparison of the maps, 
figure 8.1 to 8.4, shows that in central Italy ( type A pattern), practically 
alJ cultivable land is within half a day's travel of a city; in districts 
with a type B pattern, a large part of the area is within reach of a
city. In districts with type C patterns, on the other hand, the larger
part . of the cultivable area lies beyond half a day's travel of a city,
and m type D patterns, a mere fraction of the total area is within half
a day's travel of the city. 

�rom t.h�se observations, it becomes clear that the large, monumenta­
hze_d cities of Roman Gaul may well have co-existed with unintegrated,
peripheral rural areas of the 'peasant society' type described by Slofstra;
and that at least one of the preconditions for economic dualism - lack
of coordination between the peripheral-agrarian and the central-urban
sectors o_f the economy - is likely to have been present. This, how_ev­
er, explains only one aspect of economic dualism, i.e. rural retardatto�·
It does not explain the other aspect: urban growth. To understand this
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Fig. 8.1 (top): Type A pattern, central Italy
Fig. 8.2 (bottom): Type B pattern, northern Italy
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Fig. 8.3 (top): Type C pattern, northern Gaul 

Fig. 8.4 (bottom): Type D pattern, western Gaul 
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aspect of the problem, a closer look at the connection between politico­
administrative geography and rural-urban integration is necessary. 

In the classic version of Central Place Theory, town and country form 
complementary parts of one economic system (fig. 8.5). The same situa­
t~on is found in the ideal polis. In real life as lived in Roman Gaul, the 
situation is rather more complicated. For one thing, the system is not 
self-sufficient or 'closed' in the sense of General Systems Theory: surplus­
value leaves the system in the form of taxes and requisitions, and trade 
?Jay be carried on with other systems. Another factor to be considered 
Is the role of the elite, which enjoys an income from its estates in the 
count~y while residing part of the year - perhaps the entire year - in the city. 

The resulting situation is visualized in figure 8.6. Urban goods and servi­
ces .are exchanged for rural products, but in addition, country dwellers 
provide the elite with rural products and cash. The cash acquired by the T · · ( · 
w e Ite .1s not likely to have been spent on buying rural products which 

ere available for nothing on their estates) but on products produced 0

~ traded in the city. The money spent there passes into the hands of 
t e urban residents, who may use it to buy rural products. 
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Periphery 

Figure 8. 7 illustrates a similar situation, but in a civitas territory so 
large that farmers living at its periphery are de facto prevented from 
participating in the economic life of the city. Again, coin passes from 
the rural population to the elite and from there into circulation in the 
city. From here, through the city-dwellers' purchase of rural products, 
it passes back into the hands of the farming population. But not all far­
mers get a share in this: only those living within reach of the city and 
its produce market. Those who live beyond half a day's distanc~ from 
the city obtain cash from trade in local markets, at periodic fairs, ~y 
means of wage labour in the area where they live - but since ~hat is 
not where the elite spends its income, cash paid in rents or chentage 
dues will not filter back to the area when it is spent in the city, re~a:d­
less of whether it is spent on personal consumption or public bmldmg 
projects. 

In short, a continuous transfer of surplus-value takes place from th~ 
outlying parts of the civitas to those nearer the town. The growth 0 

the city does not rest solely on its economic interaction with its imm~ 
di ate hinterland, but also on the continuous one-way transfer of ca~ 
from the peripheral areas. Given these circumstances, urban growth 1~ 

the <:itie~ does not _r~flect rural prosperity. More likely, it reflects ru:;e 
expl01tat1on: the ab1hty of tax-collectors and landowners to extract 
greatest possible amount of surplus-value from the farming population. 
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If this interpretation is correct, then large areas of Roman Gaul may 
have been characterized by economic dualism. This is further supported 
by two other observati?ns: the correl~ti?n between the size of a city 
and the size of its terntory; and the limited number of new civitas-capi­
tals established from the first to the fourth century AD. 

According to N.J .G. Pounds ( 1969), Tongeren, Trier, Metz, Chartres, Be­
sancon, Avenches, Autun, Bourges, and Toulouse were among the largest 
cities in Gaul; they were also, as far as we know, centers of very large 
civitates. Conversely, and again according to Pounds, small cities were 
prevalent in such densely urbanized areas as northern Gaul, the lower 
Rhone valley, and Novempopulania. This shows that the potential for 
urban growth of a Gaulish city depended on the total size of its civitas, 
not on the area with which it was in immediate day-to-day contact: 
in other words, it depended on the size of the area from which elite 
revenues were attracted into the city. It also points to the function of 
the civitas-capital as a 'primate city' within the civitas. 

As mentioned in chapter 7, the total number of civitates in Gaul is not 
dramatically increased during the three centuries or more separating 
the first-century sources from the Notitia Galliarum. Some new centers 
appear, but the overall number is not great and shows considerable regio­
nal variation. It is especially significant that the thinly urbanized dis­
tricts of western and central Gaul see very few new civitas-capitals. 

from the viewpoint of classical Central Place Theory, this is nothing 
less than a paradox. The thinly urbanized plains of western Gaul, where 
new centers would be unfettered by the competition of existing cities, 
seem to offer ideal conditions for the development of an integrated urban 
network. By contrast, the type C pattern of the north should offer poorer 
opportunities for new centers. 

Assuming, however, that economic dualism was prevalent in the western 
districts, dividing the city and its immediate hinterland from the periphe­
ral area (i.e. the area more than 20 km from the city), the phenomenon 
becomes explicable. The absence of civitas-capitals - the absence of 
new economic centers - is accounted for by the low level of economic 
development possible in an area which is continually drained of its econo­
mic surplus by rents and other payments to the elite. This surplus is 
spent in the city and may eventually find its way back into the rural 
economic system; but this 'seepage effect' is rapidly diminished as the 
distance increases. At the same time, the greater the distance from 
urban centers of consumption, the less incentive does the farmer have 
to _grow cash crops for the market; and the less incentive does rural 
society as a whole have to develop its social division of labour. 

~nder such circumstances, the formation of new economic centers (poten­
tial civitas-capitals) within type D patterns will be the exception rather 
than the rule. Within type C patterns, economic conditions will be more 
favourable; within type B patterns, they will be even better - but here, 
t~e dense network of pre-existing cities prevents new centers from car­
ving out a hinterland for themselves. 
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In short, within a dense pattern of civitas-capitals, urban development 
is promoted by a high level of economic development but hampered by 
the competition of neighbouring centers; within a sparse pattern, urban 
development is hampered by a low level of economic development but 
protected from competition. This indicates that, other things being equal 
conditions for urban development should be optimal in the areas of co; 
tact between two types of urban pattern, where the favourable spatial 
situation of the less dense pattern can be exploited concurrently with 
the higher level of economic specialization of the denser pattern. This 
is confirmed by the distribution of new civitas-capitals which, indeed, 
are of ten found where type C and D patterns, or type B and C patterns 
~eet •. The exception, as elsewhere, is Novempopulania: here, for special 
historical reasons, the earliest civitas-capitals did not form foci of elite 
consumption and never achieved the dominance over neighbouring settle­
ments that civitas-capitals enjoyed in other parts of Gaul. 
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CONCLUSION: 

THE GEOGRAPHY OF POWER 

The Roman city had its ongms in the east, took shape in central Italy, 
developed in other parts of Italy and finally spread into large parts of 
western Europe. Though placed in very different social and geographical 
milieux, each Roman city retained some of the characteristic features 
of its Italian forbears: the town plan itself, the sacred and secular buil­
dings (forum, capitolium, basilica, baths); and the organization of city 
council and duoviri (or quattorviri), which reflected on a lower level 
the Senate and consuls who ruled the supreme city, Rome itself. 

These features, common to Roman cities in Europe and northern Africa 
- but not to those of the hellenized East - bear witness to the economic 
potential and organizational capacity of the Empire. To the student of 
archaeology, urban topography, and architecture, the quasi-standardization 
of town plans, monuments, and administrative systems is a great help. 
But to the student of history, the many common features tend to veil 
the distinctive traits of each city or region: formal uniformity masks 
real diversity. The Romans, after all, established cities not just for the 
sake of the cities themselves, but as means to certain economic and 
administrative ends. Cities were tools of Imperial policy; and one tool 
may sometimes be used for many different purposes. 

In the earliest phase of central Italian urbanization, cities were spaced 
closely - partly due to the nature of the landscape, partly in order to 
secure easy access to a place of refuge. This type of urbanization, which 
we have termed 'type A', could equally well be termed 'primitive' or 
'polis-type' urbanization. · 

To establish and maintain the Roman hegemony over peninsular Italy 
and, later, in Cisalpine Gaul, numerous colonies were founded. The pur­
pose of the first colonies was mainly strategic (e.g. the maritime colonies 
on the Tyrrhenian coast); later, they also served to provide landless citi­
zens or demobilized soldiers with land, or to promote the assimilation 
of non-Roman communities in Italy. On the map of Cisalpine Gaul, we 
see both factors at work. The locations of some colonies are determined 
by their strategic relation to highways (e.g. the via Aemilia) or mountain 
passes; in other cases, the colonies form an even network spaced at a 
day's journey from each other. In the first case, strategic considerations 
have been paramount. In the second case, the object has been to settle 
the greatest possible number of colonists on the fertile plains which form 
the heart of Cisalpine Gaul. 

T~e greater intercenter distances of Cisalpine Gaul meant that all colo­
msts no longer had easy access to a place of refuge; but with the in­
~rease of Roman power, they were less likely to need it. On the other 

and, the larger territory subject to each city meant greater economic 
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possibilities. Indeed, the monumental publi~ . buildings of the Cisalpine 
colonies often surpass those of the older cities south of the Apennines. 
Previously, we have termed this pattern 'type B': we could also call 
it 'colonial'. When Transalpine Gaul was incorporated into the Empire 
the 'colonial' pattern of urbanization spread into the lower Rhone vaue; 
and the lowlands and foothills of southern Gaul. The Elder Pliny's com­
ment that Transalpine Gaul was Italia verius quam provincia (118) gives 
a succinct description of the urban pattern found there. 

The Three Gauls, however, posed altogether different problems, since 
these provinces were unsuited, in extent and in climate, to the policy 
of assimilation through colonization. A bare minimum of three colonies 
were founded at strategic points (Lyon, Nyon, Augst). Instead, numerous 
civitas-capitals were established, having the outward form of the Roman 
city, but a new content. Political stability and economic growth were 
assured by linking the pattern of civitates closely to pre-Roman struc­
tures of power and to existing elites. This gave some civitates unusually 
large territories, too large for efficient agricultural exploitation based 
on the city;· but this was beside. the point. Unlike the colonies, civitates 
were not founded to facilitate agricultural exploitation of the territory 
by Roman veterans. Their purpose was to facilitate fiscal exploitation 
of the inhabitants by Romanized administrators - and the recruitment 
of soldiers from the Gallic population. 

T~e striking difference between the dense urban pattern of the Po valley 
(f~gure 8.2) and the widely spaced civitas-capitals of the three Gauls 
(f~gur~ 8.3 - 8.4) is primarily due to diametrically differing goals: in 
C1salpm~ Gaul, to settle as many colonists as possible within a given 
area - ~n the Three Gauls, to administer a given area from as few cities 
as possible. The product of Roman policy in the latter respect is the 
urban pattern which we denote 'type C' or 'type D'· we could also call 
this a 'civitas' pattern. ' 

Finally,. some instances of 'type D' patterns may be due to the influence 
0! specrnl geographical factors (mountains, forests, deserts): these 'type 
E patterns may be called 'marginal' types. 

The typology of patterns, then, may be summarized as follows: 

Type Description 

A primitive 

B colonial 

C civitas 

D civitas 

E marginal 

Average 
intercenter 
distance 

11 - 16 km 

21 - 37 

50 - 75 

> 90 

> 90 
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Type of 
exploitation 

agricultural 

agricultural 

fiscal 

fiscal 

fiscal 

11111 

Whatever t~e type of _u:ban pa_tt~rn ~ithin which it was located, a city 
had to fulfil both p~ht1co-admmistrat1ve and economic functions. These 
functions, however, ?i~ not have the same range. While half a day's tra­
vel was th~ upper . hmit to most peasant. !ourneys and thus to the range 
of economic functions, the greater mob1hty of the elite gave political 
functions a greater range. By linking the civitas structure to existing 
tribal centers ,o_f power~ . Roman authorities allowed the latter of these 
two factors, ehte mobihty, to determine the density of urbanization 
The resulting pattern of cities was not sufficiently dense to integrat~ 
all Gaul into the rural-urban division of labour and thus promote econo­
mic development in the long run, but it was dense enough to ensure 
an efficient fiscal exploitation of the country and - by virtue of the 
concentration _of elite consumption in t~e cities - to dominate peripheral 
areas economically and prevent the nse of new economic centers to 
rival the civitas-capitals. 

Provincial administrators may neither have known nor cared about these 
effects of Roman policy. To them, the city was an instrument of politi­
~al dominatiQn, n~t. of economic development. For that purpose, the Gal­
lic network of cities served well enough; due to the special economic 
logic of power, it was a better arrangement than a denser network of 
cities (which would have meant more units of administration more admi­
nistrators, higher ~osts). The main problem inherent in the s~stem, name­
!~ that cha~ges m the economic structure might occasionally produce 
nval economic centers, could be solved as the need arose by promoting 
such centers to the status of independent civitas-capitals. 

The low nu_mbe~ . of such promotions testifies to the inherent stability 
of the G~ll.1c c1~1t_as syst~m. This stability is mainly due to the ability 
of the ongmal c1v1tas-cap1tals, once they had been established to domi-
nate the economic geography of Gaul. ' 

~g~inst this background, the growth and monumentalization of Gaulish 
c1t1es cannot be seen simply as a symptom of 'civilization' and economic 
growth._ In relation to the vast extent of their political hinterlands, the 
P_rospenty of many cities does not evoke surprise. Compared to the ci­
ties of Cisalpine Gaul or the lower Rhone valley, most cities of the 
Three Gauls had far greater economic hinterlands· by virtue of elite 
consumption, they attracted income from an even lar~er area. 

gompared to Cisalpine Gaul or the lower Rhone valley, again, the Three 
auls _have far fewer cities per unit of area. This cannot, on any inter­

pretation,_ be seen as a sign of economic prosperity: rather, it points 
to the existence of economic dualism and polarized urbanization. 

~n _his st~dy of these phenomena, E.A.J. Johnson points to two main cau­
pe~. ?~e 1s. the concentration of elites in the cities (119), the other 'the 0 

a~IZlng influence of linear forms of transport facilities' ( 120). We have 
pfreviously discussed elite concentration at length but can linear transport 
orms - e g the f R · ' · - 0 balance ·. • . amous oman highways - have played their role? n 

the h. 'h this is hardly likely to have been the case. For one thing, though 
ig ways are best documented a network of minor roads existed 

as well Fo h ' 
system ·d r ano_t e_r, a favourable location at a node in the highway 

oes not m itself guarantee urban growth. Indeed, the economic 
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effect of traffic on 'roadside settlements' is probably often over-rated 
(121). Some of the towns cited as ex~m_Ples of u.rban growth promoted 
b traffic are not 'roadside settlements m the stnct sense of the word, 
b~t simply settlements which happen to be near a road - and which major 
settlement in the Roman Empire did not have a road? There are nume­
rous examples, moreover, of towns at key. nodes of the. trans~ort system 
or at important points of transhipmen_!, which never achieved mdepen~ent 
civitas-status. Even the rise of Orleans or . Auxerre m_ay be explai~ed 
equally well by their favourable overall location in relation to competmg 
economic centers. 

The primary factor, and the common factor linking t?e problem of pola­
rized urbanization in antiquity with similar problems m the contemporary 
world remains the social differentiation of geographical mobility: the 
fact ~hat elite members can move over far greater distances than those 
lower down in the ranks of society. Further study of this problem will 
require more evidence, more sophisticated quantitative methods and a 
more detailed analysis of the correlation between social status and geo­
graphical mobility. In this study, the 'elite' has been viewed. as a homo~e­
nous group, the non-elite likewise, but no doubt there are import~nt dis­
tinctions within both groups, which affect not only social standing but 
geographical mobility. 
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1. See G. W. Skinner (ed.), The City in Late Imperial China, Stanford 
1977. 

2. Geo., 4.2.1 and 4.1.13. 

3. The view of Klotz (1910) that Strabo's description of Gaul was 
taken en bloc from a work, now lost, by Timagenes, is no longer 
accepted. According to Tierney (1960) 207-211, Strabo has borrowed 
extensively from Posidonius. This view, still held by many scholars, 
is sharply challenged by Dirkzwager (1975) 5-13, who attributes 
a larger share of the description to the work of Strabo himself. 
In his introduction to the Bude edition of Strabo (1966), Lasserre 
proposes a hypothetical 'panegyriste' as Strabo's main source for 
Gaul: this theory is also rejected by Dirkzwager. 

4. E.g. the triumph of Germanicus in AD 17, at a time when Strabo 
will have been about eighty years old. 

5. Geo., 2.5.11. 

6. Geo., 1.1.23 

7. Geo., 3.3.3. 

8. For a survey of the older literature on the geographical books of 
the NH, see Sallmann (1971). 

9. NH, 3.46. 

10. Cf. the younger Pliny, ~ 3.5. 

11. NH, 3.46 

12. Thomsen 0947) 21. 

13. Sallmann (1971) 201. 

l4. Vittinghoff ( 1966) 228. 

15. ill:!, 3. 7. 

16• ill:!, 3,23-30. 

17• ill:!, 3.37 

18• ill:!, 3,133. 

19
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20. Ptol., Geo., 1.18-20. 

21. Ptol., Geo., 2.8. 

22. Bekker-Nielsen (1988) 155-157. 

23. Kubitschek, RE IX, 2338. 

24. For the date, It. Burd., 571.6. 

25. The pattern of urbanization along the Aemilia deserves a study 
of its own. The underlying causal factors are presumably of several 
kinds: 1) the well-known effect of important transport routes on 
settlement patterns, 2) the alignment of the Aemilia along the nor­
thern flank of the Apennines, i.e. along an interface between two 
complementary economic systems, the foothills to one side, the 
lowland of the Po valley to the other. In passing, it is interesting 
to note that the Po itself did not have a similar effect on settle­
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APPENDIX I 

THE CITIES OF IT ALY IN THE FIRST CENTURY AD 

ACCORDING TO PLINY 

Region I (Latium and Campania) 

Ostia 

Laurentum 

Ardea 

Antium 

Cercei 

Tarracina 

Formiae 

Minturnae 

Sinuessa 

Liternum 

Cumae 

Puteoli 

Neapolis 

Herculaneum 

Pompei 

Nuceria 

Surrentum 

Capua 

Aquinum 

Suessa 

Venafrum 

Sora 

Teanum Sidicinum 

Nola 

Abellinum 

Aricia 

Ostia 

Lauren tum 

Ardea 

Anzio 

M. Circeo 

Terracina 

F6rmia 

Minturno 

Sinuessa 

-· Marina di Lago di Patria 

Cumae 

Pozzuoli 

Napoli 

Ercolano 

Pompeii 

Nocera 

Sorrento 

S.M. Capua Vetere 

Aquino 

Sessa Aurunca 

Venafro 

Sora 

Teano 

Nola 

Avellino 

Ariccia 
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Acerrani 

Allifani 

Atinates 

Aletrinates 

Anagnini 

Atellani 

Aefulani 

Arpinates 

Auximates 

Abellani 

Alfaterni 

Bovillae 

Caiatiae 

Casinum 

Calenum 

Capitulum Hernicum 

Cereatini 

Corani 

Cubulterini 

Castrimoenienses 

Cingulani 

Fabienses 

Foropopulienses 

Frusinates 

Ferentinates 

Freginates 

Fabraterni Veteres 

Fabraterni Novi 

Fico lenses 

Fregellani 

Forum Appi 

Forentani 

Gabini 

Interamnates Succasini 

llionenses 

Acerra 

Alife 

Atina 

Alatri 

Anagni 

Orta di Atella 

Castel S. Angelo 

Arpino 

Not identified 

Avella 

Not identified 

Castelgandolfo 

Caiazzo 

Cassino 

Not identified 

Piglio 

Casamari 

Cori 

S. Ferdinando near Alvignano 

Marino 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Francolise 

Frosinone 

Ferentino 

Maccarese (also found in list VII) 

Falvaterra 

Ceccano 

S. Alessandro (Via Nomentana) 

Ceprano 

Faiti near Latina 

Not identified 

Gabii 

Pignataro Interamna 

Not identified 
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... 

Lanivini 

Norbani 

Nomentani 

Praenestini 

Privernates 

Setini 

Signini 

Suessulani 

Telesini 

Trebulani 

Trebani 

Tusculani 

Verulani 

Veliterni 

Ulubrenses 

Urbanates 

Roma 

Region II (Apulia) 

Uria Messapia 

Sarmadium 

Senum 

Anxa 

Basta 

Hydruntum 

Fratuertium 

Lupia 

Balesium 

Caelia 

Brundisium 

Rudiae 

Egnatia 

Barium 

Lanuvium 

Norma 

Mentana (also in list IV) 

Palestrina 

Priverno 

Sezze 

Segni 

Cancello 

Telese 

Treglia 

Trevi nel Lazio 

Frascati 

Veroli 

Velletri 

Cisterna 

near Borgo Appio 

Roma 

Oria 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Gallipoli 

Vaste 

Otranto 

Not identified 

Lecce 

Valesio 

Ceglie 

Brindisi 

Ruzzi 

Egnazia 

Bari 
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Salapia 

Sipontum 

Teanum 

Larinum 

Luceria 

Venusia 

Canusium 

Arpi 

Beneventum 

Ausculani 

Aquiloni 

Compsani 

Caudini 

Ligures Corneliani 

Ligures Baebiani 

Vescellani 

Aeclani 

Aletrini 

Atrani 

Aecani 

Alfellani 

Borcani 

Collatini 

Corinenses 

Cannenses 

Dirini 

Forentani 

Genusini 

Herdonienses 

Irini 

Merinates (Matinates) 

Mateolani 

Neretini 

Natini 

Rubustini 

Silvini 

Salapia 

Manfredonia 

S. Paolo di Civitate 

Larina 

Lucera 

Venosa 

Canosa 

Arpi 

Benevento 

Ascoli Satriano 

Lacedonia 

Conza della Campania 

Montesarchio 

Circello 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Mirabella Eclano 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Canne 

Monopoli 

Not identified 

Ginosa 

Ordona 

Not identified 

Mattinata 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Ruvo di Puglia 

Gravina in Puglia 
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Strapellini 

Turnantini 

Vibinates 

Ulurtini 

Aegetini (Azetini) 

Apamestini 

Argentini 

Butuntinienses 

Deciani 

Grumbestini 

Norbanenses 

Palionenses 

Stulnini 

Tutini 

Aletini 

Basterbini 

Neretini 

Uzentini 

Veretini 

Region III (Lucania and Bruttium) 

Paestum 

Elea (Velia) 

Buxentum 

Blanda 

Tempsa 

Consentia 

Vibo Valentia 

Tauroentum 

Rhegium 

Mustiae 

Scolagium 

Petilia 

Croto 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Bovina 

Not identified 

Rutigliano 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Bitonto 

Not identified 

Grumo Appula 

Conversano 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Alezio 

see Basta 

Not identified 

Ugento 

Patu 

Pesto (Paestum) 

Castellammare di Velia 

Policastro 

Maratea 

Torre del Casale near Nocera 

Cosenza 

Vibo Valentia 

Taureana 

Reggio di Calabria 

Not identified 

Squillace 

Strongoli 

Crotone 
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Thurii 

Heraclea 

Metapontum 

Aprustani 

Atinates 

Bantini 

Eburini 

Grumentini 

Potentini 

Santini 

Sirini 

Tergilani 

Ursentini . 

Volcentani 

Region IV (Samnium) · 

Histonium 

Buca 

Hortona 

Anxani Frentani 

Caretini 

Lanuenses (J uvanenses) 

Teatini 

Corfinienses 

Superaequani 

Sulmonenses 

Anxatini 

Antinates 

Fucentes 

Lucenses 

Marruvini 

Alba 

Cliternini 

Thurio 

Policoro 

Metaponto 

Not identified 

Atena Lucana 

Banzi 

Eboli 

Grumento 

Potenza 

Sanza 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Vasto 

Termoli 

Ortona 

Lanciano 

Not identified 

Iuvanum 

Chieti 

Corfinio 

Castelvecchio Subequo 

Sulmona 

Not identified 

Civita d'Antino 

Identical with Alba? 
Thomsen (1947) 105. 

Luco dei Marsi 

S. Benedetto dei Marsi 

Alba Fucens (Albe) 

Capradosso 
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Carseolani 

Angulani 

Pennenses 

Peltuinates 

Aufinates Cismontani 

Bovianum vetus 

Bovianum Undecumanorum 

Aufidenates 

Aesernini 

fagifulani 

Fico lenses 

Saepinates 

Tereventinates 

Amiterni 

Curenses 

forum Deci 

forum Novum 

fidenates 

Interamnates 

Nursini 

Nomentani 

Reatini 

Trebulani Mutuesci 

Trebulani Suffenates 

Tiburtes 

Tarinates 

&gion V (Picenum) 

Hadria 

Castrum Novum 

Truentum 

Cupra (Maritima) 

Castellum Firmanorum 

Cars6li 

Spoltore 

Penne 

S. Paolo di Peltuino 

Ofena 

Pietrabbondante 

Bojano 

Alfedena 

Isernia 

Montagano 

Not identified 

Altflia near Sepino 

Trivento 

Amiternum 

Correse 

Bacugno 

S. Maria in Vescovio 

Fidenae 

Not identified 

Norcia 

Mentana (also in list I) 

Rieti 

Monteleone Sabino 

Not identified 

Tivoli 

Not identified 

Atri 

Giulianova 

Colonnella 

Cupra Marittima 

i.e. Firmum (Fermo), see Nissen 
(1883) II, 424 n. 2. 
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Asculum 

Novana 

Cluana 

Potentia 

Numana 

Ancona 

Auximates 

Beregrani 

Cingulani 

Cuprenses Montani 

Falarienses 

Pausulani 

Planinenses 

Ricinenses 

Septempedani 

Tollentinates 

Treienses 

Urbesalvia 

Region VI (Umbria) 

Senagallia 

Fanum Fortunae 

Pisaurum 

Hispellum 

Tuder 

Amerini 

Attidiates 

Asisinates 

Arnates 

Aesinates 

Camertes 

Casuentillani 

Carsulani 

Dolates Sallentini 

Ascoli Piceno 

Not identified 

Not identified 

S. Maria in Potenza 

Numana 

Ancona 

Osimo 

Not identified 

C1ngoli 

Cupramontana 

(Piane di) Falerone 

S. Claudio al Chienti 

Monteroberto 

Helvia Ricina 

S. Maria di Pieve by S. Severino 

Tolentino 

Treia 

Urbisaglia 

Senigallia 

Fano 

Pesaro 

Spello 

T6di 

Amelia 

Attiglio 

Assisi 

Civitella d'Arno 

lesi 

Camerino 

Not identified 

S. Gemini Fonte 

Not identified 

92 
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fulginiates 
Foroflaminienses 

Foroiulienses 

f orobrentani 

Forosempronienses 

Iguini 

Interamnates 

Mevanates 

Mevanionenses 

Matilicates 

Narnienses 

Nucerini 

Otriculani 

Ostrani 

Pitulani Pisuertes 

Pitulani Mergentini 

Plestini 

Sentinates 

Sassini 

Spoletini 

Suasani 

Sestinates 

Suillates 

Tadinates 

Trebiates 

Tuficani 

Tifernates Tiberini 

Tifernates Metaurenses 

Vesinicates 

Urbanates Metaurenses 

Urbanates Hortenses 

Vettonenses 

Vindinates 

Visuentani 

Foligno 
S. Giovanni Profiamma 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Fossombrone 

Gubbio 

Terni 

Bevagna 

Galeata 

Matelica 

Narni 

Nocera 

Otricoli 

Ostra Antica 

Macera ta Fel tria 

Acqualagna 

S. M. di Pistia 

Sasso f err a to 

Sarsina 

Spoleto 

Castelleone di Suasa 

Sestino 

Not identified 

Gualdo Tadino 

Trevi 

Borgo Tufico 

Citta di Castello 

S. Angelo in Vado 

Not identified 

Urbino 

Collemancio 

Bettona 

Not identified 

Not identified 
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Region VII (Etruria) 

Luna 

Luca 

Pisae 

Populonium 

Cosa Volcientium 

Graviscae 

Castrum Novum 

Pyrgi 

Caere 

Alsium 

Fregenae 

Falisca 

Lucus Feroniae 

Rusellana 

Senienses 

Sutrina 

Arretini 

Amitienses 

Aquenses Taurini 

Blerani 

Cortonenses 

Capenates 

Clusini 

Fiorentini 

Faesulae 

Ferentinum 

Fescennia 

Hortanum 

Herbanum 

Nepeta 

Novem pagi 

Praefectura 
Claudia Foroclodi 

Pis tori um 

Luni 

Lucca 

Pisa 

Populonia 

Cosa 

Porto Clementina 

S. Marinella 

Pyrgi 

Cerveteri 

Palo 

Maccarese (also in list I) 

Falerii novi 

Rignano 

Grosseto 

Siena 

Sutri 

Arezzo 

Not identified 

Terme Taurine near Civitavecchia 

Blera 

Cortona 

Capena 

Chiusi 

Firenze 

Fiesole 

Ferento 

Not identified 

Orte 

Not identified 

Nepi 

Not identified 

Manziana 

Pistoia 
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Perusia 
Suanenses 

Saturnini 

Subertani 

Statonienses 

Tarquinienses 

Tuscanienses 

Vetulonienses 

Veientani 

Vesentini 

Volterrani 

Volcentani 

Volsinienses 

Region VIII (Aemilia) 

Ariminum 

Ravenna 

Butrium 

Bononia 

Brixillum 

Mutina 

Parma 

Placentia 

Caesena 

Claterna 

Forum Clodi 

Forum Livi 

Forum Popili 

Forum Truentinorum 

Forum Corneli 

Forum Licini 

Perugia 

Sovana 

Saturnia 

Not identified 

Pitigliano 

Tarquinia 

Tuscania 

Vetulonia 

Veio 

Not identified 

Volterra 

Vulci 

Bolsena 

Rimini 

Ravenna 

6 miles N of Ravenna 
according to Tab.Peut. 

Bologna 

Brescello 

Modena 

Parma 

Piacenza 

Cesena 

Quaderne 
Probably identical to Forum Novum 
(Fornovo), cf. Nissen (1883) 
II, 268 n. 10. 

Forti 

Forlimp6poli 

Not certainly identified. 
Bertinoro? (CIL XI, 112) 

lmola 

Not identified 
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Faventini 

Fidentini 

Otesini 

Padinates 

Regienses a Lepido 

Solonates 

Saltus Galliani •• Aquinates 

Tannetani 

Veleiates 

Urbanates 

Region IX (Liguria) 

Album Intimilium 

Album Ingaunum 

Genua 

Segesta Tigulliorum 

Libarna 

Dertona 

Iria 

Vardacate 

Industria 

Pollentia 

Correa 

Forum Fulvi •• Valentinum 

Aug. Bagiennorum 

Alba Pompeia 

Hasta 

Aquae Statiellorum 

(Cemenelum) 

Faenza 

Fidenza 

Sant'Agata 

Bondino 

Reggio nell'Emilia 

Sogliano 

Not identified 

Tenedo 

Velleia (Villa) 

Not identified 

Ventimiglia 

Albenga 

Genova 

Sestri Levante 

Serravalle 

Tortona 

Voghera 

Terruggia 

Monteu da Po 

Pollenza 

Chieri 

Valenza 

Bene 

Alba 

Asti 

Acqui 

(Cimiez, on the French side of the Alps) 
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Region X (Venetia) 

Altinum 

(Julia) Concordia 

Aquileia 

Tergeste 

Cremona 

Brixia 

Ateste 

Acelum 

Patavium 

Opitergium 

Velunum (Bellunum) 

Vicetia 

Mantua 

Feltini (Feltria) 

Tridentini 

Beruenses 

Verona 

lulienses Carnorum 

Forojulienses 

Foretani 

Querqueni 

Tarvisani 

Togienses 

Altino 

Concordia Sagittaria 

Aquileia 

Trieste 

Cremona 

Brescia 

Este 

Asolo 

Padova 

Oderzo 

Belluno 

Vicenza 

Mantova 

Feltre 

Trento 

Not identified 

Verona 

Zuglio 

Cividale del Friuli 

Not identified 

Not identified 

Treviso 

Not identified 

(Further, this list includes four cities in Istria and six on the coast 
of lllyria). 

Region XI (Transpadana) 

Aug. Taurinorum 

Forum Vibi 

Segusio 

Aug. Praetoria 

Torino 

Saluzzo 

Susa 

Aosta 
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Eporedia 

Vercellae 

Novaria 

Ticinum 

Laus Pompeia 

Mediolanum 

Comum 

Bergamum 

Forum Licini ..... 

Ivrea 

Vercelli 

Novara 

Pavia 

Lodi 

Milano 

Como 

Bergamo 

Not identified. Also 
found in list VIII. 

Modern place-names (right-hand column) are given in the form used 
on the TCI map of Italy, 1:200.000. 
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APPENDIX II 

THE CITIES OF GAUL IN THE EARLY FIRST CENTURY AD 

ACCORDING TO PLINY AND STRABO 

Narbonensis, Maritime Alps and Alpes Graiae 

Narbo 

Baeterrae 

Nemausus 

Aquae Sextiae 

Maritima · 

Forum Iulii 

Antipolis 

Reii 

Cabellio 

Aven(n)io 

Apta Iulia 

Arausio 

Carpentorate 

Vasio 

Augusta Tricastinorum 

Alba Helviorum 

Valentia 

Vienna 

Arelate 

Massilia 

Ruscino 

Luteva 

Tolosa 

Cemenelum 

Dinia 

Ceutrones 

Narbonne 

Beziers 

Ntmes 

Aix-en-Provence 

near Martigues 

Frejus 

Antibes 

Riez 

Cavaillon 

Avignon 

Apt 

Orange 

Carpentras 

Vaison 

St-Paul-trois-Chateaux 

Aps 

Valence 

Vienne 

Aries 

Marseille 

Castel Roussillon 

Lodeve 

Toulouse 

Cimiez 

Digne 

Aime 
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Redones Rennes 

Aguitania Lugdunum Lyon 

Senones Sens 

Arverni Clermont-Ferrand 
Tricasses Troyes 

Bituriges Cubi Bourges 
Turones Tours 

Bituriges Vivisci Bordeaux 
Veliocasses Rouen 

Gabali Javols 
Venelli Carentan 

Lemovices Limoges 
Viducasses Vieux 

Nitiobriges Agen 

Petrocorii Perigueux 
Segusiavi Feurs 

Caleti Lillebonne 

Pictones Poitiers 
Veneti Vannes 

Ruteni Rodez 
I 

' Santones 'l 
Saintes 

i Vellavi St-Pauli en 

I Ausci Auch 
Belgica and the Al2es Poeninae 

Convenae St-Bertrand-de-Com minges 

' ( Tarbelli Dax 
Ambiani Amiens 

Atrebates Arras 

I Cadurci Cahors 
Bellovaci Beauvais 

Helvetii Avenches ) 
Noviodunum Nyon 

Lugdunensis (Celtica) Leuci Toul 

Mediomatrici Metz 
Abrincatui Avranches 

Andecavi Angers 
Tungri Tongeren 

Aulerci Cenomanni Le Mans 
Col. Claudia Ara 
Agrippinensium Koln 

Aulerci Diablintes Jublains Morini Therouanne 

Aulerci Eburovices Evreux Menapii Cassel 

Baiocasses Bayeux Nervii Bavai 
. --'-

Carnutes Chartres Remi Reims 

Coriosolites Corseul Sequani Besancon 

Aedui Autun Silvanectes Senlis 

Lexovii Lisieux Suessiones Soissons 

Meldi Meaux Treveri Trier 
I 
1 Namnetes Nantes Veromandui St-Quentin 
,i 

Osisimii Carhaix Augusta Rauracorum Augst 

Parisii Paris Vallenses Martigny 
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Nemetes 

Triboci 

Vangiones 

Lingones 

Note 

Speyer 

Brumath 

Worms 

Langres 

Modern place-names (right-hand column) 
on the IGN map of France, 1:100.000. 

are 
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given in the form used 

APPENDIX III 

THE CITIES OF GAUL IN THE LATE FOURTH CENTURY AD 

ACCORDING TO THE NOTITIA GALLIARUM 

First-century list 

Lyon 

Feurs 

Autun 

Langres 

Rouen 

Lillebonne 

Bayeux 

Avranches 

Vieux 

Evreux 

Lisieux 

Carentan 

Tours 

Le Mans 

Rennes 

Angers 

Nantes 

Corseul 

Vannes 

Carhaix 

Jublains 

Notitia Galliarum 

Lugdunensis Qrima 

Lyon 

Autun 

Langres 

Lugdunensis secunda 

Rouen 

Bayeux 

Avranches 

Evreux 

Seez 

Lisieux 

Coutances 

Lugdunensis tertia 

Tours 

Le Mans 

Rennes 

Angers 

Nantes 

Corseul 

Vannes 

Carhaix 

Jublains 
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Lugdunensis Senonia 
Germania secunda Sens Sens 

Kain Kain 
Chartres Chartres 

Tongeren Tongeren Auxerre 

Troyes Troyes 
Maxima Seguanorum Orleans 

Besancon Besancon Paris Paris 
Nyon Nyon Meaux Meaux 
Avenches Avenches 

-.J Augst Basel 
j 'I Belgica prima 

j' 

IC~ Trier Trier 
Alpes Graiae et Poeninae Metz Metz 

Aime Moutiers 
,j .... Toul Toul 

Martigny Martigny Verdun 

;/ Viennensis , r 
Belgica secunda 

Vienne Vienne 
: \ '!I' 

J\ J ' Reims Reims 
Gen~ve rk 

Soissons Soissons 
Grenoble 

' <'~ ' 

~ 
fi Chalons-sur-Marne 

Aps Aps •/"' 

r~1 
St.-Quentin .St.-Quentin 

Die Arras Arras 
Valence Valence '~ 

~,,. 
-._, ____ 

-·-
Bavai Cambrai 

St.-Paul St.-Paul --~ .. ~.; Cassel Tournai 
Vaison Vaison 

' ~ 

Senlis 
Orange Orange -~ 

Senlis 

... 
'.""~~'-. I Beauvais Beauvais 

Carpentras 
i ' 

Amiens Amiens 
Cavaillon Cavaillon 

} 
Therouanne 

Avignon 
~ 

1-
Therouanne 

Avignon ,,., Boulogne 
Aries Aries .~ ~ 

A I 
Marseille . / .. Marseille 

.'\ 

I 

Germania prima 
Maritima :1 

I 
! 
ij 

Mainz 
Brumath Strasbourg 

Aguitanica prima Speyer Speyer 
Bourges 

&urges Worms Worms 
Clermont-Ferrand Clermont-Ferrand 
Rodez 

Rodez 

Albi 
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Cahors 

Limoges 

Javols 

St.-Paulien 

Bordeaux 

Agen 

Saintes 

Poi tiers 

Perigueux 

Auch 

Dax 

St-Bertrand 

Narbonne 

Toulouse 

Castel-Roussillon 

Beziers 

Nimes 

Lodeve 

(Ruscino) 

Cahors 

Limoges 

Javols 

St.-Paulien 

Aquitanica secunda 

Bordeaux 

Agen 

Angouleme 

Saintes 

Poi tiers 

Perigueux 

Novempopulan(i)a 

Eauze 

Auch 

Dax 

Lectoure 

St-Bertrand 

Arcachon (La Tete de Buch) 

Pau 

Aire 

Bazas 

Tarbes 

Oloron 

St.-Lizier 
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Key to maps 5 and 6 

Marina di Lago di Patria 

2 Ercolano (Herculaneum) 

3 S. Maria di Capua Vetere (Capua) 
4 Aquino 

5 Sessa Aurunca 

6 Venafro 

7 Sora 

8 Teano 

9 Nola 

10 Avellino 

11 Ariccia 

12 Acerra 

13 Alife 

14 Atina 

15 Alatri 

16 Anagni 
17 Orta di Atella 
18 Castel S. Angelo 
19 Arpino 
20 Avella 
21 Castelgandolfo 
22 Caiazzo 
23 Cassino 
24 Piglio 
25 Casamari 
26 Cori 
27 S. Ferdinando 
28 Marino 
29 Francolise 
30 Frosinone 
31 Ferentino 
32 Falvaterra 
33 Ceccano 
34 

S. Alessandro 
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35 Ceprano 71 Spoleto 

36 Faiti 72 Castelleone di Suasa 

37 Gabii 73 Gualdo Tadino 

38 Pignataro Interamna 74 Trevi 

39 Lanuvium 75 Borgo Tufico 

40 Norba 76 Collemancio 

41 Mentana (Nomentum) 77 Bettona 

42 Palestrina 78 Osimo 

43 Priverno 79 Cingoli 

44 Sezze 80 Cupramontana 
45 Segni 81 Falerone 

46 Cancello 82 S. Claudio al Chienti 
47 Telese 83 Monteroberto 
48 Treglia 84 Helvia Ricina 
49 Trevi nel Lazio 85 S. Maria di Pieve 
50 Frascati 86 Tolentino 
51 Veroli 87 Treia 

I._ 
52 Velletri 88 Urbisaglia 
53 Cisterna 89 Lanciano 
54 Borgo Appio 90 Iuvanum 
55 Attiglio 91 Chieti 

I t 
56 Civitella d'Arno 92 Corfinio 

Camerino 93 57 Castelvecchio Subequo . ---58 Spello 94 Sulmona -~ 
59 S. Gemini Fonte 95 Civita d'Antino 
60 Foligno 96 Luco dei Marsi ·------··· 

~ 61 S. Giovanni Profiamma 97 S. Benedetto dei Marsi 
62 Gubbio 98 Albe '4.-lba Fucens) --- . 
63 Terni 99 Capradosso 

. -
100 :-I 64 Bevagna Assisi -,;_""" I 

65 Matelica 101 Spoltore 
66 Narni 102 Penne 

103 ~ 67 Nocera S. Paolo di Peltuino .:. 
68 Otricoli 104 Ofina ·. , .. ..,) , 

i,· 

69 S. Maria di Pistia 105 Pietrabbondante 
70 Sassoferrato 106 Boiano 
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107 Alfedena 

108 Isernia 

109 Montagano 

110 Altilia 

111 Trivento 

112 Pozzuoli 

113 Correse 

114 Bacugno 

115 S. Maria in Vescovio 

116 Fidenae 

117 N6rcia 

118 Rieti 

119 Monteleone Sabino 
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Index to maps 

Sites are listed alphabetically by their modern names. The following informa­
tion is given: 

a. Ancient city-list: 

I-XI 
A 
B 
L 
N 
* 

Italian regions I through XI (page 85 ff) 
Aquitania (page 100) 
Belgica and the Alpes Poeninae (page 101 f) 
Lugdunensis (page 1 OOf) 
Narbonensis et al. (page 99f) 
Found only in the Notitia Galliarum (page 103ff) 

b. Map humber and sector. Each map is divided into four quarters, lettered 

as follows: 

A Upper left 
B Upper right 
C Lower left 
D Lower right 

c. Site number on map 5 or 6 (if applicable). 

Examples: 

Cupramontana V 6 A· 80 

Cupramontana is found in the ancient city-list for region V, located in the 
upper left-hand quarter of map 6, and identified as site number 80 • 

Dax A 3 C 

Dax is listed in the city-list for Aquitania and located in the lower left-hand 

quarter of map 3. 

Die * 4A 

-: 

Die is listed in the Notitia Galliarum, but not in the first-century lists. It 
is located in the upper left-hand quarter of map 4. ."""' 
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Acerra I 6 D 12 

Acqualagna VI 6 A 
Arles 

N 4 C 

Acqui IX 5 C 
Arpi 

II 6 D 

Agde 
4 C 

Arpino 
I 6 C 19 

Agen * 3 C 
Arras 

B 1 B 

Aire-sur-1' Adour * 3 C 
Ascoli Piceno 

V 6A 

Aix-en-Provence N 4 D 
Ascoli Satriano 

II 6 D 

Alatri I 6 C 15 
Asolo 

X 5 B 

Alba N 4 C 
Assisi 

VI 6A 100 

Alba IX 5 C 
Asti 

IX SA 

Alba Fucens IV 6 C 98 
Atena Lucana 

III 6 D 

Albe IV 6 C 98 
Atina 

I 6 C 14 

Albenga IX 5 C 
Atri 

V 6A 

Albi * 3 D 
Attiglio 

VI 6A 55 

Alezio II 7 A 
Auch * 3 C 

' \ Alfedena 

Augst 
B 2 D 

IV 6 C 107 

Alife I 6 D 13 
Autun 

L 4A 

Altilia IV 6 D 110 
Auxerre * 2 C T 

Altino X 5 B 
Avella 

I 6 D 20 

'-,\, 
Amelia VI 6 C 

Avellino 
I 6 D 10 

<J Amiternum 

Avenches 
B 4 B 

) 
IV, 6 C 

Anagni I 6 C 16 
Avignon 

N 4 C 

i 
J Ancona V 6A 

Avranches 
L 1 C ' 

Angers L 
Bacugno 

IV 6 C 114 

1 C 

Angouleme * 3A 
Banzi 

III 6 D 

Antibes N 4 D 
Barcellonnette * 

40 

Anzio I 6 C 
Bari 

II 7 A 

Aosta XI 4 B 
Basel * 

2 D 

Apt N 4 C 
Bavai 

B 2 A 

Aquileia X 6 B 
Bayeux 

L 1 C 

Aquino I 6 C 
4 Bazas * 

3 C 

Arcachon * 
Beauvais 

B 1 D 

3 C 

Ardea 

Belluno 
X 5 B 

I 6 C 

Arezzo 

Bene 
XI 4 B 

VII 5 D 

Ariccia 
11 Benevento 

11 6 D 

I 6 C Bergamo 
XI 5 A 
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Bertinoro VIII 5 D Casamari I 6 C 25 
Besancon B 2 D Cassel B 2 A 

Bettona VI 6A 77 Cassino I 6 C 23 

Bevagna VI 6A 64 Castel-Roussillon N 3 D 

Beziers N 4 C Castel S. Angelo I 6 C 18 

Bitonto II 7 A Castelgandolfo I 6 C 21 

Blera VII 5 D Castellammare di Velia III 6 D 
Bojano IV 6 D 106 Castellane * 4 D 
Bologna VIII 5 D Castelleone di Suasa VI 6 A 72 

Bolsena VII 5 D Castelvecchio Subequo IV 6 C 93 
Bondino VIII 5 B Cavaillon N 4 C 
Bordeaux A 3 C Ceccano I 6 C 33 
Borgo Appio I 6 C 54 Ceglie II 7A 
Borgo Tufico VI 6 A 75 Ceprano I 6 C 35 
Boulogne * 1 B Cerveteri VII 6 C 
Bourges A 3 B Cesena VIII 5 D 
Bovino II 6 D Chalon-sur-Saone 4 A 
Brescia X 5A Chalons-sur-Marne * 2 C 
Briancon * 4 B Chartres L 1 D 
Brfodisi II 7 A Chieri XI 4 B 
Brumath B 2 D Chieti IV 6 C 91 
Butrium VIII 5 B Chiusi VII 5 D 
Cahors A 3 D Cimiez N 4 D 
Caiazzo I 6 D 22 Cingoli V 6A 79 

( Cambrai * 1 B Circello II 6 D 
Camerino VI 6 A 57 Cisterna I 6 C 53 

Cancello I 6 D 46 
Citta di Castello VI 5 D 

Canne II 6 D Cividale dei Friuli 
\ 

X 6 B I 

Canosa II 6 D Civita d' Antino IV 6 C 95 

Capradosso IV 6 C 99 
Civitella d' Arno VI 5 D/6 A 56 ' Capua I 6 D 3 
Clermont-Ferrand A 3 B 

Carcassonne 3 D Collemancio VI 6A 76 

Carentan L 1 C Collonnella V 6 A 
Carhaix L 1 A Como XI 5A 
Carpentras N 4 C Concordia (Sagittaria) X 5 B 
Carsoli IV 6 C Conversano II 7 A 
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Conza della Campania II 6 D Feurs L 4A 

Corfinio IV 6 C 92 Fidenae IV 6 C 116 

Cori I 6 C 26 Fidenza VIII 5A 

. Correse IV 6 C 113 fiesole VII 5 D 

Corseul L 1 B Firenze VII 5 D 

Cortona VII 5 D foligno VI 6A 60 

Cosa VII 5 D Forl'i VIII 5 D 

Cosenza Ill 7 C Forlimp6poli VIII 5 D 

Coutances * 1 C F6rmia I 6 C 

Cremona XI 5 A Fornovo VIII 5 A/C 

Crotone III 7 C Fossombrone VI 6A 

Cumae I 6 C/D Francolise I 6 C 29 

Cupra V 6A Frascati I 6 C 50 

Cupramontana V 6 A 80 Frejus N 4 D 

Dax A 3 C Frosinone I 6 C 30 

Die * 4 A Gabii I 6 C 37 ~ 

Digne Galeata VI 5 D 
J 

N 4 D 
I ·, 
I I 

Eauze * 3 C Gallipoli II 7A :, 
'1~ 

Eboli Ill 6 D Gap * 4 D , 
Egnazia II 7A Geneve * 4 B 

Embrun * 4D Genova IX 5 C 

Enserune 3 D Ginosa II 7 A 

Entremont 4 C Giuliuanova V 6 A 
\ 

Este X 5 B Gravina in Puglia II 7 A 

' Ercolano I 6 D 2 Grenoble * 4 B 

Evreux L 1 D Grosseto VII 5 D 

Faenza VIII 5 D Grumento Ill 6 D 

Faiti I 6 C 36 Grumo Appula II 7A 

Falerii novi VII 5 D/6 C Gualdo Tadino VI 6A 73 

Falerone V 6A 81 Gubbio VI 6A 62 

Falvaterra Helvia Ricina V 6A 84 
I 6 C 32 

Fano Herculaneum {Ercolano) I 6 D 2 

1; VI 6 A 
Feltre X 

Iesi VI 6A 
5 B 

Ferentino 31 Imola VIII 5 D 
I 6 C 

Ferento lsernia IV 6 C 108 

VII 5 D 
Fermo Iuvanum IV 6 C 90 

V 6 A 
Feurs 
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Martigny 
B 4 B 

Ivrea XI 4 B 4 C 
Martigues > Maritima N 

Javols A 4A VI 6 A 65 
Jublains L 1 C Matelica 

Lacedonia Mattinata II 6 D 
II 6 D 

Ladenburg Meaux 
L 1 D 

2 B 
I/IV 6 C 41 

Lanciano IV 6 C 89 Mentana 

Langres Metaponto III 7 A 
B 2 C 

Lanuvium Metz B 2 D 
I 6 C 39 

Larina Milano XI 5 C 
II 6 D 

Lauren tum Minturno I 6 C 
I 6 C 

Lausanne Mirabella Eclano II 6 D 
4 B 

Lecce Modena VIII 5 B 
II 7A 

Lectoure Monopoli II 7A 

* 3 C 
IV 6 D 109 

Lillebonne * 1 C Montagano 

Limoges Monte Circeo I 6 C 
A 3 B 

IV 6 C 119 
Lisieux L 1 C Monteleone Sabino 83 
Lodeve Monteroberto V 6A 

N 4 C 

Lodi Montesarchio II 6 D 
XI 5A 

Lucca Monteu da Po IX 5A 
VII 5 D 

Lucera Moutiers N 4 B 
II 6 D 

Luco dei Marsi 96 Nantes L 3 A 
IV 6 C \ Luni Napoli I 6 D ,) . 

VII 5 C 
Lyon Narbonne N 3 D 

L 4A 66 
Macerata Feltria Narni VI 6 C 

VI 5 D 
Maccarese I/VII Nepi VII 6 C 

6 C 
Magreta Nice 

40 \ 5 D 2 A 
Mainz * 2 B Nijmegen 

Manfredonia Ntmes N 4 C 
II 6 D 

Le Mans Nocera I 6 D 
L 1 C 6 A 67 

Mantova Nocera VI 
X 5 B 9 

Manziana Nola I 6 D 
VII 5 D/6 C 6A 117 

Maratea III 6 D Norcia IV 
40 6 C 

Marina di Lago di Patria I 6 C/D 1 Norma I 

Marino 28 Novara XI 5A 
I 6 C 

Maritima Numana V 6A 
~! 

N 4 C I 

Marseille N 4 C 
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Nyon B 4 B Poi tiers A 3 A 

Oderzo X 5 B Policastro III 6 D 

Ofina IV 6 C 104 Policoro III 7A 

Oloron * 3 C Pollenza XI 4 B 

Orange N 4 C Pompeii I 6 D 

Ordona II 6 D Populonia VII 5 D 

Oria II 7 A Porto Clementino VII 5 D 

Orleans * 1 D Potenza III 6 D 

Orta di Atella I 6 D 17 Pozzuoli I 6 D 112 

Orte VII 5 D/6 C Priverno I 6 C 43 

Ortona IV 6 A/C Quaderne VIII 5 D 

Osimo V 6 A 78 Ravenna VIII 5 D 

Ostia I 6 C Reggio di ~alabria III 7 C 

Ostra VI 6A Reims B 2 C 

Otranto II 7 A/B Rennes L 1 C 

Otrkoli VI 6 C 68 
Rieti IV 6 C 118 

-. Padova X 5 B Riez N 4 D 

Palestrina I 6 C 42 
Rimini VIII 5 D 

'- I Paris L 1 D 

Parma 

Rodez A 3 D 

( 
VIII 5 A \ 

Patu II 7 A/B 
Roma I 6 C 

Pau * 3 C 
Rouen L 1 D 

Pavia XI 5 A 
Ruscino > Castel-Roussillon N 3 D 

I Penne IV 6 A/C 102 
Rutigliano II 7 A 

Ruvo di Puglia II 6 D 

~"":. 
Perigueux A 3 B 

- ., Perugia 
Ruzzi 

!', ~~.' VII 5 D 
II 7 A 

P' Pesaro VI 6 A 
Salapia II 6 D 

Pesto 
Saluzzo XI 4 B 

III 6 D 

Pezenas 4 C 
S. Agata VIII 5 B 

Piacenza VIII 5 A 
S. Alessandro I 6 C 34 

// 

Piane di Falerone V 6A 81 S. Angelo VI 5 D ,1: 

Pietrabbondante IV 6 D 105 S. Benedetto dei Marsi IV 6 C 

Piglio I 6 C 24 S. Claudio al Chienti V 6 A 82 

Pignataro Interamna 
38 S. Ferdinando 

6 D 27 I 

I 6 C 
I 

\ 
\ 

Pistoia 
S. Gemini Fonte 

6 C 59 
1, 

VII 5 D 
VI 

Pitigliano 
s c· . VI 6 A 61 i 

VII 5 D 
• iovanm Profiamma 

I 

S. Maria Capua Vetere VI 6 A 3 ~ 
i1 

Ji. 
'•' 

l 
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, 

s. Maria di Pieve V 6A 85 Sovana VII 5 D 
s. Maria di Pistia VI 6 A 69 Spello VI 6A 58 
s. Maria in Potenza V 6A Speyer B 2 B 
s. Maria in Vescovio IV 6 C 115 Spoleto VI 6A 71 
s. Paolo di Civitate II 6 D Spoltore IV 6 A 101 
s. Paolo di Peltuino IV 6 C 103 Squillace III 7 C 
St. -Bertrand-de-Comm inges A 3 C Strasbourg * 2 D 
St.-Lizier * 3 D Strongoli III 7 C 
St.-Paul-trois.:.Chateaux N 4 C Sulmona IV 6 C 94 
St.-Paulien A 4A 

Susa XI 4 B 
St.-Quentin B 1 B 

Sutri VII 5 D/6 C 
St.-Thibery 4 C 

Tarascon 4 C I[ 
; Saintes A 3 A 

· Tarbes * 3 C t 
Sanza III 6 D 

5 D 
·p·-... - ~-

Tarquinia VII 
Sarsina VI 5 D 

Taureana III 7 C -~--.----... 

Sassoferrato VI 6A 70 
Teano I 6 C 8 

Saturnia VII 5 D 
Telese I 6 D 47 

* 1 C 

~ 
....... .,, Seez 

Tenedo VIII 5 B '· 45 Segni I 6 C 
Termoli IV ·,6 D . . 

Senez * 4 D 
Terni VI 6 C 63 

-. Senigallia VI 6A 
Terracina I 6 C ' 

Senlis B 1 D 
Terruggia IX 5 A 

Sens L 1 D 
La Tete de Buch> Arcachon * 3 C 

Serravalle IX 5 C 
Therouanne B 1 B 

Sessa Aurunca I 6 C 5 
7 A Thurio III 

I 
Sestino VI 5 D 

Tivoli IV 6 C 120 
Sestri Levante IX 5 C 

Todi VI 5 D 
Sezze I 6 C 44 

2 A Ir Tongeren B 

I 
Siena VII 5 D 

Tolentino V 6 A 86 l 
I : J Sinuessa I 6 C 

Torino XI 4 B i 
Sisteron * 4 D 

Torre del Casale III 7 C i : j 
Sogliano VIII 5 D 

Tortona IX 5 A J Soissons B 1 D 
Toulouse N 3D 

'.I Sora I 6 C 7 
Tournai * 1 B/2 A ,1 Sorrento I 6 D 
Tours 1 C 

., 
L 1~'.i 

6 D 48 tq 
Treglia I 

:1;, ,., 
~I 
'!i; 
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Treia V 6A 87 Vieux L 1 C 
Trento X 5 B Voghera IX 5A 

Trevi VI 6 A 74 Volterra VII 5 D 

Trevi nel Lazio I 6 C 49 Wiesbaden 2 B 

Treviso X 5 B Worms B 2 B 

Trier B 2 B Xanten 2 B 

Trieste X 6 B Zuglio X 5 B 

Trivento IV 6 D 111 

Troyes B 2 C 

Tuscania VII 5 D 

Ugento II 7A 

Urbino VI 5 D 

Urbisaglia V 6A 88 . 
Vaison N 4 C 

Valence N 4A 

Valenza IX SA 

Valesio II 7 A 

Vannes L 1 A 

l' Vaste II 7 A/B '"\ 

;: 
Vasto IV 6 D 

J Veio VII 6 C 

Velleia VIII 5A 

Velletri I 6 C 52 ,, 

Venafro I 6 C 6 

Venasque 4 C "/ 

Vence N 4D fr 
Venosa II 6 D 

Ventimiglia IX 4D 

Vercelli XI 5 A 

Verdun * 2 C .--
51 'Y .... 

Veroli I 6 C -
Verona X 5 B 

Vibo Valentia III 7 C 

Vicenza X 5 B 
:4''" 

Vienne N 4A 

1, 
! 
i 
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