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Abstract 

This dissertation evaluates evidence for pedestrian care, management, and guidance in the ancient 

Roman city of Pompeii. Major lines of inquiry are directed toward understanding the rights of 

pedestrians, the regulations that targeted pedestrians, and, especially, if and how the built environment 

of Pompeii was modified to direct, control, and take advantage of pedestrian flows. 

A fundamental, if seemingly obvious, consideration is that pedestrian movement is unlike vehicular 

movement. Consequently, the way in which pedestrians and vehicles choose routes and their reactions 

to the built environment is different; hence, if one wishes to manage their movement, the management 

strategies need to be different as well. 

A basic assumption of this research is that the behavior of ancient Pompeiians can be equated to 

that of modern pedestrians: route choice is based on costs and convenience, that is, on the use of the 

least amount of energy and on the comfort provided by the infrastructure. 

A review of Roman laws and regulations concludes that, at least within cities, the Romans did 

manage the movement of heavy vehicles transporting goods or people, and also banned horseback 

riding. On the other hand, nothing of this sort was attempted for pedestrian traffic, which was subject to 

no regulations: contrary to the norms in modern western cities, it appears that on public streets Roman 

pedestrians could legally walk and cross anywhere they wanted. This lack of direct involvement should 

not be mistaken for indifference: the civic authorities probably recognized that modifications of the 

built environment could be a more effective approach to pedestrian management. 

After a review of the scholarship and excavation reports, this study concludes that neither the outer 

nor the inner ring road of Pompeii made a complete circuit of the city—at least in 79 CE—and that 

only some sections were open to traffic. An analysis of the pedestrian qualities of the Suburban Plaza 

of Pompeii is also proposed. 
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The areas of Pompeii examined in this study are those where management was probably more 

necessary, that is the city gates: these spaces acted as bottlenecks of the urban traffic and as such they 

would be more likely subject to the attention of an authority with an interest in traffic movement. In 

fact, this study argues that the placement of sidewalks within the city gates and of nearby stepping 

stones was done in order to guide the movement through the city gates on the opposite sidewalk than 

the movement to the fountains: in this way a smoother flow would be generated, both by decreasing 

pedestrian density thanks to the separation of different types of traffic and by keeping fountains— 

places of congregation—out of the way of those who were just interested in passing by. It is also 

argued that these modifications were purposely created by the civic authorities in order to achieve an 

enhanced pedestrian flow—in other words, with the goal of obtaining what we would today call 

efficiency. Evidence of cases of successful guidance is identifiable in the presence of features that 

would exploit the resulting flow of pedestrians: the consistent placement of the schola tombs along 

only one of the two sidewalks outside the city gates, and the higher presence of bars along the same 

sidewalks within the city are indicative. 
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1 

Kaffee: I don't understand. How did you know where the mess hall was if it's not in this book? 

Cpl. Barnes: Well, I guess I just followed the crowd at chow time, sir. 

Kaffee: No more questions. 

(A Few Good Men, 1992) 

The realization that sometimes people move toward a destination not by following direct 

instructions, but by looking at the indirect guidance provided by the surrounding environment (in the 

fiction of the movie, the flow of other soldiers), prompted the author’s analysis of the archaeology of 

Pompeii in search of the physical elements that would have directed the everyday Pompeians in their 

everyday walks though their city. 

Introduction 

This dissertation makes the case for the importance of pedestrian traffic in antiquity. How did 

Roman pedestrians move through their urban environment? How did they choose a route? Was it based 

on habits? Was it based on the shortest path? Or was it the one requiring the least effort? 

More specifically, did pedestrian regulations and penalties exist? Was there something akin to the 

modern misdemeanor of jay-walking? Or were people left free to self-regulate? 

Pedestrians made up a substantial part of the movement along Roman roads, and movement is a 

necessary part of life, then as now. On a more practical level, without movement there is no change, no 

trade, no economy, and no communication. It is important now to specify that the movement in 

question is urban, not traffic along country roads connecting different cities: in the latter case people 

could be also transported in communal vehicles, whereas this phenomenon was much more limited 

within cities.
1 

Further, cities are usually controlled by a central civic government, so if one is trying to 

understand if a system regulating traffic movement had ever existed, then the places where this would 

be more easily identifiable are the cities. 

1 
Laws were enacted to control vehicular transport of people within Roman cities (see Chapter 02 “Pedestrian Law and 

Punishment”). 
1 

http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0001864/?ref_=tt_trv_qu


 

 

      

         

           

      

 

    

        

  

          

  

    

      

       

      

   

        

 

  

         

    

       

         

                                                 
   

   

              

   

The focus of this study is, however, even more restricted: the people walking on the streets—the 

pedestrians. One could meet many more pedestrians in a city than on a country road, not so much 

because most people were living within a city, but because cities were the main hubs for retail 

commerce, legal disputes, political life, and religious ceremonies. Roman cities were congested not 

only with wheeled and animal traffic, but also with pedestrians. 

According to the urban planner Kevin Lynch, people “translate” modern cities into mental maps 

using a culturally shared set of five elements: “paths,” streets and other channels that connect different 

parts of the city; “landmarks,” evident structures and natural markers; “edges,” noticeable boundaries 

like city walls; “nodes,” areas of intense activity; and “districts,” portions of a city identified by 

common characters.
2 

Lynch’s ideas profoundly influenced scholars of the classical world who applied 

them to the ancient urban environments. For example, MacDonald coined the terms “connective 

architecture,” “passage architecture,” and “public buildings” to refer respectively to features that 

favored movement (for example, thoroughfares, stairways and plazas), to features that guided and 

marked transitions between districts (for example, city gates and arches), and to features that were 

popular destinations (for example, basilicas and fountains). MacDonald argued that these three 

categories created a mental map of a Roman city shared by its citizens, dubbed the “armature” of a 

city.
3 

However, our interest in pedestrians leads us to isolate and detach one element of the “connective 

architecture” category and analyze it by itself: the sidewalk. In fact, this is the component of the streets 

specially built to accommodate pedestrians, and as such can help in the understanding of how people 

moved and were expected to move. Sidewalks were, and still are, the most contested space in a city: 

occupying a liminal position between private and public property, 
4 

they are often subject to irregular 

2 
Lynch 1960. 

3 
MacDonald 1986: 5–31. 

4 
Owned by the city, but maintained by the owners of the fronting building—as will be described in the chapter “Pedestrian 

law and punishment”. 
2 



 

 

         

      

    

        

      

        

      

    

 

         

          

    

  

        

       

      

  

  

 

   

        

     

                                                 
               

              

                

            

actions, usually aimed at their occupation by shops or vendors, and thus provoking the re-actions of 

central authorities.
5 

But sidewalks can also be active agents in shaping people’s movement, inviting— 

thanks to their location and dimensions—pedestrians to stay on one side or the other of the street. 

Analysis of the placement and maintenance of sidewalks can help clarify not only the level of 

involvement that city authorities had in pedestrian care, but also whether any systematic actions were 

taken to mitigate the problem of pedestrian congestion—or even to guide it: Domitian’s freeing of the 

sidewalks of Rome from activities that had illegally occupied them seems to suggest not only care for 

pedestrian traffic, but also an approach that considered sidewalks as prime spaces for pedestrian 

movement. 

Additionally, sidewalks cannot be considered in isolation: they are not the sole element of the 

pedestrian-scape managed by civic authorities. In fact, it is thanks to the interactions among all 

pedestrian features (especially city gates, fountains, and sidewalks) that the different modes of thinking 

about foot traffic can be more clearly delineated. 

In the end, this dissertation examines whether the civic authorities went beyond the simplistic 

approach of building sidewalks with the hope that somebody would use them. In fact, it was with the 

desire to evaluate the level of sophistication in the guidance and exploitation of pedestrian movement 

that this research started. 

1.1 Synopsis 

The following section gives a brief outline of each chapter. 

Chapter 01 – Previous Research and Methodology 

In this chapter, a summary of the previous research on streets is presented, showing how 

pedestrians have rarely been at the center of attention. Early studies focused on the creation of transport 

5 
The New York Post reported that in February 2016, for example, New York City authorities fined a shopkeeper and 

destroyed merchandise that was occupying the sidewalk more than 4 feet from the store, going beyond what is legally 

allocated. Gonen, Wilson, and Perez 2016. The situation in modern Rome is much alike: every summer bar and restaurants 

expand (often illegally) onto the fronting sidewalks, at times reducing significantly the area where one can walk. 
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infrastructures, but recently they have tried to repopulate the streets by researching movement and its 

different agents. The limits of space syntax analysis for the study of pedestrians are also discussed. The 

works of Ellis and Poehler are introduced as those most significant for this dissertation: according to 

the former, the pedestrian flows determined the location of bar counters in Pompeii; according to the 

latter, a system that controlled vehicular traffic in Pompeii can be distinguished with a careful analysis 

of selected street features. 

The scope of this dissertation is then presented: Roman laws and the street-scape of Pompeii will 

be analyzed to see if a pedestrian management system ever existed, especially in correspondence of the 

congested city gates. Then the necessity of reconstructing the inner and outer ring roads is discussed as 

they contributed to the traffic at the city gates. 

The difference between goods and passenger transport is then considered, and this analysis 

concludes that pedestrians are street agents with distinctive characteristics. Pedestrian traffic is then 

described as the most substantial—and therefore influential—of all traffics: in an ancient city most 

people walked. 

Studies about modern city traffic are then employed to supplement the scarcity of ancient sources 

about pedestrian route choice: in order to understand how such a choice could be guided, the behavior 

of Pompeians was likened to the so-called pedestrian economicus, a recent model according to which 

the course of a path is identified so that the cost of walking is balanced by the gain to be attained from 

the planned destination. From these same studies, a number of concepts are adopted, especially 

movement to (movement with a destination within the space under analysis), movement through 

(movement just passing through the space under analysis), and self-organization of pedestrian flows. 

Finally the limits of the dissertation are presented. 
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Chapter 02 – Pedestrian Laws and Punishment 

Roman laws are analyzed to see if pedestrian rights and reserved spaces existed, and how they 

were defended. Whereas traffic regulations had been so far studied for their effects on vehicular traffic, 

here they are for the first time scrutinized to see if they were also meant to guide or limit ambulatory 

movement in the ancient city. The aediles are identified as the civic officials who had the duty to 

supervise and maintain the sidewalks and the pedestrian scape in general. Lastly, the consequences 

resulting from a lack of respect of these laws and regulations are explained. 

Chapter 03 – Ring Roads of Pompeii 

At the beginning of Chapter 03, the inner and outer ring roads are theoretically defined in their 

similar functions but different raisons d'être: both are meant to allow swift movement, but one is 

created to separate the traffic going into a city from the traffic bypassing that same city, and the other to 

permit soldiers and military supplies to move along the city walls quickly and without obstacles. 

Consequently it is noted that, whereas traffic is always present, military needs disappear in times of 

peace, and with them also the need of inner ring roads. 

The remainder of the chapter uses archaeological data and historical reports to evaluate the 

presence of these ring roads at Pompeii. The discussion is organized in discrete portions delimited by 

the two proximate city gates. It is concluded that only some of these portions existed: the inner ring 

road started to be abolished in late Samnite times, whereas a complete outer ring road actually never 

existed. The consequence is that almost all traffic had to pass through the city since there was no way 

to circle it. 

One important contribution to the topography of Pompeii and to the study of pedestrian 

movement is the innovative contention that a pedestrian city gate and walkway existed within the 

structures of the Sarno Baths. Based on archaeological remains, this ‘Sarno Baths posterula’ appears to 

5 



 

 

         

  

      

   

     

 

       

   

    

 

   

    

     

 

   

       

   

    

 

      

      

        

    

have existed from the Samnite phase of the city walls to 79 CE (with some changes in its course and 

appearance), permitting a swift connection between the plain and the forum area. 

The Suburban Plaza outside Porta Marina is for the first time evaluated as an important 

pedestrian hub. The function of the LCC markers is considered in light of the Posterula Occidentalis 

(western pedestrian city gate) and of the re-appropriative actions by Suedius Clemens. Until recently, 

scholarly interest had been limited to its Bath complex (especially its erotic frescos). 

Finally it is considered how the surviving portions of the inner and outer ring roads could be 

combined together to create routes that would allow traffic through to avoid the busiest streets while 

moving across the city. Such an advantage would justify both the survival of portions of the military 

inner ring road in times of peace and the absence of a complete outer ring road. 

Chapter 04 – Archaeology of Pedestrian Traffic in Pompeii 

In this chapter the archaeology of the street scape of Pompeii is examined in an attempt to 

identify traces of pedestrian traffic management by the central civic authorities and of exploitation by 

private activities. 

Selected elements are used as evidence for control and guidance: city gates, portals, sidewalks, 

stepping stones, and fountains. Each of them is thoroughly analyzed in order to determine a 

comprehensive inventory of their functions, with a special attention to pedestrian qualities and 

advantages. In some cases this is done for the first time, supplementing and collecting what had been so 

far scattered in the scholarship. 

The application of the Middle Range Theory identifies two elements that can be used to establish 

the presence of pedestrian traffic: bars and schola tombs. They are agents of exploitation because their 

existence is determined by their ability to take advantage of the presence of pedestrians. Consequently, 

they were established along those sidewalks that saw the most pedestrian activity. A comparison 
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between this evidence and the areas of speculated guidance will be used to confirm the reality of such 

guidance. 

Then, each city gate and it surrounding area are carefully presented and analyzed. First the 

history and a description of the passageway is provided in order to date its pedestrian features. Next, 

the quantity and quality of guidance in the area are considered: pedestrian facilities are assessed and 

intercorrelated to understand which side of the street was meant to attract traffic to and which traffic 

through. Afterward, a reconstruction of the locales of exploitation is attempted by using the position 

and density of bars and schola tombs—the proxy evidence for pedestrian presence. Finally, the 

conclusions assemble all these elements into a single narrative describing how pedestrians moved 

through the area under scrutiny, as guided and exploited by the different elements of the pedestrian-

scape. Whenever possible, the chronological evolution of this management and use will be illustrated. 

In addition, the structure and function of the monumental portals closing off the alleys leading to 

the Amphitheater Plaza are analyzed, concluding that they were used only during the days of the public 

games to control the pressure of the crowd. It is also discussed how this intermittent presence of people 

is probably connected to the paucity of shops and popinae in this plaza. 

It is concluded that not only a system to manage pedestrian traffic existed at the city gates, but 

also that traces of its exploitation can be detected: sidewalks, stepping stones and fountains were 

created so as to guide pedestrian traffic to onto the sidewalk across from that accommodating traffic 

through; bars and schola tombs were built to ‘live off’ those traffics. 

Chapter 05 – Conclusions 

This chapter presents a summary of the main points of each preceding chapter. In addition, the 

city gate areas of Pompeii are graded according to the level of guidance provided by the presence and 

quality of pedestrian facilities. A final section brings these elements together in a conclusive evaluation 
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of why and how pedestrian management was enacted in the built environment of Pompeii, and why and 

how exploitation ensued. 

1.2 Previous Research on Pedestrian Traffic, and Its Limits 

Playing on the by-now famous expression that calls “archeology: the handmaiden of history,” we 

could recast it into “pedestrian traffic: the handmaiden of movement studies.” This is to say that 

research on movement would be improved—and thus is now necessarily incomplete—by taking into 

account the movement of pedestrians: as already mentioned earlier, and generally recognized, most of 

the traffic on the urban streets of Roman cities was made up by people on foot. 

In fact, pedestrians
6 

were just one of the generators of the several types of movement occurring 

on the streets: there were pack animals, horses, porters, peddlers, litters/sedan chairs with their bearers, 

and draft animals with their carts. 
7 

So far, a good deal of attention has been granted to one of these 

movements: wheeled traffic has been studied in its quantitative and economic significance, especially 

in its function of mover of goods, but not so much of people. See also Chapter 2, where it is argued that 

transportation of people within a city came to be limited by law.
8 

However, movement studies are a fairly recent phenomenon: the 1990s witnessed the so-called 

“spatial turn” in Pompeian archaeology, a combination of quantitative and spatial approaches that 

brought the streetscape into focus. Tsujimura studied the wheel ruts left on the road surface to 

understand how carts were moving through Pompeii (especially along Via Nocera),
9 

whereas Sailou’s 

study of the curbstones allowed her to confirm what already known from legal sources: sidewalk 

6 
As will be explained in section “1.4 The Importance of Urban Pedestrian Traffic,” in this dissertation ‘pedestrians’ are 

defined as those carrying only themselves, thus explicitly excluding peddlers and porters (the latter more likely moving on 

the carriageway than on sidewalks). 
7 

Religious processions and their followers are not considered because the items of this list were selected according to the 

means of transportation. Thus processions would be a combination of pedestrians, carts, and porters (to carry the cult 

statue). Besides, whereas all the other movements can be assumed to be present daily on the streets of Roman cities, 

processions had an intermittent presence. See note 50. 
8 

It seems that so far all cart traffic studies dealt with transportation of goods and not people. It is true that people being 

transported can be equated to goods, but maybe more subtlety in its analysis would help its comprehension. 
9 

Tsujimura 1991; Tsujimura 1993. 
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maintenance was the responsibility of the owners of the building facing onto them.
10 

During the same 

period Laurence took a more general approach to the study of the social effects on the development of a 

city, and thus tried to understand where movement would have been localized: dividing the length of a 

street by the number of doorways provided a rough indicator of the amount of street activity.
11 

12 13 14
Poehler and Kaiser continued the work of Tsujimura : Poehler especially is noted for the 

study of cart traffic and, by focusing on the wear of some elements of the sidewalks, trying to 

determine the system put in place to guide cart movement along the streets of Pompeii (for example, 

the existence of one-way streets, two-way streets, and what vehicle direction in such streets was). 

Van Tilburg presented the first study of congestion
15 

which, however, problematically conflated 

pedestrian and wheeled traffic, as already critiqued by Newsome.
16 

The adoption of the space syntax method
17 

into archeology has generated map-based results 

intended to present potential movement on the streets: results vary according to the tool selected from 

this methodology’s toolbox. Weilguni’s use of axial analysis tried to “identify streets and parts of 

streets that have a high axial integration–that is, a high potential for movement”.
18 

Kaiser instead 

selected the tool “depth”—which is used to “describe how many streets and plazas one must pass 

through in order to reach a chosen street within a city from the edge of that city”
19 

—in order to create 

maps showing the different potentials of the street network.
20 

The important word in these analyses is 

“potential,” that is “non-factual”: these studies do not take into account a number of important street 

10 
Saliou 1999. 

11 
Laurence 2007. This metric has been subject to several critiques because of the lack of subtleties, but if those are taken 

into account it can still provide insights into the street activity. For a summary of its use and references to these critiques, 

see Poehler 2017a: 168, note 13. 
12 

Poehler 2017b; Poehler 2006; Poehler 2011a. 
13 

Kaiser 2011a. 
14 

Van Tilburg as well has joined this subject of research. Tsujimura 1991. 
15 

van Tilburg 2007. 
16 

Newsome 2008. 
17 

Space syntax in architecture planning was developed and pioneered by Hillier and Hanson 1984. 
18 

Weilguni and Fridell Anter 2011: 221. 
19 

Kaiser 2011d: 53. 
20 

Kaiser 2011d. Kaiser also used the tool “intersection” and a qualitative analysis of the street blocked to cart traffic. 

9 

https://network.20
https://movement�.18
https://Newsome.16
https://activity.11


 

 

      

       

      

     

       

 

      

        

          

        

           

      

           

    

     

       

         

          

       

  

   

  

                                                 
                

     

    

    

features that would have influenced the choice of their users. 
21 

In fact, there is no differentiation in 

these studies between paved or unpaved, wide or small, steep or flat, with sidewalks or without 

sidewalks and so on: these are important factors that determine if what is potential does actually 

become factual. Moreover, these studies show no interest in fitting pedestrians within their pictures of 

Pompeii, apparently considering them like carts, even though their traffic must have used different 

strategies when choosing routes. 

Such limitations are some of the reasons why this dissertation does not use syntax analysis: this 

work is not trying to reconstruct the most likely paths of pedestrians based on a neat street map, but 

attempts to use the hard evidence of the streetscape (sidewalks, stepping stones, etc.) to understand if 

and how pedestrians were managed. Besides—as will be illustrated in chapter 5—the focus of this 

analysis will be the city gates only, thus the predictive routes resulting from the employment of the 

space syntax method are of limited value in such a restricted area. 

Studies by Holleran on the shopping experience in the late Republic and early Empire provide 

interesting insights on how retail activities populated the streets of Rome: she mentions at times 

possible connections with Pompeii,
22 

but does not engage much with the topic of pedestrian movement. 

Ling and Kaiser examined the way people found their way into the city, concluding—among 

other things—that street nomenclature was not as high a priority as it is today.
23 

Additional results may 

come – it is here suggested – by establishing an analogy with modern Tokyo, which is characterized by 

a similar absence of names for all but the main streets: this approach has the potential to provide 

comparative context in the way people can navigate using landmarks. 

However, relatively few scholars have devoted their attention specifically to the people walking 

on the streets. 

21 
A thorough critique of the limits of “depth” as used by Kaiser is in Poehler 2017a: 175–80. –In particular, as Poehler 

notes, Kaiser did not take into account the movement through. 
22 

Holleran 2012; Holleran 2011. 
23 

Ling 1990a; Kaiser 2011d: 34–5. 
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O’Sullivan has carried out an analysis of walking as a performative act in Roman society: 

clothing was not the only indicator of one’s place in society, but also one’s number of associates and 

one’s gait, not to mention the different reasons and expectations that were behind public walks—for 

example, to the forum as done either by commoners or members of the political elite.
24 

Whereas O’Sullivan’s point of view is purely literary, Hartnett has performed a similar analysis 

by grounding it in the fabric of Pompeii: his study takes into account the physical streets of Pompeii, 

with their sidewalk benches, with the esthetic choices communicated by the house facades, and the 

noises generated and heard.
25 

His work repopulates the streets of Pompeii, putting people in relation 

with many (but not all) the features of the streets, resulting in an excellent picture of society, which, 

however, following its stated scope, does not engage with an analysis of pedestrian traffic fluxes. 

Macaulay-Lewis, building on O’Sullivan, offered a general evaluation of pedestrian congestion in 

the streets of Rome and Pompeii in order to frame a discussion about the more pleasant practice of 

walking for leisure in porticoes and portico-temples.
26 

Only two scholars, Steven Ellis and Eric Poehler, have focused specifically on pedestrian 

movement. Both the location of bars and the viewshed offered by their counters were associated by 

Ellis with streets busy with ambulatory traffic and—in correspondence with city gates—with mostly an 

inward flow.
27 

Poehler—building from his interest in wheeled traffic—penned an article just recently 

(2017) in which he used GIS network analysis to theoretically reconstruct popular pedestrian routes in 

Pompeii.
28 

It is interesting to note that Poehler also mentions his past attempt to improve Laurence’s 

“doorway density by streets” by moving to a “doorway density by individual façades.” As sidewalks 

and facades are usually of similar length, it would seem finally that the most important feature of the 

pedestrian-scape—the sidewalk—was coming into focus. Nevertheless, after having expressed his 

24 
O’Sullivan 2011. 

25 
Hartnett 2017; Hartnett 2011a; Hartnett 2008. 

26 
Macaulay-Lewis 2011. 

27 
The only exception appears to be Porta Marina, as Ellis notes. Ellis 2004. 

28 
Poehler 2017a. 
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dissatisfaction with his own earlier attempt, Poehler used the GIS tool by considering the space of the 

streets in general—and not their sidewalks—as the areas of pedestrian movement. A more fine-grained 

GIS analysis could consider the sidewalks and the stepping stones as the “channels” within which a 

pedestrian has to walk: this could provide a measure of which ones were more likely used, and thus 

indirectly provide possible pedestrian paths.
29 

A Space Syntax analysis could use the same approach. 

Of course, such analyses have the obvious limit that in reality a pedestrian could cross a street 

theoretically anywhere, not being bound to cross only at stepping stones. Poehler’s own discussion of 

the limitations of his GIS model correctly indicates that both the number of people using the different 

doorways and human behavior in route choice are not accounted for; it can also be added that 

sidewalks and stepping stones were not considered. A welcome aspect of Poehler’s article is the 

factoring of the inner ring road into the possible pedestrian routes, a feature usually overlooked by 

other scholars—probably because of its partial excavation.
30 

However, given Poehler’s interest in the 

complete street grid, he necessarily offers only a cursory evaluation of the extent of this inner route. 

Chapter 3 of this dissertation will present the first reasoned evaluation of the extent of the inner and 

outer ring roads based on a close analysis of the excavation reports, maps, and the visible archaeology. 

This dissertation differs from these previous approaches in not trying to repopulate the streets 

with different agents or to identify the busiest pedestrian routes of Pompeii, but analyzing some of the 

physical elements of the pedestrian-scape in order to argue for the existence of a system managing 

pedestrian congestion at least in the vicinity of the city gates. If Pompeii had a system to guide cart 

traffic—as is likely
31 

—it seems reasonable to explore the possibility of a corresponding management of 

foot traffic. 

29 
This approach would add to the comprehension of the different businesses and nature of the sides of the same road. 

30 
The tract between Porta Ercolano and Porta Vesuvio has been fully excavated, while that between Porta Nocera and Porta 

Stabia has been only half exposed. The remaining portions have been explored only in the immediate vicinities of the city 

gates. 
31 

See Poehler 2017b: 139–188. 
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1.3 Scope of This Research 

This study was done with the intention of establishing whether care and management of 

pedestrian movement had ever been attempted by the Romans. The existence of sidewalks, for 

example, may be a sign of such care, but were they also used to direct people on the street? And who 

might have been in charge of such regulation? A natural offshoot of this approach has been the 

identification of cases of exploitation of pedestrian traffic in order to test if they coordinated with the 

argued-for controlled fluxes. Inspiration has been drawn from Ellis’s work, who connected the location 

of bars in Pompeii with the competition to profit from the “custom of people entering the town and of 

those who gathered about a street corner.”
32 

While this dissertation was being written, Quilici Gigli briefly suggested that at Norba the 

location of steeping stones and the size of the sidewalks could be used to guide pedestrians,
33 

and this 

study will try to prove that such management had actually been planned in Pompeii, at least in some 

critical areas. 

Management was divided into the subcategories of care, improvement, guidance, and control. 

“Care” implies an interest in allowing a normalized movement using elements already in place (for 

example, upholding a law prohibiting the occupation of sidewalk, or taking care that roads and 

sidewalks are well maintained). 

“Improvement” suggests that changes are made to elements already in place with the intention to 

ameliorate the present conditions: this could be done, for example, by segregating different types of 

movement—creating paths reserved to pedestrians or issuing regulations on traffic—in order to 

generate a more fluid flow of pedestrian traffic. 

“Guidance” is different from “control” as the former represents an invitation, the latter an 

obligation, but they both are tools that could be used for the improvement of a situation. For example, 

32 
Ellis 2004: 383. 

33 
Quilici Gigli 2016: 182; Quilici Gigli 2013: 218–219. 
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stepping stones could be placed along a street to guide pedestrians to cross at that specific point, or 

traffic laws could control the movement of one type of carts by prohibiting them during specific times, 

as we shall see. 

In order to achieve these results a twofold approach was followed: (1) Roman laws and 

regulations were studied to see if and how pedestrian movement was recognized and managed, and 

how they would affect pedestrians (all previous studies focused on vehicular traffic). This was also 

done with the intention to understand if there was a system of civic officers in charge of this traffic as it 

would imply a centralized and formal approach to the issue. (2) Pompeii was selected as the prime 

archaeological site based on the considerations that its street network not only is among the most 

complete and accessible, but also provides abundant and diversified pedestrian features—often quite 

unique in all Roman archaeology (like stepping stones)—thus allowing for their thorough study. 

However, this work does not intend to analyze the entire pedestrian experience in Pompeii, but 

only its management, and that only in selected locales: the city gates, the areas around the city gates, 

and the inner and outer ring roads. This last aspect is fully assessed here for the first time: its appraisal 

was considered worthwhile because those routes are in close physical proximity with the city gates, 

making them in theory part of viable pedestrian routes, but they have been hitherto neglected by 

scholarship. Whereas the streets under the unexcavated insulae of this city have been reconstructed 

with—hopefully—a good degree of correctness, 
34 

what the scholarship offers about the ring roads of 

Pompeii is a spotted and uncertain degree of knowledge, with almost no systematic analysis. In sum, an 

attempt to understand how pedestrians were cared for, managed, and exploited could not leave aside a 

honest assessment of these circular routes, even if they turn out not to be central to the problem. 

34 
Some analysis using Ground Penetrating Radar has been attempted: Anniboletti, Befani, and Broila 2009. 
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1.4 The Importance of Urban Pedestrian Traffic 

“Urban sidewalks, critical but undervalued public spaces, have been sites for political 

demonstrations and urban greening, promenades for the wealthy and the well-dressed, and 

shelterless”
35

: this quotation actually refers to the sidewalks of modern American cities, but it could 

well apply to the sidewalks of most ancient Roman cities. As relevant as they are and were for urban 

life, they have been little studied, especially in the ancient world. This is probably due to the fact that 

they are perceived as a “pedestrian” commonplace. Nearly every modern visitor to Pompeii has taken a 

photo on the unique stepping stones, but the nearby sidewalks are almost always ignored. Many 

inhabitants of any given modern western city have walked miles on the side of the streets, but have 

rarely acknowledged the advantages of such an arrangement. Another reason for underestimation of 

sidewalks may be caused by the fact that most modern American cities and residential areas have been 

built for the automobile whose movement they are meant to facilitate
36

, and thus people (and scholars) 

living in these spaces could not see the importance of sidewalks. Undoubtedly also their utilitarian 

nature condemns them to the sidelines: when Pompeii was first unearthed—an age in which art and 

esthetics commanded the interest of the “studiosi”—they did not attract the eye. Even later, when more 

archaeologically-minded approaches were finally applied, the attention still went to topography and 

roads, but not to sidewalks.
37 

This is not to assign blame: times were not ripe yet. Lately, in many 

American cities, things have turned a direction friendlier to pedestrians and two-wheel movement, 
38 

in 

a resurgence of the experience of the city by means other than a car. Even before that, roughly twenty 

35 
Loukaitou-Sideris and Ehrenfeucht 2009: abstract. 

36 
Glaeser 2012: 165–188. 

37 
For example, the great archaeologist Maiuri simply wrote: "E stupisce, non meno della regolarità, la larghezza delle strade 

a l'ampiezza dei marciapiedi. Il decumano maggiore della Via dell'Abbondanza raggiunge l'ampiezza massima di m. 8,47-

8,53 compresi i due marciapiedi di m. 3,96-4,30. Di poco inferiori sono il decumano superiore della Via di Nola (m. 7,26-

8,36 con i marciapiedi di m. 3,54) e il grande cardo rettilineo delle Via di Stabia - che tocca la massima e minima quota 

altimetrica della città - (largh. 7,15-7,47; marciapiedi 3,98); mentre le strade minori vanno da 5 a un minimo di 3 metri." 

Maiuri 1959: 187. 
38 

As, for example, in Buffalo with the GoBikeBuffalo association, which sponsors the creation of new bike lanes 

throughout the city: https://gobikebuffalo.org/ 
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years ago, the interest of scholars of Classics started to change: though urbanism had been an important 

topic of inquiry since the late 1980s, “movement” only came into focus in the early 21
st 

century. 

Following this so-called “spatial turn,” not only theories about public areas of movement and social 

39 40
interaction were proposed, but also—at least for Pompeii—thorough analysis of wheeled traffic, 

41 42
possible directions of pedestrian movement and the social and economic life on the streets. One 

study of traffic congestion was published by van Tilburg
43 

who, however, did not define the difference 

between vehicles and pedestrians, the latter being a group that in his review of the book Newsome 

suggested should actually be considered by itself.
44 

This dissertation attempts to fill (partially) such 

void. Besides, there has never been a study focused on whether and how pedestrian traffic could be 

managed.
45 

The urban theorist and activist Jane Jacobs considered sidewalks to be “the main public places of 

the city” and “its most vital organ,”
46 

and those definitions can be applied to Roman cities provided that 

other public spaces—at least fora and basilicas—are included. But this dissertation is not (or not only) 

about sidewalks: it is about movement of pedestrians. By “pedestrians” is intended a special category 

of users of the street: the human beings who could use each and every feature on the streets. 
47 

This 

distinction was dictated by the evaluation that not all street users could actually interact with all the 

proxy evidence subject to our analysis: certainly horses could drink from fountains, but they could not 

39 
For instance, opposing conclusions on the geography of social acceptance have been proposed for Pompeii by Laurence 

and McGinn: the former believed that brothels’ location was the result of social preoccupation in an effort to shield wives 

and children from contact with deviants, while the latter contended that profit informed the placement of brothels. Laurence 

2007: 92; McGinn 2004: 256–263. 
40 

Poehler 2017b; Kaiser 2011a. 
41 

Ellis 2004: 382–383. 
42 

Hartnett 2017; Holleran 2011. 
43 

van Tilburg 2007. 
44 

Newsome 2008. 
45 

A better definition of the differences between vehicular traffic and pedestrian traffic can be found in the following section 

“Methodology and Modern Theory.” 
46 

Jacobs 1993: 37. 
47 

It is intended in the sense that they were allowed, but did not have to: one can walk on the sidewalk or not. 
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(or were not meant to) use porticos.
48 

The same applies to all the other categories: for example, carts 

were not meant to be on sidewalks, and litters could only with difficulty use sidewalks as they would fit 

more easily on the streets. Pedestrians could walk on the roadway, use fountains, step on stepping 

stones, sit on benches, walk on sidewalks, walk in the forum, etc. 

Another way of framing our subjects is to think about transportation, and organize it into 

categories for transportation of either people or goods, and then consider pedestrians as a sub-category: 

they simply transport themselves. 

Table 1: who/what is transported by whom/what 

People are People transporting themselves = pedestrians 

transported People on carts/chariots/wagons 

People on horses/camels/mules/animals 

People on litters/sedan chairs 

Goods are Animals transporting themselves (cattle/livestock) 

transported Goods on carts/wagons pulled either by animals or human beings 

Goods on pack animals 

Goods on porters 

Porters too are excluded from the category “pedestrians”: although in theory they could use all 

the features of the streets while working, it is uncertain if or how often they actually transported goods 

by walking on sidewalks rather than on the roadway.
49

Street traders, on the other hand, are included, as 

they are considered pedestrians targeting other pedestrians with their deals. 

Processional movements are not considered because they were temporary events and took over 

the roadway to transport their religious objects, even if sometimes they may have spilled onto the 

sidewalks.
50 

To be even more specific, when ‘sidewalk traffic or movement’ is mentioned, it means 

specifically pedestrian traffic/movement that is happening on the sidewalks.
51 

This is not an irrelevant 

48 
For example Julian the Apostate made fun of the city of Antioch because one could see mules walk under the porticos. 

See chapter “Pedestrian Law and Punishment” section “Exceptions and Limits to traffic regulations” 
49 

A recent study of the porters/saccarii of Ostia suggests that they walked on the roadway. It also has a thorough 

bibliography on studies of porters. Martelli 2013. 
50 

Processional movements are not considered because they were temporary events and very likely, according to the imagery 

we have, were taking over at least the driveway to transport related objects, and they may have spilled over the sidewalks. 

Hartnett 2011b: 140. 
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53 

54 

point as pedestrian traffic could happen on the sidewalk, but did not have to. In fact, in Pompeii one 

could find footpaths that accommodate pedestrian traffic, but not sidewalk traffic: for example, the 

Amphitheater Plaza or the Suburban Plaza were locales of pedestrian traffic with no sidewalks. 

Also, for the sake of this dissertation, ‘ambulatory or foot traffic/movement’ will be considered as 

that performed by humans only (including porters and litter/sedan-chair bearers), regardless of the fact 

that technically animals also can ambulate and have feet. 

The importance, economic and social, of urban pedestrian traffic is implicit in its magnitude: 

within a city the vast majority of its population relied on walking.
52 

There are a number of pieces of 

iconographic and literary evidence that—even if they cannot prove determinately the amount of 

pedestrian congestion—still depict the roads of Rome as busy with people. From Seneca describing 

how in Rome “the throng that streams ceaselessly through its widest streets is crushed to pieces 

whenever anything gets in the way to check its course as it streams like a rushing torrent,”
53 

to the 

fresco from the Praedia of Iulia Felix depicting some market activities in the Forum of Pompeii,
54 

there 

is a clear sense of the considerable number of pedestrians, even with the differences due to such 

different cities. Macaulay-Lewis has lately tried to positively contextualize the factors that would have 

created congestion both in Pompeii and Rome,
55 

so—while this dissertation does not intend to argue for 

an ever-present congestion in every Roman city or just in Pompeii
56 

—the analysis will be conducted 

with the assumption that such congestion actually happened. Outside cities things were different as the 

cursus publicus and private vehicles for hire would provide either cheap or quick ways of 

transportation,
57 

and fewer people would walk—at least for long distance trips. 

51 
The opposite term is “roadway traffic,” even when it occurs on streets. 

52 
For this, see the section “Regulating the flow of urban traffic” in the Chapter 02 “Pedestrian law and punishment”. 
Sen. Cl. 1.6.1. For other references to pedestrian traffic in Seneca, Martial, and Juvenal see Harvey 2016: 142–3. 

Olivito 2013; Nappo 1989. 
55 

Macaulay-Lewis 2011: 266–72. 
56 

As argued by Laurence, the different times of the day would have seen different degrees of congestion or lack thereof in 

the same space. See the chapter on “The temporal logic of space” in Laurence 2007: 154–66. 
57 

See chapter “A Mobile Culture?” in Laurence 2011a: 136–47. 
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Regardless of the existence of congestion, archaeology seems to support the importance of urban 

pedestrian traffic, at least in Pompeii: just a simple evaluation of the amount of sidewalk space, 

compared to the amount of roadway gives an idea of its relevance. In fact, sidewalks make up 22,693 

square meters, whereas roadway counts for 44,663 square meters, respectively 33.7% and 66.3% of the 

entire street network of Pompeii.
58 

Of course, sidewalks were not built only to allow pedestrian flow— 

at times they were built for self-presentation
59 

or to protect the sides of an insula from the damage that 

both carts and water could do
60 

—but they could always be used in that sense regardless of their 

intended primary purpose. Recent studies have attempted a reconstruction and analysis of what 

activities may be connected with pedestrian movement under economic,
61 

social, and cultural 

perspectives.
62 

This dissertation is an attempt to understand the possible management and exploitation 

of pedestrian movement. 

1.5 Methodology and Modern Theories on Pedestrian Traffic 

Vehicular traffic is not pedestrian traffic: this obvious statement has a number of consequences 

for the modern and the ancient city. 

However, this fact has often been overlooked, both in the sense that pedestrians have not been 

taken into consideration and that their behavior has somehow been considered akin to that of the 

vehicles. As mentioned in the section 1.2 “Previous Research on Pedestrian Traffic, and Its Limits.,” 

58 
These calculations are based on the GIS of Pompeii created by Prof. Eric Poehler of the University of Massachusetts 

59 
The case of house VI.7.3 is quite telling. This house opens on the unpaved northern half of the Vicolo della Fullonica and 

features a sidewalk along the entire width of its façade. Evidently such a length shows that the sidewalk had not been built 

only to keep mud away from the owners: if that were the purpose, it could be as wide as the entrance door or it could have 

extended only to the south in the direction of the paved Vicolo di Mercurio. Such an arrangement clearly indicates an effort 

in social self-presentation done and not only a practical desire for protection. A recent analysis of this phenomenon in 

Pompeii can be found in Hartnett 2017. 
60 

The curbstones in the Vicolo di Tesmo along the walls of the Central Baths were put in place more to protect the building 

than to allow pedestrian flow: in fact, this vicolo had been already narrowed by the construction of this public structure, and 

the addition of the curbstone made it so that only animals and people could walk through it. If pedestrian traffic was of 

interest here, then it would make more sense to have a wider sidewalk on one side than two narrow curbstone lines on both 

sides of the street. 
61 

Holleran 2012; Holleran 2011. 
62 

Macaulay-Lewis 2011; O’Sullivan 2011. 

(Amherst), and freely available at https://digitalhumanities.umass.edu/pbmp/. The map is part of the Pompeii Bibliography 

and Mapping Project. The Fora and squares are excluded from these figures. 
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Poehler and Tsujimura
63 

have studied cart movement, while Van Tilburg published the first study of 

64 65 
street congestion in which—as already critiqued by Newsome —the conflation of foot and wheeled 

traffic was one of the book’s shortcomings. Hartnett and Ellis are the only ones who have devoted 

attention to pedestrians on the sidewalks: the first studied their performative value,
66 

while the latter 

reconstructed the direction of their flow on some of the Pompeian streets. Poehler has very recently 

used GIS network analysis to reconstruct theoretically popular pedestrian routes. 
67 

It is true that the vehicular and pedestrian phenomena exist alongside one another, but they have 

marked differences, so evident that each is and was granted dedicated spaces for its existence: the 

roadway and the pedestrian areas (sidewalks, footpaths). 

However, more than their operational spaces, it is their intrinsic differences that have allowed 

pedestrian movement to be studied independently from the vehicular in modern traffic theory
68

: in fact, 

“pedestrian traffic and vehicular traffic are very different, justifying dedicated theory and model 

development. The differences pertain both to traffic operations, and to the travel behavior level.”
69 

Some of the differences are listed in the following table.
70 

Table 2: aspects of vehicular and pedestrian traffic 

Aspects Vehicular traffic Pedestrian traffic 

Direction Single directional flow 
71

Multiple directional flows

Contact No physical contact Physical contact drives dynamics 

Interaction Dimensions of vehicle strongly affect Subconscious drives behavior 

interactions 

Maneuverability Low 
72

High

63
Tsujimura 1991; Tsujimura 1993; Poehler 2006; Poehler 2009; Poehler 2017b. 

64 
van Tilburg 2007. 

65 
Newsome 2008. 

66 
Hartnett 2017; Hartnett 2011b. 

67 
Poehler 2017a. 

68 
For example in Timmermans 2009; Hoogendoorn and Bovy 2002. The literature in pedestrian theory has in the last 20 

years increased exponentially: most of the research seems directed to the study of the best systems either to control 

pedestrians in enclosed spaces (like airport terminals and shopping centers) or to locate shops along their routes in order to 

maximize profit. 
69 

Hoogendoorn and Bovy 2004: 170. 
70 

Hoogendoorn 2011. 
71 

This can also be seen as the fact that vehicles tend to have linear trajectories, whereas pedestrians have broken ones. 
72 

Pedestrians can easily move around obstacles, whereas vehicles can do it only with many more constraints. 
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This table has two limits: it does not list all the differences between these two types of traffic
73

, 

and it does not take into account other types of traffic that, though not part of vehicular or pedestrian 

movement, still populated the ancient streets, such as porters, litters, and pack animals.
74 

However, this 

dissertation focuses specifically on pedestrian traffic, therefore the differences presented in the table are 

simply meant to stress its uniqueness and support the argument in favor of its independent analysis.
75 

Any investigation of traffic in the ancient city should be aware of this: what has been sometimes 

a study of the undifferentiated phenomenon “traffic” should now be replaced by the more nuanced 

analysis of pedestrian traffic on the one hand, vehicular traffic on the other (and finally of all the other 

types). There should be no more excuses for a casual inclusion of pedestrians and vehicles into one 

single undifferentiated discourse. 

1.5.1 Efficiency, other Concepts, and Assumptions 

Even if this dissertation takes advantage of modern theories about pedestrian movement, it does 

not employ the entire palette of concepts and tools available. The scope of this research is primarily to 

determine if guidance could have been one of the factors in the modification of the built environment 

of Pompeii: one of reasons to enact guidance (it is assumed) is to increase efficiency,
76 

and thus if the 

location of some elements of the streetscape could be interpreted as intended to increase efficiency, 

then our hypothesis could be verified as well. Consequently, only the tools necessary to explore this 

subject in the physical areas of interest were selected. The areas of interest were selected on the basis of 

the likelihood of pedestrian congestion: consequently, this research focuses primarily on the city gates 

of Pompeii—the natural bottlenecks of the street network. 

73 
For considerations about localized pedestrian trips versus globalized vehicular trips see Hillier 1996: 101. 

74 
For a recent bibliography about evaluating cart traffic and porter traffic see Malmberg and Bjur 2011: 369. 

75 
Some of the most important characteristics and concepts used for the analysis of pedestrian traffic in the ancient city will 

be described in the next section. 
76 

Efficiency is only one of the factors that might have influenced the elements of the streetscape. Other motives could be 

status display or the desire to direct water discharge in specific areas of the city. For these see Hartnett 2017; Poehler 2009. 

For a discussion of the multiple functions of the same typology of features on the streets see section “The evidence” in 
Chapter 4. 
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The full panoply of methodological instruments that could be employed on the entire pedestrian-

scape of Pompeii would lead to a much bigger set of results: for example, it would be possible to 

calculate the number of pedestrians above which the passageways of Porta Ercolano became jammed, 

or to assess how different values of pedestrian density on different sidewalks would change the average 

time to reach the same destinations. One would also need to consider that all these possible calculations 

(and then their interpretation) would require a number of adjustments as the mathematical functions 

that generate them have been created for the modern environment, and thus they would need to be 

modified to fit within the conditions of the ancient world. For example, not only are stepping stones not 

zebra crossings, but also the average speed of a car is different from that of a cart, and therefore the 

temporal gap that a Pompeian could use to cross a street between vehicles was longer than the modern 

pedestrian’s. 

This work has adopted and adapted some basic theories and assumptions—adding some of its 

own—hoping that later, more sophisticated analyses will supplement what is delineated here. 

 Density is the number of pedestrians per unit area, and it is usually calculated as the number of 

pedestrians per square meter (P/m
2
). In this dissertation only relative quantities will be used to 

describe this variable—like “high” and “low” —as these approximations are still acceptable to 

reach the goal above described. Besides, researchers of pedestrian traffic use different numbers 

for maximum density, varying from 5 to 10 people per square meter, 
77 

therefore not allowing 

for the creation of an absolute scale. 

 Flow represents the number of pedestrians passing through a measurable boundary per unit of 

time (usually minutes or hours). The two limits of this variable are “free-flow” and 

“congestion.” As for the instances between these two extremes, relative quantities have been 

employed. 

77 
In fact, scholarship has not established an exact value corresponding to the size of a person. 
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 Congestion and pedestrian-jam: Van Tilburg is right when he states that traffic congestion is the 

result of two factors: the capacity of the infrastructure and the volume of the traffic.
78 

However, 

there are number of other factors that influence congestion of pedestrian movement: for 

example, the different speeds that different pedestrians have, or the fact that—contrary to 

vehicles—pedestrians can change direction, or the fact that pedestrians can congregate on 

sidewalks. A methodological approach to the definition of congestion was attempted in 1992 by 

Weidmann who put in relationship speed, flow, and density, creating the so-called 

“Fundamental diagrams of pedestrian movement”
79 

(Table 3). 

Table 3: Weidmann’s fundamental diagrams for pedestrians. (Hoogendoorn 2011) 

As visible in the diagram, it is noteworthy that Weidmann calculated 5.4 pedestrians per square 

meter as the maximum density beyond which there would be no longer pedestrian movement, that is 

the condition for a motionless pedestrian-jam. This number is no longer considered to be an absolute 

limit,
80 

as some researchers have observed cases of pedestrian movement even beyond it (Table 4): one 

of these cases has been called the “turbulent state,” in which movement is multidirectional and dictated 

by the pushes that one receives from the surrounding pedestrians.
81 

On the other hand, when it comes 

78 
van Tilburg 2007: 40–41. 

79 
Weidmann 1992: 45, 54. 

80 
Timmermans 2009: 30–33. 

81 
Helbing is one of the scholars that have focused on different states originated by crowd dynamics. For example see, 

Helbing, Johansson, and Al-Abideen 2007. 
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to management of actual flow, the Highway Capacity Manual considers that “all movement effectively 

stops at the minimum space allocation of 2 to 4 ft
2
/p,”

82 
which corresponds to the rage of 5.4-2.69 

pedestrians per square meter (when the speed is less than 0.25 m/s: see Table 3 and Table 4). At any 

rate, important for this dissertation is that scholarship has proved and unanimously agrees that an 

increased density brings a decrease in speed. 

This dissertation follows the approach that pedestrian movement in Pompeii would only rarely 

have reached a full standstill: for example, some levels of congestion may have been present at the city 

gates at specific times,
83 

but the fact that pedestrians could step down onto roadways would allow for 

extra room in case of necessity. 

Table 4: variations to the Fundamental diagram. (Curtis et al. 2012) 

Besides, the causes of a pedestrian jam are quite different from those affecting vehicles: 

whereas one cart stopping in the middle of a single lane street will certainly cause a vehicular 

jam, a pedestrian stopping on a sidewalk will be unlikely to cause a pedestrian jam because 

either the other pedestrians can easily move around and bypass him (thanks to their high 

maneuverability) or the stopped pedestrian can quickly move to one side and out of the way. 

82 
Transportation Research Board Committee on Highway Capacity and Quality of Service 2010: vol. 1, 4.26-4.27. 

83 
For an extrapolation of visitors to Pompeii by gate and time see the hypothesis of Poehler in Poehler 2017a: 197–200. 
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 Movement to and movement through (associated to traffic to and traffic-through).
84 

In theory all 

movements have a destination,
85 

so they are all movement to, but in practice we perceive 

movement on a relative level: we see people moving through our relative space to their 

destination. Therefore, if we focus on a relatively defined space, we may be able to distinguish 

movements through this space (movements through) and movements which have this space as a 

destination (movements to). The “relatively defined spaces” analyzed by this dissertation are the 

areas in proximity of the city gates. To the concepts of movement through and movement to are 

connected the corresponding traffic through and traffic to. 

 Areas of congregation and areas of congestion. In some cases, pedestrian destinations were not 

only areas where people would congregate, but also spaces where the lingering crowd could 

hamper traffic, thus creating areas of congestion. The most immediate example of both types of 

destinations is public fountains: having arrived at a fountain, a pedestrian did not vacate the area 

but collected water while occupying the sidewalk and maybe chatting with other users. 
86 

In 

addition, many of these basins were located within the sidewalks, thus by themselves 

decreasing the room available for walking.
87 

Even if rather infrequent, there are other elements 

of the street-scape that not only invited people to congregate, but also caused obstruction and 

thus overcrowding.
88 

In fact, other examples relevant for this research are masonry benches and 

bars: in the first case they occupied part of the sidewalks to offer temporary relief, in the other 

84 
This dissertation uses the terminology movement to and movement through adopted—especially by Newsome—in an 

edited book about movement and space in Rome, Ostia, and Pompeii. This book first introduced the author of this 

dissertation to these concepts. Other authors—like Poehler—prefer to use the terms “to-movement” and “through-

movement” as the ones created by Hillier, the first spatial architect who conceptualized these movements. Newsome 2011a: 

6; Newsome 2011b: 292; Poehler 2017a: 177; Hillier 1996: 127. See also the glossary of the UCL Space Syntax website: 

http://otp.spacesyntax.net/term/through-movement/ 
85 

Leisurely walks, even if their route is randomly decided, are meant to take the pedestrian back home in the end. There 

may be some movements without a clear destination—like people escaping from danger—but these are unusual conditions. 

The phenomenon of the Parisian flaneurs does not have comparanda in Roman times, and even leisure walks were confined 

within enclosed—but permeable—spaces like the portico. See Newsome 2011a: 47. 
86 

For a discussion on the congestion around fountains see Chapter 04. 
87 

For a discussion of the legal reasons behind the protections built to prevent pedestrians from falling into the fountain of 

Vicolo Regina, see Chapter 02 “Magistrate’s omission and lack of diligence (negligence)”. 
88 

For a discussion of the purpose of some of these nuisances see Hartnett 2011a. 
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case they featured counters opening onto the sidewalks to try to entice passers-by to stop. On 

the other hand, houses and shops can generally be excluded as areas of congregation—and thus 

congestion—because pedestrians were moving away from the sidewalk into those spaces. 

Benches and bars have been the subject of research by Hartnett and Ellis respectively, who 

discussed the reasons behind their locations: most benches were placed in areas where they 

would create the least disruption to movement, just like bars and their counters were mainly 

present at crossings or oriented so as to take advantage of existing incoming traffic.
89 

This 

dissertation will build on such conclusions and evidence, but will also add new ones: for 

example, fountains will be considered generators of ‘traffic-to’, and schola tombs will be 

studied to identify the sidewalks occupied by movement through.
90 

At any rate, the importance 

of congregation and congestion lies in the fact that these phenomena caused modifications to 

the surrounding built environment which can be detected in the archaeological record and thus 

analyzed to understand not only their cause (i.e. congestion) but also their purpose (i.e. how to 

decrease said congestion). The investigation will theoretically break down the evidence into 

phenomena, effects, and reactions. 

 Self-organization of pedestrian flows with more than one direction: when different pedestrians 

find themselves moving in opposite directions, they appear to be naturally good at organizing 

themselves in separated flows that only slightly reduce the speed of their movement—a process 

that is called “dynamic lane formation.”
91 

This is especially true when there are only two 

directions: in this case the decrease in capacity is very low, around 16 percent (see Figure 3). 

For example, we can assume that in the vicinity of the city gates some people were entering the 

city whereas others were leaving it, moving in two opposing directions: they would have been 

89 
Hartnett 2017: 195–224; Ellis 2004. 

90 
For a discussion on the evidence used to argue for either the generation or the exploitation of pedestrian traffic see the 

introduction of Chapter 04. 
91 

Older 1968; Hoogendoorn and H.L. Bovy 2003: 154, 168–70. 
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able to organize themselves into these dynamic lanes. However, an increase in density may 

cause the creation of three or more of these dynamic lanes, a number that brings a decisive drop 

in pedestrian speed. If this happens on a sidewalk, one solution is to have some pedestrians to 

transfer to the sidewalk on the other side, thus decreasing density. The Pompeians did just this 

when they guided the movement toward the fountains to use a sidewalk different from that used 

by the movement through the city gates. 

Table 5: speed-density relation with the number of dynamic lanes. Hoogendoorn 2011 

 Attractors of pedestrian movement: some buildings and some activities acted as attractors of 

pedestrian movement, becoming the destination of movement to. Their attractiveness could 

change depending on the time of the day and different days:
92 

for example, the amphitheater 

was an attractor only during the days of the games, the bath complexes every day during 

specific times, whereas fountains were always operational and reachable. 

 Depth: this concept was disseminated by Hillier and Hanson, and it can be visualized and 

quantified as the number of intervening spaces that need to be passed to go from one space to 

another.
93 

This measure has been applied to Pompeii, and used to “describe how many streets 

92 
For an analysis of the relationships between spaces and their times of use see “The temporal logic of space” in Laurence 

2007: 154–166. 
93 

Hillier and Hanson 1984: 108. 
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and plazas one must pass through in order to reach a chosen street within a city from the edge of 

that city.”
94 

In the case of those entering a city from outside, the street after the city gate is 

given a depth of one, and depth is increased of one unit every time they need to change 

direction to reach their destination.
95 

Any other starting point can be established (for example, 

the forum of a city) and from there depth can be measured as well. For more information on 

how ‘depth’ can be used to predict pedestrian movement, see infra “Pedestrian behavior in route 

choice.” 

 Segregation of movements: separating different types of movement into different spaces is 

another tactic that has been used to increase speed and flow, or, in other words, to increase 

efficiency of movement. This approach works because these different movements have different 

spatial necessities, and thus—if they end up mixed in the same space—they can hinder each 

other. To achieve such increased efficiency, the agents of movement need first to be grouped 

according to their different qualities (namely, speed, size, and maneuverability) and then each 

group can be assigned a determined space in which to move (for example, carriageway, bike 

lanes, sidewalks). Finally, within such determined space, areas of temporary sub-segregation 

can be implemented based on the temporary qualities of portions of the subset (for example, 

passing lanes on highways for quicker cars, and slow lanes for trucks). In fact, in the case of 

pedestrians—once they have generally been invited to use sidewalks thanks to the convenience 

and safety that these features provide—their density can be further decreased by specifically 

directing them toward opposite sidewalks based on their distinct type of movement: for 

example, having on one side of the street a fountain and on the other side a continuous sidewalk 

passing through the nearby city gate would guide those pedestrians entering/exiting the city 

(‘traffic-through’) to select the comfortably uninterrupted route, and those in need of water 

94 
Kaiser 2011d: 53. 

95 
Kaiser 2011d: 53. 
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(‘traffic-to’) to stay on that with the fountain. However, it is necessary to remark that this 

dissertation will not argue for the existence of one-way sidewalks, but only of sidewalks 

presenting features that invite (but do not enforce) different types of movement. 
96 

Namely, 

Chapter 04 will discuss the evidence connected to a system of traffic management that took 

advantage of the segregation of movement to from movement through. 

1.5.2 Pedestrian Behavior in Route Choice: the ‘Pedestrian Economicus’ 

In order to evaluate the issue of management and exploitation, it is necessary to make a few 

assumptions on the behavior of Roman Pompeians: it was decided to model it after modern theories 

about pedestrian use of street infrastructures, with the addition of the author’s own considerations. 

Equating Roman conduct with a modern one is an approximation that was determined by the lack of 

evidence: no ancient text explains how to manage pedestrians or how pedestrians selected an itinerary. 

97 98
Vitruvius—even when writing about streets —never talks about pedestrian infrastructure. Prose and 

poetry do mention pedestrian movement, but they focus mostly on the people on the road and their 

destinations, not on the modes of choosing a route. 
99 

In fact, we are informed about a number of 

activities happening in front of houses or about people’s strolls thought the streets of Rome.
100 

For 

example, Martial, Horace, and Juvenal complained of the clamor coming from the streets, forcing them 

to stay awake day and night.
101 

In addition, elite members of society walked on the street as a 

96 
Such pedestrian one-ways, even in our modern time, are the exception and not the norm as they are created only in 

specific areas defined spatially and/or temporally: such as in the case of planned gatherings, parades, or at the entrance of 

the Vatican museums. Vehicular one ways did, however, exist, as demonstrated by Poehler 2017b. 
97 

Vit. De Arch. 1.6 
98 

Vitruvius mentions semitae—a term that at times has been translated as “sidewalks”—only when referring to the 

walkways to be placed within a palestra. In fact, he never mentions sidewalks, but only walkways within buildings (for 

example, baths and porticus). Vit. De Arch. 5.11 
99 

For a survey on the relationship between literature and street see the section “Use of street in Roman Literature” within 
the “Textual evidence for Roman Perception of streets an plazas” in Kaiser 2011d: 16–46. Also Kaiser 2011b. 
100 

See note 99. 
101 

Horace Epistles. 2.2.72-80; Martial 4.64 and 12.57; Juvenal Satire 3.232-238. 
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performative act, 
102 

but activities by such a privileged group are hardly reliable evidence in the matter 

of common pedestrians. 

One exception to this lack of evidence on how a route was chosen comes from Terence’s 

Adelphi: In this comedy one can read an interesting sequence of directions to a certain destination, in 

which it is clear that the shortest and most direct path was favored. 

SYRUS: Do you know the colonnade by the meat-market, down that 

way? 

DEMEA: Of course I do. 

[Syrus gives directions but then realizes they are wrong] 

SYRUS: […] I made a mistake. Come back to the colonnade: yes, yes, that’s 

a much nearer way, and there is less going around about. 

[New set of directions]
103 

Even if this is a solitary instance, it can be argued that the final comments on the brevity (“much 

nearer way”) and simplicity (“less roundabout”) of such itinerary was clearly uttered to convince 

Demea, or rather to explain to the audience why Demea was going to follow it: evidently it was a mode 

of choosing a route that was shared also by the general public. As a consequence, when looking to 

reach a place, modern and Roman pedestrians would have acted on the same choices based on this 

common behavior. 

In addition, anthropological considerations can help supplement principles followed by most 

people regardless of their time period. In fact—cultural differences aside—there appear to be some 

common traits shared by human beings, if not even all animals. One of them is the avoidance of 

discomfort and pain: choosing the shortest route and the one with the best sidewalk is a consequence of 

this trait. This is not the place for anthropological evaluations of the behavior of humans of the present 

102 
Laurence 2007; Hartnett 2017; O’Sullivan 2011. 

103 
Ter. Adelphi Act 4 Scene 2 (lines 570–582). Translation adapted after Terence 1912: 276–9.The movement that Ovid’s 

famous booklet makes through Rome does not feature directions to a place (Ovid, Tristia, III). The directions that Martial 

gives to his booklet mention landmarks but it is not said if that is the shortest route, or how the route was chosen (Martial 

1.70). For wayfinding in a Roman city see Ling 1990a. 
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and the past, but suffice it to say that this dissertation considers that—when walking in an urban 

setting—the choices taken nowadays are based with good approximation on a mental framework 

shared also with the Roman pedestrians. A possible model of this mental framework was devised by 

Hoogendoorn and Bovy who tried to formally determine pedestrian route-choices: the model is based 

on the idea of perception of cost by the so-called ‘pedestrian economicus’
104 

who wants to balance the 

expense of walking with the gain attained from the destination of the route. This approach suggests that 

humans generally tend to minimize walking distance because it is the easiest variable to change, given 

that the gain is usually already known.
105 

For example, if one wants to get water (the gain), one is going 

to select the closest fountain to one’s dwelling and is also going to evaluate what is the shortest route to 

the fountain. However, distance is not the only factor considered. The amount of time spent walking is 

another variable: a pedestrian may be slowed down by the density of surrounding pedestrians, or may 

walk more quickly thanks to the existence of pedestrian facilities (for example, sidewalks and stepping-

stones).
106 

Whereas the first factor cannot be identified in the archaeological record, the presence of 

facilities and their occurrence can. These two elements correspond to the qualities of comfort (thanks to 

their presence) and convenience (thanks to their occurrence) that are evaluated by pedestrians when 

choosing a route. 
107 

Therefore, the question that may have guided the choices of a ‘pedestrian 

economicus’ of Pompeii may be formulated as “what is the route that shortens the distance to the 

fountain and allows me to maximize the comfort and convenience offered by the sidewalks and 

stepping-stones?” 

104 
The term is that of Hoogendoorn and Bovy 2004. and has entered the literature as such, even if the fully Latin calque of 

the economists’ homo economicus would be pedes economicus. 
105 

This is a scenario where one is walking toward a planned destination in mind (this might be a bar, a fountain, or a 

meeting at the forum) and is also familiar with the built environment. See “Limits of the research” in this chapter. 
106 

Stepping stones “bridge” the obstacle created by the gap between two tall sidewalks. For a discussion on the nature and 
function of the stepping-stones see Chapter 04. 
107 

For a quick review of these concepts, see Hoogendoorn and Bovy 2002: 170; Timmermans 2009: chap. 1,12. 
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In sum, using such an approach it is assumed that Pompeian pedestrians tried both to minimize 

the cost of their behavior and to enhance convenience and comfort by selecting a route with the 

following characteristics: 

1. Shortest path. 

2. Zones offering good segregation between pedestrian traffic and vehicular/animal traffic. The 

areas with this distinctive characteristic can be subdivided into three subgroups according to the 

amount of comfort they provided. 

1. Sidewalks. It is assumed that pedestrians showed a preference for the widest ones, and 

resorted to those made up only by a line of curbstones as a last choice. 

2. Pedestrian areas; namely those with no vehicular traffic and with rare pack animals, 

litters, or sedan chairs. In Pompeii some of these are (i) the Forum,
108 

(ii) the Triangular 

forum, (iii) the Quadrivio of the Holconii, (iv) the footpath south of the Terme 

Centrali,
109 

(v) the section of the inner ring road between Vicolo Labirinto and Porta 

110 111
Ercolano, (vi) the Vicolo di Championnet, and (vii) the shortcut from Via Stabiana 

to the Triangular Forum via the Quadriporticus.
112 

3. Quasi-pedestrian areas; namely those with an impeded access or impeded passage for 

vehicles, but open to pedestrians, pack animals, litters, and sedan chairs. Dead-end 

streets are included in this subdivision as in them wheeled transport would have been 

108 
The frescos from the Praedia Iulia Felix seem to depict in the Forum the presence of two pack animals (donkeys?) and 

two draft animals pulling a cart: maybe the Forum was partially accessible to carts. Olivito sees the ramp at the beginning of 

Via Augustali as created in order to allow cart access to the portico in front of the Macellum. See Olivito 2013: 154. 
109 

The extremities of this alley came to be blocked by a line of curbstones that made it into a pedestrian space, probably in 

phase with the construction of the Central Baths. 
110 

For a discussion about the ring roads of Pompeii see Chapter 3. 
111 

This alley was originally opened to vehicular traffic, but by 79 CE it had become accessible only to pedestrians. Poehler 

deemed its final function to be that of collecting the rainwater of the Basilica roof to direct it into an underground drain. 

Poehler 2011a. 
112 

See Chapter 3.2.7.1 “A pedestrian shortcut from Via Stabiana to Via Regina.” 
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minimal. A partial list of such spaces in Pompeii includes: Vicolo del Gallo,
113 

the 

114 115
Amphitheater plaza, some sections of the inner ring road, two portions of Vicolo 

del Balcone Pensile (western end and the central part between VII.10 and VII.12),
116 

the 

117 118
northern half of Vicolo di Tesmo, the southern part of Vicolo del Labirinto, Vicolo 

del Conciapelle, Vicolo del Farmacista, the eastern end of Via Marina right before the 

Forum.
119 

3. Areas with little crowding and congestion.
120 

4. Spaces providing continuous infrastructure (i.e. convenience). For example, a constant sidewalk 

is preferable to one that is interrupted by many crossings.
121 

The preference for such a sidewalk 

was observed by the author at Rue le Lausanne in Geneva. A similar phenomenon was observed 

in Venice where locals and those familiar with the city prefer a route slightly longer but 

allowing them to cross the fewest bridges. For the specific environment of Pompeii this 

translated into: 

1. avoidance of stepping down from the sidewalks, 

2. avoidance of crossing where there were no stepping stones, 

3. avoidance of using a path that required more stepping stones than another one, 

4. avoidance of a route with intermittent sidewalks. 

113 
After 62 CE it became a cul-de-sac: a new fountain narrowed its western extremity, making it impassable to carts. In 

Augustan times it had also lost its direct connection with Via Marina (when Via Marina was still passing through the 

Forum). Newsome 2009: 125–6. 
114 

For a discussion on the access of pedestrians and carts to the Amphitheater plaza, see Chapter 4.4.5 4.4.5 “The Portals of 

the amphitheater plaza: crowd control and cart guidance.” 
115 

See discussion in Chapter 03 “The Ring roads of Pompeii.” 
116 

Only its eastern third portion was fully accessible to carts, whereas the remainder was composed of two independent 

culs-de-sac created by the occupation of the street by the construction of a water tower and of the Sanctuary of Public Lares 

(VII.9.3). 
117 

The new sidewalk flanking the eastern wall of the Central Baths had narrowed this alley so that no cart could pass. Pack 

animals, porters, and litters probably had enough room to pass. 
118 

A bollard is planted in the middle of the street in correspondence with the crossing with Via Fortuna. 
119 

For an analysis of this change see Chapter 4.4.2 “Porta Marina.” 
120 

Timmermans 2009: 12. 
121 

See also Broach and Dill 2015. 
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5. Lowest depth: it is possible that pedestrians used depth as one the deciding factors.
122 

As well 

summarized by Poehler: “Depth is a measure of an individual street’s level of connectivity, 

quantified as the number of other streets or plaza one must pass through from the edge of the 

city to reach that street.”
123 

Pedestrians have qualities much different from automobiles—for 

example they can maneuver much more easily—therefore they are not averse to turning and 

thus may be willing to choose a route with a greater depth, provided that there is a continuity of 

infrastructure. However, such a measure is not commonly employed in this dissertation 

because, as already mentioned (see Chapter 1.2 “Previous Research on Pedestrian Traffic, and 

Its Limits”), the locales analyzed are those bordering city gates: they all have a depth of one. 

When this work ventures beyond the stated locales, the calculation of depth will be used, 

though always combined with the physicality of the streetscape. 

It is thus possible to argue that it is the combined value of these factors that guided the route 

choice, not any single one of them: the path that offered most of them was likely the one to be 

eventually selected. 

This leads to a new concept used in this dissertation: pedestrian laterality: this term is coined here 

to refer to the preference given by pedestrians to one of the two sidewalks along the same street. This 

phenomenon is commonly observed in modern cities and it is a consequence of the choices made based 

on factors connected with the built environment:
124 

in the case of Geneva (see supra) most pedestrians 

avoided the sidewalk interrupted by crossings. If this phenomenon was at work also in Pompeii—and 

there is no reason to doubt it—it should be possible to find evidence to locate it: for example, the 

122 
Kaiser has argued for the validity of the street depth approach based also on literary references. Kaiser 2011d: 54–5, 105. 

123 
Poehler 2017a: 175. 

124 
Pedestrian laterality is a concept not previously used in the scholarship, and thus lacking formal support by publications, 

but its existence can be considered a consequence of Hiller’s idea that “human movement was spatially guided by 
geometrical and topological rather than metric factors.” One observation can help in its definition: first, pedestrians will 

“pull” bars to open along their paths, and only later will these establishments attract other pedestrians to that same 

sidewalk—producing a multiplier effect. In fact, as described in chapter 3, concentrations of bars are interpreted as a 

reaction to the presence of pedestrians because they existed for the purpose of exploiting the flow of people. Hillier 2007: 

vi. 
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position of bars along one specific sidewalk, or the fact that from Porta Ercolano one could reach Porta 

Marina walking on an uninterrupted southern sidewalk.
125 

Following this idea, and based on 

archeological evidence, some streets of Pompeii will be described as having a specific laterality. When 

pedestrians walk indifferently on either sidewalk, then the area presents a case of neutrality. 

The proposed list of evaluations that could guide the route-choice of Roman pedestrians has some 

limits: there are in fact elements that cannot be factored in. 

1) Cultural choices. Even if they are not considered, they could be significant: for example, it has 

been recently observed that “the more unordered behavior of the Indians is more effective than 

the ordered behavior of the Germans.”
126 

At the moment, however, it does not seem possible to 

determine them for the ancient Pompeians. 

2) Safety: avoidance of streets perceived as dangerous could cause a pedestrian to choose a longer 

itinerary. Given that it is difficult to establish which routes were considered unsafe in 

Pompeii—especially for unexcavated areas—this element could not be factored in.
127 

Finally—in order to simplify the analysis—some assumptions were made about the “ideal” 

pedestrians considered in this research. 

 They all are walking with a destination in mind, and none of them was walking for leisure.
128 

 They cannot choose their mode of transportation: they are pedestrians, so they cannot decide to 

ride a horse or take a cart. This may seem an irrelevant specification since Pompeii was a 

125 
This sidewalk uninterruptedly flanks the south sides of Via Consolare, Vicolo del Farmacista, Vicolo dei Soprastanti and 

Vicolo del Gigante. This could be a route to reach the temple of Venus and the Basilica avoiding the commonly crowded 

routes. 
126 

Chattaraj, Seyfried, and Chakroborty 2009. 
127 

There is no evidence to locate the presence of violence along the streets of Pompeii, even if the CAVE CANEM mosaic 

at the entrance of the Pompeian House of the Tragic Poet suggests that thieves were present. Fagan considers that “the 

Roman Empire offered a relatively peaceful environment […] The anecdotes about violence cited […] can all be read as 

reporting situations that were rare and exceptional (though the nonchalant tone of most may suggest otherwise).” Fagan 

2011: 490. 
128 

Walking for pleasure and for engagement in philosophical discussions was more the mark of secluded spaces—public 

(like the porticus) and private alike (the villa’s gardens and gymnasia) —performed by the elite members of society. 

Walking along the streets of a Roman city could also have a performative political/social agenda. Macaulay-Lewis 2011; 

O’Sullivan 2011; Hartnett 2017; Hartnett 2011b; Hartnett 2008.. 
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middle-sized city and most people would not have used a horse or a cart for such short 

distances. However, in the modern literature about pedestrians, a number of studies have tried 

to understand what influences people to choose different modes of transport (walking, bike, 

transit transport, car) to reach their destination.
129 

 There is no difference in age/gender: studies have demonstrated that speed varies in relation 

with those two factors.
130 

For simplicity’s sake, the pedestrians whose behavior it is imagined 

in this dissertation are genderless and ageless, and they are able to move at the most ideal speed 

according to the circumstances. 

 The pedestrians are familiar with the Pompeian street network. It could thus be said that all this 

pedestrian traffic is local, in the sense that they were locals who knew the street network. The 

traffic of non-residents—unless otherwise specified—is not part of the evaluations. However, it 

should also be considered that those unfamiliar with the fabric of this city would have done like 

any of us do in a similar situation: ask around and follow the crowd.
131 

It is thus on these methods and on their application to the built environment of Pompeii that this 

dissertation attempts to populate the streets of Pompeii with its long-gone inhabitants. 

1.6 Limits of the Research 

Whereas the scope of this dissertation is the comprehension of the forces at play in the 

management and exploitation of pedestrian fluxes, not all possible evidence and locations have been 

considered. In fact, this research has some general limits that need to be spelled out before embarking 

on the analysis of foot traffic. 

1. On the one hand, this work presents a general appraisal of the Roman regulations that might 

have controlled pedestrians and wheeled traffic (Chapter 2), but on the other hand the 

129 
For example, Ewing and Cervero tried to collate most of the literature on this argument in order to provide measures for 

the different choices. Ewing and Cervero 2010. 
130 

Weidmann 1992: 36. 
131 

Ling 1990a: 212. 
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archaeological case study is only the city of Pompeii. The conclusions drawn from the analysis 

of its pedestrian features cannot be considered representative of all Roman cities: further 

research is required in this direction, and this dissertation would like to offer some lines on 

inquiry worth pursuing. 

2. If the schola tombs are here for the first time analyzed for their obvious, but overlooked, 

property of pedestrian exploitation, not all possible indicators of guidance and manipulation 

have been considered: for example, Laurence’s density of doorways,
132 

Viitanen’s location of 

electoral programmata,
133 

or the location of public latrines are not part of the discussion. In 

fact, as explained in chapter 4, having limited the area of analysis to the city gates has indirectly 

brought to the fore only a selection of the archaeological evidence (see also point 4 of this 

section). 

3. The period of inquiry is limited to the Roman era: this is not only due to the expertise of the 

author, but also to the good quality and quantity of the evidence from such a phase—making its 

analysis more useful. In fact, Roman archaeology, literature, and laws are abundant sources that 

can be cross-examined with the hope to extract more results than from a single or poor pool of 

chronologically different evidence (for example, the Samnites of Pompeii provided some care 

for pedestrian movement, but at the moment there is not enough evidence to know its extent and 

purpose).
134 

4. The archaeological analysis deals only with what is still visible above ground in Pompeii: such 

selection allowed for a study of clear and complete elements that could be easily and 

confidently placed in spatial and chronological relationships. In fact, the limited extent of the 

stratigraphic excavations of the streets and the almost complete physical availability of the 

132 
Laurence 2007: 102–16. 

133 
Viitanen, Nissinen, and Korhonen 2013. 

134 
Some Samnite sidewalks along portions of some insulae have been found. See note 136 for a list of the excavations that 

found earlier sidewalks under the visible ones. See in chapter 04 the discussion about sidewalks. 
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street network encouraged such direction of the research. Besides, the attempt to identify a 

traffic management system—supposedly realized thanks to the erection of pedestrian features 

on the streets—requires the investigation of what was visible and usable by the Pompeians. 

Whereas the decorative plaster of the insula façades or the physical surface of the sidewalks is 

prone to degradation and thus their messages can no longer be easily decoded, on the other hand 

more stable features can be confidently assumed not to have changed in such a way that their 

structures and functions are by now unintelligible. Moreover—having further selected the areas 

of the city gate as those most likely bearing the signs of pedestrian management—the 

archaeological analysis was done on an even more coherent selection of permanent elements: 

stepping stones, fountains, sidewalks, city gates, bench-tombs, and masonry bar counters. A 

reasoned discussion of each of them can be found in Chapter 4. 

5. One of the main and most obvious consequences of the previous point is that the analysis had to 

be synchronic, not diachronic: it tries to analyze and explain a still-life picture of Roman 

Pompeii before the eruption of 79 CE. The permanence of the selected evidential elements (see 

supra) assures their reasonable presence in the last years of Pompeii, but does not implicitly 

provide a date for their creation. There is, however, little doubt that the final physical 

appearance of the streets of Pompeii was shaped by the Roman control of the city—with the 

135 136
regular lava paving, the stepping stones, the fountains, and the sidewalks. Making an 

educated guess, this dissertation assumes that the elements of the pedestrian-scape under 

analysis were present during the last decades of the city. On the other hand, whenever enough 

135 
The Samnites of Pompeii had paved some streets with lava stones as well, but their stones were not cut as precisely and 

neatly as those of Roman roads, instead presenting a roundish shape. The extent of the Samnite paving effort is unclear: 

some remains are still visible at the western end of Via Fortuna (in front of the house of Fabius Rufus VII.16.22), in the 

abolished Via Antiqua under the garden of the Villa Imperiale (VIII.1.a), and in a small part of the southern end of Vicolo 

Eumachia. For a survey of the evolution of paving in Pompeii see Poehler 2017b: 54–76. For just the Samnite paving see 

Eschebach et al. 1995: 101–16; Gesemann 1996: 54–7. 
136 

Some sidewalks too are of Samnite period, but once again it is unclear what their extent was before the Romans arrived. 

Gesemann 1996: 55. More recent excavations of the streets and sidewalks have been made by the Universities of Venezia 

and Napoli, the Swedish project, and the Spanish mission. Befani and Sorriento 2010; Berg 2008a; Bustamente et al. 2010; 

Anniboletti 2007. 
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evidence was available, a diachronic analysis is attempted; for example, in the case of the ring 

roads of Pompeii, or the post-62 CE modifications of the area of Porta Marina. In this regard, 

most of the time it is difficult to recognize alterations that followed the earthquake of 62 CE, 

therefore it is necessary to assume a uniformity of conditions that might not actually have 

existed contemporaneously. Sometimes it will be obligatory to consider also the effects of the 

reconstructions following the 62 CE earthquake (such as the construction of the Bath of Iulia 

Felix) as it is difficult to know what the built environment looked like before. 

6. Finally—as already mentioned in the previous section—the pedestrians considered in this 

research are an idealized version of real-life people: they are all identical, they are ageless, they 

walk as efficiently as possible, they all have a destination in mind, and they are acquainted with 

the street network of Pompeii. 

In sum, this research limited itself to identifying within the Roman legal system and in the 

physical fabric of Pompeii the forces that were regulating and exploiting pedestrian traffic during 

the early imperial period. 

39 



 

 

  

  

   

    

      

     

        

        

  

        

  

   

       

    

     

 

                                                 
               

               

         

              

                

               

                 

            

    

                 

              

               

       

             

            

        

          

2 Pedestrians: Law and Punishment 

Roman law defined and protected Roman rights, as modern legal codes do, but—different from 

what happens in our western societies—it was less interested in pervasive and direct regulations of 

street conduct. When regulations dealing with this issue first materialized in the middle Republic, they 

were actually directed at status display and gender boundaries:
137 

only people of certain classes and 

certain gender had the right to display their social standing, and consequently only they could own and 

use specific vehicles.
138 

Traffic regulations are themselves a late phenomenon in Rome (from the late 

Republic onward) but one that—it is argued here—presents a higher degree of consistency that 

previously appreciated. 

Repression was always an option in case the rights (iura) of free movement were refused
139

, but 

until that moment Roman laws and regulations did not show much interest in how people were using 

the road: this is to say that, even if the Romans did not recognize the infraction/misdemeanor of jay-

walking
140

, they were still interested in enforcing the right of using (usum) public roads by both 

prohibiting any constructions on them
141 

and enforcing good care of the roads. 

Whereas all-comprehensive road regulations were not a goal of Roman laws, in this chapter it 

will be argued that: 

137 
Contra this Sartorio, who believes that authorization to use the carpetum (chariot) by women during holidays was 

connected to a vehicular ban already in place in 396 BCE. Pisani Sartorio 1988: 13. More recent studies have framed the 

issue of gender rights in Roman law: for a very recent summary see Cantarella 2016: 423. 
138 

See note 236 for laws about ownership and use of chariots by Roman female citizens during the Republic. During the 

Empire, Domitian forbade the use of litter to “disgraced women” (Suet. Dom. 8). Claudius favored one of his freedmen to 

the point of allowing him to “travel through Rome in a litter” (Suet. Cla. 28). Caesar “banned the use of litters and the 
wearing of purple-dyed garments and of pearls, except in the case of those of a particular position and age and on set days. 
139 

Domitian had the sidewalks in Rome cleared of the merchandise spilling from the shops that was preventing people from 

walking freely: see section “Domitian’s Action.” 
140 

Which is in effect a fairly new infraction whose birth was connected to the diffusion of the automobile, and caused by its 

speed and the desire to make roads the realm of cars: increased vehicle velocity on the road requires more attention on the 

part of the pedestrian trying to cross as the driver is already intent in managing a heavy metal projectile. Jaywalking is also a 

“cultural infraction” in the sense that the US, where cities and neighborhood of the urban sprawl were built around the 

automobile, considers it an infraction, whereas Italy, where cities have only recently to be adapted to the automobiles, does 

not as its street fabric resulted for the generally slow traffic of carts and pedestrians. For the rise of the automobile and 

segregation of pedestrians on sidewalks see Norton 2011: 72–9. 
141 

Unless a permit was granted by “lege, senatus consulto, edicto, decretoue principum” (Dig. 43.8.2). 
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1. Protocols were created to improve vehicular traffic flow in the city by limiting the urban 

transport of people and heavy goods (akin to bans on private heavy trucks and private large 

buses in modern cities), and forbidding people to ride horses. These regulations increased both 

pedestrian density and the number of lighter vehicles used to transport goods, with the 

intention—it will be argued—to create a more flowing traffic on the roadway. 

2. Roman law defined and protected the rights of pedestrians to walk freely on the public 

roads/streets/footpaths/sidewalks/porticos in order to permit as an unimpeded flow as possible. 

3. Pedestrian traffic was not the recipient of regulations trying to guide it. This happened not 

because it was naturally well-flowing, but because of the impractical problems in enforcing 

protocols over such an unstructured phenomenon. It was the built environment that was tasked 

with this important but difficult job. 

2.1 Roman Laws and Pedestrians 

It is worth noting that in Roman law one cannot find the category pedestrians: to our modern 

eyes this may be surprising, but Roman law seems to have been especially concerned with the 

protection of rights. When groups of people needed to be checked or inhibited, then categories were 

created. And pedestrians were apparently never subject to any ban. 

On the other hand, in our modern society the movement of people along urban roads is generally 

divided in two categories: pedestrians and users of wheeled vehicles—with the automobile as the most 

common of the private means of transportation. This is caused by the success of the internal-

combustion engine that created the automobile for private traffic, and trucks and buses for the 

transportation of goods and groups of people.
142 

In Roman times the methods used to move “stuff” 

142 
For a summary of the effects of cars on the development of modern American Cities, see Glaeser 2012: 12–18. 
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around were more diversified than today, and not based only on the use of wheels:
143 

there were 

porters, pack animals, litters, sedan chairs and horses. Even if porters are still present, their toil is 

usually limited to defined areas (docks, airports, train stations), and it is rare to see people hauling 

goods on shoulders for long distances. All the other transportation means are instead quite an unusual 

sight. Such a variety of ancient transportation means was not neatly legally classified and granted rights 

accordingly. Instead, it would seem that—when it comes to the matter of traffic regulations—Roman 

law was employed to describe where specific rights could be used. Only the progressive establishment 

of prohibitions forced a partial classification of the users of the roads. In sum, it appears that Roman 

law was originally focused on spaces of use rather than on the specific users of space (i.e. “this area 

can be used by carts”, and not “four-wheel carts can use space x, but not z”). 

2.1.1 Pedestrian Rights: Digest Book 8 

The texts analyzed in this section are laws and commentaries on laws—by jurists and 

historians—that should help in the definition of the rights of the users of the roads—with a special 

interest for pedestrian traffic. However, one group of works that has been excluded is the writings of 

the Roman land surveyors 
144 

—the so called agrimensores—who, even if using somehow the same 

legal terminology, bent it to their scopes: as Palma notices
145

, the agrimensores tend to classify roads 

based on the practical ways that the roads could benefit those who were using them, whereas the 

lawyers “took a strictly legalistic view.”
146 

As our intention is to understand if and how the law cared 

for those walking along the roads, the imprecise (but practical) terms used by the Roman land 

surveyors were set aside as they could generate more doubts that could solve. Besides, the 

agrimensores appear to consider all the different users of the road (carts, porters, walkers, etc.) as one 

143 
This discussion is only about road transportation, leaving out of the question ships. Airplanes cannot enter this 

comparison for obvious reasons. 
144 

Recently edited and translated in English by Campbell 2000. 
145 

Palma 1982: 877. 
146 

Campbell 2000: 374–5. 

42 



 

 

       

     

       

 

      

      

     

        

            

   

 

 

      

         

 

    

   

     

 

 

   

   

                                                 
    

     

     

            

                 

                      

                   

             

           

single: this is hardly surprising as the surveyors’ interest was in the detailed partitioning of land, and 

not quite in a reasoned understanding of the movement that could pass through it: in the words of 

Agennius Urbicus “It is within the remit of the law as to what public rights of way are due through 

which areas.”
147 

The Digest of Justinian represents a compilation of excerpts from the juristic literature of the 

classical epoch created to “normalize” Roman law into a more manageable and more consistent set of 

codes. The fact that it is based not only on past legislation but also on past jurist opinions is explicit in 

the fact that each excerpt is “preceded by an inscriptio denoting the classical author and title of the 

work from which it was taken.”
148 

The analysis of such passages allows us to see what had been a 

matter of legal discussion and codification much before Justinian, and represents thus our main source 

to infer the pedestrian rights of the Middle Empire, and to comprehend the earlier foundations on which 

they had been constructed. 

In the section of the Digest 8.3.1. “De seruitutibus praediorum rusticorum” (“Rustic praedial 

servitutes”) the jurist Ulpian
149

, who lived at the beginning the third century CE, specified the different 

rights of way: 

Servitutes rusticorum praediorum sunt hae: iter actus via aquae ductus. Iter est ius eundi 

ambulandi hominis, non etiam iumentum agendi. Actus est ius agendi vel iumentum vel 

vehiculum: itaque qui iter habet, actum non habet, qui actum habet, et iter habet etiam sine 

iumento. Via est ius eundi et agendi et ambulandi: nam et iter et actum in se via continet.
150 

This legal comment provides a list of rights—because that is what servitudes are—that can be 

applied on private countryside estates and that are protected by the law: iter is the right to both pass 

147 
As translated in Campbell 2000: 47. 

148 
See “Digesta Iustiniani” in Berger 1953. 

149 
Ulpian was active at the court of Caracalla. 

150 
Dig. 8.3.1. “Ulpian, Institutes, book 2. The following are the rustic praedial servitudes: iter, actus, via and aquae ductus. 

Iter is the right permitting a man to pass and to walk, but not to drive a beast of burden as well. Actus is the right to drive 

either a beast of burden or a vehicle. Thus, a man who has an iter does not have an actus, but a man who has an actus has an 

iter as well, even although the latter does not give the right to drive a beast of burden. Via is the right to pass, to drive and to 

walk; in fact, via embraces both iter and actus.” The translation from Mommsen-Krueger proposes “going on foot”, which 
here has been substituted with “pass” by the author of the dissertation. Mommsen and Krueger 1985. 
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(ire) and walk (ambulare)
151

, actus is the right to drive (agere) both vehicles and beasts of burden or 

domesticated animals
152

, and via is the right that combines in itself the previous two rights. The 

distinction in this comment between ire and ambulare (‘to pass’ and ‘to walk’) may seem moot, but the 

next comment actually shows a legal difference that—as hinted at the beginning of this chapter—is 

connected to the wider gamma of means of transportation. Even if Ulpian is a jurist of the third century 

CE, the existence of these rights at the time of the Republic is supported by Cicero’s Pro Caecina 

where iter, actus and aquae ductus are mentioned as protected by the ius civile.
153 

Cicero does not 

define their nature, but the concomitance of this triplet of terms both in Cicero and Ulpian suggests 

how the two lawyers were arguing about the same things. What is important to note is that the right to 

pass or to walk is guaranteed by the law and that it cannot be mixed with the right to drive vehicles: 

there are places where people can walk but not drive. But, if one is allowed to drive (agere) in one area 

then, according to Ulpian, that one is also allowed to walk on the same area: so actus seems to contain 

in itself also iter. Why then the right of via? 

The next comments will show how the limits between these three rights were at times more 

blurred because of the variety of movements and that the servitude of via was the best way to claim all 

of them. 

Qui sella aut lectica vehitur, ire, non agere dicitur: iumentum vero ducere non potest, qui 

iter tantum habet. Qui actum habet, et plostrum ducere et iumenta agere potest. Sed trahendi 

lapidem aut tignum neutri eorum ius est: quidam nec hastam rectam ei ferre licere, quia neque 

eundi neque agendi gratia id faceret et possent fructus eo modo laedi. Qui viam habent, eundi 

151 
Ambulandi may be a later addition, as questioned by Mommsen, since it does not longer appear in other instance of legal 

comments about movement. See Mommsen and Krueger 1985: 258. 
152 

In common Latin iumenta does not strictly referred to sheep and goats, but to animals that could pull and carry anything -

both things and men (TLL) - termed in English respectively draft animals and pack animal. In a larger sense it meant all 

animals (TLL). The word iumenta should in these parts of the Digest refers to all animals: beasts of burden, draft animal, 

cattle, sheep, domesticated-non domesticated animals etc. If that were not the case sheep, goats, chickens, ducks, dogs and 

captured prays etc. would not be included in the servitudes of movement—a fact that would have basically provided ground 

for an innumerable and pointless disputes. In strict technical legal language, there are even more doubts: according to 

Berger the word iumenta meant only beasts of burden (horse, mule, ass), but then it was eventually expanded to other kinds 

of cattle and domestic animals. Gradenwitz thinks that the term did not refer to all domesticated animals: he excluded oxen 

because they were part of the armenta and not iumenta. Jolowicz instead believes that, based on Dig. 21.1.38.5, all pecora 

were included (cattle as well). Berger 1953; Gradenwitz 1903; Jolowicz 1932: 303. 
153 

Cicero, Pro Caecina 26, 74. 
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agendique ius habent: plerique et trahendi quoque et rectam hastam referendi, si modo fructus 

non laedat.
154 

This passage adds two other types of movements: (1) being taken around (vehor) on a sedan chair 

(sella) or a litter (lectiga) is equated to passing (ire), therefore these two means of transportation are 

included in the right of iter; consequently, based on the previous comment, one on a sedan chair can 

also pass in a space with the right of actus and via; (2) dragging materials is a new and distinct right 

that is neither included in iter nor in actus, but it is included in via, which is starting to appear as the 

most comprehensive of all the rights of movement. 

However, via denotes not only a right, but also a physical space: the next paragraph in the Digest 

says that “as regulated by the Twelve Tables, the width of a via is to be eight feet where the road is 

straight, and sixteen feet on the anfractus, that is, where there is a bend in the road.”
155 

Apparently 

already from the time of the Twelve Tables the Romans had determined a specific width for the road:
156 

it could be neither smaller nor larger. This law from the Twelve Tables was likely meant to be applied 

especially to the country roads, and not to the urban ones: this paragraph belongs to the Digest section 

relative to rural servitudes.
157 

However, this is not a point agreed upon by all scholars. In addition, the 

Gromatici themselves offer different numbers for the street width, and what is documented in the 

archaeological record shows a wide range of preferences probably connected with municipal and 

colonial autonomy and local needs.
158 

154 
Dig. 8.3.7 “A man who is conveyed on a sedan chair or in a litter is held to pass and not to drive, but a man who has an 

iter only is not entitled to lead a beast of burden. A man who has an actus is entitled to drive a wagon and to lead beasts of 

burden. However, neither a man who has an iter nor the man who has an actus has the right to drag rocks or timber. Some 

think that neither of them is permitted to carry a spear upright on the grounds that he would not be doing to as a concomitant 

of his right to walk or drive; besides, crops might be damaged by this. A man who has a via also has the right to go on foot 

and to drive, and most are of the opinion that he has the right to drag things and also carry a spear upright, provided that he 

does not damage the crops.” Translation by Watson in Mommsen and Krueger 1985. 
155 

Dig. 8.3.8 “Viae latitudo ex lege duodecim tabularum in porrectum octo pedes habet, in anfractum, id est ubi flexum est, 

sedecim.” 
156 

On the other hand, it is unlikely the Twelve Tables contained a well delineated distinction between the right of iter, actus 

and via: in fact, the word via in this case refers to a physical space, and not a legal right. The later expansion of the law 

codes and their interpretation had via expanded into a right. 
157 

About viae as physical spaces in the city see section “Magistrate’s Omission and Lack of Diligence (Negligence).” 
158 

For a discussion of this issue (with references) see: Zaccaria Ruggiu 1995: 272–273. 
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A few paragraphs later (but still within the same section of the Digest), these rigid dimensions 

were actually mended by “common sense”: “It is possible to create a via to be wider or narrower than 

eight feet, providing, however, that it is of a width which permits the passage of a vehicle; otherwise, it 

will be an iter and not a via.”
159 

A via can be smaller or bigger than 8 feet provided that a vehiculum— 

the general word used for vehicles on wheels
160 

—can pass through it. This sensible addition then states 

that if a vehicle cannot pass, that space is no longer a via but an iter. This logical transformation from 

one right to the other—caused by physical constraints—seems relatively innocent, but is actually 

problematic as it simultaneously removes other movements, as the legally sanctioned movement of 

beasts of burden, and the dragging of materials (agere iumentum and trahere lapidem aut tignum). 

This inconsistency is seemingly mended by the opinion of Pomponius: “If a via is granted, but 

the place pointed out for it is so narrow that neither a vehicle nor a beast of burden can enter it, it will 

be held that an iter rather than a via or an actus has been acquired. However, if a beast of burden could 

be taken along it, but a vehicle could not, it will be held that an actus has been acquired.”
161 

So, 

according to Pomponius, a space is (1) a via when beasts of burdens and vehicles can pass thought it; 

(2) an actus when beasts of burden can pass but vehicles cannot (contradicting Ulpian in Digest 8.3.1); 

(3) a iter when neither beasts of burden not vehicles can pass. Here neither “passing” (ire) nor 

“walking” (ambulare) is directly mentioned because this paragraph was about the movements of goods 

either on vehicles or on beasts of burden: however, on-foot movement is likely implicit. 

159 
Dig. 8.3.23 “Via constitui vel latior octo pedibus vel angustior potest, ut tamen eam latitudinem habeat, qua vehiculum 

ire potest: alioquin iter erit, non via.” 
160 

Most of the times it means a wheeled vehicle (Oxford Latin Dictionary), but at times it may mean any vehicle in general 

(like a horse in Digest 8.1.4 - Papian, Questions, book 7) or boats. In this part of the Digest it meant wheeled vehicles, 

otherwise the provisions claiming that an actus had to be big enough to allow at least for the passage of a iumentum but not 

of a vehiculum would not make sense. 
161 

Dig. 8.1.13 “Si tam angusti loci demonstratione facta via concessa fuerit, ut neque vehiculum neque iumentum ea inire 

possit, iter magis quam via aut actus adquisitus videbitur: sed si iumentum ea duci poterit, non etiam vehiculum, actus 

videbitur adquisitus.” 
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Another typology of transportation receives just a minimal note in the Digest—even if it was 

clearly a significant one
162

: the right of riding a horse is considered part of the iter servitude (and not, 

surprisingly, equated to the beasts of burden): “There is no small difference between an actus and an 

iter. An iter is a route along which a man may come and go on foot [pedes commeare] or on horse-back 

[eques commeare], while it is an actus where he is permitted to drive cattle or take a vehicle.”
163 

The 

differentiation is probably due to the fact that the wear that a man riding a horse could do on the soil 

was clearly less damaging than that of a pack of cows. This definition, however, does not consider the 

right of iter “nested” within the right of actus, but as a different right—going against what stated at the 

beginning of the same section by Ulpian in Digest 8.3.1. Ulpian himself—in a sort of short circuit of 

interpretation—seems to allow that it is possible that iter is not always part of actus: in Digest 8.5.4 

says that “a man who has an iter without an actus or who has an actus without an iter can bring an 

action for the servitude.”
164 

Given that this passage refers to a situation in which the rights of servitude 

are challenged and thus appropriate actions to recover them are to be taken, it is possible that Ulpian is 

here talking of a special case and not of a normative situation, simply saying that also non-normative 

servitudes are protected by the law. 

It is not easy to make sense of these little incongruities, but Roman Law should not be understood 

as perfect system but rather as piecemeal and progressive collections of norms and promulgation of 

laws, and as such with overlapping boundaries for which the interpretation of the jurists was 

fundamental—as the nature of the Digest itself makes clear. “The Roman disinclination for abstract 

formulation is further shown in an avoidance of juristic definitions. There is a large number of 

162 
It was significant enough that Imperial regulations forced people to dismount horses to pass through cities. See infra. 

163 
Digest 8.3.12 “Inter actum et iter nonnulla est differentia: iter est enim, qua quis pedes vel eques commeare potest, actus 

vero, ubi et armenta traicere et vehiculum ducere liceat.” 
164

. Digest 8.5.4 “Qui iter sine actu vel actum sine itinere habet, actione de servitute utetur.” 
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important conceptions for which the Roman had not technical terms, although the conceptions 

themselves consciously or unconsciously underlay their discussion.”
165 

So far, the relationships among the servitudes and the movements that such servitudes grant can 

be reconstructed in the two following tables which differ in how “driving vehicles” either belongs 

directly to the via servitude or is nested into the actus servitude. 

165 
Schulz 1936: 43. See in general the section about “Abstraction” 
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Table 6: iter and actus as two unrelated servitudes (based on Dig. 8.3.12—Modestinus) 
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Table 7: iter is a servitude included into actus (Dig. 8.3.1—Ulpian) 
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Looking at this second table, it is clear that at the two opposite ends of the spectrum there are iter 

and via: one allows only to walk and pass, the other all the possible movements, probably also any 

movement that was not explicitly spelled out in any law. In fact, nowhere in the Digest is directly 

mentioned the transportation of people on carts, a type of traffic that had its relevance between cities 

and that, as will be argued, will be repeatedly curbed by Imperial legislation when it was passing inside 

cities. It seems however logical that the jurists would consider the transportation of people on carts 

equal to the movement of vehicles, and thus having it included into the rights of actus and via. This 

hypothesis is confirmed by the organization of the rights of movements in the Institutiones of Justinian: 

iter is nested into actus which includes also the right to drive vehicles.
166 

So far these servitudes and their relative jurisdictional comments refer to country estates, or to 

servitudes in general, or to their recovery. 
167 

What about movements in the city? In fact, another 

section of the Digest describes servitudes that apply to urban estates (Dig. 8.2 “De seruitutibus 

praediorum urbanorum”), but surprisingly here the discussion is only about rights of light and 

discharge of rainwater, and there is nothing defining and granting movements along urban public 

streets: only once via publica is noted as an area above which nothing can be placed, neither roofs 

discharging rainwater nor beams supporting upper floors (Dig. 8.2.1). This apparent absence does not 

imply that the country rights of via, actus and iter did not apply to the urban environment, though. The 

existence in the Digest of such two different sections (one for urban, and the other for rural rights) is 

connected to the fact that “land in the country is used chiefly for agriculture, and for building only as 

subservient to agriculture; land in towns is used chiefly for building, and for cultivation only as an 

accessory of building.”
168 

In fact, a country servitude applies to farmland regardless of the presence of 

any house, and urban servitude applies to houses regardless of the presence of any farmland: it follows 

166 
Inst. Iust. 2.3 “De Seruitutibus.” 

167 
Digest 8.3 “De seruitutibus praediorum rusticorum”. Digest 8.1 “De Seruitutibus”. Digest 8.5 “Si seruitus uindicetur.” 

168 
Hunter 1885: 414. 
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that the presence of houses in the countryside or farmland in the city does not invalidate the existence 

of urban and rural servitudes: “hence an urban servitude may exist wholly in the country, and a rural 

servitude wholly in the town.”
169 

An indirect confirmation of this hypothesis is found in yet another 

section titled “Rules common to both rustic and urban estates”: “There is nothing to prevent the 

creation of an iter on the terms that it may only be used during the hours of the daylight. In fact, such a 

restriction is virtually a necessity in the case of urban estates.”
170 

This means that an iter could be 

applied on praedia urbana, and thus there is no reason to doubt that also the other servitudes of actus 

and via could be granted in a city too.
171 

Another significant point about the servitudes just analyzed is that they all apparently pertain to 

private spaces: they seem to represent rights that one private person had over another’s space, as there 

is nothing referring directly to public roads. In fact, they are provisions allowing someone to acquire 

the right to walk on the land of someone else to reach his own field,
172 

or to pass with his cart on 

another’s property to reach a river and fetch water (Dig. 8.3.3): they all seem to imply only private 

property. Given that the countryside surely was crisscrossed by public roads this may seem troubling. 

In reality public ownership is a specific type of ownership and as such it is protected as much as the 

ownership by singuli homines. 

169 
Hunter 1885: 414. Another legal reason to differentiate between these two categories of servitudes was connected to their 

creation/passage/sale: rural servitudes could be created either by a private act in front of a witnesses (mancipio, see G. 

1.119) or by a public act in front of a magistrate (in iure cessio, see G. 2.24), whereas urban servitudes only by a public act 

in front of a magistrate (like the Urban Praetor) (see Gaius, Institutiones 2.29). “Given the potential importance of 
servitudes in the urban context it may have been thought appropriate that creation should be by official act rather than 

through the private mancipatory process”: Metzger 1998: 69. 
170 

Digest 8.4.14. 
171 

There are other cases in which “a servitude generally appearing as urban is classed as rustic (Dig.8.3.2.pr) and vice versa 

(Dig. 6.2.11.1), and this fact has led to the view that the same servitude might be urban or rustic according to the nature of 

the dominant tenement”. Jolowicz 1932: 159 note 1. 
172 

Or to reach a family tomb, as in the inscription CIL 6.8862 from Rome spelling the existence of a private iter to go from 

the via publica to the monimentum sive sepulcrum “iter privatum a via publica per hortum pertinens ad monimentum sive 

sepulchrvum […]”. 
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2.1.2 Protecting Pedestrian Rights and Spaces: Itinera Publica and the Interdicts. 

The protection of the rights of movement in public areas and public roads or footpaths was 

formally recognized, as is indicated by a number of interdicts issued over time by the Urban Praetors: 

interdicts were part of the Republican edicta perpetua pretoris urbanus issued by every praetor 
173 

—at 

least since the time of Cicero
174 

—and finally revised into a single and sound text by Saluius Iulianus by 

order of Hadrian.
175 

It was this last edition and its vast commentary by several jurists that was used for 

the compilation of book 43 of the Digest, which is our main source for the legal protection of public 

roads. Consequently, even if it is not possible to be sure that the praetorial words quoted in the Digest 

date to the time of the Republic—in fact they could be a reworked version by Iulianus—it is possible to 

argue that they still preserve their “Republican” meaning and intentions: the Hadrianic version was 

indeed supposed to bring order to the several issued edicts and interdicts but not to change their intents 

and regulations.
176 

In fact, much scholarship has supported the late Republican origin of the content of 

the edict. More recently—with an even more radical opinion—Cancelli agrees on its antiquity and 

denies its final codification at the time of Hadrian.
177 

To clarify what interdicts were, it is possible to refer to another of the sources used to compile the 

Digest, the second century CE Institutes of Gaius—the only source almost perfectly preserved without 

interpolations
178 

: “In certain cases the praetor or the proconsul directly interposes his authority in order 

to settle disputes” and “briefly, he either orders or prohibits something to be done” (Gai. Inst. IV.139). 

Technically these orders are classified into two different categories according to their positive or 

173 
Berger 1953: s.v. Edictum Praetoris, Interdictum. 

174 
These edicts came eventually to have a high degree of overlapping, with many sections repeated from the earlier ones. 

See FIRA I, p. 335 
175 

The Edictuum Perpetuum Praetoris Urbanis of the time of Hadrian (circa 129 CE) has been reconstructed in its Latin 

composition in FIRA I in which the section about the public roads and footpaths is wholly based on the praetorial quotations 

found in Digest 43. In this chapter it has been decided to comment on the Digest – and not on the reconstructed Hadrianic 

Latin text - because it contains also the opinions of several jurists and thus allow for a contextualized and operational 

understanding of the edict of Hadrian. 
176 

Recently it has been forcefully and compellingly demonstrated that most of the edicta of the Urban Pretor had already 

been codified before the time of Hadrian. See next note. 
177 

Cancelli 2010: 170-1; 182-3. 
178 

A fifth century manuscript containing this text was found in Verona in 1816. Birks and McLeod 1987: 16–7. 
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negative function: “They are called decrees when he orders something to be done … they are called 

interdicts when he forbids something to be done [emphasis added]” (Gaius Institutiones IV.140). 

2.1.2.1The Digest Book 43: Interdicts, and Iter versus Itinera 

As explained by the first lines of Digest book 43 Title 1– which represent a section of Ulpian’s 

book Edicts—these interdicts applied not only to private but also public property (Dig. 43.1.1.pr.): 

“Interdicts with respect to human things apply either to what belongs to somebody or to what belongs 

to nobody … Things belonging to somebody are either public or private property. Public are public 

places, roads, and publicly owned rivers.”
179 

It has already been argued that via is a legal term denoting 

a space where any kind of traffic is allowed (pedestrian, carts, horses etc.), so Ulpian’s comment does 

not seem directly concerned with the right of iter. In reality further passages from the Digest seem to 

clearly refer to spaces where the pedestrian-like right is protected:
180 

in fact, it will be argued that most 

of the time the jurists of the Digest used the word iter in the singular to refer to the legal right, whereas 

the plural form itinera indicates the physical space where this right was protected, especially when 

referring to the public pedestrian paths (itinera publica). The same differentiation applies to the word 

via and viae. However, such distinction has exceptions especially in Ulpian and in his direct quotations 

of the Praetor’s edict: here the singular forms of the word iter are sometimes used interchangeably for 

the right, the space and the general concept of “passage” (for example applied to the “passage of a 

boat” “iter navigio” Dig. 43.12.1), and only the context can clarify what it actually referred to.
181 

Besides, it is not only the plural form to suggest the reference to pedestrian paths, it is also the 

very frequent contiguity of the pair itinera publica and viae publicae in many of the interdicts: this 

seems to suggest how the word itinera refers not to a general “public way”—as it has usually been 

179 
Dig. 43.1.1: Quae sunt alicuius, haec sunt aut publica aut singulorum. Publica: de locis publicis, de viis deque 

fluminibus publici. 
180 

The terminology pedestrian-like is used here to refer to all the movements that are allowed in iter: most of them are not 

instinctively considered strictly pedestrian, like driving a horse or being transported on a litter/sedan chair. 
181 

Epigraphical evidence point, obviously, to the use of its singular form when referring to one pathway: iter publicum is 

written on a cippus from Puteoli (AE 1995, 308). 
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translated—but specifically to “pedestrian pathways” (keeping in mind how—under a strictly legal 

point of view—driving a horse and being taken around on a litter/sedan chair were permitted on 

itinera”). If there were no meaningful reasons for the almost constant use of these pairs, then it would 

be unclear why one would associate a term defining a specific space where any movement can be 

legally done (the viae) with another one with a non-specific meaning (the itinera), thus creating a 

pointless association of terms: in sum, this concurrence was likely not by chance but by desire, the 

desire to specifically spell out the legal protection granted to any public pedestrian path and not only 

any road. 

To summarize: the expression viae publicae may appear by themselves in a legal sentence, and 

the expression itinera publica are always associated with the expression viae publicae in order to 

clearly place public pedestrian-like areas under the protection of the law.
182 

In fact, quite indicative for 

this latter meaning is the context of the first occurrence of the pairing of the words viae publicae and 

itinera publica in book 43 of the Digest: the body of section 7 defines that “it is open to anyone to 

claim for public use what belongs to the use of all, such as public roads [viae publicae] and public ways 

[itinera publica],”
183 

and that anybody can require the intervention of the praetor to protect this right to 

public use. This is also the first occurrence of the term itinera by itself in this chapter of the Digest (in 

addition, iter will be used first in the next section 43.8). The second occurrence is a quotation of Labeo 

by Ulpian in the next section of the Digest in which it is simply stated that the term “public places” 

(publici loci) applies to areae, insulae, agri and viae publicae and itinera publica (Dig. 43.8.2.3). 

Tellingly, the third occurrence refers to an interdict that can be interpreted as trying to protect traffic 

flow on both the streets and pedestrian ways: “The praetor says: ‘I forbid doing or introducing anything 

182 
Instead it appears that, in order to refer to private road and private footpaths, the jurists used the terms actus and iter. See 

Dig. 43.1.1; 43.1.2; 43.8.2; 43.19.1; 43.19.3; 43.19.7; 43.20.1. 
183 

Dig.43.7.1.1 Cuilibet in publicum petere permittendum est id, quod ad usum omnium pertineat, veluti vias publicas, 

itinera publica: et ideo quolibet postulante de his interdicitur. 
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in a public road or way by which that road or way is or shall be made worse.’”
184 

The term deterius 

may refer to a general worse condition of the road, but also in particular to its paving: in fact, only a 

few lines earlier it is said that “if anyone suffers deterioration [sit deterior] or restriction of his access, 

there should be recourse to the interdict,” 185 
making both the “worsening” and the narrowing of a 

passage [aditus] two prohibited actions. Becasue any passage can be theoretically damaged by two 

actions—one decreasing its space (narrowing it), the other damaging its walking or driving surface—it 

seems that deterius in this last instance has to refer principally to the second action. At any rate, it can 

be argued that the rationale behind the issuing of such interdict was the hindering of flow of traffic 

caused by a poor road-surface: indeed, the provision is not directly concerned with the loss of public 

space because, contrary to the previous lines about occupation of public land, such loss is not 

mentioned, whereas the worsening of the conditions of the roads/footpaths is clearly spelled out. 

Eventually, a few sentences below, Ulpian himself clarifies that “making a road worse” really means to 

impair its traffic: “Making a road worse is to be understood to mean impairing its usefulness for traffic, 

that is, for walking or driving, as when it was level and is made steep, or when it is turned from smooth 

to rough, from broader to narrower, or from dry to muddy.”
186 

So, clearly, the passing to and fro 

(commeandum)—what can be called “traffic”—was something that was acknowledged and defended 

by the law, and was not something that just happens and was supposed to take care of itself. This last 

point is relevant for two reasons: (1) also pedestrian traffic is something protected by the law, as ire (ad 

eundum) is clearly spelled out as part of the commeandum—just like agire; (2) it may imply that, if 

roads must not be made worse to impede traffic, roads can be created or modified with the intention of 

promote their usus ad commeandum (usability for the traffic), and therefore also pedestrian features 

184 
Dig. 43.8.2.20 “Ait praetor: "In via publica itinereve publico facere immittere quid, quo ea via idve iter deterius sit fiat, 

veto.” 
185 

Dig. 43.8.2.12 is all one piece from Ulpian: “si cui aditus sit deterior aut angustior, interdicto opus est.” 
186 

Deteriorem autem viam fieri sic accipiendum est, si usus eius ad commeandum corrumpatur, hoc est ad eundum vel 

agendum, ut, cum plane fuerit, clivosa fiat vel ex molli aspera aut angustior ex latiore aut palustris ex sicca. [emphasis 

added]. 
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may be created or modified with that same intention. However, if legal references to the protection of a 

good traffic flow can be found among the interdicts, there are none for its improvement. Still, it will be 

argued that there are instances in the archaeology of Pompeii where intended improvements are 

recognizable: sidewalks, stepping stones and other street features were improvements to the pedestrian 

movement done not to only to permit a smooth flux but also, at specific areas, to achieve guidance or 

control. This is not to say that the quality of traffic was the main, or even one of the main concerns for 

the praetors, jurists or Pompeian magistrates, but still it does not longer seem possible to deny that 

pedestrian-like movement was both considered and protected by Roman legislation. 

The importance, but the non-centrality of the traffic flow can be gauged—in a certain sense—by 

the fact that the word commeare appears just six times in book 43,
187 

and only once is connected to the 

traffic quality, whereas in the other instances it simply refers to the traffic along roads. Moreover, four 

of these instances—included the one about quality of movement—are all from the same Digest 

43.8.2.21, in reality a full section from Ulpian’s book “Ad edictum”. One of these provides an extra 

remark about the characteristics and ownership of public roads: “But the land of a public road is public, 

bequeathed or marked out, with fixed limits of width, by whoever had the right of making it public, so 

that the public might pass (ire) and travel along it (commeare)
188

”. There is no direct reference to the 

pedestrian itinera, but the act of passing (ire) is spelled out clearly next to the commeari, making clear 

once more how pedestrian and pedestrian-like
189 

movements were considered when discussing the viae. 

Besides, here via is used in its plural form and with a clear reference to the width allotted to roads, 

evidently referring to a physical space and not only to a legal right. 

The importance of maintaining the usability of the road—and so the ease of traffic flow—is also 

remarked by Ulpian’s opinion that force can be used with impunity on anyone who, pretending to fix 

187
Dig. 43.8.2.21; 43.8.2.23; 43.8.2.25; 43.8.2.32, 43.19.3.16; 43.19.7. The word damnum instead is used 41 times. 

188 
Dig. 43.8.2.21: viae autem publicae solum publicum est, relictum aut directum certis finibus latitudinis ab eo, qui ius 

publicandi habuit, ut ea publice iretur commearetur. 
189 

All the activities that the iter servitude was granting (see note 180). 
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the via, is actually making it deteriorem.
190 

This opinion acts as a counterpart to the immediately 

preceding section of the praetorian edict saying that “I forbid the use of force to prevent such one from 

opening up or repairing a public road or way [iter], as long as the road or way [iter] is not made 

worse.”
191 

This makes clear that, even if Ulpian’s comment does not directly mention it, also damaging 

the itinera—the pedestrian-like paths—is an act that can be prevented even by the use of force. 

Ulpian’s comment on this same edict continues with an unexpected consideration: “because of this the 

employer of the interdict cannot make the road broader or longer, higher or lower, on pretext of repair, 

or lay gravel on a dirt road, pave a dirt road with stone, or turn a stone-paved road into a dirt road.”
192 

What comes as a surprise—especially in this section about the upkeep of public roads and footpaths— 

is the fact that Ulpian believes that the same interdict forbids improvements of the road too: it is in fact 

difficult not to consider as such at least the paving or gravelling of a dirt road—two modifications that 

would clearly contribute to a better flow of the traffic. The rationale against street improvement may be 

read as an attempt first to avoid that such acts could extend the roadway into a private property (thus 

causing a legal suit), second to permit uniformity in the road paving.
193 

Ulpian interpreted the edict in a 

very cautious way: in fact, a few lines earlier he wrote that “repair includes opening it up and cleaning 

it and everything that is done to restore it to its original state [emphasis added],”
194 

therefore denying 

to a private individual the possibility of any improvement of the roads and footways, and leaving it in 

the hands of civic officers. In fact, the foundation charters of both the Colonia Genetiva and of the 

Municipium Tarentinii refer to public officers the task to modify and upgrade the streets: they are 

allowed “to construct, to introduce, to change, to build or to pave” any roads, ditches or drains, 

190 
43.11.1.2: Si quis in specie refectionis deteriorem viam facit, impune vim patietur. 

191 
43.11.1.pr: Quo minus illi viam publicam iterve publicum aperire reficere liceat, dum ne ea via idve iter deterius fiat, 

vim fieri veto. 
192 

Digest 43.11.2. 
193 

A confirmation of this approach comes also from the interpretation of the Tabula Heracleensis (see section 

“Transgressions of the Traffic Regulations.”) 
194 

Digest 43.11.1.1: Reficit enim et qui aperit et qui purgat et omnes omnino, qui in pristinum statum reducunt. 
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provided that it is done without damage to private individuals.
195 

That no damage (iniuria) could be 

done to private individuals was probably inserted to avoid both harm to physical bodies
196 

and 

occupation of private land. Besides, since a single person was supposed to restore only the 

road/footpath just for the extent of his house
197

, probably both the praetor and Ulpian wanted to avoid a 

patchwork of road sections with different surfaces and inclinations, a situation that would have been 

not much beneficial to traffic flow.
198 

Another instance of the pairing ‘public street-public footpath’ clarifies how “passing” (ire) and 

“driving” (agere) are rights that are fully protected on their appropriate spaces: “The praetor says: “I 

forbid the use of force to prevent anyone from passing or driving along a public road or public way.”
199 

It seems likely that this edict wanted to explicitly grant the right to use force to a private person, and 

not to the state or city officials, because it is known that magistrates were legally entitled to use force to 

control people in public spaces. 
200 

In this same section by Ulpian another important distinction is drawn: “this interdict applies only 

to rural roads, and not to urban. For the care of urban roads belongs to the magistrates.”
201 

It is clear 

that Ulpian is referring to a specific interdict (hoc interdictum)—the one he mentioned a few lines 

earlier—prohibiting “doing or introducing anything in a public road or footpath by which that road or 

footpath is or shall be made worse” (Dig. 43.8.2.20). This statement does not exclude the urban roads 

as spaces protected by the law but makes a distinction between areas of responsibility of different 

195 
Crawford 1996a: 424. See also “Lex Tarentina”. Ibid. 308. 

196 
See the section “Avoiding negligence in context: the fountain of Vicolo della Regina” for a discussion of the damages to 

the physical bodies of private individuals. 
197 

See section “Transgressions of the Traffic Regulations.” 
198 

In fact, the Tabula Heracleenisis and other regulations seem to point to the aediles as those in charge of creating and 

maintaining urban streets by using the money from the owners of the buildings fronting the streets to be fixed. 
199 

43.8.2.45: Praetor ait: ‘Quo minus illi via publica itinereve publico ire agere liceat, vim fieri veto.’ 
200 

9.2.29.7 “If a (municipal) magistrate does some injury by violence against someone who resists lawful process, he will 

not be liable under the lex Aquilia.” There is no doubt that also a praetor—as magistrate cum imperio—had legal ground for 

violent coercion. 
201 

43.8.2.24: Hoc interdictum tantum ad vias rusticas pertinet, ad urbicas vero non: harum enim cura pertinet ad 

magistratus. 
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Roman officers: namely, the urban magistrate was the one in charge of defending the care (cura) of 

streets and footpaths inside a city, whereas the praetor was concerned with their rural counterparts. 

This division of areas of control is actually confirmed by the next sentence: “if traffic is excluded 

from a public road or the road is narrowed, the magistrates intervene.”
202 

Based on the double 

occurrence of the term magistratus within the same section and on the fact that in its first instance 

magistratus clearly refers to a city environment, it can be safely assumed that also the second 

magistratus refers to the urban magistrates, and thus that the viae publicae of the second sentence are 

those of a city. The quoted lines suggest that the care of urban streets was done in order to both allow 

and restore the good flow of traffic, thus revealing that the law was meant to defend an effective traffic 

flow (and not simply to defend public roads from illegal occupation, an matter that was satisfactorily 

addressed in the previous paragraphs of the Digest). 

The practical reason for the division of control areas—which is the reason for this distinction by 

Ulpian—is that, if someone wanted to defend his own rights or the public rights of movement on the 

rural roads or footpaths, he could invoke the interdicts of the praetor. Instead, in the case of the urban 

roads, it was the urban magistrate that was expected to intervene to maintain a good flow of traffic, 

even without anyone pressing charges. The actions that the aediles (who likely were the urban 

magistrates in question) could take to restore the flow could be quite forceful at times (i.e. breakage of 

beds left on the streets), as it will be described in the next section of this chapter. 

2.1.2.2Lex Coloniae Genetivae Iuliae 

The argument that the pair viae-itinera in their plural form had a specific function—that is it was 

used to specifically include not only roadways but also footpaths (spaces where carts could not go) 

under the protection of the law (see “Pedestrian rights”)—is reinforced by its appearance also in the 

founding law of a colony: the lex coloniae Genetivae Iuliae. Four bronze tablets, found in the territory 

202 
43.8.2.25 : Si viae publicae exemptus commeatus sit vel via coartata, interveniunt magistratus. 
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of the Spanish city of Urso, contain a municipal charter that probably dates to the time of Caesar but 

was inscribed during the Flavian Period, with only minimal interpolation.
203 

Section 78 says: 

quae uiae publicae itineraue publica sunt fuerunt intra eos fines, qui colon(iae) dati erunt, 

quicumq(ue) limites quaeque uiae quaeque itinera per eos agros sunt erunt fueruntue, eae uiae 

eique limites eaque itinera publica sunto. 

Whatever public roads or public ways there are or have been within those boundaries
204

, 

which shall have been assigned to the colony, whatever estate-limits
205 

and whatever roads and 

whatever ways there are or shall be or have been across those lands, those roads and those estate-

limits and those ways are to be public. (Translation from Crawford 1996a, 425). 

This section is about all the viae and itinera located within the boundaries of the colony, and thus 

it refers to viae and itinera found both in the urban space and in the countryside. It seems clear that the 

goal of this section was to unmistakably mark those spaces as public, an act that makes sense if it was 

meant to be connected with the protection that the praetorial interdict was granting to public spaces, 

namely streets and footpaths (as discussed in this same chapter): no section of the lex coloniae in fact 

conferred such protection because it would have been evidently redundant.
206 

Nonetheless, the hypothesis that the pair of plural terms viae and itinera was used to specifically 

include both to roadways and to footpaths presents some exceptions. In fact, iter is used by itself and in 

its singular form two other times: (1) in section 79 it refers to the right of passage through private land 

to reach public waters (rivers, lakes etc.); (2) in section 104 to the prohibition to impede the waters 

from flowing freely in its path (iter). In addition, the term via appears a second time: in section 77 it is 

listed together with ditches and drains—as those infrastructures that can be built and modified by some 

civic officers. In this case, however, the addition of the term “public footpaths” (itinera) would have 

actually added more uniformity and clarity. This inconsistency may be explained if one follows the 

view that “municipal charters were centos made up of chunks of Roman legislation,” but it conflicts 

203 
Crawford 1996a: 395–6. 

204 
The expression “those boundaries” refers to the boundaries of the colony. 

205 
The translation of the word limites has been changed to “estate-limits” in order to differentiate it from fines: a limes was 

“a free space between two neighboring landed properties, left for public use.” Berger 1953. 
206 

On the relationship between municipal charters and the ius romanorum see the chapter “Statuti municipali and ‘ius 
romanorum’: fra prassi e sistema” in Lamberti 1993: 201–61. 
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with the fact that this lex was evidently designed for the colony in question.
207 

Lamberti tried to solve 

this problem by supposing that in Rome it existed a general draft containing all the norms (“un 

canovaccio di norme”) that was rewritten into the charters of the cities that had been granted one. A 

jurist was in charge of the actual writing and needed to take into account also the new colony’s needs; 

such jurist may have paid attention to achieving an updated version and a correct sequence of 

regulations rather than a uniform terminology.
208 

Thus, the lack of a standard template may explain the 

absence of a perfect consistency within these local regulations. But, with time, uniformity was to be 

achieved: in fact, the Tabula Irnitana of Flavian age has both viae and itinera used together in the 

section about infrastructures (section 82). 

There seems to be little doubt that over time the rights and spaces of pedestrians were being more 

and more recognized, established and protected under the law. 

2.1.3 Restoring, Improving and Caring for Pedestrian Flows 

As it was described above (2.1.2.1 “The Digest Book 43: Interdicts, and Iter versus Itinera”), 

Ulpian’s interpretation of the praetorian interdicts offered the existence of the contained also guidelines 

included also the restoration of traffic flow when it had been damaged by the narrowing of a public 

road. Similar acts of restoration are present in another section of the Digest and in two other instances: 

the three of them can be used as evidence for the intentional improvement/care of not only cart traffic 

but also pedestrian traffic. 

2.1.3.1Papinian’s “Care of Cities” 

Even if the Digest only rarely delves into the matters of administration of a city, one section of 

Book 43 talks specifically of urban roads and traffic: section 10 is composed by a single quotation from 

207 
Crawford 1996a: 397. 

208 
Lamberti 1993: 235–9. She talks of the lex municipalis and not of the lex coloniae, but already the Lex Tarantina (a 

colony charter law) of the 80s BCE presents the section about the infrastructures that civic officers can build and modify 

almost identical to that in the Lex Coloniae Genetivae. 
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Papinian’s “Book of the city-overseer”
209 

of which nothing else is known, but that seems to suggest 

strong similarities between these city-overseers and the aediles
210 

—as they shared the same tasks. The 

relevant parts state: 

the city-overseers are to take care of the streets of the city, so that they are kept level …. 
They are to take care that nobody digs holes in the streets, encumbers them, or builds anything on 

them …. Each person is to keep the public street outside his own house in repair, and clean out 
the open gutter and ensure that no vehicle is prevented from access …. They must see that 
nothing is left outside workshops, except for a fuller leaving out clothing to dry, or a carpenter 

putting out wheels, and these are not by doing so to prevent a vehicle from passing.
211 

These lines illustrate the importance of having streets in good conditions to allow an effective 

flow of traffic, and they spell out that vehicles need to have a completely unimpeded way throughout 

the city—with nothing left on the streets that can hamper their passage. On the other hand, if a roadway 

was flanked by sidewalks, it seems plausible that the first area to be occupied by the workshop spillage 

would have been the sidewalks and not the roadway. However, Papinian’s stress is on the movement of 

carts, as they are the only transport mentioned (ἄμαξα = wagon/cart).
212 

One can thus wonder why 

there is no reference to pedestrian movement; some possible answers include: (1) the section of 

Papinian’s book about pedestrians was not included in the selection of the Digest and was subsequently 

lost: while being a possibility, the reason for its exclusion remains unclear as incorporating pedestrian 

regulation would neatly fit in this section about movement in the city; (2) traffic jams created by cart 

traffic were much more difficult to solve than those generated by pedestrians, therefore regulations 

guarding against the former were put in place: pedestrians can walk around an obstacle, whereas carts 

209 nd
Almost nothing is known of this work by Papinian, who is otherwise an important and respected jurist of the 2 c. CE. 

See Kalb 1890: 117. 
210 

More recent scholarship agrees on the identity of these two officers (see Curchin 1990: 61–2. Instead, according to De 

Ruggiero and Mommsen, they corresponded to the IIIIviri mentioned in the Tabula Heracleensis who were, at any rate, 

assistants to the aediles. Ruggiero 1925: 246–7. 
211 

D 43.10. Translation from Mommsen and Krueger 1985. 
212 

ἄμαξα seems to correspond to the Latin plaustra—a four wheeled wagon: this regulation thus seems to say that there has 

to be enough room on the street for the biggest of all carts. Regardless of the fact that plausta could probably move within a 

city only at night—when wheels and cloth unlikely would be left on the streets—still Papinian is using this specific cart to 

keep clear the widest roadway space possible and avoid any claim of legal occupation of the road when a smaller carriage 

was able to pass. For plaustra regulations see infra “Republican Traffic Regulations”. For ἄμαξα see Beekes and Beek 

2010: vol. 1, s.v. ἄμαξα. 
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need to wait for the obstacle to be removed, and thus just one of them can cause the full stop of the 

flow behind.
213 

Taking also into account how difficult a U-turn could be on urban streets—most often 

confined between two walls—it may be possible to understand why cart traffic is a stronger 

“protagonist” of Roman law than pedestrians. However, this does not imply that what applied to cart 

traffic could not be extended sometimes also to pedestrian areas: in fact, on a via everybody was 

allowed to pass—carts and pedestrians alike. 

Whenever objects were left on the road, the aediles could be quite destructive in their removal, as 

is illustrated in another section of the Digest: “The aedile destroyed beds which had been bought 

because they had been left in the public street.”
214 

In this case it appears that the action of the aedile 

was meant to safeguard the general traffic flow on the via publica: thus—since on a via one could both 

drive and pass—it seems possible to argue that the aediles would have legally removed also objects 

abandoned on the sidewalks or on any pedestrian pathway. 

2.1.3.2Domitian’s Action 

Illegal occupation of sidewalks came to be a real problem in Rome, to the extent that a direct 

action of emperor Domitian was prompted in 92 CE, as told to us by Martial.
215 

Abstulerat totam temerarius institor urbem, 

Inque suo nullum limine limen erat. 

Iussisti tenuis, Germanice, crescere vicos, 

Et modo quae fuerat semita, facta via est. 

Nulla catenatis pila est praecincta lagonis, 

Nec praetor medio cogitur ire luto, 

Stringitur in densa nec caeca novacula turba, 

Occupat aut totas nigra popina vias. 

Tonsor, copo, cocus, lanius sua limina servant. 

Nunc Roma est, nuper magna taberna fuit. 

213 
Of course, this also connected to the size of the road. 

214 
Dig. 18.6.13 “Paulus libro tertio epitomarum Alfeni digestorum. Lectos emptos aedilis, cum in via publica positi essent, 

concidit”. The rest of the Digest discusses who was in charge of reimbursing the owner for the destruction of his couches, in 

case it turned out to be an illegal action. 
215 

Mart. Epigrammata 7.61. For consideration of the use of space in Martial, see Laurence 2011b. 
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The audacious retailer had taken up the entire city, and no door-entrance was within its own 

threshold. Germanicus, you commanded to expand the alleys, and what was only a footpath was 

made into a street. There are no pillars surrounded by chained flasks, and the praetor is not forced 

to pass in the middle mud [the mud in the middle of the road, author’s note], and the razor is not 

drawn blindly in a thick crowd, nor the grimy cook-shop occupies all the streets. The barber, the 

innkeeper, the cook, the butcher stay within their own thresholds. Now this is Rome, not long ago 

it was a big shop.
216 

As it has been observed by Van Tilburg, Domitian’s act shows that both “the interests of the 

passers-by weighed more heavily than those of the shopkeepers.”
217 

This dissertation would like to 

expand on this concept, and show that such interests were taken care of not by creating traffic 

regulations, but actually ameliorating the built environment of the roads of Rome. In fact, a closer 

reading of Martial allows us to understand it was the pedestrian areas that had been illegally occupied 

(sidewalks and colonnades), an act that forced people to walk on the streets, so much that the streets 

had become akin to semitae (footpaths, i.e. spaces where pedestrian traffic was dominant). In fact, we 

are told that (1) a dense crowd surrounded barbers because they have set up shop outside their doorway 

(more likely on the sidewalks rather than the roadways)
218 

and that (2) wine flasks were chained to 

pillars (these pillars are likely those of a covered walkway (porticus) next to a road) indicating that 

cook-shops had taken up the entire width of the sidewalks to the extent that costumers were spilling 

onto the roads (occupat […] totas nigra popina vias). The impossibility of walking on sidewalks was 

even forcing the praetor to step onto the muddy roadway (medio luto, because the mud is located on the 

roadway that is located between the two sidewalks). Also, the progression of terms that Marital uses is 

significant: according to the poet, Rome was initially composed of vici (alleys) that the private 

occupation had transformed into semitae (footpaths)—that is spaces where pedestrian traffic was 

prevailing—but finally the action of Domitian made them into viae (streets), clearly a better situation 

216 
Translation by the author, based on the Loeb edition. 

217 
van Tilburg 2007: 134. 

218 
Apparently barbers had the unhealthy habit of setting up shop on sidewalks or on in the middle of crowded spaces as can 

be guessed by fact the jurist Ulpian clearly states that “if he was doing shaving in a place where people customarily played 
games or where there was much going to and for (ubi transitus frequens erat), the blame will be imputed to him” Dig. 

9.2.11.pr (this chapter is about the compensations established by the Lex Aquila). 
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than simply revering back to vici. Not even once does Martial mention the problems that carts met in 

this illegal situation, probably because he is writing from his own perspective as a pedestrian,
219 

but it 

is likely that wheeled traffic was indirectly hampered by the spilling of people into the roadway: in fact, 

segregating these two movements—pedestrian and wheeled—into two different spaces—sidewalk and 

roadway—was one of the tactics that was used to improve traffic flow (as will be discussed in the 

chapter about the archaeology of Pompeii). In sum, Domitian’s action—as we can read it through the 

eyes of Martial—was done with the intent of restoring an unimpeded pedestrian flow by the removal of 

the obstacles. It is possible to imagine that Domitian also improved the pedestrian experience: the 

emperor did not simply restore from the alleys (vici)—an act that would have simply brought back to 

the original situation—but transformed them into streets (viae)
220

, possibly enlarging them. Were also 

sidewalks and porticos broadened, or was it only the roadway? Of course it is more complicated to 

prove that Domitian actually engaged in such a reconstructive program in 92 CE
221 

—which would have 

entailed at least partial destruction of the private houses facing the vici
222 

—rather than simply consider 

Martial’s epigram a case of Imperial flattery. On the other hand, what can be easily recognized is that 

the general effects as described by Martial would have made sense to his readers, without having to be 

correct to the last word: even if Domitian had not broadened all the streets of Rome, still it was felt that 

the Emperor’s modification of the built environment had actually improved a difficult pedestrian life. 

219 
A number of Martial’s epigrams depict him as walking through the streets of Rome. For their analysis in light of 

movement see, with bibliography, Laurence 2011b. 
220 

Martial is using the word via when referring to its illegal occupation by the cook-shop—and not the word vicus—because 

he is listing what is not happening in the new roads, implying that those things were happening in the old alleys, the vici. 
221 

92 CE is the date of Domitian’s edict, but Domitian had been rebuilding Rome since the fire of 80 CE. For an account of 
the building program of Domitian see Darwall-Smith 1996: 101–252. 
222 

Some acts of partial destruction of frontages of private houses to improve traffic flow actually happened in Pompeii 

along Via Abbondanza (still visible in the sidewalk surface between I.9.1 Casa del Bell’Impluvio and I.9.4 Casa di 

Successus) and along the upper part of Via Vesuvio at the back of house VI.16.26 (Seiler et al. 2005: 219. 
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2.1.3.3The Tabula Heracleensis and the Protection of Traffic 

The text of the Tabula Heracleensis is no longer identified with a supposed unitary lex 

municipalis, but it is thought to be either a medley of acta caesaris or parts of a lex iulia dealing with 

223 224 
some municipal affairs. Its dating is universally assigned to the time of Caesar, and—while some 

dispositions are clearly specific to the city of Rome (like regulations on triumph and Vestal virgins)— 

others (like those pertaining to streets) were easily adoptable by a municipium like Heraclea. 

In fact, this table may contain even the legal ground on which Domitian enacted his “liberation” 

of sidewalks and porticus just discussed: lines 68-72 clearly spell out that the aediles are the 

magistrates with the task of preventing public spaces and porticos (loca publica porticusue) from being 

illegally occupied or blocked off.
225 

quae loca publica porticusue <p>ublicae in u(rbe) R(oma) p(ropius)ue u(rbei) R(omae) 

p(assus) m(ille) sunt erunt, quorum locorum quoiusque porticus/ aedilium <e>orumue 

mag(istratuum), quei uieis loceisque publiceis u(rbis) R(omae) p(ropius)ue u(rbei) R(omae) 

p(assus) m(ille) purgandeis praerunt, legibus/ procuratio est erit, nei quis in ieis loceis inue ieis 

porticibus quid inaedificatum inmolitomue habeto,/ neue ea loca porticumue quam possideto, 

neue eorum quod saeptum clausumue habeto quo minus eis loceis porticibusque populus utatur 

pateantue, nisi quibus uteique leg(ibus) pl(ebei)ue sc(itis) s(enatus)ue c(onsultis) 

concessum permissumue e<st erit>. 

Whatever public spaces or public porticos lie or shall lie within the city of Rome or nearer 

the city of Rome than one mile, the care of which spaces and porticos is or shall under the 

statutes belong to the aediles or to those magistrates who shall be in charge of the cleaning of 

roads and public spaces within the city of Rome or nearer the city of Rome than one mile, no-one 

in those spaces or in those porticos is to have anything constructed or built, nor is anyone to 

possess those spaces or any portico, nor is anyone to have any part of them blocked off or closed, 

to the effect that the people may not use those spaces and those porticos or that they may not be 

open, except for those to whom (it is or shall have been) granted and allowed by statutes or 

plebiscites or decrees of the senate and as (it shall have been granted).
226 

It appears thus that—at least since the time of Caesar—porticus were explicitly protected by the 

law. What may seem—at first sight—surprising is that there is no reference to an illegal occupation of 

223 
Crawford 1996b: 359. 

224 
Crawford 1996b: 360. 

225 
On the role of aediles and other local magistrates in the managing of the urban street network, see infra. 

226 
Text and translation from Crawford 1996b: 374–5. 
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semita/footpaths and viae, even if these spaces are actually mentioned a few lines earlier (as areas that 

must be paved, lines 20-23 and 53-55). Were sidewalks and streets perceived as immune to 

occupation? This absence is likely due to the fact that porticated areas—thanks to their already present 

pillars and roofs—were easier to be partitioned off and illegally occupied than footpaths, and thus a 

specialized legislation was felt as more necessary. Besides, it has already been discussed how footpaths 

and roads were considered part of the loca publica,
227 

and as such were indirectly included in the law. 

The Tabula also explains why porticus cannot be occupied: not simply to protect the intangible public 

ownership, but so “that the people may not use those spaces and those porticos, or that they may not be 

open.”
228 

The rationale appears to be that porticos must not only be used by people, but also left open: 

this entails that a partitioned-off porticus—even if used by people—is still illegal, thus preventing any 

shopkeeper from claiming that his occupation was legal just because people were still using the space 

(just like in the case of the shopkeepers and Domitian). A sensible reason to require that porticoes must 

be open is to allow the flow of the pedestrian traffic through their spaces: 
229 

if this analysis is correct, 

then this is another example supporting the argument that the Romans were indeed interested in 

assuring a good flow of foot traffic. 

The Tabula Heracleenisis is also the only regulation that dictates prescriptions for the physical 

appearance of a semita: it rules that the private owner of a building adjacent a semita “is to have that 

footpath limiting the continuous building well covered with new continuous stone-paving”
230 

following 

the manner established by the local aediles. One has to wonder why it was felt necessary to indicate 

that footpaths had to be paved: was a beaten-earth footpath not good enough? It is understandable why 

227 
See supra “The Digest Book 43: Interdicts, and Iter versus Itinera”. 

228 
“quominus eis loceis porticibusque populous utatur pateantue” line 72. 

229 
Laurence agrees on this, but talks of a general “ease of movement”, whereas here it is argued that the ease of pedestrian 

movement is the focus of this provision in the Tabula. See Laurence 2015: 183. 
230 

“Is eam semiteam eo aedificio perpetuo lapidibus perpetuis integreis continentem constratam recte habeto” Tabula 
Heracleensis, lines 53-55. Translation by the author. Crawford provides a slightly different translation that however does 

not change too much in meaning because the point of contention is the required act of paving (and not what material is used 

to pave): “In front of whosever building a footpath shall lie in a (public) space, he is to keep that footpath properly paved, 

continuous with that whole building, with whole gravel of top quality”. Crawford 1996b: 374. Most of the time, when it 

refers to streets, the word for gravel is glares, whereas lapis stands for paving stones. See Smith 1890: s.v. Viae. 
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roadways had to be paved—as they were bearing the loads of carts and animal packs, thus they would 

be damaged by this heavy traffic
231 

—but why also semitae, which would mainly bear pedestrian 

traffic? Was there a rationale behind the paving of footpaths? The answer is not self-evident: this 

paragraph is autonomous, unrelated both to the previous one (about the limitation of powers of the 

local magistrates—including the duties of the aediles on the supervision of road maintenance) and the 

next one (about wheeled traffic restrictions), thus not part of an evolving argument. 
232 

A possible 

answer may be found in two earlier separated paragraphs that can be arguably placed in a causative 

nexus based on both their similar terminology and the similar topic (road maintenance): in one it is 

stated that it is the aediles’ duty to assure that the public streets are paved (vias…sternendas) by the 

owners of the buildings facing them (line 26), and in the other it said that the viae need to be 

maintained (tueor)—therefore keeping the paving in good order—to avoid water from accumulating 

“so as to prevent people from using the street without difficulty”
233 

(quo minus commode populus ea 

via utatur). The same reason can be extended to footpaths: paving was demanded not simply to allow 

people to use them, but to use them in a convenient way (commode), without any obstacle—be it water 

or potholes. Theoretically this ease could be connected to the desire to provide a pleasant walking 

experience, but it can be argued that it was the practical flow of pedestrian traffic that was the positive 

target of this regulation: O’Sullivan has shown that strolling for pleasure was an activity most favored 

by the elite—and at times also pursued by the commoners—happening not on the roadway but in 

separated spaces (i.e. the enclosed porticated spaces of the Imperial for a; the park of the Mausoleum of 

Augustus; the park donated by Caesar to the Roman people; and the suburban and country villas with 

231 
And in fact it has been discussed above how this was likely the reason behind the different servitudes of iter and actus. 

232 
The lack of a cohesive and sequential connection among the regulations of the Tabula Heracleensis has been noted by the 

scholarship: “The absence of unity in the text is at once apparent”. Crawford 1996b: 358–9. 
233 

Translation by the author. The Oxford Latin Dictionary uses this sentence as an example for their translation of the word 

commode with “conveniently, without difficulty, readily.” 
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their large peristyles and private colonnaded walkways.)
234 

It thus seems that it was the free flow of 

pedestrian traffic along the urban semitae that was meant to be enhanced by the paving of the 

footpaths: slippery mud, puddles, stumbling holes were all going to be removed by a nice, hard layer of 

stones. Thus it was once again through modifications of the urban environment that this improvement 

was meant to be achieved, and not through regulations directing the flow itself. 

In conclusion, these two sections of the Tabula seem to indicate that—at least since Caesar’s 

time—Romans were trying to use movement segregation as a way to improve traffic flow: pedestrians 

were invited (but not forced) to stay off the roadways thanks to the ease of movement offered by 

sidewalks, paved footpaths, and porticus. At the same time, these were architectural features defended 

by the law, but not required by it: city officials could decide to do with or without them, as they 

deemed appropriate. The lack of discussion of such a segregational methodology on any Roman text in 

our possession
235 

seems to indicate that such tactic was based on empirical observations and not 

theoretical analysis—an approach that informed much of Roman culture. 

2.2 Regulating the Flow of Urban Traffic: Heavy Traffic VS Light Traffic 

It thus appears that Roman laws both guaranteed people’s rights to freely pass and walk on viae 

and itinera, and enforced those rights by the restoration of the built environment to its original state— 

with the possibility of enacting further modifications to improve the traffic flow. Yet another question 

remains: were there laws to directly regulate traffic? Not modifications of the built environment, but 

actual rules on where to drive and walk—something akin to the modern ones placing pedestrians on 

sidewalks and cars on roadways? 

234 
Strolling for pleasure along public roads was instead an activity quite foreign to Romans: walking along roads was either 

done for status display by the elite, or for utilitarian reasons by anybody (going home, to the forum etc). For a study of 

walking as a social and political activity see O’Sullivan 2011. On the same topic also Macaulay-Lewis 2011. 
235 

Vitruvius does not talk about it, nor about sidewalks along streets. He mentions semitae only as footpaths to be created 

on the raised walkways under the porticus of a palestra. 
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2.2.1 Republican Traffic Regulations 

During the Republic, rules had granted or forbidden the use of particular carts for the transport of 

people (carpentum and pilentum) and litters, but—since the rules’ targets were non-Romans and the 

matronae—it appears that these sumptuary laws
236 

were interested in restricting the exhibition of status 

only to specific groups of people but not interested in regulating the traffic in Rome.
237 

It is only in the 

Late Republic— specifically from the time of Caesar—that there is evidence of traffic management. 

2.2.1.1The Tabula Heracleensis and the Regulation of Traffic 

Once again the Tabula Heracleensis can be used for this line of inquiry: it contains the oldest and 

clearer example of direct traffic regulation of Italy, limiting private heavy-cart traffic only to the night, 

but permitting appropriate exceptions for public and religious needs (section 56-67).
238 

Quae uiae in u(rbem) R(omam) sunt erunt intra ea loca, ubi continenti hab(i)tab(i)tur, ne 

quis in ieis uieis post k(alendas) Ianuar(ias) primas plostrum inte<r>diu post solem ortum neue 

ante horam decimain diei ducito agito, nisi quod aedium sacrarum deorum inmortalium caussa 

aedificandaru(m) operisue faciumdei causa adu(e)hei portari oportebit, aut quod ex urbe exue 

ieis loceis earum rerum, quae publice demolienda(e) loca(tae) erunt, publice exportarei 

oportebit, et quarum rerum caussa plostra h(ac) l(ege) certeis hominibus certeis de causeis agere 

ducere licebit. 

Quibus diebus uirgines Vestales re(gem) sacrorum flamines plostreis in urbe sacrorum 

publicorum p(opuli) R(omani) caussa uehi oportebit, quaeque plostra triumphi caussa, quo die 

quisque triumpha(b)it, ducei oportebit, quaeque plostra ludorum (caussa), quei (urbei) Romae 

(p(ropius)ue) urbei Romae (p(assus) m(ille)) publice feient, inue pompam ludeis circiensibus 

ducei agei opus erit, quo{ue} minus earum rerum caussa eisque diebus plostra interdiu in urbe 

ducantur agantur, e(ius) h(ac) l(ege) n(ihilum) r(ogatur). quae plostra noctu in urbem inducta 

erunt, quo minus ea plostra inania aut stercoris exportandei caussa post solem ortum h(oram) 

(decimam) diei bubus jumenteisue iuncta in u(rbe) R(oma) et ab u(rbe) R(oma) p(assus) mille 

esse liceat, e(ius) h(ac) l(ege) n(ihilum) r(ogatur). 

236 
A law issued in 396 BCE, as described by Livy 5.25.9: “Honorem matronis habitum ut pilento ad sacra ludoesque, 

carpentis festo profesto uterentur”. Lex Oppia of 215 BCE “Ne qua mulier … iuncto vehiculto in urbe oppidove aut propius 
inde mille passus nisi sacrorum publicorum veheretur”. The lex Oppia was abrogated in 195 BCE by the Lex Valeria 

Fundania among the protests of Cato the Elder. A new sumptuary law was issued by Caesar (“Lex Iulia Sumptuaria”) and 

then later by Augustus. Pisani Sartorio 1988: 13; Berger 1953. 
237 

A pilentum was a cart used to carry religious objects, and carpentum was a two-wheeled cart that seems to have had 

prestige connotations as it was used by the Ponitifex Maximus and then by the Imperial family only. See Pisani Sartorio 

1988: 40–1, 51–54. 
238 

For a general introduction to the Tabula see section 2.1.3.3 “The Tabula Heracleensis and the Protection of Traffic.” 
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Whatever roads lie or shall lie within the city of Rome within those areas where there shall 

be continuous habitation, no-one, after the next Kalends of January, in the day-time, after sunrise 

or before the tenth hour of the day
239

, is to lead or drive a cart on those roads, except insofar as it 

shall be appropriate for anything to be brought or conveyed for the purpose of building sacred 

temples of the immortal gods or carrying out work (on them), or insofar as it shall be appropriate 

for any of those things for which a contract shall have been let for their public demolition, to be 

publicly removed from the city or from those areas (mentioned above), and in those cases where 

it shall be lawful under this statute for specified persons for specified reasons to lead or drive 

carts. 

On whatever days it shall be appropriate for the Vestal Virgins, the rex sacrorum, or the 

flamines to ride in carts in the city for the sake of the public rites of the Roman people and 

whatever carts it shall be appropriate to lead for the sake of a triumph, on whatever day anyone 

shall triumph, and whatever carts it shall be necessary to bring or drive, (for the sake) of games, 

which shall be publicly celebrated within (the city of) Rome (or nearer) the city of Rome (than 

one mile) or for the procession at the Ludi Circenses, to the effect that carts may not be led or 

driven in the day-time in the city for the sake of those matters and on those days, nothing of it is 

proposed by this statute. Whatever carts have been brought into the city by night, to the effect 

that it may not be lawful for those carts to be in the city of Rome and nearer the city of Rome 

than one mile after sunrise up to the tenth hour of the day, yoked to oxen or the other draft 
240 241

animals , empty or for the sake of removing refuse, nothing of it is proposed by this statute. 

Recently Kaiser has brought new support to the idea that this law was not barring all wheeled 

traffic, but only the plostrum
242 

—a specific type of “slow-moving, utilitarian oxcart intended for 

243 244
transporting heavy loads,” equipped with solid wooden wheels . “The only Latin word for cart in 

the text is plostrum,”
245 

whereas in the Digest the one most commonly used to refer to any cart is 

vehiculum (see: 2.1.1 “Pedestrian Rights: Digest Book 8.”)
246 

It is difficult to dismiss Kaiser’s point as 

being anachronistic or excessively precise because the Tabula needs to be specific—as it does when it 

explicitly forbids the two actions of ducere and agere, that is, driving and leading these wagons. 

Consequently, a similar precision had to go in choosing the word for the type of vehicle forbidden from 

239 
In summer ± 4:30 a.m. to 17:00 p.m., in winter 7:30 a.m. to 15:00 p.m. (van Binnebeke 121 n. 381). 

240 
Bubus and iumenta are Latin words often coupled to refer to all possible kinds of draft animals, on the one hand oxen, on 

the other hand mules, asses, and horses. Consequently, Crawford’s translation of iumenta with “horses” has been changed 
with “the other draft animals” to convey the comprehensive meaning of the sentence. 
241 

All the instances of the word “cart” correspond to the Latin “plostum”. Latin text and translation from Crawford 1996b: 

374. 
242 

Plostrum or plaustrum. The pronunciation of such a term was a matter of dispute also among the Romans, and the 

emperor Vespasian used the uncertainty to make one of his jokes. See Suetonius Divus Vespasianus 22. 
243 

Kaiser 2011c; Kaiser 2011d: 23. 
244 

For a study of the different carts see Pisani Sartorio 1988. 
245 

Kaiser 2011c: 175. 
246 

However, in the Digest 8.3.7 “Paulus libro 21 ad edictum” the term plostra is used: see section “Pedestrian Rights: 

Digest Book 8.” 
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moving through the city, given that a more general term for “vehicles” was available (vehicula). 

However, Poehler has lately raised some reasonable doubts on Kaiser’s strict interpretation: “the idea 

that the writers of the Lex Iulia Municialis [i.e. the Tabula Heracleensis] used the word plostrum to 

mean only a vehicle for haulage and not for passenger transport is undermined three lines later by the 

exception carved out for carrying Vestals, Flamines, and the Rex Sacrorum. Such an exception should 

not be necessary if passenger traffic were allowed.”
247 

Poehler then wondered whether it was 

considered appropriate to have the same type of vehicle (the plostrum) both taking around religious 

officials and removing refuse. Finally, he brings forward other texts where apparently the term 

plostrum refers to any vehicles.
248 

If Poehler’s counterarguments are correct and Kaiser is wrong, we are left with an important 

question that Poehler himself mentioned but did not answer: how could Rome—a city of a million 

people— afford to ban all vehicles during daytime? Besides, what would be the reason to apply such a 

ban in a small city like Heraclea? 

In reality, Kaiser’s argument still holds since the plostrum was a vehicle that could transport also 

people: Roman literature mentions passengers on plostra in connection with remarkable 

circumstances,
249 

and such were the religious processions of vestals, flamines, and the rex sacrorum 

listed in the Tabula. Additionally, if one ponders about the purpose of such a law, one has to ask what 

advantage a city would get from barring any and all vehicles during the daytime. Would traffic 

reduction bring enough advantages to counterweigh the damages done to trade? Does a ban of 8-12 

hours make sense in a busy city like Rome, or any city? If a law was created to prohibit vehicles, it is 

more reasonable that its spirit was directed toward a specific class of vehicles. However, Poehler is 

247 
Poehler 2017b: 14–15. 

248 
Poehler 2017b: 15. 

249 
Ovid, Fasti 6.677-80; Livy, Ab Urbe Condita 5.40. Ovid wrote of a group of drunken flute players who were given a ride 

in a plaustro. Livy, retelling the tale of the abandonment of Rome before the Gallic sack of the early Republic, declared that 

a plebeian put the vestal virgins on his plaustrum and drove them to safety to Caere. 
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right when considered how at times there are instances where the term plostrum refers to all vehicles; 

however, it does not seem to be the case with this law.
250 

Still, one question needs to be answered: if our interpretation of plostrum is correct, why were 

these heavy carts barred during the day? The hypothesis that this was done to limit the damages that 

they could do to the street-paving seems unlikely when considered that at night these heavy carts were 

legally admitted into the city: their damage would not have been avoided but simply relegated to a 

specific period of the day. In fact, both Martial and Juvenal complained about the noise from the 

streets, 
251 

with Juvenal specifically referring to the noise done at night by cart drivers: “the passage of 

carts [raeda]
252 

in the narrow bent of the alleys, and the cries of a stuck cattle train would take away the 

sleep to Drusus or a sea-calf.”
253 

The fact that Juvenal in these lines is not using the word plostra—or 

that later on in the same Satire he refers to plostrum as something that was passing during the day— 

does not invalidate this argument: as the Tabula explains there were many exceptions to the law (and in 

fact Juvenal seems to refers to exceptional loads, and as such probably of a public nature, allowed by 

the Tabula), while the mention of raeda (a four-wheeled carts akin to past stagecoaches, used to 

transport people but also used to carry luggage, and thus quite bulky) does not preclude also the 

presence of plostra during the night. On the other hand, Martial—or better his friend Julius Martialis— 

delights in his own new house on the Janiculum
254 

because he can see the Via Flaminia and Salaria 

255 256
with their traffic but cannot hear the noise of the carts (essedum) or of their wheels. 

250 
Different from Poehler’s idea, the viam plostralem might not be a road accessible to any vehicle, but a road that is sound 

enough to carry heavy wagons (and consequently any vehicle). In fact, as it has been described supra, a via is a road with 

such quality. Poehler 2017b: 15. 
251 

Martial Epigrams book 12.57, Juvenal Satire 3.232-249 
252 

Earlier in this Satira (3.10), raeda is referred to as the wagon that is accommodating all belongings of Umbricius, about 

to leave from Rome: it is not used only for passenger transport, but also to carry goods. 
253

Juvenal Satire 3.236-8: raedarum transitus arto vicorum in flexu et stantis convicia mandrae eripient somnum Druso 

vitulisque marinis. 
254 

It could actually have been Monte Mario and not the modern Gianicolo, see Laurence 2011b: n. 64. 
255 

Here essedum is used by Martial as a general term for carts (probably because the most common type) but in reality it 

was a sturdy two-wheeled cart for the transport of people (Pisani Sartorio 1988: 49. 
256 

Martial, Epigrams 4.64,18-20 Illinc Flaminiae Salariaeque / gestator patet essedo tacente / ne blando rota sit molesta 

somno. 
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Van Tilburg speculates that this law was created in order to separate private from government 

traffic, claiming that “passenger and goods transport by wagon were thus the only traffic flow directly 

subject”
257 

to such a law but he does not provide a clear hypothesis for why this was done. He also 

leaves hanging another interesting question: was this law created to protect pedestrians? The argument 

followed in this dissertation is that the regulations of the Tabula were the first of a series that tried to 

curb bulky traffic in order to have a more fluid flow of traffic. However, pedestrians were not the direct 

target of the Tabula, and they did not even suffer indirect consequences: the transported goods were 

likely transferred for their urban journey from the plostra onto smaller carts, pack animals and 

porters, 
258 

and only porters might have regularly shared sidewalks with the other pedestrians. 

It is reasonable to argue that such provisions in the Tabula Heracleensis were a consequence of 

the traffic congestion that was affecting the city of Rome in the middle of the first century CE:
259 

in 

fact, the plosta—bulky wagons designed to carry heavy loads
260 

—were allowed to move in the city 

during the night, a time of the day when it can be speculated that both other carts were less present and 

fewer people may be using the roadway. The plostra were likely selected for a number of negative 

qualities: they were wide, they were used to transport heavy loads and thus had to move slowly, and 

could break and put a halt to the flow of traffic on an entire street. The scope of the ban was probably 

twofold: (1) allowing smoother roadway traffic during the day, thanks to the removal of the bulkiest of 

the carts, and (2) permitting the bulky plostra an easier movement through the less-congested roads at 

night. The charter also contained the “rational” provision that plostra brought into the city by night 

could leave the city during the day—provided that they were empty or taking away refuse—probably 

because even inactive plostra were a nuisance (maybe the lack of parking areas within the city forced 

257 
van Tilburg 2007: 130. 

258 
Right within Porta Ercolano were visible three painted texts recording the support of the muliones (muleteers) to Iulius 

Polibius and Cuspius Pansa (CIL 4.97,113,134): it was indeed within the city that these animals could be used to transport 

goods or pull carts. 
259 nd

Congestion in the city of Rome was already causing problems in the 2 c BCE, if it is possible not to regard as an 

anachronism one of Suetonius’s tales about Claudia—daughter of Appius Claudius Caecus and ancestor of emperor 

Tiberius: “her carriage (carpento) was making slow progress due to the density of the crowd.” Suet. Tib. 2. 
260 

The use of the word plaustrum could be similar to that of the word lorry in British English, that is a large truck. 
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them to be parked along the streets?) or in order to allow their owner-drivers to use them outside the 

city (drivers were unlikely to afford to having their means of support inactive for most of the day). 

Comparable circulation problems are at the root of the traffic regulations of even the modern city of 

Rome, now combined with concerns over air pollution: no truck longer than 7.5 meters can enter the 

limits of the city of Rome between 5:00 and 24:00 all days except holidays.
261 

The deduction that traffic congestion was becoming a problem for more than just the city of 

Rome is based on the fact that the Tabula Heracleensis was not found in Rome, and thus such location 

has been interpreted as an adoption of this regulations also in the city of Heraclea. To argue that this 

was a problem shared only by Rome and Heraclea seems unlikely as the later Imperial traffic 

regulations were applied first is to all Italian cities, and then to those of the Empire (see next section). 

On the other hand, this progressive expansion of traffic regulations from Rome to the periphery should 

not be interpreted as a corresponding expansion of traffic congestion—as if it were first experienced in 

Rome and then slowly reached the other cities—but only as a progressive—but maybe spotty— 

adoption of Roman charters and regulations: if Pompeii—a medium sized city– was subject to traffic 

congestion in the Early Empire, it seems quite unlikely that the big cities of the Late Republic and of 

the Empire were immune to that phenomenon. 

This is not the place to discuss if this provision was actually successful, but two consequences 

may be speculated: it should be considered that (1) goods meant to be transported on the plostra could 

be eventually loaded onto smaller transports (smaller carts or pack animals or porters),
262 

thus actually 

not decreasing street congestion but still favoring the fluidity of the traffic and thus its speed;
263 

(2) 

261 
‘ZTL distribuzione merci e VAM’ n.d. 

262 
It seems that—at least at the time of the “Edict on Prices” of Diocletian—it was cheaper to carry the same amount of 

weight on a mule than a cart: “this made vehicular transport considerably more expensive than pack transport”. It can be 

calculated that carrying 100 Roman pound cost 1.3 denari with a donkey, 1.45 with a mule, 1.67 with a wagon. The 

advantage of mules over donkeys and horses was connected to their stronger build, allowing them to have a longer working 

life. Hyland 1990: 232; Laurence 2011a: 123. 
263 

This is to say that smaller means of transport would have still crowded the roadway but would have been able to move 

with more agility and thus would have likely delivered the goods more quickly. To compare it with a modern situation: in 

big cities like New York, London and Rome delivery of small packages by bike has become quicker and more effective than 
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some of these goods could be so bulky
264 

that there was no other choice than using the plostra at night. 

Only a quantitative evaluation of these components may provide a measure of the success met by 

Caesar’s ruling, a goal beyond the scopes of this dissertation. 

In conclusion, this part of the Tabula Heracleensis contains a Republican ban on the circulation 

of heavy carts (or all wheeled carts) in the city of Rome during the day in order to ameliorate roadway 

traffic flow. It was not intended to affect pedestrian traffic, and its indirect effects on it could have been 

only limited, irrespective of whether pedestrians were walking on the roadways or the sidewalks. 

2.2.2 Imperial Traffic Regulations 

Imperial policies continued this trend in curbing specific types of transport with the probable 

intention of improving cart movement on the roadway, whereas there seems to be no direct interest in 

pedestrians. In fact, pedestrian traffic is not as easily managed with regulations as cart or animal traffic. 

The main consequence of this argument is that—as will be shown for Pompeii—it was by the 

construction of sidewalks and other pedestrian features that foot traffic was guided, managed and 

exploited. 

2.2.2.1Caligula’s Ban in Rome on Passenger Transport 

An indirect reference to a ban against passenger transport comes from the life of Caligula: when 

the emperor sent a message about his alleged exploits during the conquest of Britain, he instructed the 

messengers to “proceed on their vehicle to the Forum and all the way to the Curia.”
265 

This episode 

seems to suggest that at the time of Caligula a ban on wheeled passenger transport was already in force 

inside cities—or at least in the Forum of Rome—and that the emperor had granted an exception to the 

by trucks. Also, in modern Rome the writer can testimony that riding on a scooter permits a much more agile and quicker 

way to reach any destination within the city center. 
264 

For example, building materials for the construction of private houses, contrary to public temples and structures, were 

not included in the exception to the law. 
265 

“magnificas Romam litteras misit, monitis speculatoribus, ut uehiculo ad forum usque et curiam pertenderent” 
Suetonius, Gaius 44. 
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carriers of his message. That such an inference is not excessive is supported by the fact that Caligula’s 

successor—emperor Claudius—did actually issue a ban preventing people from travelling through any 

city of Italy by cart (see infra). 

Moreover, the reliance on cart transport by private individuals is exemplified by the 

consequences of Caligula’s later seizure of hire vehicles: “hire vehicles and draught animals from the 

bakeries were requisitioned … with the effect that there were bread shortages in Rome and many 

people who were involved in court cases lost them, because they were unable to get to court and thus 

failed the terms of their bail.”
266 

2.2.2.2Claudius’s Ban on Passenger Transport 

Suetonius informs us that Claudius 

Viatores ne per Italiae oppida nisi aut pedibus aut sella aut lectica transirent, monuit 

edicto. 

With an edict he instructed travelers not to pass through cities of Italy unless by feet or on a 

sedan chair or a litter.
267 

Whereas much scholarship has interpreted this edict either as total ban on wheeled vehicles or as 

demanding anybody to get off their carts and walk next to them, only Van Tilburg and Ciprotti
268 

have 

stated that this edict primarily targeted vehicles transporting travelers and not goods, and that it was 

connected to neither the excessive wear nor tear of the streets 
269 

(for it is assumed that the ban on 

plostra of the Tabula Heracleenis was still valid). In fact, if on a general level the terminology used in 

edicts is obviously important, in this specific instance it reflects who/what was affected: the group 

266
Suetonius Claudius, 39. A quantitative evaluation of this phenomenon seems difficult: for example, Hyland finds 

impossible to quantify the number of equines used to haul goods into a city. Hyland 1990: 232. 
267 

Suetonius Claudius, 25. Also, Cassio Dio reports this same injunction (Cass. Dio 61.7b): “He also forbade to drive 
through the City seated in a vehicle”. Loeb translation by Earnest Cary. 
268 

Ciprotti and Van Tilburg correctly understood Suetonius, but did not provide an analysis of the terminology, they simply 

stated this argument. Besides, Van Tilburg, a few pages later (page 136) seems to fall into contradiction as he writes that 

“Claudius commanded that within cities (in Italy) only pedestrian traffic was permitted by day”. Ciprotti 1961: 264–265; 

van Tilburg 2007: 132. 
269 

Based on this edict, a person could not pass through a city on a horse: the wear or damages that the hooves of a horse 

could do to the streets are really negligible, even more so considering that Romans did not use iron horseshoes. 
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subject to Claudius’s decision are explicitly called viatores, a term that either refers to minor officers
270 

or to “travelers/people travelling.”
271 

In this passage it seems unlikely to be in the presence of minor 

officers, because this part relates duties of freedman, rights of slaves and the extension of the vigiles to 

Puteoli and Ostia, with no reference to regulations for Roman officials. A comparison with the 

frequency and meaning of this term in Suetonius supports the contextual analysis: the term viator 

appears rarely in De Vita Caesarum, a total of only eight times, and in every situation its meaning is 

not open to misunderstanding: Augustus and Tiberius had to deal with travelers being enslaved and 

illegally arrested (Aug. 32; Tib. 8); Tiberius wanted to keep travelers away from the litters of arrested 

family members (Tib. 64); Nero trying to escape from Rome crosses path with travelers (Nero 48); 

Vitellius befriended travelers and muleteers on the way to his province (Vit. 7). With the meaning of 

“herald” it is instead used just two times, both within the life of Tiberius (Tib. 2.2; 11). 

The edict of Claudius is thus fairly specific in its application: it is not interested in all travelers, 

but only in those passing through cities. This interpretation has two important consequences: (1) 

transportation of goods was not affected at all as carts carrying things could make their way through a 

city, just like pack animals and porters, regardless if they were passing through or delivering; (2) 

travelers were free to by-pass any city with any mean of transport. In addition, Claudius provides for 

some exceptions: travelers either on foot, on a littler or sedan chair could freely cross the city. 

As a consequence, it can be estimated that two groups of travelers were especially subject to 

Claudius’s ruling: (1) travelers transported on carts/wagons; (2) travelers riding horses.
272 

Both of them 

had to get off their transport and cross/enter the city in a different manner, either by walking (holding 

their horse or mule by the reins?) or carried on sedan chairs or litters. One of the transfer areas may be 

270 
A herald: “Subordinate officials, assigned to the office of a high magistrate or of a plebeian tribune, who carried out 

orders of their superiors, summoned or arrested persons and brought them to court, transmitted messages to senators or 

other magistrates, intervened in the convocation of the senate, and the like. They belonged to the lower official personnel” 
Berger 1953: 763. 
271 

As in Statius, Siluae, 4.3 where the poet praises the work done by Domitian in constructing a new connecting road (Via 

Domitiana), and uses the word viator for a person travelling on a wheeled vehicle. 
272 

Horses were the favorite animals to transport people (see infra) rather than mules or donkeys. This implied exception is 

confirmed by later edicts explicitly barring horse riding through cities (see infra). 
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identified in the area carruces mentioned in the Regionary catalogue, and located probably outside 

Porta Appia in Rome:
273 

carrucae are in fact four-wheeled carts for the transport of passengers that, 

before entering Rome, “would leave their carts there and utilize the litters available in the area to 

complete their journey about the city.”
274 

The same may have happened in Pompeii: an inscription on a 

milestone next to Porta Stabia records some works done on the street from the city gate to the 

cisiarii
275

, probably referring to an area where one was able to rent cisia (light two-wheeled vehicles 

transporting people.)
276 

The existence of companies of litter-carriers can be argued on the base of 

inscriptions mentioning such collegia and of what appears to be titles of their officers.
277 

According to 

Juvenal’s experience, travelling on a litter allowed one to reach one’s destination more quickly: “if duty 

calls, the crowd gives way as the rich man is conveyed, racing above their faces in his huge Liburnian 

galley [= a litter] … he’ll get there first,”
278 

but this may be the case of an officer of the State (in fact, 

“si vocat ufficium” = “if duty calls”) who had the exceptional right to be given way (see infra), and not 

an everyday occurrence. 

It appears that litters came into Roman use in the Middle-Late Republic as they are mentioned for 

the first time in a speech by Gaius Gracchus.
279 

Their use became of social concern so that laws were 

issued to limit it to specific classes: Caesar allowed only “those of a particular position and age and on 

set days.”
280 

It also seems that one had to be at least a Roman citizen to be carried around on one: in 

fact, Claudius granted an exception to this rule when he permitted his freedman Harpocras to travel 

273 
Platner 1965: 50; Richardson 1992: 32. 

274 
Kaiser 2011d: 29. 

275 
“a milliario ad cisiarios” CIL 10.1064 = ILS 5382. 

276 
This, however, would imply that in Pompeii this area for renting vehicles was not next to the city gates, but further 

outside them. The excavations done for the first 60 m in front of Porta Stabia have been limited to the roadway (see in 

Chapter 04 the section about Porta Stabia). For the locations in other cities for hiring wagons and animals see (with 

references) van Tilburg 2007: 47. 
277 

CIL provides an inscription mentioning a collegium of lecticarii in Praeneste (CIL 01.3066) and the funerary inscription 

of a litter-bearer who worked in Rome at the [Porta F]ontinal(ia) (CIL 06.9514). Possible officers of these companies were 

the praepositus lecticariuorum (CIL 06.8874 and AE 2010, 01288 and AE 2013, 01263) and decurio lecticariirum (CIL 

06.37756, 8873 and 8875.) 
278 

Juv. Sat. 3.239-243. 
279 

Aulus Gellius. 10.3. “Within the last few years a young man who had not yet held a magisterial office was sent as an 
envoy from Asia. He was carried in a litter.” 
280 

Suet. Caes. 43 
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through Rome on a litter.
281 

Also Domitian enacted a restriction based on social standing, barring 

disreputable women from using them.
282 

Besides, while it was considered normal to use litters when 

sick,
283 

their everyday use was connected to a lack of strength—thus a negative trait for the 

performative Roman male body.
284 

In the end, it seems that all regulations pertaining with the use of 

litters had to do with social appearances and not interest in traffic flow:
285 

Claudius’s ruling is simply 

allowing the group that could use them to keep on using them within cities.
286 

Still, it appears that at 

the time of Juvenal—at least in Rome—many citizens were using litters (even if, of course, his satires 

were written playing on hyperboles): the day of the distribution of the sportula, a toga-clad mob shows 

up and “jam-packed litters come seeking the hundred coin handout.”
287 

At any rate, this is not the place 

to attempt an evaluation of the extent and duration of the use of the litter only by citizens. Regardless, it 

is improbable that any regulation on the use of litter was connected to the management of traffic flow 

in the city. 

On the other hand, it seems that the use of sedan chairs (sella gestatoria) was not limited: in fact, 

there is no evidence of restriction of their use to any determined social groups. 
288 

However, in the 

literary sources they appear to have been used mainly by Roman citizens. Suetonius tells us that 

281 
Suet. Cla. 28. Petronius in his book has the freedman Trimalchio taken on a litter from the baths to his home: it is unclear 

how this episode in such a literary work would correspond with historical reality (Petronius 28). 
282 

Suet. Dom. 8: “probrosis feminis lecticae usum ademit iusque capiendi legata hereditatesque”.= “he debarred infamous 

women the use of litters; as also the right of receiving legacies, or inheriting estates.” In Digest 50.16.42 theft and adultery 

are considered probra, to which can also be added the other activities that made one an infamis (prostitution, acting etc.). 

The adjectives probrus and infamis are often coupled in literature. 
283 

Augustus used it in a procession when sick (Suet. Aug. 43) 
284 

Domitian had so little strength that he went around in a litter not only when in the city, but also when on military 

missions—if we are to believe Suetonius (Suet. Dom. 19). Caligula is described as lazy and luxurious because at times he 

was carried around in litter by eight bearers (Suet. Cal. 43). In contrast, Caesar is depicted with extraordinary powers of 

endurance, marching on foot ahead of his men (Suet. Caes. 57.) 
285 

For a discussion of the negative moral judgments on the use of litters, at the end of the Republic, see O’Sullivan 2011: 
71–74. 
286 

For a more extensive (but not complete) list of textual passages referring to litter—that do not alter what was just 

discussed—see Laurence 2011a: 138–9. 
287 

Juv. Sat. 1.120-1. 
288 

There is actually very little literary evidence, only two artistic representations and no archaeological evidence. Pisani 

Sartorio 1988: 35. The first representation is from Pompeii (see Sartorio), the second at the Museo Civico di Modena (see 

AJA vol. VI (1902) p. 216-7). The Papal “Sella Gestatoria” represent an aggrandized version of it, and it was the official 

vehicle on which the Pope was taken around until the advent of the “Papa mobile.” 
81 
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Augustus, when consul, either walked to places or was taken there by sedan chair,
289 

and that 

Vespasian and Titus went around in them, and that Vitellius hid himself into his wife’s sedan chair.
290 

Dio Cassius has Claudius using it
291

, and Juvenal mentions that a Roman citizen trying to get an extra 

sportula for his absent wife pointed to his curtained (but empty) sedan chair.
292 

On the other hand, 

Tacitus is the only author mentioning the use of a sella by a freedwoman—Epicharis—but in reality 

she was Nero’s prisoner and being transported by Nero’s men for a second round of tortures: she had 

had her legs broken during torturing the day before, thus she could not walk.
293 

Based on the general 

“elitist” nature of the literary sources, and in absence of negative evidence, it seems safer to assume 

that the sella gestatoria could be used by anybody. 

It can additionally be argued that both litters and sedan chairs were occupying the roadway, and 

not the sidewalks, for Martial mentions the carriers of either of them as “fighting in the middle of the 

mud:”
294

 it is quite possible that—at least in Pompeii and Herculaneum with their many sidewalks—the 

increase in the use of these two transports did not affect sidewalk congestion.
295 

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, the interpretation of this edict has been varied: for 

example, Kaiser believes that Romans had no interest in improving traffic flow, “but rather towards 

limiting the inconvenience carts caused city residents,”
296 

and he sees this edict as slowing down 

vehicular movement because cart drivers were forced to walk next to their vehicles. Kaiser seems to 

consider Roman etiquette another reason for Claudius’s decision: “dismounting was a sign of respect, 

so this law may have been intended to force drivers, men at the bottom of the social ladder, to show 

289 
It could actually be that Suetonius meant litter but made a typo: this idea is based on the statement by Dio Cassius (60.2) 

that Claudius was the first Roman to use a sedan chair. Smith 1890: II.15. 
290 

Suet. Aug. 53, Vit. 16, and Dom. 2. 
291 

See note 289. 
292 

Juv. Sat. 1.123-5. 
293 

Tac. Ann. 15.57. This episode is part of the Pisonian conspiracy. 
294 

Martial Epigrams 10.10 “per medium pugnas et prior ire lutum.” Apparently Martial likes to use the expression “per 
medium lutum”: see the section “Domitian’s Action.” 
295 

No evidence for the cost of a ride on a litter or sedan chair has been found in Diocletian’s edict on prices and in the 

scholarship. 
296 

Kaiser 2011c: 187. 
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proper etiquette towards urban residents.”
297 

Kaiser refers his interpretation to Seneca’s epistle 64, in 

the passage saying: “if I will see a consul or a praetor, I will do all things for those to which honor is 

used to be given because of their office: I will dismount my horse, I will uncover my head, I will get 

off the footpath.” 298 
Seneca is describing actions that are appropriate when meeting only the highest 

offices of the Roman republic, consuls and praetors (and maybe—by extension—anyone holding an 

office), but not senators, not even citizens, and even less simple residents. Besides, still following 

Kaiser’s interpretation, Claudius’s edict would be forcing mounted riders to get off as well, not only 

muleteers. What if an urban resident had a horse? Was he forced to get off and walk at the level of the 

muleteers? If so, then one could argue that one objective of the ban was the removal of a marker of 

social difference, quite a “socialist” approach, and one that the Romans never had.
299 

In reality, it will here be argued that the main planned consequence of Claudius’s decision was to 

curb traffic congestion by limiting only people’s transport (vehicles, horses and mules), with the hope 

of bringing a higher fluidity to roadway movement. As a comparison, nowadays big buses are not 

allowed into major cities—and travelers need to get off and take other means to reach their 

destinations—so that vehicular traffic may not be impeded by these bulky vehicles. On the other hand, 

trucks can enter cities to deliver goods. It appears that Claudius followed the same logic. 

In fact, if a traveler can only pass through a city either by walking or on litter or sedan chair, it 

can be concluded that the edict was trying to specifically remove at least wheeled passenger transport 

from the urban network, thus probably creating more street space for the delivery of goods throughout 

the city (plostra were still under the day-time ban of the Tabula Heracleensis) and in turn generating a 

more fluid movement, hopefully resulting in a quicker delivery. Similarly, it is also possible to see this 

297 
Kaiser 2011c: 187. Of the same idea is Thomson in his 1889 translation of Suetonius. Suetonius 1887: 317. 

298
A literal translation by the author is provided here to deliver the intended meaning of the sentence. “Si consulem videro 

aut praetorem, omnia, quibus honor haberi honori solet, faciam; equo desiliam, caput adaperiam, semita cedam.” Seneca, 

Epistle 64.10. 
299 

Sumptuary laws were intended to deal with excess and whatever was perceived as such, and not with proper markers of 

social class. Nowhere in Roman literature were horses and their ownership subject to sumptuary laws. Besides, given the 

social intent, these laws candidly declared their purpose: Claudius’s ban does not, so it can hardly be classified among the 

Sumptuary laws. 
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ban as an invitation for the carts transporting passengers to by-pass cities: in fact, this kind of transport 

was only banned within cities, but not outside them. This option was only available in the presence of a 

purposely built ring road or a suburban road-network fulfilling the same function, so not in all cities 

(Pompeii did not have a full ring road, for example—see chapter “The rings roads of Pompeii”). 

Indirect evidence of this ban on passenger transport come from the fact that even Messalina and 

Agrippina (the mother of Nero) needed special permission by the Senate to use their chariots 

(carpetum) in the city.
300 

Moreover, horse riding within a city was very likely the other target of the edict: this may be 

surprising at first sight as in our modern cities we no longer use animals to more around. In reality, 

horses seemed to have been a very popular mode of transport for elite members of Roman society, from 

the rich merchants to the emperor 
301

: even if it appears that mules were not considered second grade 

animals to ride as they could “give a lively ride to a gentleman,”
302 

still most of our literary and artistic 

references are to horses—for which the Romans clearly had a preference.
303 

In addition, mules were 

more able than horses to carry heavier loads
304 

and thus more suitable and profitable for goods 

transport than human. Of course, lack of evidence makes it difficult to evaluate the number of horses 

moving through any given city
305

, but it seems that it was not only their number that could be a 

concern. Ammianus Marcellinus refers to speeding horses in Rome: “certain persons hasten without 

fear of danger through the broad streets of the city and over the upturned stones of the pavements as if 

300 
Dio Cass. 60.22,23. Tac. Ann. 12.42. For carpetum and its uses see the entry Carpetum in Smith 1890. 

301 
Hyland 1990: 240. 

302 
Hyland 1990: 240. 

303 
This was likely also connected to their use in the elite activity of hunting. 

304 
Theodosian code (Codex Theo. 8.5.8) limited to 30 Roman pounds (10 kg) the baggage to be loaded onto a horse beyond 

the rider in the cursus publicus. A donkey load (without rider) has been calculated to 300 Roman pound (100 kilos), for a 

mule roughly 500 Roman pounds (200 kilos). Hyland 1990: 232, 256–7. See also Travels, Donkey, Mules and Horses in the 

Cancik et al. 2002. 
305 

See note 266. 
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they were driving post-horses with hoofs of fire
306

”. In addition, Libanius recounts at least three 

accidents involving himself and horses in Antioch: in one he was wounded by the hooves of his horse, 

in another he was about to be crashed under his horse, in the third some horses were about to bite and 

kick him.
307 

Indirect evidence of the popularity of horses and mules is also given by the number of 

legal provisions in book 9 of the Digest concerning the damages done or received by these animals.
308 

In the end, two possible consequences could plausibly be generated by such a ban: (1) horse riders 

could decide to by-pass the cities—if possible
309 

—bringing about a reduction of the urban congestion; 

(2) horse riders could dismount, take their animal by the reins and walk along the city streets. This 

second possibility does not seem to provide any traffic improvement as it neither decreases the 

occupation density of the roadway nor allows for a more fluid movement (there were still two users on 

the road)
310

, so it is possible to argue that the desired effect that Claudius wanted to achieve was the 

first one. It is difficult to evaluate if such measure worked, but this discussion is trying to identify 

instances of traffic guidance, not to quantify their effective results. 

What kind of effect could this ban have on pedestrian movement in the city? If, as it seems, 

guiding passenger transports to by-pass cities was the desired effect, it can be expected that those who 

did not make a detour were those who: (1) either had arrived at their final destination or (2) were met 

with a lack of ring roads. The first group would have theoretically increased urban foot traffic only if 

their carts/horses were originally meant to take them all the way to their urban destination (house, 

hotel, inns etc.), because now they were forced either to walk or to take litters or sedan-chairs. It can be 

assumed that this door-to-door “taxi service” may have been available and affordable only to a small 

306 
Post-horses were usually running quickly as they were delivering messages for the public administration and the 

emperors (a service called the cursus publicus). Ammianus Marcellinus, Rerum Gestarum 14.6.16. Translation from 

Ammianus Marcellinus 1963. 
307 

Libanius, Autobiography: 183, 216-7, 259. 
308 

For example, in Dig. 9.2.5: “While a groom was leading a horse to the stable of an inn, the horse sniffed at a mule, and 

the mule kicked and broke the groom's leg. An opinion was requested whether suit could be brought against the owner of 

the mule, on the ground that it had caused the injury, and I answered that it could.” 
309 

It will be argued in the discussion about the ring roads of Pompeii that it was not possible to by-pass the city. 
310 

In fact, it may create awkwardness when crossing paths with other street users, unless the horse and its rider were 

walking one next to the other (with either the horse on the roadway and the owner on the curb, or both on the roadway). 
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group of people—the most affluent and powerful—thus the pedestrian effects of its ban would have 

been likewise small.
311 

The second group, those who could not by-pass the city, would have surely 

increased urban pedestrian traffic, but there is no easy way to evaluate this phenomenon: it is only 

possible to state if this could or could not have happened based on the presence of either a ring road or 

a suburban road network performing that same function.
312 

Still, it is unlikely that forcing travelers to walk or to use smaller vehicles—sedan chairs or 

litters—could bring pedestrian traffic to a halt the same way carts, wagons and plostra could: the small 

space that a person occupies permits a more adaptable flow even in case of increased pedestrian 

congestion. For example, a hundred people walking through a city may be slower, but they will never 

reach a full stop as they would on a stagecoach stuck in urban traffic. In the end, it is possible to argue 

that some negative effects on pedestrian traffic may have been felt, but the lack of figures make it 

difficult to evaluate to what degree. Theoretically, these negative effects on the urban circulation may 

have been little felt thanks to the fluid nature of pedestrian traffic. 

In conclusion, Claudius’s decision can be interpreted both as a case of passenger transport 

guidance
313 

and an act intentionally beneficial to the economy of Italic cities. In fact, whereas people 

can reach their destinations walking, goods do not transport themselves (cattle excluded), thus an edict 

reducing passenger transports and horse riders within cities was probably meant to allow a smoother 

and quicker ride than vehicles transporting goods. Foot traffic may have increased substantially only in 

cities that could not be by-passed, but a quantitative evaluation does not seem possible. What seems 

clear is that in this edict the needs of pedestrians were not a main concern. 

In Pompeii it is likely that both the Tabula Heracleensis and the Edict of Claudius were in force 

at the time of the eruption, and this becomes relevant as will be argued that Pompeii did not have a full 

outer ring road: therefore, all traffic had to pass through the city. 

311 
Besides, they could have rented litters or sedan chairs for that very purpose. See supra. 

312 
Similarly, Hyland finds impossible to quantify the number of equines used to haul goods into a city. Hyland 1990: 232. 

313 
Guiding them to by-pass cities, if possible. 
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I 

I 

The following chart is summarizing the effects of these two regulations on the movements within 

a city. 

Table 8: comparison between the bans of the Tabula Heracleensis and of the edict of Claudius. Traffic regulations and 

their effects 

Tabula Edict of Claudius 

Heracleensis 

Targets Goods transport. Passenger transport. 

Bulky wagons (plostra) in Any (wheeled or animal) 

Rome and Italic cities (?). vehicle transporting people in Italic 

cities. 

Consequences Plostra allowed only at Travelers can pass through a 

night. city only: 

Goods transferred to: By walking (horse on the 

Smaller carts side?) 

Pack animals On litters 

Porters On sedan chairs 

Travelers were likely to 

choose to by-pass cities. 

Effects within a city 

Roadway No bulky wagons Removal of all wheeled 

(plostra) during daytime: vehicles transporting people. 

quicker movement for the other Decrease of number of horses 

transports. in the city. 

Sidewalks/Foot None—or minimal if Increase in pedestrian density 

paths porters used pedestrian areas. if the city cannot be bypassed. 

Reasons 

Road traffic Hopefully more fluid. Hopefully more fluid. 

Pedestrian N.A. (not created with N.A. 

traffic pedestrians in mind).
314 

2.2.2.3Hadrian’s Ban on Heavy Goods Transports and Horse Riding 

Later regulations remarked—and apparently expanded—what was already stated in the Tabula 

and Claudius’s edict. They appear to be not simple reiterations caused by a disregard for the earlier 

policies, but updates based on new circumstances. They all postdate the destruction of Pompeii. 

In the Historia Augusta it is told that Hadrian 

314 
However, the other provision of the Tabula Heracleensis (dictating that street porticos cannot be closed off and blocked) 

was directed in favor of pedestrians (see earlier section 2.1.3.3 “The Tabula Heracleensis and the Protection of TrafficThe 

Tabula Heracleensis”). 
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vehicula cum ingentibus sarcinis urbem ingredi prohibuit. sederi equos in civitatibus non 

sivit.
315 

forbade entering Rome to vehicles with extraordinary loads, and did not permit to remain 

seated on horses in cities. 

The ban is composed of two parts. The first one is concerned with any heavy vehicles (not only 

plostra) in Rome, and it seems enforceable at any hour of the day. It is thus an expansion of the 

temporal ban in the Tabula Heracleensis and has been understood as offering constant protection to the 

underground sewage channels.
316 

Of course, carts with extraordinary loads were slow and thus, based 

on our interpretation of the earlier guidelines, it follows that their hindrance to the traffic flow could be 

another factor in the extension of this ban. If this is the case, the “old” interest in traffic flow was 

combined with a “new” preoccupation for the soundness of the underground structures. 317 
Not only 

that, but—as already discussed above about the plostra—heavy carts were dangerous to the other users 

of the roads who could be run over if a muleteer was to lose control or if their load collapsed.
318 

It is also important to keep in mind that Claudius’s ban on passenger transport was still effective, 

thus making Hadrian’s ban about only heavy carts transporting goods. On the other hand, the ban 

apparently is only for entering Rome, not for exiting this city: this opens the possibility that carts could 

actually take away extraordinary loads, therefore invalidating the hypothesis of an intended protection 

for underground structures. However, it is also possible that this last inference represents an excessive 

reading of the ban, going beyond what was the actual spirit of the law. 

The second part of Hadrian’s prohibition spells out what has been already argued as implicitly 

banned in Claudius’s edict—namely, horse riding in Italic cities—but here extended to any city. There 

315 
Historia Augusta. Hadrianus. 22.6-7 

316 
In Plin. HN 36.2.6: “one sewer contractor feared that the weight of columns a man named Scaurus was transporting to 

the Palatine Hill would damage his work under the streets of Rome and demanded Scaurus give him a security deposit”. See 
Kaiser 2011c: 189. 
317 

It is necessary to think that Hadrian granted at least individual exceptions to contractors working on Imperial building 

programs like the temple of Venus and Rome. As for the Pantheon, its area of construction was apparently still outside the 

pomerium. It is possible to speculate that the heaviest materials for its construction were hauled on barges along the Tiber, 

thus not going against Hadrian’s own regulation. It appears that at least one working area for roughing out the blocks was 
the square of the Mausoleum of Augustus whose paving slabs shows incised draft lines. See LTUR s.v. Pomerium. 
318 

Dig. 9.2 Lex Aquilia has an extensive number of examples about damages caused by wagon and their loads. 
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is no reference to vehicles-transporting-people probably because Claudius’s edict had been upheld for 

this category. 
319 

Based on the fact that hooves and the weight of horses cannot be considered factors 

causing damage to underground channels or road paving, this part of the ban had additional goals: it 

can be interpreted again as an invitation to by-pass cities, and thus either bringing about a reduction in 

the number of horses—consequently improving urban traffic flow on the roadway—or forcing people 

to walk next to their horses to avoid accidents due to reckless riding.
320 

Besides, it also appears that the 

author of Hadrian’s Historia Augusta had a good understanding of the edict, possibly because he was 

living in a time in which similar (if not identical) regulations were still controlling urban movement. 

The text does not simply say that both heavy wagons and horses were banned from the city, but is 

specific in saying that “to be seated on a horse” is forbidden, implying that horses were allowed when 

not ridden. This is not a moot distinction: in fact—just like what was implicitly deduced from the edict 

of Claudius—it allows a rider to walk next to his horse even within a city. What would a city-dweller 

who also owned a horse do otherwise? Would he be forced to leave it outside the city? The 

consequences and effects of a ban on city horse-riding have been already described in the previous 

section about Claudius’s edict (see supra). 

It can be concluded that Hadrian’s ban—far from being a generalist and unsystematic 

regulation—actually represents a deliberate evolution of Roman traffic management. After having 

plostra (in the Tabula Heracleensis) and passenger transport (in Claudius’s edict) removed from the 

city, Hadrian decided to tackle the next most disruptive vehicles—the wagons that were excessively 

heavy and slow. It seems also possible to argue that there now appears also an interest in the 

preservation of the public roads and underground structures—together with the lasting preoccupation 

for traffic flow. Regardless of its reasons, a consequence of the section banning horse-riding was to 

force more people than earlier to walk through the city, and thus increasing foot traffic, which in turn 

319 
The possibility that passenger transport is not mentioned here because it had consistently decreased seems unreasonable 

based on the historical period in question, i.e. the Age of the Adopted Emperors. 
320 

See supra in the section about Claudius’s edict. 
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probably affected congestion of the sidewalks. However, it is likely that this increase was relatively 

small (see supra in Claudius’s section). 

Table 9: summary of Hadrian’s ban 

Hadrian’s ban 
Targets Removal of heavy vehicles in Rome 

Removal of horse riding within any city 

Consequences No excessively heavy vehicles can enter, only those with 

medium and light loads can move through Rome (with probable 

exceptions for those engaged in Imperial and public construction) 

Horse-riders may prefer to by-pass cities. Otherwise they 

need to walk next to their horses. 

Effects 

Roadway Decreased number of slow vehicles, but increased presence of 

carts with medium and light loads in Rome = more roadway traffic in 

Rome. 

Decreased number of horse-riders in the cities resulting in a 

smoother traffic, balanced by an increase of people walking next to 

their horses. 

Sidewalks/Foot Horse riders moving on the sidewalk holding their horse reins 

paths could be a nuisance to other pedestrians. 

Reasons 

Road traffic To achieve smoother flow of goods transport. 

To avoid damage to the underground structures (sewers) in 

Rome. 

To decrease risks along the road. 

Pedestrian None 

traffic 

2.2.2.4Marcus Aurelius’s Ban on Passenger Transport and Horse Riding 

Marcus Aurelius was even more radical: 

Idem Marcus sederi in civitatibus vetuit in equis sive vehiculis.
321 

At the same time Marcus forbade to remain seated on horses or vehicles in cities. 

This ban has been so far understood as a sweeping measure banning any horses and any carts 

from any city, probably because of the acceptance of the Loeb translation: “He forbade riding and 

driving within the limits of any city.” However, based on the following observations, it is possible to 

321 
Historia Augusta, Marcus Antoninus 23.8 
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have a different and more literal translation: (1) in Roman jurisprudence there are no occurrences of 

equus or vehiculum combined with sedeo or sederi;
322 

(2) in common Latin equus and vehiculum are 

combined with the active mood sedere but not the passive.
323 

Based on the fact that both Hadrian’s and 

Marcus Aurelius’s bans used the passive voice sederi, it is here argued that such a use was intentional: 

it was meant to indicate the act of being seated, that is being taken around, thus being transported as a 

passenger. 
324 

The active form sedere seems instead to have a broader sense: to sit on a horse or vehicle 

can be interpreted as going around, thus both actively riding or passively being taken around. The use 

of the passive form suggests a specific sense, and it is within the purpose of a restrictive ban—like 

those of Claudius and Hadrian—to use a well-defined terminology. Once again it seems that the 

author(s) of the Historia was aware of such variations in meaning (see supra). 

Accordingly, Marcus Aurelius’s ban can be interpreted as excluding both horse riding and 

vehicular passenger transport within any city of the Roman Empire. It appears to be an expansion of the 

edict of Claudius: while the latter was spelling out which transports were legal, Marcus Aurelius 

declares which transports are illegal. It seems also possible to argue that Marcus was building on 

Hadrian’s model as he too used the uncommon passive “sederi.” 

Following such an interpretation, this ban appears to be not a reiteration of regulations that had 

been neglected, but an expansion of the areas affected by those regulations. Such a topographical 

progression can be reconstructed as follows: 

1. Caligula’s ban was applied to Rome. 

2. Claudius’s ban was applied to all cities of Italy. 

3. Hadrian’s ban was applied to: 

a) Rome for the heavy carts. 

322 
“Riding a horse” or “driving a vehicle” are usually rendered with agere or ducere + accusative; or vehi equo (see supra 

section 2.1.1 “Pedestrian Rights: Digest Book 8.”) 
323 

The OLD gives examples with “in equo”, “vehiculo”, “equo”, thus in the active sedere seems to denote both riding and 

being taken around. 
324

Since things cannot sedere, the active form of the verb seems to refer to the action 
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b) All cities of the Empire for the horse-riding ban. 

4. Marcus Aurelius’s ban was applied to all cities of the Roman Empire. 

Consequently, it is reasonable to suppose that these bans had to be perceived as effective, 

otherwise they would not have been progressively extended to new areas. In conclusion, an argument 

can be made for a certain level of success —either perceived or factual—for these regulations 

managing urban traffic. 

Given that Marcus Aurelius’s legislation did not change what issued by Claudius and Hadrian, its 

effects on pedestrian traffic have been already analyzed in the earlier pertaining sections, and here can 

be just summarized: when travelers on carts or on horses reached a city, they had two choices, either to 

walk on their feet through the city or to by-pass it. It is suggested that most would have decided to by-

pass the city because horses and carts permitted to quickly conclude such a detour, but in some cases— 

if that city was the final destination or no ring road was available—these travelers had to pass through 

the city and thus had to dismount and walk through it. It is safe to assume that the cities without an 

outer ring road probably saw an increase in pedestrian traffic—and thus slower flow—and also a 

concurrent decrease in wheeled and horse traffic. Finally, transport of goods was still subject to no 

regulations: it continued to be permitted throughout the city, with the exception of heavy carts. 

2.2.3 Exceptions and Limits to the Adoption of These Regulations 

Over time, emperors granted exceptions to selected groups of people. This should not come as a 

surprise, as exceptions are listed already in the first of these regulations—the Tabula Heracleesis. Just 

as in the Tabula Heracleensis, most of these exceptions were triggered by the elite sections of society, 

and not by an interest (or disinterest) for the flow of traffic. Besides, the granting of exceptions in the 

late Classical period is in itself proof that the Republican and early Imperial policies were still in place. 

At a certain point—and certainly by the time of Septimius Severus—it can be inferred that 

Imperial officers had been permitted to go about on carts within cities. This hypothesis is based on 
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indirect evidence: the Historia Augusta informs us that, after Septimius Severus— then a proconsular 

legate—was approached informally by an acquaintance of his while walking in Leptis Magna, 

ex quo factum ut in vehiculo etiam legati sederent, qui ante pedibus ambulabant. 

because of this [incident] it was decided that also legates, who had previously gone on foot, 

rode in carriages. 
325 

[emphasis added] 

The use of etiam seems to imply that other magistrates had been previously allowed to go on 

carriages, and that now proconsular legates could do so as well. The active form sedere is here used 

with the general meaning of “being taken around.”
326 

Since legates could now move on vehicles, there 

was a positive effect on pedestrian traffic (less people using the sidewalks), but based on their small 

numbers it is safe to assume that it was minimal. 

Severus Alexander seems to have extended this right to Senators in Rome as a mark of prestige: 

carrucas Romae et raedas senatoribus ut argentatas haberent, permisit, interesse Romanae 

dignitatis putans, ut his tantae urbis senatores uterentur. 

He permitted the senator to use carriages in Rome and to have a coach ornamented with 

silver, thinking that it enhanced the Roman dignity that these should be used by the senators of so 

great a city.
327 

[emphasis added] 

This decision was clearly taken with no regard to the effects on pedestrian and cart traffic, but it 

can be contended that—based on the fact that senators numbered roughly 600—it would not have had 

any negative effect unless all senators decided to ride in their carriages at the same time. 

Later on, Aurelian granted to all commoners (privati) the right to decorate with silver their 

carruchas (carriage), whereas only ivory and bronze could be used before. However, there is no 

reference to movement within the city, so it could be argued that that these silver carriages could be 

325 
Historia Augusta, “Severus” 2.7. Translation by the author. 

326 
The author of the lives of Hadrian and Septimius Severus was probably the same: Aelius Spartianus. For a discussion on 

the use of the active and passive forms of sedere see section supra “Hadrian’s Ban on Heavy Goods Transports and Horse 
Riding.” 
327 

Historia Augusta, Severus Alexander 43.1. Loeb translation. 
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used only outside urban centers. 
328 

However, this interpretation is probably too strict as it is in an urban 

setting that a silver plated carriage would provide most prestige, not in the suburb or the countryside. 

As a consequence, it can be assumed that by the time of Aurelian anybody could ride these expensive 

vehicles, provided that one could afford it.
329 

On the other hand, textual evidence seems to suggest that—at least in Antioch—the traffic 

regulations so far described were not fully adopted. For example, Aurelian—when he was not yet 

emperor and was serving as a military tribune—“entered Antioch in a carriage, for the reason that 

because of a wound he could not ride his horse”, but then “he desired to change to a horse, because at 

that time the use of a carriage in a city was attended with odium”
330

: apparently it seems that at this 

time the ban on horse riding was not in effect, whereas the ban on vehicles was still respected.
331 

It is 

not clear if this ban involved all types of vehicles, but from the context it included at least passenger 

transport. On the other hand, it is possible that a wounded citizen could be excused from the horse-

riding ban for obvious health reasons, and this may have been especially true for a Roman soldier. 

There are indeed several references in the Imperial literature to the exceptional care that ill soldiers 

received
332 

: Tiberius had “a carriage ready for those who needed it, and his litter was put at the disposal 

of everyone”
333 

, and Severus Alexander “would visit them personally in their tents, even those of the 

lowest rank, and have them carried in carts and provided with every necessity; and if by any chance 

they grew worse, he would quarter them on the most upright house-holders or highly esteemed matrons 

in the cities and the country-districts.”
334 

Even if it has not been possible to find in the Roman laws 

exceptions referring to ill soldiers, still these passages show that transportation of the sick was of the 

328 
Historia Augusta, Aurelianus 46.3: dedit praeterea potestatem, ut argentatas privati carruchas haberent, cum antea 

aerata et eburata vehicula fuissent. 
329 

Probably it was the cost of these vehicles that made a difference on how many people actually used them. 
330 

Historia Augusta, Aurelianus 5.3-4: ingrediente eo Antiochiam in vehiculo, quod prae vulnere tunc equo sedere non 

posset” and “cum in equum transire vellet, quia invidiosum tunc erat vehiculis in civitate uti. 
331 

As noted, Aurelian at the time of this episode was still a military tribune, and so could not take advantage of the 

exceptions granted to legates and elected magistrates (see supra). 
332 

For a list of instances in which emperors showed exemplary care for sick soldiers, see Davies 1989: 225–6. 
333 

Velleius Paterculus 2.114.1-2. 
334 

Historia Augusta. Sevarus Alexander, 47. 
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utmost importance: it does not seem farfetched to imagine that a wounded military tribune could 

legally ride horse or a carriage in a city.
335 

Contrary to this goes Libanius, a rhetor from Antioch who 

wrote one hundred years after Aurelian and who mentions three horse accidents that happened to him 

in the city (see note 307), suggesting how in the fourth century CE this city either was granted an 

exception to the horse riding ban or simply disregarded it. Whatever the case, such exception was not 

the result of decreased congestion: in one of his orations, Libanius compares the movement of the 

people on the streets of Antioch to a river flowing through the city.
336 

The emperor Julian himself (a 

contemporary and friend of Libanius) refers of some unusual practices in this same city: 

“Have you not even observed what great independence exists among the citizens, even down to 
the very asses and camels? The men who hire them out lead even these animals through the porticoes 

as though they were brides. For the unroofed alleys and the broad highways were certainly not made 

for the use of pack-asses, but they are provided merely for show and as an extravagance; but in their 

independence the asses prefer to use to the porticoes, and not one keeps them out of any of these, for 

fear he should be robbing them of their independence; so independent is our city!”
337 

[emphasis added] 

Julian’s Misopogon is allegedly a satire on himself, but in reality it was a criticism on the 

inhabitants of Antioch following his toxic permanence in the city. The passage cannot obviously be 

accepted at face value: it is not the love for independence that has asses walking under porticoes, but 

possibly the unbearable congestion of the streets, and the desire by somebody to use non-customary 

spaces as short cuts (because of the crowded streets?). Antioch, “the third city of the east, after 

Alexandria and Seleucia on the Tigris”
338 

was likely a city of traffic congestion, notwithstanding the 

size of the main thoroughfare.
339 

In conclusion, this apparent disregard of the horse riding ban can 

335 
As a quick note, Aurelian did not want to use a vehicle in the city because the practice was invidiosus, a word that means 

both “odiosus” and “arousing envy” but was never used to imply something illegal: thus, it is possible that a wounded 
soldier like Aurelian could technically ride either a carriage or a horse in Antioch, but opted for the horse because the 

dimensions of the cart would have increased traffic congestion and thus generated jealousy and annoyance by the other 

users of the road. 
336 

Libanius Oration in praise of Antioch 11.172. Downey 1959: 671. 
337 

Misopogon, 355b-c. Loeb translation. 
338 

Hornblower and Spawforth 1998: 44. 
339 

The main axis of the city was a colonnaded street from the Daphe Gate in the south to the Aleppo Gate in the north. It 

was 27-meter-wide, with 9 meters for the roadway and each of the two side porticoes. Stillwell, MacDonald, and McAllister 

1976: 62. 
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either be a sign that traffic regulations are no longer respected in the fourth century CE, or that Antioch 

had been somehow granted an exception. 

2.2.4 Conclusions on the Traffic Regulations 

In conclusion, it seems that traffic regulations actually evolved, one building upon the other, with 

the intent to mitigate the most problematic factors engendering traffic congestion (especially bulky and 

heavy carts). Pedestrian movement was not a target of these regulations, though some indirect effects 

were likely felt—especially following the ban of passenger transport within cities that possibly 

increased the amount of people on foot.
340 

The progressive granting of exemptions to a few selected groups was not caused by an interest in 

traffic flow, but by the status of these groups: wounded soldiers could be transported within cities on 

vehicle or could ride a horse, and officers of the State and senators saw their privileged conditions 

underscored by the permission to use luxurious chariots on urban streets. 

Finally, it seems also reasonable to assume that individual exceptions were granted for public 

constructions: just to cite a few examples, the monolithic columns of the Pantheon, the Temple of 

Venus and Rome, the Baths of Caracalla, the Baths of Diocletian and the Temple of the Antoninus and 

Faustina. 

However, the argued progressive development and geographical application of these regulations 

did not imply that they actually worked. The scope of this section was to discern if they existed, not if 

they succeeded. 

2.3 Legal Consequences of Disrespect for the Traffic Regulations 

Issuing a law does not automatically imply its successful application in the physical world. In 

fact, two complementary agents need to act to make that happen: the recipient of the laws and the 

340 
The reason why pedestrians were not addressed in these regulations is discussed in the conclusions of this chapter. 
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guardians of such laws. What were the consequences for those who did not abide by them, and—even 

more importantly—for the officers who did not enforce them? This section will try to explore what 

would happen if a private individual transgressed the traffic regulations, or if the designated officer 

showed negligence in their application. Special attention will be given to the disregard of pedestrian 

rights. 

2.3.1 Transgressions of the Traffic Regulations341 

As discussed in a previous section
342

, Domitian ordered the removal of anything that had 

occupied the porticoed sidewalks of the streets of Rome. According to the Caesarian Tabula 

Heracleensis, the aediles were required to keep the city thoroughfares clear of obstructions, but in 

Rome at the time of Domitian this duty had apparently been sorely neglected. 
343 

Thus the emperor 

took matters into his own hands and set things right. Were the aediles liable for not their omissions? 

Was anybody subject to penalties or retributions if one broke the traffic laws? 

An analysis of the interdicts of the praetor—as preserved in the Digest 43 (see supra)—and their 

commentary by Ulpian shows no mention of fines to be raised against a lawbreaker hampering 

movement on the streets. On the other hand, other sections of the Digest and Roman regulations 

describe some retributive actions. 

1. Demolition: if something was built illegally in a public space 
344 

and it “obstructs public use, it 

must certainly be demolished by the official in charge of public works.”
345 

This was an old standing 

provision since Livy mentions an old precedent: Cato the Elder during his censorship (184 BCE) had 

341 
For another discussion on this topic, and on the legal means that a citizen could use the law to block another citizen from 

occupying a sidewalks see Hartnett 2017: 143–147. 
342 

See 2.1.3.2 “Domitian’s Action.” 
343 

Crawford 1996b: 374–5. See the discussion in section 2.1.3.3 “The Tabula Heracleensis and the Protection of Traffic.” 
344 

A few lines earlier (Dig.43.8.2.3) Ulpian had already stated that viae and itienera were considered public spaces (see also 

supra). 
345 

Dig. 43.8.2.17. The necessity of demolition is remarked upon by another excerpt from Ulpian; Dig.43.8.7. 
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those who had built in public places (in loca publica) tear down everything within thirty days.
346 

Also, 

it is implicit in Livy, but evident in the Digest, that the expenses for the removal were to be paid by the 

transgressor. 
347

In addition, this payment is connected with the next available action. 

2. Restoration: if a public via or iter was damaged, it needed to be fixed. In fact, one had to 

“make good” a street or footpath that he had “made worse”
348

. That is, one had to restore the street to 

its original conditions, either by removing what added (demolition) or replacing what had been 

removed, with either reparatory action to be done “at his own expenses.”
349 

3. Use of force: if a person was caught in the act of damaging a street “under the pretext of 

repairing it, force can be used against him with impunity.”
350 

This complements well the forceful 

destruction by the aediles of the beds left on the street, 
351 

and counterbalances the earlier interdict that 

forbade the use of force against somebody who was repairing a via or an iter.
352 

Since the “case of the 

beds” represents one of the examples in the Digest used to illustrate cases of reimbursement, it is not 

possible to think that “beds” were actually the only objects that could be forcefully removed from the 

streets. In fact, as it has already been discussed within the section “Restoring and improving pedestrian 

flow”, another passage from the Digest states that the city overseers must see that nothing encumbers a 

street, that nothing is left outside a workshop except for the cloths of the fullers and the wheels of 

carpenters, provided that vehicles can pass.
353 

346 
Livy 39.44.4 “quae in loca publica inaedificata immolitave privati habebant, intra dies triginta demoliti sunt.” 

347 
Dig. 43.8.2.43 “[…] at his own expenses […]”. But in Dig. 43.8.43 it is justly stated that if one has built the illegal 

structure then he has to pay for its removal, but if one simply owns the structure, then he will simply lose it and will not 

have to pay for its removal. 
348 

Dig. 43.8.2.35. See supra for a discussion of what to “make worse” means. 
349 

Dig. 43.8.2.43. 
350 

Dig. 43.11.1.2. It is left open to interpretation who can use the force and what kind of force: apparently anybody could 

use it, public officers and citizens (slaves and foreigners?). 
351 

Already discussed above in section 2.1.3 “Restoring and improving pedestrian flow.” 
352 

Dig. 43.11.1. in. 
353 

Dig. 43.10. For a discussion of the nature of the “vehicles” that needs to pass, see note 212. 
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Another kind of force—flogging (flagellis caedi)—could be legally used by the aediles on people 

354 355
“who deal in and sell objects of daily use” (or pedlars) , as they also had the duties of local police , 

but there is no indication whether the same sanction could be inflicted upon traffic transgressors. 

In addition, the section of the Digest quoting from Papinian’s “Care of Cities”
356 

indicates that 

city overseers could levy fines against any freeman who damaged, encumbered or built on streets, 

whereas a slave could be beaten “by anyone who detects him”. The overseers have to fix the damage as 

357 358
well. In fact, the imposition of fines (multae) is one of the prerogatives granted to the aediles , as 

also established by the Lex Flavia, and well-illustrated by one of the municipal charters
359 

derived from 

that lex data
360

: chapter 66 of the Tabulae Irnitanae (see infra). The fact that this right is spelled out in 

this early Imperial municipal law does not imply that it was not recognized earlier: in fact, there are a 

number of Republican inscriptions
361 

witnessing the opposite, to the extent that scholars like Mommsen 

had argued that that during the Imperial period the fining capacity of the aediles had been reduced.
362 

Also, for pre-roman Pompeii, there is one piece of evidence witnessing the collection of fines: the 

second century BCE Oscan inscription on the sundial of the Stabian Baths says that the sundial was 

made by the questor Mara Atinius following a decision of the assembly and using money from fines
363 

(however, there is no indication of who imposed those fines, why, and who collected them). Other 

354 
Dig. 50.2.12 

355 
Livy mentions that in 331 BCE a woman went to one of the aediles to denounce acts of poisoning. Livy, Ab Urbe 

Condita, 8.18. See also 
356 

See section 2.1.3.1 “Papinian’s “Care of Cities”” 
357 

Dig. 43.10. For a discussion on the role of this Papinian’s quotation in the Digest, see supra 2.1.3.1 “Papinian’s ‘Care of 
cities.’” 
358 

It seems likely that, given the similarity in tasks, the aediles correspond to Papinian’s overseers, as already discussed in 

note 210. 
359 

The other municipal charters that form the basis for a reconstructed Lex Flavia are the Lex Salpensana and the Lex 

Malacitana, also from Spain. For a quick introduction on the existence and sources of the Lex Flavia, see González 1986. 
360 

Leges datae are “laws issued by higher magistrates under the Republic, later by the emperor, for communities on the 

occasion of their incorporation into the state”. Berger 1953: 545. 
361 

CIL. VIII 972 (Neapolis Africana): “[…] aediles super quantitatem ex multis redactam altera tanta de sua erogata 

pecunia posuerunt”; and in CIL. XII 1377: “L(ucius) Veratius Rusticus aed(ilis) / pag(i) Bag(inensis) leg(at) beneficiaria / 
ex mul(tis) et aere fracto”. A few examples of monuments paid for by the aediles using money from fines are from Alba 

Fucens AE 1951, 00022, in the Balearic Island CIL 02, 03710, in Africa IRT 00597 and CIL 08, 00972 (p 1282). 
362 

About this and for bibliography see Lamberti 1993: 106–7. 
363 

For an image and commentary see POMPEI 21 in Broadhead et al. 2011: vol. 2. 
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Oscan inscriptions mention aediles (aidil)
364

, but none in reference to fine collection or imposition. 

Chapter 19 of the Tabula Irnitanae institutes what powers and rights the aediles had, indicating that 

these officers could impose fines of no more than 5000 sesterces per person per day, but it does not 

spell out the exact reasons for such fines. Chapter 66 instructs aediles to communicate to the duumviri 

the fines they imposed in order to have them registered in the municipal public records. Only at this 

365 366
point they could be collected. The Tabula Irnitata—to the extent it is preserved today —describes 

only two specific cases generating fines
367

, and only one of them is connected to public projects— 

arguably akin to the maintenance of streets: chapter 83 establishes that the aediles are both to supervise 

public construction
368 

and to fine the inhabitants of the municipium who refuse to do their appointed 

days of work. This provision does not deal directly with traffic flow, but the same chapter ends with the 

note that aediles are allowed to raise fines “as is prescribed and laid down in [other] chapters
369

”. Since 

the Tabula Irnitana in our possession is incomplete, this line suggests that we are missing some 

provisions about fines
370

, leading to the hypothesis that these could have been about traffic regulations 

or about the hindrances caused by private constructions in the streets. 

2.3.2 Repairing Sidewalks and Streets 

The repair of streets was connected to the flow of traffic (as already discussed)
371 

and, in fact, it 

was sanctioned by some regulations. Failure to follow through had consequences. 

Papinian’s considerations on fines in case of street damages have been discussed a few lines 

earlier, so now it is possible to add the regulations of the Tabula Heracleensis, lines 20-49. To be clear, 

364 
For example, POMPEI 16 mentions apparently the same Mara Atinius—this time holding the office of aidil—donating 

an altar from his own money. For other instances see Broadhead et al. 2011. 
365 

On this “late collection and appeal” see Lamberti with references to earlier research. Lamberti 1993: 107. 
366 

And the Lex Flavia as reconstructed: we are missing some chapters. See note 359. 
367 

Chapter 71 instructs to levy fines on witnesses who do not want to appear in court. 
368 

Works that have been voted on by the absolute majority of the decoriones. The Tabula Irnitana differs from the other 

local charters because the right to build and modify streets, footpaths rivers etc is in the hands of the IIviri and not the 

aediles. See Lamberti 1993: 93. 
369 

“ut [aliis ca][p]itibus cautum conprehensumque est.” Crawford’s translation from González 1986: 195. 
370 

The Tabula Irnitana is not complete. Lamberti 1993: 96. 
371 

See section “Restoring and improving pedestrian flow”. 
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this text has no references to fines against those who damage streets, and no references to damages 

done to the street at all
372

, but it describes how streets are supposed to be kept and the consequences if 

this is not done. Lines 20-23 indicate that a person is in charge of maintaining (tueor) the half of the 

via/street fronting his building according to the specifications of the aedile (arbitratu eius aedilis), but 

they leave unexplained what that tueri implies exactly .
373 

The second section (ll. 24-28) describes the 

duties of the two aediles for that part of the city allotted to each: they have three tasks: (1) to repair, (2) 

to pave and (3) to maintain the streets. At the end (ll. 32-45) it is indicated that if one does not maintain 

the street according to the decisions of the aediles, then the aediles can “let the contract for the 

maintenance of the road” and the person is charged proportionally to the part he was supposed to 

maintain.
374 

The contractor who was given the “maintenance of the road” becomes the creditor, and 

one has thirty days to pay him. After thirty days without payment, a penalty of fifty percent of the 

initial amount is added. In conclusion, it seems that the term “maintenance” (tueri) of a road included 

both repairing and (re)paving. What appears surprising is the lack of fines against those who do not 

maintain the road, especially in light of the fines called for in Papinian’s “Care of Cities”. However, the 

two regulations have different objectives: Papinian’s directive punishes those who actively damage the 

streets (by digging holes or building on it), whereas the Caesarian decree wants the city dwellers to 

maintain the streets according to the specifications of the aediles (that is, by repairing and paving 

them). Still, one may wonder why there are no punitive fines for those who do had failed to maintain 

the streets: 
375 

the Tabula Heracleensis establishes to pay the contractor only the appropriate percentage 

of the final costs, proportional to the section of the street of which one was legally in charge. It can be 

372 
It is, however, an incomplete text. 

373 
This duty may have been present already at the beginning of the Republic, and maybe originated (or shared) in the 

country roads. In fact, in the Laws of the 12 Tables one has to “pave” (delapidare) the via that is passing through his land 

otherwise people can lead beasts of burden through one’s land. See “40- Twelve Tables” Tabula VII, 6-7 in Crawford 

1996c: vol. 2. 
374 

A piece of a (Flavian?) marble plant bears inscribed the dimensions of the frontage of two insulae and the width of the 

alley between the two: these numbers could be used to proportionally divide the expenses for road maintenance. Conticello-

De’ Spagnolis 1984: 205–11. 
375 

In reality, also in Papinian’s section about keeping the street in good repair, there is no reference to any fine, and here too 

it is said that one has to repair the road in front of his house (Dig. 43.10.3) 
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argued that this was done to have the streets paved in a regular and consistent way throughout the city: 

if each city inhabitant was fixing his own section, he would have likely caused visible seams between 

his part and his neighbor’s (if not a patchwork of stones of different qualities and sizes), and—not to be 

underestimated—he would have probably paid more than what the contractor would have asked.
376 

In 

cities like Rome, Pompeii, Herculaneum, and many others, it is apparent that one of the aediles’ 

specifications was the use of basalt blocks as paving stones: these blocks probably were not cheap, as 

any other stone hard enough to support urban traffic. 
377

. A private resident likely faced practical 

difficulties if he had to haul the blocks, dress them, and lay them on the street. A contractor (re)paving 

a long stretch could order in bulk and pay wholesale prices for materials; he would also employ skilled 

workers, and have the appropriate tools and transports. It can be concluded that a house owner had two 

options: (1) letting the city officials take care of the maintenance, and then pay in percentage, 
378 

(2) 

pulling resources together with the other house owners living on the same street, hire a contractor, and 

negotiate with the aediles the specifications to follow (for example, the type of paving stone to be 

used). The archaeology of Pompeii shows the presence of both these systems: public contracts are 

evident in the areas bordered by public buildings (for example, in correspondence of the city gates),
379 

whereas private contracts correspond to the areas where the materials of the curbstones are inconsistent 

376 
“The economics of the supply of stone for the paving of roads from Rome across Italy and ultimately into the provinces 

of the Empire remains a subject that has attracted limited interest”: this 2004 statement by Black and others is still valid. For 
example, the excellent analysis of stone trade in the Roman worlds by Russell analyzes marbles and colored stones, but 

leaves aside the humbler basalt. Black and others suggest that the state requested paving stones of good quality and that the 

cost of transportation may not have played such a prominent role. Black, Browning, and Laurence 2008; Russell 2013. 
377 

The use of basalt blocks was suggested by their hardness, durability and common availably. If these were not available, 

the aediles very likely required the next hardest stone. Obviously, hard stones are difficult to extract and work, thus they are 

relatively more expensive. Black and others seem to agree with this hypothesis. Black, Browning, and Laurence 2008: 725. 
378 

Which is what people still do in modern times in a slightly different way by paying city taxes. 
379 

For example, the final portion of Via Marina is confined between the Basilica on one side, and the Temple of Apollo and 

the House complex of Triptolemus on the other, suggesting thus a public contract. The unique wedges of white pebbles 

among the basalt paving stones seem to indicate an exceptional public guidance between the Temple of Apollo and the 

Basilica, however the function of these white stones is controversial. According to Pesando they are connected with the 

festival of Ceres, but his reference to Ovid’s Fasti (IV,494-5) refers to the use of torches, not of white stones to mark a 

route. Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 37. 
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(probably denoting the personal preference of the singular house owner).
380 

These curbstones are 

directly connected to sidewalks, of which they represented the limits: it seems likely—both from these 

regulations and archaeological evidence—that the positioning and dimensions of the sidewalks were 

established by decision (arbitratu) of the aediles. This aedilitian determination probably applied also to 

the construction of intermittent sidewalks: these are sidewalks that stretched only for the length of 

some house fronts, and that were built in quiet, unpaved, side-streets.
381 

The same considerations apply 

to the stepping stones. Consequently, it can be supposed that their placement and their physical 

characteristics were centrally decided, justifying our search for a deliberate strategy in their creation: 

their location in the vicinity of the city gates will be discussed in the section about the analysis of the 

archaeology of Pompeii (Chapter 4). 

However, the private or public nature of street repaving contracts is most of the time hard to 

determine with certainty because uniformity was one of the results that was looked for.
382 

Besides, it 

can be imagined that private contracts on major thoroughfares required aedilitian coordination in order 

to mitigate the effects of traffic interruption: no evidence of this reasonable measure has been found, so 

it is just an hypothesis. 

On the other hand, if one had to mend relatively small potholes—or if expensive paving stones 

were not required by the aediles—individual repairs became possible. Indeed, this was the case of the 

380 
In a public contract directed by the aediles there was likely only one type of stone used for the sidewalk curb. In case of 

private contracts, the property owners could decide the materials based on costs and durability. It needs, however, to be 

taken into account that repaving did not always involve full substitution of all the curbstones, but possibly only the 

substitution of the most damaged ones: there is much evidence for reused curbstones. This practice could be one of the 

factors behind their inconsistency. In fact, Saliou’s study has demonstrated that changes in curbstone materials can 
correspond to different properties—whose sidewalks the owners had to maintain and construct. Saliou 1999. 
381 

There are cases in Pompeii where insulae are not flanked by continuous but by intermittent sidewalks, extending just for 

the length of the house frontage, evidently built for the convenience and status display of the house owner. These are: 

VI.5.19 (House of the Flowers), VI.5.21 (back entrance House of Granduca Michele), VI.7.3—all of which are on Vicolo 

della Fullonica—and I.3.30. Further, the entrance to the atrium of the house of Iulia Felix (II.4.10)—located on a side 

alley—seems to have been served by an intermittent sidewalk--eventually partially covered by the later raise of the ground 

level. Such a raise was meant to pedestrianize the Amphitheater plaza, preventing the author from performing a full 

assessment of the sidewalk extent. About this pedestrian transformation, see the section about the Amphitheater plaza in 

Chapter 4. 
382 

Not to mention the difficulty in identifying the conclusion of the (re)paving activity. Some seams are visible where side 

streets connect with main ones. 
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dirt roads within Pompeii: the excavation of the northern part of the unpaved Vicolo del Fauno has 

documented two parallel beaten street-surfaces that have been interpreted as the repair works made by 

the owners of the fronting houses VI.9.2-13 and VI.11.4-17.
383 

Similarly, in Fregellae the same road 

damage was mended in two different ways (one side with pebbles and the other with broken tiles).
384 

There are also several examples in Pompeii of use of cocciopesto to patch missing paving stones or to 

fill deep wheel-ruts: these could be as much individual as public repairs. Besides, it appears that some 

streets in Pompeii were long overdue in their repaving, whereas others had been recently redone (or in 

the process of being done—like the Vicolo del Fauno), a fact that may have been connected also to the 

affluence of the house-owners.
385 

As for the paving of the sidewalks of Pompeii, there is enough evidence to say that—contrary to 

the communal (re)paving of the streets and maintenance of curbstones and stepping stones—it was 

taken care of individually.
386 

Looking at the archaeology it appears that the only requirement by the 

aediles apparently was to have a solid and regular surface to walk on: in fact, contrary to the modern 

cities of the Western world, in Pompeii there is no consistent paving, cocciopesto being as common as 

beaten dirt. This allowed for sidewalk surfaces to be used as yet another tool by the house owner to 

represent his status outside of his own house—if the owner saw fit.
387 

It is possible to conclude that 

paving itself was not used by the civic authorities to guide pedestrians, as opposed to size and location 

of sidewalks and stepping stones.
388 

Additionally, no evidence has been found for fines connected to 

383 
Befani and Sorriento 2010. Instead, the excavation of the northern part of Vicolo della Fullonica did not bring similar 

data, but a much less regular sequence of surfaces in beaten dirt. Befani 2007. 
384 

Crawford connects these two different repairs to the Tabula Heracleensis provision, just like the two different curbstones 

along another road. Crawford, Keppie, and Vercnocke 1985: 78,85. 
385 

On the uneven condition of the road paving in Pompeii see a list and comments in Dino 1868. 
386 

Saliou 1999: 174–200; Hartnett 2017: 123–5. 
387 

Just as preliminary examples one can think of the HAVE inscribed on the sidewalk of the House of the Faun, or the now 

lost CRAS CREDO (“I give credit tomorrow”) in front of II,8,6. For the representation of the status of the house owner on 
the street and an extensive bibliography on the subject, see Hartnett 2017: 123–5, 177. Hartnett also discusses the creation 

and the significance of masonry benches outside houses. 
388 

This dissertation will deal with location of sidewalks and stepping stones at the city gates, but their general location and 

size within the whole city are not analyzed in this work. 
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neglected sidewalk paving, but it can be assumed that if they applied to the roadway, they likely 

applied also to this other part of the street. 

In conclusion, it can be argued that surely by the final Hadrianic codification of the edictum 

perpetuum 
389 

there were Empire-wide interdicts forcing those who had illegally built anything on 

streets to demolish it and restore them to their original condition, and to bear the costs of such 

reparations. Also, it was legal to use violence against those damaging roads.
390 

These state regulations 

were used by the local aediles, who were the local magistrates in charge of the urban street networks. 

They also had the authority to raise fines against those who actively damaged the streets, and to legally 

destroy anything left on the street and blocking the flow of any traffic (from a wagon to a pedestrian). 

At least since the time of Caesar, owners of houses fronting streets were also in charge of their 

maintenance in the manner decided by the aediles: on the one hand, these house owners apparently 

were not fined if they did not comply, but were responsible to pay their portion of a public contract for 

the maintenance of “their” streets. It has been argued that this provision was put in place in order to 

allow a consistent paving of the city streets. Communal contracts among house-owners were also 

possible, but they still had to follow the guidelines provided by the aediles. The fact that these officers 

decided on matters of street maintenance points to the possibility that they were also in charge of 

deciding locations and dimensions of sidewalks and stepping stones, thus allowing us to deduct that a 

centralized planning for the guidance of pedestrian traffic could exist. A systematic analysis of the 

pedestrian archaeology of Pompeii will try to identify elements in support of this theory (Chapter 4). 

389 
For the problems about the dating of the completed edict see section “Protecting Pedestrian Rights and Spaces: Itinera 

Publica and the Interdicts.” 
390 

Dig. 50.2.12. 
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2.3.3 Magistrate’s Omission and Lack of Diligence (Negligence)391 

The last circumstance to discuss is whether negligence and omission in the upholding of traffic 

regulations could bring any consequence to the aediles or the officers with similar duties. 

A very well know case narrates that Caligula, when he saw that the streets of Rome were not well 

kept, had the toga praetexta of the young aedile Vespasian filled with lutum (mud).
392 

This was clearly 

an informal punishment, but Vespasian was legally responsible for those streets based on the Caesarian 

Tabula Heracleensis: in fact, the aediles (together with the “IIIIviri for cleaning the roads in the city” 

393 394
and the “IIviri for cleaning the roads outside”) were in charge of keeping the roads cleaned. 

Besides, if the possible identity between aediles and Papinian’s “city overseers” is correct 395
, this duty 

should overlap as well. In fact, Papinian’s text similarly says that the city overseers have to take care 

that no dung, no dead animals or skins are left on the streets, and therefore, even if there is no direct 

mention of the cleaning of the streets, such action can be safely assumed. Regardless of this identity, 

both texts do not actually indicate any consequence if the law was not applied by the aediles or the 

overseers. 

So, one may wonder if aediles—or magistrates with similar tasks—could be put on trial or pay 

fines because of their negligence. 

In the case of administrative law, “transgression of public statutes or corruption or negligence in 

their execution might be prosecuted either in the form of a civil or criminal action.”
396 

Specifically in 

the case of the aediles, it appears that they—as magistrates without imperium—had immunity for some 

391 
According to Tuccillo, the use of term negligentia in two passages of the Digest is a later interpolation. She wrote that 

negligentia was part of the already established concept of culpa in Classical jus, and thus it should be more appropriately 

referred to as lack of diligentia. However, given that the term is used in other works on Roman laws, it was decided to 

continue to use it. It is however clear that negligentia is indeed culpa. Tuccillo 2012. 
392 

Suet. Vesp. 5; Dio Cass. 59.12. 
393 

This type of IIviri was abolished by Augustus (Dio. Cass. 54.8.4). 
394 

Crawford 1996b: ll. 50–2. 
395 

Other scholars identify the IIIIviri viarum curandarum with Papinian’s magistrates. See note 210. 
396

But Johnston provides only one reference to a pecuniary fine for officers or a senator going against the Lex Latina 

Tabulae Bantinae. Johnston 2015: 301–2. 
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questiones/criminal charges, but could be sued in private litigations.
397 

There are examples of aediles 

that, while in office, were either condemned or enjoyed immunity, but none of the cases relate to the 

responsibilities of their office: on the one hand, M. Laevinus was cited by a private citizen in front of a 

praetor for an unmentioned reason 
398

; on the other, C. Scantinius Capitolinus was tried and fined for 

having seduced a Roman youth from an upstanding family
399

; and lastly Clodius was able to avoid 

prosecution for violence by being elected curule aedile.
400 

In the Roman codes only one example could 

be found relating—but only indirectly—to traffic regulations: if an aedile had illegally (non iure) 

broken beds left on the road
401

, he could be sued for compensations by the owner of the beds in light of 

the Lex Aquilia (the plebiscite regulating liability for damages). The text does not discuss how an 

aedile could decide to illegally break beds, but theoretically this action could occur either by willing 

decision to go against the law, or by mistake because of lack of proper investigation—that is 

negligence. 

Neglegentia/negligence was not precisely defined in Roman law
402

, but—based on the examples 

provided by the jurists—it can be interpreted as denoting lack of due care, and as such it is opposed to 

diligentiam/carefulness. In the sources it is tantamount to culpa
403 

, and damages caused by negligence 

are punishable because—regardless of the lack of will to do evil (that is culpa and not dolus)—lack of 

due care is not excusable.
404 

And it was a grievous fault: Ulpian commented that “The magistrates of a 

community must not only [avoid] bad faith and clear negligence but also must furthermore [display] 

diligence.”
405 

In fact, negligence in following certain laws had become—at least since late Republican 

397 
Weinrib 1968: 34. 

398 
It is not said on what charges. Aulus Gellius 13.13. 

399 
Val. Max. 6.1.7; Plut. Marc. 2.2-4. 

400 
Dio. 39.7.3; 39.1.8.1. 

401 
Dig. 18.6.13 

402 
Berger 1953: 593. 

403 
See “Neglegentia” in Berger 1953. 

404 
Whereas instances of culpa—that is no intention to do evil—could be excused (see culpa in Berger 1953: 419.) 

405 
Dig. 50.8.8 (6) Ulpian, Praetor’s Edict, Book 1. “Magistratus rei publicae non dolum solummodo, sed et latam 

neglegentiam et hoc amplius etiam diligentiam debent.” There were different degrees of negligence as there were different 

degrees of culpa, either lata or levis. See “Culpa lata and culpa levis” in Berger 1953: 420. 
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406 407
time—ground for being either subjected to a fine and/or removed from the senate , an even 

removed from office.
408 

This last measure is present in the Tabula Heracleensis that in fact explains 

that—as consequence of a number of convictions or dishonorable conducts
409

: 

For whomever it shall not be lawful under this statute in a municipium, colony, prefecture, 

forum or conciliabulum to be in the senate or among the decurions or conscripti, none of them in 

a municipium, colony, prefecture, forum or conciliabulum is to stand for or accept the office of 

IIvir or IIIIvir or any other office
410 

Going against this statute also bought about a hefty fine of 50.000 sesterces and the perpetrator 

“is to be suit for that sum by whoever shall wish.”
411 

The practice of imposing fines to and debarring 

officers from political life had already been established by the second c BCE Tabulae Bantianae: 

officers of the Roman Republic were to be put on trial on the request of both private citizens or of other 

officers if they went against or were negligent in the application of the statute.
412 

It thus can be argued that also the aediles—and officers with similar tasks—were to avoid 

negligence lest they become legally liable. However, no textual evidence could be found on the exact 

consequences for ignored traffic regulations: it was not possible to determine in which specific cases 

the aediles were fined, put on trial and—if found guilty—dismissed, but it seems reasonable that they 

were to suffer at least one of these penalties. 

On the other hand, one piece of archaeological evidence seems to help put this theory in context: 

the only public fountain in Pompeii protected by a metal fence. 

406 
For an example and a discussion of the consequences of condemnations by public officers see “7 – Lex Latina Tabulae 

Bantinae” in Crawford 1996c: 193–208. 
407 

Lintott 1999: 71. 
408 

See “removere” in Berger 1953: 674. 
409 

Lines 108-25 for a list of the debarring charges in Crawford 1996b. 
410 

Lines 135-141 in Crawford 1996b. 
411 

Lines 141 in Crawford 1996b. 
412 

See 7 - Tabulae Bantinae in Crawford 1996c. It is not clear exactly what statue the Tabula Bantinae was upholding, 

some scholars speculates it was connected to the tribunes Saturnius and Glaucia’s legislation. 
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2.3.3.1Avoiding negligence in context: the fountain of Vicolo della Regina 

The public fountain on Vicolo Regina in Pompeii (Figure 2.3.2.1.a) enjoys a unique 

413 414
characteristic hardly noted by the scholarship: two sides of its square basin were surrounded by an 

iron railing. At the time of its discovery the railing had already rusted away, as first witnessed by 

Mazois
415

, and currently only remaining vestiges of it are visible on the rim of the basin (Figure 

2.3.2.1.b), still embedded in the lead used to anchor it into its holes: the railing can thus be 

reconstructed as a fairly regular sequence of vertical bars possibly secured on the top by a horizontal 

one, as seen in Mazois’s drawing (Figure 2.3.2.1.c).
416 

This unique feature was only present along the 

two sides abutted by the sidewalk, but neither along that facing the street nor along that carrying the 

fountain head (that by itself acted as parapet). This fact permits us to infer that its existence was related 

to pedestrian traffic, and probably intended to prevent pedestrians from hurting themselves: in fact, the 

fountain is almost fully embedded into the sidewalk
417 

with only a difference of a few centimeters 

between its rim and the sidewalk paving, making it almost invisible to a pedestrian, and likely causing 

a them to trip and fall. This evident care for pedestrians seems also to indirectly confirm the relevance 

that this side-street, usually considered poorly integrated within the vehicular urban network
418

, 

possessed as being part of the pedestrian shortcut from Porta Stabia to the forum area, and vice-

versa. 
419 

An analysis of the wear of the fountain rims allows us to establish that the railing was put in 

place shortly after the fountain had been in use: the sides with the railing show little to no wear, 

whereas the others (especially the one facing the road) are much more damaged by use. 

413 
No other example of this sort have been found in Pompeii or any other Roman city. 

414 
Overbeck and Mau 1884: 241–2; Eschebach 1982: 23. 

415 
Mazois et al. 1824: vol. 2, p. 38. 

416 
Image 1, Plate 5, Volume 2 in Mazois et al. 1824. The distance between the iron bars is not regular: it ranges between 24 

to 10 cm. 
417 

Clearly the visible sidewalk is a later modification compared to the construction of the fountain as the sidewalk curb is 

not in line on the sides of the fountain. See plan in Figure 2.3.1e. 
418 

Kaiser 2011d: 78. 
419 

See the section “Between Porta Stabia and Porta Marina” in the chapter “The ring road of Pompeii”. Based on the 

location of bar counters, Ellis noted that traffic on this street was likely directed toward the Forum. Ellis 2004. 
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This theory about the railing function—however logic it may appear—is just an hypothesis as 

there are no comparanda from Pompeii and other sites. As a consequence, even a reconstruction of its 

height is impossible, but it is safe to assume that it acted as a parapet and did not bar access to two 

sides of the fountain. On the other hand, considering who actually could have installed the railing may 

reinforce this hypothesis. 

The fountain is evidently a public fountain: it was built on a public road, it lacks any inscription 

suggesting a private benefaction
420

, the only decoration is the ox-head on the fountain head, and its

material is the practical but dull basalt. All these characteristics seem to point to a public commission. 

Aediles in Pompeii were those in charge of both streets and sidewalks—as proven by Pompeian 

inscriptions
421 

—and therefore likely in charge of the fountains—that indeed all are located on streets

and sidewalks. However, no inscription on fountains
422 

or other evidence has been found to support this

deduction in Pompeii. Generally, aediles are referred to as those in charge of water facilities
423

, but the

evidence is actually not so univocal: none of the charters written for colonies or municipia actually 

mentions the title of the officers in charge of aqueducts (aqua) or fountains (lacus), whereas one edict 

of Augustus for the colony of Venafrum appoints the duumvirs.
424 

However, this latter case may be

connected to the fact that each colony or municipium could appoint officers to slightly different duties: 

for example, the supervision of streets and water courses 
425 

are given to the aediles in the Lex

Tarantina and in the Lex Coloniae Genetivae, but to the IIvirs in the Tabulae Irnitanae.
426 

Also, the

Tabula Heracleensis suggests how a city in Lucania (Heraclea) adopted Rome’s way of putting the 

420 
In Pompeii there is no evidence of private benefaction for fountains: Eschebach admits his guesswork when he writes 

that the marble and travertine fountains of Pompeii were the result of private benefactions. Eschebach and Schäfer 1983. 
421 

See infra. 
422 

None of the Pompeian fountains bear any inscription. Compare instead two fountains in Sepinum for which we have 

their dedications that describe them as acts of private benefaction: NSA-1929-216, AE 1959, 00282
423 

See “Aediles” in the Cancik et al. 2002. 
424 

Document 136 in Johnson 1961: 114. 
425 

These water courses are flumina, fossae and cloacae but not aqueducts. Scholars have argued that these terms refer to 

water courses connected to the management of what we call nowadays “the hydrogeological risk.” Cappelletti 2010. 
426 

On this difference among these three charters see Lamberti 1993: 93–4. There is no charter for Venafrum. 
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aediles in charge of streets. 
427 

On the other hand, Rome provides enough evidence to suggest an 

evolution of the officers in charge of aqueducts and water distribution: during the Republic such duties 

were tasked to the aediles (and censors),
428 

aided at times by curatores aquarum (dealing with issues of 

bringing water to Rome, and not of distributing it).
429 

After Agrippa was curator aquarum (twelve 

BCE), three curatores aquarum were permanently chosen as the water managers of the city.
430 

Similar 

offices are known in other cities of the Empire. However, Rome was a unique metropolis within the 

Empire, both for her size and the importance of her officers, thus not all her regulations could be 

reasonably adopted elsewhere: a few inscriptions on fountain basins from different roman cities 

connect both aediles and IIviri iure dicundo with their construction, and sometimes with the paving of 

the viae.
431 

Although in Pompeii there is not enough evidence to directly identify the officers in charge 

of water management, the previous observations allow us to indirectly conclude that they were the 

aediles. These observations can be summarized in the following points: (1) no curatores are mentioned 

in Pompeian records; (2) no IIvir appears associated with the management of the street; (3) although 

the aedilitian titling system does not refer to water care, it does expressly mentions the aediles’ care for 

the streets (aediles viis aedibus sacris publicis procurandis)
432

; (4) some inscriptions record the paving 

427 
See supra “Transgression of traffic regulations”. 

428 
Frontinus De aquis Urbis Romae, 95. Mommsen 1969: 436, Vol 2. 

429 
See reference in Frontinus De aquis Urbis Romae, 6: the final works to two-year construction of the Anius Vetus were 

given to curatores. 
430 

For the text of the laws dealing with water management in Rome during the Empire see Johnson 1961: 117–120. 
431 

A crossed search “lacu%” and “aed%” on the database Class-Slaby has returned roughly these results:1) CIL02-07, 

00218 (plus other two identical ones) – Cordoba - Aq[ua Augusta] / L(ucius) Corne[lius 1 f(ilius) Serg(ia) aed(ilis)] / IIvir 

lac[us siliceos] / [effigies a{h}eneas de] / [sua pecunia fecit]; 2) CIL 08, 02631 – Lambaesis (Numidia) Isidi Aug(ustae) / 

L(ucius) Figilius Secundus Fl(avius) Crispinus / aediles lacum quod annis IIII / cessaverit ut sal<i=E>ret curaverunt; 3) 

CIL09, 01644 – Beneventum - C(aius) Ennius M(arci) f(ilius) / C(aius) Bergonius Q(uinti) f(ilius) / aed(iles) / viam 

straverunt / et lacu{u}s fecerunt; 4) CIL 10, 06428 – Sabaudia - L(ucius) Faberius C(ai) f(ilius) Pom(ptina) Murena / augur 

IIIIvir aed(ilis) / aqua quae fluebat lacu co<l=N>legit et salientem in lacu redegit / d(e) s(ua) p(ecunia) f(aciendum) 

c(uravit); 5) CIL 12, 04190 – Nemausus (France) - Sex(tus) Vetto C(aius) Pedo aed(iles) / viam lacum ex d(ecreto) 

d(ecurionum) / refic(ienda) coer(averunt). The same research was done with “lacu%” and “%vir%” returning some other 
results, not reported here. 
432 

Ae(iles) v(iis) a(edibus) s(acris) p(ublicis) p(rocurandis), at times referred to as IIviri v(iis) a(edibus) s(acris) p(ublicis) 

p(rocurandis). About the uncertainty in the interpretation of the acronym, and for a study of the elections of the officers of 

Pompeii, see Mouritsen 1988. 
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of the streets by aediles and their power to lease sidewalk areas to street vendors.
433 

In sum, given that 

(a) roadways and sidewalks are essential for the existence of fountains (not only as their place of 

operation, but also as the spaces that need to be excavated to allow the passage of the water pipes) and 

that (b) the Pompeian aediles were in charge of the street-space, it can be transitively concluded that 

they were in charge of water features too. 

This line of thinking can help us answer why an aedile might have decided to modify a 

fountain—one of the water structures under his jurisdiction—if that was dangerous to the inhabitants of 

Pompeii. Why would anyone care to install a railing around the fountain of Via Regina? Legal 

consequences and financial liability are the most immediate reasons that come to mind, but, as 

previously mentioned, there is no textual evidence of aediles on trial because of their negligence. Is it 

possible to find indirect proof? As stated above, (1) negligence of Roman officers could be punished, 

and (2) Pompeian aediles were in charge of both the streets and the water features on the streets, 

consequently a lack of cura for a fountain that was a health hazard for the users of the street could be 

interpreted as a legally sanctionable negligence. Besides, the Tabulae Irnitanae, the Lex Tarentina and 

the Lex Coloniae Genetivae seem to clearly indicate that the magistrates in charge of streets could 

modify them provided that they did it sine iniuria privatorum.
434 

The meaning given to such expression 

by modern scholarship usually refers to damages to private estates/houses/buildings.
435 

However, 

damages-to-bodies cannot be excluded because iniuria—that is anything done non iure (against the 

law)—normally refers to bodily injures and acts of defamations.
436 

About the Lex Aquilia—the law 

regulating compensations for damages—Ulpian comments that “we interpret iniuria for the present 

purposes as including damage caused in a blameworthy fashion, even by one who did not intend the 

433 
CIL IV.1768-9. 

434 
Tab. Irn. 82; Lex Tar. 5; Lex Col. Gen 77. This legal provision was eventually included into the Digest too (Dig. 43.8.6). 

435 
For bibliography on this issue see Lamberti 1993: 94. 

436 
See meaning of iniuria in Berger 1953. 
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harm” 437
. Then he continues with a number of cases in which eyes are gouged out, mule drivers lose 

control of the mules, barbers slit throats by mistake etc. Later in the Digest, the same Ulpian is reported 

to say that both “municipal magistrates may also be liable under the Lex Aquilia if they do any damage 

unlawfully” (si damnum iniuria dederint).
438 

It is worth mentioning that the aediles had prohibited in 

their edict dangerous animals from being taken on busy areas lest they inflict damage (quo minus 

damnus inferant)
439

, allowing the assumption that the aediles were in charge of the health care of the 

city dwellers.
440 

A further connection can be found in the Tabula Heracleensis: iudicium iniuriarum is listed as 

one of the convictions that would debar an individual from being a magistrate.
441 

However, it is more 

likely that in this case the term iniuriae refers to acts of defamations and not to physical injuries, as it is 

included among other misdemeanors that did not result in bodily damages. 

In conclusion, not only negligence was sanctionable, but also the damages caused by negligence 

could result in penalties. If the Pompeian aediles were those in charge of preventing physical harm to 

befall on the users of the streets and of fountains, then damages caused by their poor construction could 

be imputed to them, for they did not enjoy the immunity of other offices, and could thus be put on trial, 

and condemned to pay reparations. In the end, the Pompeian aediles had the railing installed on the 

sidewalk-side of the fountain on Via Regina either to avoid or as a consequence of prosecution, trial, 

conviction and payment of damages to Pompeian pedestrians. 

437 
Dig. 9.2.5.1. 

438 
Dig. 9.2.29.7. 

439 
Dig. 21.1.40-42: ne quis canem, verrem vel minorem aprum, lupum, ursum, pantheram, leonem, aliudve quod noceret 

animal, sive soluta sint sive alligata [ita], ut contineri vinculis quo minus damnum inferant non possint, qua vulgo iter fiet, 

ita habuisse velit, ut cuiquam nocere damnumve dare possit. Then penalties follow. 
440 

Mommsen 1969: 478 vol 2. 
441 

Line 111: queiue iudicio fiduci(ae), pro socio, tutelae, mandatei, iniuriarum deue d(olo) m(alo) condemnatus est erit. 
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2.4 Conclusions 

This research on the ancient laws and regulations allows us to conclude that Roman jurisprudence 

did distinguish between pedestrian and vehicular traffic, but that their different aspects received 

unequal legal attention and formulation, as summarized in the following table. 

Table 10: summary of the legal actions framing movement on public places. 

Established: yes 

Defended: yes 
Pedestrian 

Improved: 
Laws movement 442

limitedly 
& 

Regulated: no 
regula 

Established: yes 
tions 

Defended: yes 
Vehicular movement 

Improved: yes 

Regulated: yes 

Specifically, the laws and regulations appear to: 

1. Establish iter and itinera. 

A. Iter: the legal term for the right that allowed pedestrians to walk (ambulare), and for the 

right of riding a horse, and for that of riding a litter or sedan chair. 

B. Itinera: the legal term for any space where it was legal to walk, to ride a horse, to ride a 

litter or sedan chair. 
443 

However, legal texts seem not to define the physical 

characteristics of the itinera: nowhere is it dictated the type of paving, their size or their 

association with the sidewalks. Based on these considerations, the term itinera was 

translated with “footpaths.” On the other hand, the Latin terms commonly used to define 

442 
The only possible examples of a regulation trying to improve pedestrian movement is the section of the Tabula 

Heracleensis calling for the stone paving of the semitae (footpaths) (see section 2.1.3.3). However, given that this 

instruction is neither present in later charters/laws nor in matching archaeological evidence, it probably represents a 

tentative improvement that was not followed through or repeated. However, Crawford translates the same sentence in a 

slightly different way: the property owner needs to keep the “footpath properly paved, continuous with that whole building, 

with whole gravel of top quality”. Even if one accepts this other version, still gravel is not a common paving surface, 
whereas cocciopesto and beaten earth are. Crawford 1996b: 374. 
443 

Itinera is a legal word, therefore it is generally not used in the vernacular language. Seneca uses it once in the De 

Clementia when comparing the throng of people walking in Rome through the latissimi itinera to a rushing river. Sen. Cl. 

1.6.1. 
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the spaces where movement was occurring are not based on the rights there recognized, 

but on their physical appearance and function (for example, clivus and vicus).
444 

2. Establish viae: spaces where any possible movement was legally allowed (walk, drive carts, 

move on litters, lead animals, drag timber etc.). It is both a legal and vernacular term. 

3. Defend the movement and therefore the traffic flow (vehicular and pedestrian): streets had to be 

paved (and repaved), obstacles needed to be removed from the roadway, from porticos, from 

public spaces and—by extension—from footpaths/sidewalks in order to return those spaces to 

their normal and original conditions. The pristinum statum 
445 

had to be preserved in order to 

protect the public usage of public spaces (publicam utilitatem).
446 

It appears that in an urban 

context 
447 

maintenance was undertaken under the supervision of the local aediles by way of a 

collective contract among the owners of the buildings fronting the portions of the streets in need 

of repair. 

Two violations can be distinguished: 

A. Transgression. Regulations were calling both for fines on those who actively damaged 

streets (sidewalks included) and for the destruction of the obstacles left on the streets. 

For example, in Rome emperor Domitian ordered the removal of the shops occupying 

the city’s public porticus and the sidewalks. 

B. Lack of diligence (negligence). The aediles, or the magistrates in charge of roads, were 

legally liable if they did not fulfill their duty of taking good care of the streets. The 

placement of a metal railing around the fountain of the Vicolo della Regina is a unique 

444 
Zaccaria Ruggiu 1995: 231–8. For an analysis of the shades of meaning of the Latin vocabulary for urban streets see 

Kaiser 2011d: 25–34. 
445 

Dig. 43.2.8.43-44. 
446 

Ibidem. Utilitas is better translated with the term “use” based on the root (utor) of the word, rather than with 

“wellbeing.” 
447 

Private and public roads in the countryside were managed in different ways. Chevallier 1976; Radke 1981; Laurence 

2011a. 
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archeological example of the care undertaken to avoid to be charged with lack of 

diligence. 

4. Improve vehicular traffic by assigning to the aediles the power to decide on the streets’ physical 

modifications and possible upgrades. It is unclear if these regulations were ever intended to 

improve pedestrian flow: the instructions of paving with stones the semita (pathway)—present 

in the Tabula Heracleensis—appears in our sources to be a one-time provision, thus perhaps 

just a tentative that was neither followed through nor repeated (its rare correspondence with the 

archaeological record seems to support this view: only in Ostia and Norba portions of sidewalks 

were stone-paved). 

5. Regulate and limit traffic within cities.
448 

An analysis of Roman regulations allows us to claim 

that their main goal was to achieve a fluid circulation of goods within the city. Such an 

argument is based on the regulations’ inter-connections and expansion. They built one upon the 

other, and were not designed to be isolated measures: the first guideline (the Tabula 

Heracleensis) was a ban on a specific type of heavy wagons (the plaustrum) during daytime, 

then a permanent ban on passenger transport, and finally a ban on any heavy wagons at any 

time of the day. This sequence is also linked to an expansion of the areas where these 

regulations were applied—first in Rome and then in the other cities of the Empire. Such an 

evolution seems to support the idea that these measures were perceived as successful.
449 

On the 

other hand, no regulation tried to guide pedestrian movement: there was no obligation for 

pedestrians to walk on sidewalks or to cross at specific points (i.e. stepping stones). Contrary to 

the norms in modern western cities, it appears that on public roads Roman pedestrians could 

legally walk anywhere they wanted. It is therefore likely that their route choices were based on 

the convenience and comfort of the surrounding built environment. Accordingly, the 

448 
In this context, “to regulate traffic” refers to types of traffic that were identified as deserving of regulatory attention. “To 

limit traffic” means to define when and where those types of traffic can actually go. 
449 

A study of their actual success lies outside the scopes of this thesis. 
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[ 

Regulated and fully limited 

• Passenger transport ( chariots, wagons and horses) 
• Heavy transport (vehicula ingentis sarcinibus) - Rome only? Exceptions for 

Imperial building projects? 

Regulated and partially limited 

• Plostra ( only at night) - with exceptions for public and religious needs 

Regulated but not limited 

• Litters ( citizens only?) 
• Sedan chairs 

Not regulated nor limited 

• Pedestians 
• Porters 
• Medium and light carts transporting goods 

“managers” of the streets—the aediles—might have built features to take advantage of such an 

attitude, and thus to guide pedestrian movement with the aim of achieving a determined 

purpose: based on the archaeology of Pompeii (see “Chapter 4”) it will be argued that such a 

purpose was the efficient flow of pedestrian traffic. 

The next table presents the degree of regulation and limitation applied to the different types of 

movement, as identified by Roman law. 

Table 11: types of urban street movements ordered by their degree of regulation and limitation 

On the one hand, the traffic regulations acted as a filter, removing from the urban street network 

passenger transit and bulky wheeled-vehicles in order to—it is argued—improve the flow of goods 

450 
transport. 

On the other, pedestrian traffic was subject to no regulations.
451 

This lack of direct involvement 

needs not to be mistaken for indifference: even if Roman legislators did not identify pedestrian traffic 

450 
And, apparently only for the city of Rome, to protect the underground drains. 

451 
The possibility that the contrasts mentioned by Cicero (pro. Sulla 61) between incolae and coloni because of “de 

ambulatione et de suffragii” were connected to a pedestrian ban against the local inhabitants of Pompeii triggered by the 

new colonists has been recently rejected. Lo Cascio 1996. 

117 



 

 

   

     

       

        

     

     

       

       

           

       

 

         

      

    

        

        

 

                                                 
   

      

                

                    

             

    

and did not limit it, they knew what pedestrians were. In fact—as previously discussed—the 

unimpeded flow of people along streets, along porticos and along footpaths was a legally protected 

right. Then, why this difference? Was pedestrian traffic able to naturally self-regulate? Or was it 

immune from jams, standoff and stalls? According to the complaints of Juvenal and Martial
452 

this was 

not the case: even going beyond the scope of their satirical writings, it is possible to see how congested 

the city of Rome was. The same is true for Antioch of the fourth century CE, as Libanius recounts: the 

clash of opposing flows of pedestrians is equated to waves going against a ship.
453 

Based on the fact 

that the city of Pompeii was located along one of the major routes leading from Naples to the South, 

that it had a harbor, and that it could not be by-passed without an external ring road (see Chapter 3 

“The ring roads of Pompeii”), it is easy to imagine that the amount of traffic moving through the city 

had to be substantial. 

It is here argued that the different regulatory approach between vehicular and pedestrian traffic 

was caused by an empirical evaluation on how easy they were to control. Vehicular traffic is simple to 

limit (see Table 12): wagons could not slip-away quickly, and their appearance was impossible to 

disguise, thus they were easily spotted, checked and blocked. Since the regulations excluded specific 

transports within the city, once the filtering was done at the city gates—the natural bottle necks of the 

street network—there was no need of police patrolling the city to uphold such regulations.
454 

452 
See note 251. 

453 
Libanius, Oratio XI.172. See Chapter “5.5 Conclusions”. 

454 
However, if city specific regulations were permitting passage only on some roads to plostra, and other roads for carts, 

and even different ones for pack animals, then then the presence of a patrolling police force was necessary to assure the 

respect of the regulation. In Pompeii there is evidence of one way streets, but it still an unresolved question how this one-

ways were selected and managed. 
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Pedestrians 

Easy to 
control 

Difficult to 
control 

Localized 
check
points ( city 
gates) 

Diffuse 
checkpoints 

Table 12: control over vehicle movement 

The same reasoning does not apply to pedestrian traffic. What kind of pedestrian filtering could 

be done at the gates? If a smooth flow was desirable, would each pedestrian have to prove to be able to 

walk quickly? Would only thin pedestrians have been allowed in the city lest big ones hinder the crowd 

on the small sidewalks of Pompeii? Nonsense. If instead rules of conduct were to be enforced within 

the urban street network—for example, by establishing specific areas for crossing the streets or which 

sidewalks to use—then a diffuse presence of enforcers was necessary to assure their respect. In the 

cities of the Roman Empire, most police crews (sanctioned or not sanctioned by the civic authorities) 

operated to keep public security, to arrest fugitives, to deter crime, and to keep public order. 
455 

Even if 

the aediles were responsible for removing obstacle on the streets, it is plausible that the 

“micromanagement” of pedestrian traffic was considered too burdensome and not effective enough to 

be pursued. The next table summarizes the burden of pedestrian control. 

Table 13: control over pedestrian movement 

It seems that Roman authorities recognized that pedestrian traffic could be effectively guided by 

modifications to the built environment rather than by imposed regulations.
456 

The next chapters of this 

dissertation will analyze some pedestrian features of Pompeii, and then prove that the local 

455 
For a recent discussion on police corps and their duties in the cities of the Roman Empire, see Fuhrmann 2012: 45–87. 

456 
It is important to note here that there were others reasons that could lead to the modification of the built environment. For 

example, commercial exploitation was another, as will be discussed. Matters of social display have been also illustrated in 

Hartnett 2017; Dey 2014; Hartnett 2011a. 
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administrators purposefully positioned them to enact guidance: stepping stones, sidewalks, fountains 

were the “tools” employed. Such guidance was not performed everywhere, but in areas more critical 

for the realization of a good pedestrian flow; for examples, at the city gates. 
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3 Ring Roads in Pompeii 

Since the late nineteenth century, scholars have argued about the existence of ring roads within 

and without Pompeii, mainly in connection with either the study of the defensive walls
457 

or the traffic 

movement in the city’s outskirts,
458 

but until now a full review of the evidence was lacking. 

In addition, the possible influence of these circular roads on traffic has been left mostly 

unexplored,
459 

and even less the prospect that they could be used as shortcuts or alternative routes by 

local pedestrians. For the first time in 2017, Poehler included the inner ring road as part of his GIS 

network analysis of the pedestrian traffic of Pompeii: however, he admits that his street reconstruction 

is not based on a reasoned analysis of the evidence.
460 

In fact, according to the result of this 

dissertation—some pedestrian passages are missing (see infra). Besides, Poehler did not take into 

account the outer ring road. 

This dissertation aims to provide a detailed review of the antiquarian scholarship and 

archaeological data in order to assess the presence of the two ring roads: in some cases the evidence is 

only circumstantial, in which cases their existence can be evaluated only on a scale of reasonable 

probability. 

It was during this research that some little known features were brought into focus: a new 

pedestrian shortcut through the Triangular Forum, and two autonomous posterulae/pedestrian city gates 

457 
For a summary of the research on city walls and relative bibliography see Chiaramonte Treré 2007. 

458 
The first to write about ring roads in Pompeii was Nissen (Nissen 1877: 484–7.) and then later Della Corte (Della Corte 

1913.) Della Corte’s analysis was meant to prove the existence of the Roman pomerium, not of the ring roads. Maiuri 

proved the existence and transformation of a few short sections of the inner ring road (Maiuri 1930. Van Tilburg denies the 

existence of the outer one considering how such a road would have been on the pomerium – a space that could not be used 

by men. However, the fact that the space outside the city-walls can be identified with the pomerium has been challenged 

since the time of Malgadi. See Tilburg 2007: 161–162; Magaldi 1939. A last partial assessment has been done by Campbell 

2014: 37–8. For a complete discussion about the pomerium see Chapter 4, section 4.2.1.2 “The pomerium and loca publica 

of Pompeii” in this dissertation. 
459 

Weilguni tried to account for the inner ring road in her study of the wheeled traffic. Her reconstruction is good, but she 

neither provided a reasoned analysis of the evidence for her reconstruction nor a complete bibliography. Weilguni and 

Fridell Anter 2011: 62–3. 
460 

Poehler 2017a: 168. 
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(Posterula Occidentalis and Posterula of the Sarno Baths). Of these two posterulae, the one through the 

so-called Sarno Baths was still used at the time of the eruption, whereas the Posterula Occidentalis
461 

had been walled up at the time of Augustus/Claudius in conjunction with the expansion of the terrace-

villa of Rufus
462 

– causing a change in the route of pedestrians. 

These structures exemplify why vehicular and pedestrian fluxes should not be considered to 

mimic each other’s routes, not only because roadways and sidewalks are evidently two physically 

different (but certainly permeable) traffic-channels,
463 

but also because pedestrians had additional entry 

points to the city of Pompeii. 

The analysis will be organized in sections corresponding to the discrete intervals between city 

gates, not only because the ring roads were naturally divided by the roads passing through these entry 

points, but also because this division permits to connect each section with the quality of traffic passing 

through the same city gates. 

3.1 Definition: Outer and Inner Ring Roads 

To better frame the issue, working definitions of outer and inner ring roads are necessary. 

An outer ring road is expressly built to allow trough-traffic
464 

to circle around a city and by-pass 

it, separating it from local urban traffic and to-traffic.
465 

It is not the shortest path between two points, 

but it is the path that—because of the separation between different types of traffic—should 

theoretically be the least congested and so ideally the quickest. In the case of Pompeii, based on partial 

evidence, it has been assumed that this outer ring road existed: the main problem with this statement is 

that the area surrounding the city has only been partially excavated. 

461 
Previously thought to be proper city gate and thus called Porta Occidentalis. 

462 
See section “The Posterula Occidentalis” 

463 
Not even taking into account the pedestrian laterality of the two parallel sidewalks (for the laterality see Chapter 1 

‘Introduction”). 
464 

This expression refers to traffic that does not have the city as the final destination and thus it would simply pass through 

the city. See Chapter 01 “ 
465 

This expression refers to traffic that does have the city in question as the final destination. 
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Pompeii has been characterized also as having an inner ring road whose nature is – however – 

different from the outer one: geometrically inscribing a street within the circuit of the city-walls was 

done in order to allow soldiers and military supplies to move quickly in times of conflict along any 

section of the defensive system, with which it was in close physical contact: in Pompeii it was 

hypothetically located adjacent to the agger. However, also in this case but to a lesser extent, we are 

faced with the incomplete excavation of the city-walls and their surrounding areas. 

To summarize, even if both ring roads are created with the purpose of permitting swift traffic 

movement—and their location is ideally specular (one circumscribing and other inscribing the city-

walls)—their reasons for existence are different: one is created to separate different types of traffic 

(movement to and movement through), the other one for defensive purposes. This is an important 

difference because, when one of those reasons ceases to exists, then the fate of the associated ring road 

may mutate as its raison d’etre does not stand any more. In the case of Pompeii, it can be theoretically 

assumed that, on the one hand the outer ring road was always there since traffic never disappeared, and 

that on the other hand—once the city became part of the pacified Roman territories—the inner ring 

road could be subject to modifications or destruction as new needs evolved and became more relevant. 

In reality, the situation represents an uneven combination of the two cases because – at least from the 

second century BCE
466 

—the city had neither a complete outer nor inner ring road. Besides, some 

sections were open to any kind of traffic, others only partially accessible, and others only reserved for 

pedestrians. 

This chapter will evaluate the available archaeological evidence to try to determine the state of 

the two ring roads and their influence on traffic, with – certainly – a special interest in pedestrian 

fruition. 

466 
See the construction of Samnite houses on the top of the city walls between Porta Marina and Ercolano. Section “IRR 

Porta Marina and Porta Ercolano (Insula Occidentalis)” 
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This dissertation will avoid the term “pomerial road” 467 
because, as it discussed in the next 

chapter: the belt of land directly within and without the city fortifications cannot be called “pomerium” 

with full certainty, thus it is preferable to refer to such space with the more neutral—but still 

documented expression—“loca publica”/public spaces. 

3.2 The inner ring road of Pompeii 

As mentioned earlier, one of the fundamental problems this analysis has to face is that—as the 

city-walls have not been fully excavated—also this road has not been fully surveyed. Moreover, based 

on the parts actually uncovered it is evident that by 79 CE sections of the inner road had been partially 

abolished. This in turn causes even more uncertainty on the nature of those parts still underground: 

which ones ware functioning and which ones had been abolished? Such knowledge would change the 

ring road contribution to and influence on urban traffic fluxes: establishing the length, conditions and 

network integration could allow speculation on both its quality and quantity, and also on the reasons 

why some sections were maintained whereas others were eliminated. 

With these limitations and aims in mind, the following paragraphs will evaluate both the direct 

and indirect evidence and will deliver a justified assessment on the presence and transformations of this 

road. 

The next sections present a summary of the analysis of the evidence used to assess the presence 

of the section of the inner ring road (IRR), whereas “Appendix 01” includes the copious information 

used and their exhaustive examination. 

For a better understanding of this chapter see Figures 3.3. 

467 
Della Corte (1913) and Mauri (1939b) use the term “pomerial road”, Van Tilburg (2007) instead “circular road.” 

Campbell (2014) writes of an “orbital road.” All these cases refer to the outer ring road. Poehler (2017a) writes of an “inner 
pomerial street.” 
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3.2.1 IRR Porta Ercolano and Porta Vesuvio 

This section represents the portion for which we have the most information, both diachronically 

and synchronically, thus there is enough evidence to argue for the existence of a ring road section 

connecting these two gates from Samnite times until the early years of Pompeii as a colony, when 

houses started to encroach into the agger and consequently interrupted this inner path. By 79 CE only 

one or at most two short portions were passable to carts and pedestrians who – however – could still 

theoretically move between two city gates if supplementing their route with the wall-walk. 

Nonetheless, such a route was inconvenient and did not represent a shortcut to any public building or 

area, and thus it is reasonable to think that it was used mostly by locals to reach private dwellings or 

shops: such limited usage might be the reason behind its suppression. 

The analysis will first treat Porta Ercolano, then move to Porta Vesuvio and finally try to join 

these two extremities. 

For a more detailed evaluation of the archeological evidence and associated bibliography, please 

see Appendix 01. 

Porta Ercolano is the most recent of all the Pompeian city gates – dated to the Flavian period
468 

– 

and as such it took the place not only of a Samnite, but also of a pre-Samnite one: Maiuri’s excavations 

noted how the last building phase had destroyed large parts of the old layers, but he was still able to 

identify patches of pre-Samnite and Samnite inner ring(?) road right next to the doorway.
469 

The final 

Flavian reconstruction was the last one in a sequence of modifications of the defensive space, and it 

had little meaningful effects to an already defunctionalized ring road section as all the most destructive 

changes had already taken place. In fact, in the early years of the colony the peristyle of the House of 

468 
Chiaramonte Treré 2007: 143. 

469 
Maiuri 1930: cols 131–132. 
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the Vestals (VI.1.7-25) was extended
470 

into both the ring road and the adjacent massive Samnite 

stairway going to the top of the city-walls, thus cutting them in two sections. This type of occupation 

continued in the first century CE with the adjacent “House of the triclinium.” 

This brought about three consequences: (1) wheeled traffic was obviously no longer able to pass 

along the north of Insula VI.1; (2) animal traffic probably had the same problem; (3) pedestrians were 

hindered but still could still climb one side of the stairway, then walk on the wall-walk, and finally 

descend the other side of the stairway—not an impossible task but clearly more inconvenient than 

walking on the earlier ring road.
471 

It is thus possible to conclude that (a) the defensive relevance of the 

city-wall stairway and of the ring road had sensibly decreased, and that (b) pedestrian traffic along this 

ring road section was not significant enough. Indeed, these two factors were not generating a “force” 

influential enough to prevent the owner of the domus from expanding, an act that—given the size and 

the location of the expansion – was probably legally sanctioned. Point (a) is likely connected to the 

“pacifying” control that the Romans obtained over Italy, and point (b) was a logical consequence of 

point (a) as there was no longer need of a defensive ring road that could be used by those familiar with 

the built environment as a short-cut to get to the Northern insulae of Regio VI—a residential area with 

no entertainment or public buildings, and thus a weaker attractor of pedestrian traffic compared to the 

fora or baths. 

As for the area nearby Porta Vesuvio, thanks to excavations by Della Corte and Ohlig there 

seems to be enough evidence to argue for the presence of a ring road in 79 CE whose entrance – 

located thanks to the reports in Notizie degli Scavi at the north-eastern corner of insula VI.11—was 

walled up in modern times, causing its disappearance. 

When it comes to the remainder between the two city gates, it was interrupted by the Roman 

extension of the insulae VI.5, 7, 11 to the north—namely by the VI.5.2 “House of Neptune”, VI.7.23 

470 
Dobbins and Foss 2007: 395–8; Jones and Robinson 2005. This extension is also connected to a rise in the level of the 

space before the monumental stairway (Maiuri 1930: 136–7.) 
471 

Della Corte 1913: 295. 
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‘House of Apollo”, VI.7.26 “Stable” (?), VI.9.14 “Hospitium Gabinianus” – just like what happened 

with VI.1 (“House of the Vestals” and “House of the Triclinium”). 

The conclusions that can be drawn about the conditions of this section of the inner ring road in 79 

CE are the following (see Figure 3.3): 

1. Only pedestrians could access the intermittent ring road from the castellum aquae (next to Porta 

Vesuvio) up to Porta Ercolano. 

2. Pedestrians could use the ring road from the castellum up to Vicolo del Fauno. Based on 

Ohlig’s and Della Corte’s observations, pedestrians would have walked on a beaten-earth path. 

a) The presence of carts in this same stretch is more uncertain: they could drive along the 

paved Vicolo del Labirinto, but then if the ramp going up the agger at the end of the 

alley was really ancient (found by Sogliano in 1897), it would prevent them from 

turning into the ring road. If instead the ramp was not ancient, then they could turn left, 

follow the ring road along the norther side of insula 11,
472 

and then drive down Vicolo 

del Fauno (and vice versa). Also, they could turn right toward the castellum into was 

actually a cul-de-sac because of the narrow passage at its other end and the line of guard 

stones in front of the castellum that would prevent wheeled vehicles from passing into 

Vicolo dei Vettii 

3. There was no continuous ring road between Vicolo del Fauno and Porta Ercolano: in fact, 

insulae VI.1, 5, 7, and 9 extended into the agger – probably in Roman times – and thus 

occupied the contiguous Samnite inner ring road. 

a) There was a dirt path only to the north of insula 2, possibly permitting movement from 

Vicolo di Modesto up to Vicolo di Narciso. The lack of wheel ruts seems to indicate its 

pedestrian nature. 

472 
Where Della Corte found traces of wheel ruts in the beaten dirt surface of the ring road. 
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b) Via di Mercurio was the only street closed off by a wall, blocking pedestrian access to 

the agger and ring road.
473 

All the others were open toward the agger, therefore 

pedestrians could climb the agger to reach the wall-walk. 

It can be argued, therefore that the functioning portions of the ring road contributed in a 

negligible way to pedestrian traffic in the area: in fact, from the castellum aquae it could act as a 

shortcut to three hospitia/inns (two at the northern end of Vicolo Labirinto, and one at the end of 

Vicolo Fauno),
474 

or to the entrances of some houses or some shops of insulae 15, 11 and 9, but it did 

not represent a shortcut to any public space or building. The lack of a relevant pedestrian traffic is also 

evident by the absence of food retail shops along this section of the ring road and connected alleys: 

these establishments are markers of pedestrian traffic as they survive basically on the passage of 

people. If the passage is nonexistent, then so will be these enterprises. 

However, Della Corte claimed something different: “Al 79 adunque era dato modo ai pompeiani 

di circolare a piedi intorno a tutte le isole confinanti con le mura. L'interruzione offerta dalla casa delle 

Vestali non costituiva a tale scopo impedimento: obbligava solo il passante a salire da un lato e 

discendere dall'altro per la scalinata di accesso alle mura..” This statement seems to go against Della 

Corte’s own observations that Via di Mercurio and Vicolo di Modesto were sealed by an end wall, and 

about the extensions of the insulae VI.1, 5, 7, 11 into the ring road. The only interpretation of these 

words is to see Della Corte imagine pedestrians to walk on the walkway of the agger: this is possible— 

for example the ramp leading to tower X at the end of Vicolo del Labirinto—but it does not seem to 

represent a practical path, also taking into account how a pedestrian could not reach the central Via di 

473 
Today at the northern end of Via di Mercurio there are less than scanty remains of this closing wall. However, such 

presence is clearly shown in the RICA map (Van Der Poel 1984.) that also includes the presence of a rectangular structure 

abutting it, identified as a street shrine, no longer present on site (its complete destruction may be connected to the bombing 

of Pompeii of 1943: Garcia y Garcia does not mention damages on this road but since bombs fell on the adjacent house – 
Casa del Duca D’Aumale (VI,9,1) – it is possible that the damages extended into this area). Cf. García y García 2006: 

26,77. 
474 

VI.9.14 "Hospitium Gabinuanum“; VI.11.18; VI.15.23, see Eschebach, Müller-Trollius, and Eschebach 1993. 
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Mercurio because of the closing end walls. Therefore, even if Della Corte’s idea could be accepted, it is 

– once again – a route that unlikely could influence the pedestrian traffic flow of the city. 

On the other hand, it seems possible to argue that a complete inner ring road between Porta 

Ercolano and Porta Vesuvio – placed behind the latest agger – was present from the second Samnite to 

the Roman period: its function was mainly military, allowing the swift movement of soldiers and 

vehicles behind the city fortifications. Thus, it was very likely still operational at the time of Sulla’s 

siege, and probably during the civil war of the first triumvirate, when fortifications were essential to the 

survival of Italian cities in such a volatile period.
475 

It was also still working when the alleys of this 

northern area were paved. Once Augustus’s pacification rested on solid ground, this part of the ring 

road lost its raison d’etre and was piecemeal occupied by extensions of insulae VI.1, 5, 7, and 9.
476 

3.2.2 IRR Porta Vesuvio – Porta Nola 

This portion of Pompeii has not been fully excavated yet, thus our analysis relies only on two 

localized excavations: one by Maiuri around Porta Vesuvio, and one by The Japan Institute of 

Paleological studies in correspondence of Tower 9. This is supplemented by the reasoned maps that the 

Corpus Topographicum Pompeianum provides for the street network in the vicinity of Porta Nola. For 

a discussion of this evidence and detailed bibliography, please see Appendix 01. 

In sum, it is possible to argue that in 79 CE a ring road was still allowing movement – wheeled 

and pedestrian alike – between Porta Vesuvio and Nola. However, it presented a non-uniform 

configuration: A) near Porta Vesuvio its roadbed was made up by beaten earth, various materials and 

broken Roman pots (it is still unknown if it featured a sidewalk along the northern side of insula 

V.6),
477 

B) behind tower 9 the ring road was placed over the agger, and there may have been a narrow 

475 
Cicero was asked by the centurions of three cohorts in Pompeii to take charge of them and the city (Cicero, Letters to 

Atticus 10.16.4) 
476 

Instead the section between Porta Marina and Porta Ercolano had started to be occupied by private houses in Samnite 

times (see the section “IRR Porta Marina and Porta Ercolano (Insula Occidentalis)” 
477 

Maiuri 1930: col. 187 and TAV VI. 
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pedestrian path on a lower level next to the northern boundary wall of the still buried insula V.9 and 

10;
478 

C) near Porta Nocera the ring road was paved and featured at least one sidewalk along the 

eastern side of insula IV.5.
479 

One odd element is the presence of stone paving for the ring road next to 

Porta Nola, but lack thereof next to Porta Vesuvio—especially when one takes into account that the 

eastern wing of the latter city gate had been purposely shortened to allow a better movement of 

wheeled traffic.
480 

Why go through the effort of partially demolishing a city gate and then not lay down 

a stone street-paving? A justification to this idiosyncrasy can come from considering not the ring road 

next to Porta Vesuvio, but Vicolo delle Nozze d’Argento as an additional contributor to the traffic – 

both wheeled and foot – to Porta Nola: this E-W vicolo has been excavated a third of its theoretical 

481 482
length and for this extent it appears as a regular paved street flanked by sidewalks. Theoretically 

these sidewalks could join the sidewalk of the ring road near Porta Nola, thus providing pedestrians 

with continuous features facilitating their way through the city. Besides, the presence in Vicolo Nozze 

Argento of three groups of stepping stone is another testimony to pedestrian needs. Against this 

hypothesis goes the consideration that driving/walking this alley as an alternative to the ring road 

would have increased the length of the route of a theoretical 12%.
483 

This simple mathematical point, in 

reality, could not be a decisive factor in making such decision: the presence of sidewalks and stepping 

stones for pedestrians, and of a stone paved surface for the other users of the streets, 
484 

could make 

path-length evaluation a secondary factor. 

478 
The insula numbers are tentative and we do not know the city block divisions for this unexcavated area of Pompeii. A 

summary (with bibliography) of the research by the Japanese Team can be found in Sakai and Iorio 2005. The series 

Opuscula Pompeiana provides yearly reports on the excavations around tower 9. 
479 

Van Der Poel 1984. 
480 

Seiler et al. 2005. 
481 

98 m against 340 m 
482 

This alley seems to have a northern laterality due to the presence of a wider sidewalk along this side of the road. 
483 

Most of the streets and alleys of this area are still underground so these figures are based on their extrapolated route. one 

obtain the rough distances of 630 m vs 570 m. 
484 

May they be muleteers, porters, litter bearer etc. 
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In the end it seems that the ring road between Porta Vesuvio and Porta Nola certainly had some 

value for cart traffic, but the presence of sidewalks only in one of three excavated areas may indicate a 

low level of pedestrian involvement, most likely of locals living in the insulae nearby. 

3.2.3 IRR Porta Nola – Porta Sarno 

Porta Sarno is a structure quite relevant in the analysis of urban traffic as it is located at the end 

of Via dell’Abbondanza, one of the busiest streets of the city. On the other hand, such a street – and its 

joining alleys – were not the sole direct contributors to Porta Sarno traffic: this gate marks also the end 

of the inner ring road coming from Porta Nola that in turn was connected to the one coming from Porta 

Vesuvio. 

This dissertation argues that the section of the ring road between Porta Nola and Porta Sarno was 

accessible to pedestrians for its entire length, but it was open to carts only for its southern half (south of 

Via Media). 

An analysis of the evidence can be found in Appendix 01, but here the conclusions can be 

summarized in two main points: (1) pedestrians could walk along the ring road between Porta Nola and 

Porta Sarno; (2) carts could use only the southern portion of this ring road, between Via Media and 

Porta Sarno. Actually, this portion was likely connected to Via Media,
485 

which in its western part turns 

out to be an important thoroughfare both for pedestrians and carts – as maintained by Poehler in his 

GIS network analysis.
486 

In addition, it is possible to argue that the combination of the entire east-west 

Via Media with the north-south carriageable portion of the ring road represented a route that carts 

would have taken to avoid the congested Via Abbondanza, especially if they had already been unloaded 

485 
The Via Media – beginning between insulae IX.2 and IX.3—has been excavated only for its first 97 meters out of a 

theoretical 550 meters. Its continuation up to the city-walls seems confirmed by the orientation and location of the north-

eastern corner of insula III.7 (see supra). For a summary of on the name and research of this street see Sakai 1992. 
486

Especially visible on figure 6.14 on page 194 of Poehler 2017a. 
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and only needed to leave the city through Porta Sarno.
487 

On the other hand, the same traffic on Via 

Media could have turned to the North into one of the N-S alleys to reach Porta Nola and leave the city 

from there: which one alley would be chosen is difficult to determine as they all are still buried and 

therefore no proxy evidence about their use is available.
488 

That Via Media would have attracted 

pedestrians too is suggested by the presence of wide sidewalks and stepping stones, but it is actually 

proved by the dense presence of bars in its excavated 97 meters: Via Media represents for pedestrians a 

route that – even if not leading directly to a city gate – took either to Porta Nola or Porta Sarno thanks 

to the connection with the ring road and N-S alleys of insulae III and IX, and thus consented to avoid 

the congested Via Abbondanza. In addition, if a pedestrian needed to go from Porta Sarno to the North-

west area of Pompeii
489 

(and vice versa), walking along Via Media was actually shorter than taking Via 

Abbondanza (see next section). 

3.2.4 Partial Summary: Inner Ring Road from Porta Vesuvio to Porta Sarno via Porta Nola 

The ring road from Porta Vesuvio all the way to Porta Sarno was very likely accessible to 

pedestrians for its entire length. On the other hand, cart traffic could ride the ring road between Porta 

Vesuvio and Porta Nola, and only incompletely between Porta Nola and Porta Sarno: in this latter case 

the northern stretch was only for pedestrians, whereas the southern one was open to carts too – and 

probably connected to Via Media. 

This reconstructed route can then be combined with the remainder street network of Pompeii to 

speculate on the influence that it would have had on the traffic patterns. A detailed analysis can be 

found in Appendix 01, but here the next paragraphs will summarize it and then will add extra 

487 
This hypothesis does not match with Poehler’s results because Poehler only analyzed movements within the city, 

whereas in this case the Via Media is supposed to be a convenient shortcut to go out of the city. 
488 

Looking at the RICA map it appears that only Vicolo III.9-III.10 was not paved, whereas all the other southern alleys off 

Via Nola were, at least for the extent of the section excavated: could the paving indicate more wheeled traffic? 
489 

RegioVI and the northern portion of Regio VII. 
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considerations about the combination with two other urban routes: Vicolo Nozze Argento and Via 

Media. 

To sum up, cart traffic would have used the inner ring road section between Porta Vesuvio and 

Porta Nola rather than the Via Stabiana and other major thoroughfares because it would have provided 

the combined benefits of 1) a shorter route between the city gates in question, 2) decreased congestion, 

and 3) integration and a shorter itinerary with the southbound alleys of Regiones III and IV to 

commercial areas of the city.
490 

Vicolo Nozze Argento could have been an alternative to the ring road because, even if its route to 

Porta Nola was slightly longer, it was still shorter than Via Nola. Besides, it was a paved street 

equipped with sidewalks, and these two characteristics would be attractive to both cart drivers and 

pedestrians. These features are absent for most of the ring road, but appear in the portion nearby Porta 

Nola, making it theoretically possible to consider that they could connect with those of Vicolo Nozze 

Argento: the resulting route would present itself as paved and with sidewalks, characteristics that 

would attract wheeled and foot traffic. 

As for the following ring road between Porta Nola and Porta Sarno, its northern half was likely 

closed to vehicles as it was not providing a major reduction in the route length. Besides, the outer ring 

road between these same gates permitted carts to avoid the urban congestion with only a minimal 

increase in distance. 

Via Media could have worked as an alternative to Via Abbondanza – similarly to what is argued 

for Vicolo Nozze Argento and Via Nola (see supra and Appendix 01): for the extent of its excavated 

portion, it is paved and has sidewalks, and because of its orientation it is reasonable to argue that it 

reached the carriageable southern half of the ring road, with which it thus formed a convenient itinerary 

to the eastern area of the city and to Porta Sarno. 

490 
As explained in the Appendix 01, due to the shape of the city the N-S alleys of Regio V were not providing a shortcut 

when combined with the ring road. Only the combination with the alleys of Regiones III and IV allowed a shorter itinerary. 
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In the case of pedestrians, it is possible to argue that the ring road between Porta Vesuvio—Porta 

Nola-Porta Sarno could be theoretically combined into several shortcut routes, especially for those 

familiar with the street network, likely the local inhabitants. For the pedestrians who were just passing 

through the city with no interest for a stop, the ring road is the shortest route between Porta Vesuvio 

and Porta Sarno. However, what appears to be a sporadic presence of sidewalks and the absence of 

stepping stone, probably prompted pedestrians to walk on other streets of Pompeii, like the already 

mentioned Via Nozze Argento or Via Media 

In conclusion, it seems important to remark that Via Abbondanza, Via Nola and the intercepting 

Via Stabiana/Vesuvio were not the only contributing “players” to the pedestrian and cart traffic of the 

urban areas nearby Porta Sarno, Porta Nola and Porta Vesuvio: the inner ring road, Vicolo Nozze 

Argento and Via Media probably played a substantial role.
491 

3.2.5 IRR Porta Sarno and Porta Nocera 

A vestige of the Samnite ring road may be represented by the inner pedestrian path joining Porta 

Sarno to Porta Nocera, positioned on the one hand between the agger and the insula II.5 and on the 

other hand between the Palestra and insula II.8. Carts could not access it because of the presence of the 

sidewalk curb. The two extremities of this path featured pedestrian portals that – together with other 

six—regulated pedestrian movement during the amphitheater games. 
492 

Regardless of the fact that this 

inner path may originally date back to the Samnite period,
493 

a later interruption was caused by the 

construction of the amphitheater: in 70 BCE the architect used this corner of the city-walls as 

supporting structure for the eastern section of the entertainment building,
494 

occupying thus the possible 

path between the agger and the insulae (some of them were destroyed to make room for this 

491 
The GIS network analysis of Poehler supports this hypothesis. Poehler 2017a. 

492 
See Chapter 04 for a complete discussion of these portals and its regulatory function. 

493 
The section between Porta Vesuvio and Porta Ercolano seems to date at least to the Samnite period (see section IRR 

Porta Ercolano-Vesuvio) 
494 

Richardson 1988: 134–8; Eschebach et al. 1995: 79. 
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structure.)
495 

As a consequence, in Roman times pedestrians could simply walk in front of the 

amphitheater and – from a purely geometrical point of view
496 

—the old and the new routes are almost 

identical in length. The later construction of the palestra
497 

seems not to have damaged this path since 

the building does not abut or extend into the embankment: in fact, Maiuri saw a “pomerial road” 

skirting to the South the palestra
498 

Besides, on the “Riot fresco” one can see people fighting to the 

south of the palestra, but it is not clear whether the space is the agger or the ring road. 

In sum, based on the existence of a Roman path and comparison with other sections of the same 

road, it is possible to assume the existence of a ring road and a continuity of use from Samnite period to 

Roman time, with a later modification entailed by the construction of the amphitheater: it is not 

possible at this stage of the research to understand if the original route was only pedestrian (as it came 

to be at least since Roman times) or a proper street (maybe similar to the dirt road near Porta Vesuvio 

identified by Ohlig
499

) – the lack of excavations in this area allows only speculations not grounded in 

archeological evidence. There is, however, no doubt that this pedestrian path was regulated by the 

presence of portals, like all the other accesses to the Amphitheater Plaza (for a full discussion of these 

features see the section in Chapter 4 on these portals). 

3.2.6 IRR Porta Nocera and Porta Stabia 

Also the space between Porta Nocera and Porta Stabia (part of Regio I) could have featured an 

inner ring road but – in this case too – we do not have direct archaeological evidence, just a few proxy 

elements, with the caveat that also in this case the Regio between the two gates has not been fully 

excavated: five insulae are fully accessible, whereas at least three other ones are still under the 79 CE 

volcanic layers. 

495 
‘Attivita’ archeologica - Pompei’ 1975: 245. 

496 
The shape and location of the amphitheater make walking in front of it and walking in the hypothetically abolished inner 

ring road almost identical (500 m vs 480 m) – according to maps measurements. 
497 

That seems to have caused the demolition of other 3 insulae. Maiuri 1939: 214. 
498 

The palestra “confina […] a sud con la via interna del pomerio.” Maiuri 1939: 170. 
499

See chapter: IRR Porta Ercolano and Porta Vesuvio 
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As in the previous cases, a space between the perimeter wall of the insulae and the agger is 

observable, but in this specific case access from Porta Nocera and Porta Stabia was not blocked by 

gates or walls. It is otherwise evident how only pedestrians would have been able to use these two 

accesses: (A) in correspondence of Porta Nocera a high drop between the road (sloping decisively at a 

much lower level
500

) and the sidewalk (that continues horizontally) was blocking all carts; (B) at Porta 

Stabia, the sidewalk curb blocked carts from entering. 

One the other hand, it is plausible that carts could reach this inner road using the other 

intercepting N-S alleys of Regio I: from Via Palestra—out of the seven predicted alleys—three have no 

visible obstructing elements (neither at the beginning nor in correspondence of the agger), one is 

obstructed by a sidewalk (the unnamed alley between I.1 and I.5), and at least three others have not 

been excavated up to the agger, making this a partial assessment of the situation. 

For a discussion of the possible reasons that caused the closure to cart traffic of the two 

extremities of the inner ring road, please see Appendix 01. 

Some ambiguities exist about the extent of this southern inner ring road in 79 CE. So far we have 

assumed that its presence was proven, but not all the sources mention it: Sogliano wrote that insula I,5 

was surrounded by three vicoli to the east, west and north,
501 

implying that there was no inner road to 

the south. Yet, he later mentions the discovery of four bronze coins in the space between this insula and 

the city walls,
502 

that is in the ring road. Fiorelli instead, when describing insula I,1, mentions a 

southern alley bordering the city walls
503 

(the inner ring road), and the existence of a little religious 

space with two painted agathodaimon serpents at the outer S-E corner of insula I,1
504 

that was logically 

revered by those using the inner ring road. Yet, the same Fiorelli, when describing the adjacent insula 

500 
As a result of the lowering of the street level to ease cart traffics (see Appendix 01). 

501 
Sogliano 1874: 8. 

502 
Sogliano 1874: 136. 

503 
Fiorelli 1875: 35. 

504 
Of this religious fresco nothing is preserved, only a Sarno block infixed into the ground right at the corner onto which the 

offerings were posed and originally plastered in red. 
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I.5 says that the southern limit of this city block is the agger 
505 

and not a road. Observations done on 

the field and on maps show that the southern walls of insulae 1, 5 and of the partially excavated one are 

all in line and parallel to the city walls, refuting the possibility that insula 5 had extended into the agger 

506 507
(like the insulae VI.1, 7 and 9 ) and therefore actively interrupted the inner ring road. Could the 

agger have expanded or collapsed against the boundary wall of the adjacent insulae? 

Besides, there is no doubt that at least a short inner ring road was leading from Porta Stabia to the 

already mentioned entrance I.1.10, to the western stairway for the city gate second floor, and to a room 

embedded into the agger next to this same stairway (no longer visible, but maybe the gatekeeper’s 

office?).
508 

All these records seem therefore to be at the least partially contradictory, and thus they allow for 

two possible pedestrian scenarios: in 79 CE the inner ring road was either 1) fully after insula I.5 all the 

way to Porta Nocera – allowing access only to its length along the southern wall of insula I.1 up to the 

unnamed vicolo N-S—or 2) it was open from Porta Stabia to Porta Nocera, and our records are simply 

rather partial.
509 

3.2.7 IRR Porta Stabia and Porta Marina 

At the time of the eruption, between these two gates the only visible section of the city-walls was 

the short tract between Porta Stabia and the platform of the Triangular Forum,
510 

for the remainder was 

hidden or had been destroyed by the terracing structures of the temple of Venus and the panoramic 

505 
Fiorelli 1875: 450. 

506 
See the chapter “IRR Porta Ercolano.” 

507 
The presence of the six walled up doorways further strengthens the unlikelihood of an extension of insula I.5: onto what 

would those doors open? 
508 

Mau 1902: 242. 
509 

In fact the records never directly deny the presence of the inner ring road. The “RICA Maps” backs up this second 
possibility (Van Der Poel 1984: 2.) 
510 

To the west of Porta Stabia excavations by Maiuri dug a few meters of the city walls (Maiuri 1930.) Also, an aerial view 

of the city dated to 1922 (so predating the bombing of the WWII) shows the city walls and a cistern (see infra: commentary 

on this photo). The Quadroporticus abutted against the agger but did not reach or encroach on the city walls (unlike the 

amphitheater). 
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houses along the southern and western edge of Regio VIII,
511 

a process already started at the beginning 

of the second century BCE.
512 

Research has identified some of these hidden remains, enough for 

Maiuri to state that from Porta Stabia to Porta Ercolano the city had been protected by a double curtain 

wall, later on gutted and destroyed by the just mentioned residential expansion of the city.
513 

Still these 

remains are not enough to allow us to reconstruct the full route of the defensive system, and we do not 

know if an agger was later added like in the other sections:
514 

its presence or absence would have 

caused a different path for the inner ring road, and consequently at the moment it is impossible to 

establish what could have been the route of this service road, and actually if there had ever been one in 

this area. The identification of Via della Regina and Via delle Scuole with its vestiges is problematic 

because their distance from the inner curtain is double than what observed in the other areas
515 

On the other hand—at least during the 1
st 

c CE—pedestrian activity in this side of the city was 

much more intense than a modern visitor to the site may imagine or has been appreciated,
516 

as one 

little noticed pedestrian shortcut and a unnoticed pedestrian posterula seem to indicate, and not to 

mention the railing installed to prevent pedestrians from falling into the fountain of Vicolo della 

Regina.
517 

511 
Carroll 2010: 70–71; Noack and Lehmann 1936: 175–9; Maiuri 1930: 148–50. 

512 
See Jacobelli for bibliography on this issue. Jacobelli 2001: 34 and note 23 and 24. 

513 
The two most extensive and still visible sections of the city-walls are A) those forming the terracing wall of the 

Triangular Forum, 2) those forming the back wall of the portico of the so-called Villa Imperiale (VIII.1.a). In both cases it is 

ashlar masonry of Sarno blocks. Maiuri 1930: 148–50; Pappalardo, Ciardiello, and Grimaldi 2008. A specific look to the 

southern terrace houses of Pompeii combined with a theoretical reconstruction of the pomerium (in this dissertation referred 

to as ring road) section and an argument for an early occupation of the fortification by houses is in Noack and Lehmann 

1936. 
514 

Maiuri believed this section had an agger too, seemingly based on comparison with the rest of the city walls, but he does 

not mention any archaeological remains. Maiuri 1930: 149. Contra Della Corte who thought that here there was not a proper 

city-wall, but an artificially terraced area from whose top the Pompeian soldier would defend: behind it there was the ring 

road eventually occupied. Della Corte 1913: 278. 
515 

40 meters here, but a range of 10-20 meters anywhere else. 
516 

Ellis argues for a presence of forum-bound traffic based on the location of bar counters. Poehler in his last article maps 

these streets as with low intensity of use, whereas Laurence considered this a places of good activity. Ellis 2004; Laurence 

2007: 89–91; Poehler 2017a. 
517 

For the railing around this fountain and its possible legal reasons, see Chapter “2.3.3.1 Avoiding negligence in context: 

the fountain of Vicolo della Regina.” 
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3.2.7.1A Pedestrian Shortcut from Via Stabiana to Via Regina 

So far little attention has been given to a pedestrian path taking from Porta Stabia to Vicolo 

Regina and then toward the Forum area (see Figure 3.4) 

Its importance lies in the fact that it was both an alternative to the normal streets and accessible 

only to foot traffic. 

In order to take advantage of this shortcut a pedestrian—instead of walking for 170 m along Via 

Stabiana and then turning into Via Tempio Iside—could walk for only 70 m and then take Vicolo 

Teatri. From here one was passing through the Quadripoticus, then climbing up a monumental staircase 

ending in the Triangular Forum. From here, one had two choice: 1) one could exit through the 

Propylaea and continue towards the north-western area of the city, or 2) one could take a corridor along 

the western side of the porticus and come out on Vicolo Regina. 

Such alternative route allowed to avoid almost completely Via Stabiana—a street congested with 

bars, eateries, shops, sacred places and private houses – but did not make much difference in terms of 

distance.
518 

However, it can be argued that some preference could be given to this itinerary based on 

the absence of wheeled traffic and the greater presence of pedestrian traffic through:
519 

the lack of retail 

shops, houses and fountains would have probably resulted in decreased traffic congestion and a low 

quantity of traffic to. 

The symbolic and physical importance of this route has been emphasized in a recent architectural 

analysis by “The Quadriporticus Project”: expanding on what Mau and Coarelli had already 

518 
Considering the Propylaea of the the Triangular Forum as the location where both possible routes joins, it is calculated 

that the inner one was on average 15 meters longer than the one along the streets. 
519 

In this hypothesis it is assumed that most pedestrians did not have the Doric temple as their final destination, based also 

on the fact that this monument had been in ruins for centuries (see Waele 2001. However, it seems likely that the Triangular 

Forum has become an area where to stroll, relax, and enjoy the view: the scola bench points toward the sea, and the portico 

was kept in decent shape. Regardless, the space of the Triangular forum is big enough to allow an easy dilution of the 

crowd, not to mention that one had to turn south to get to the front of the temple, whereas was to turn north to continue 

towards any other section of the city: the top of the monumental stairway could correspond to a “pedestrian-shed.” Still, up 
to this point all pedestrians had to share the same infrastructure: the clear bottleneck in this route is the bottom end of the 

monumental stairway that divides itself into two smaller stairways (one directed toward the theater, the other toward the 

Quadriporticus). This circumstance was—however—a very late modification, when for most of its life the monumental 

staircase had been a single flight of steps top to bottom (see note 521). 
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mentioned,
520 

Poehler argued for a straight and unimpeded monumental staircase existing from the 

second century BCE (time of the construction of the Quadriporticus and the big theater) up to the 62-3 

CE earthquake. This means that the rooms along the northern side of the Quadriporticus are a late 

addition, and that for most of its existence “the monumental stairway and Ionic Propylon at the 

Quadriporticus’ northeast corner would have been inter-visible and been far more directly 

interconnected as part of a monumental pathway between the Porta Stabia and the Doric Temple.”
521 

The long life of this path (from the second century to the death of the city) and the substantial 

infrastructure built to create and improve it (a monumental stairway of the second century BCE and a 

group of Roman stepping stones on Via Stabiana – see infra) speak volumes of its importance. 

As this route was passing through public spaces (the Quadriporticus and the Triangular Forum), it 

is not surprising that its access was likely regulated: thresholds suggest the presence of doors both at 

Vicolo Teatri and at the Propylae of the Triagular Forum.
522 

However, we are ignorant of the opening 

times of these public spaces, but is seems safe to assume that they were closed at least at night time.
523 

The importance of this alternative route is also confirmed by proxy evidence: a set of stepping 

stones was placed in correspondence of where to cross into Vicolo Teatri(VIII.7.16) 
524 

—inviting 

pedestrians to cross here, if they wished to access to the Quadriporticus. As it will be discussed in 

Chapter 04, the location of this pedestrian feature seems to reflect a desire by the local authorities to 

guide foot traffic, thus implying its relevance.
525 

Also, this dissertation argues for an eastern pedestrian 

520 
Coarelli claims that the original long unimpeded stairway was creating a physical connection between the Tringular 

Forum (and its Doric temple) that was to be used in the procession in honor of Hercules celebrating the beginning of the 

ludi. Coarelli 2001: 99. 
521 

Eric Poehler and Steven J. R. Ellis, “The 2011 Season of the Pompeii Quadriporticus Project: The Southern and Northen 
Sides,” The Journal of Fasti Online 249 (2012) 
522 

Mau 1902: 134–6. 
523 

For a discussion of the different times of operation of baths, temples, shops etc see Laurence 2007: 154–166. As for the 

night experience of a pedestrian see Petronius’ Satyricon section 79. The city of Antioch may have had some street lighting 

in 450 CE: Forbes 1934: 156. 
524 

The vicolo was paved only until the SE corner of the room behind the scenae frons of the small theater, roughly for the 

first 7,55 m. It is also a cul de sac in so much it ends at the entrance of the Quadriporticus and it is not connected to any 

other road. Ellis has argued that originally the paving reached the Quadriporticus and only after 63 CE was partially 

removed (Ellis and Devore 2009: 17. 
525 

See especially the discussion on the functions of stepping stones in Chapter 04. 
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laterality in this lower part of the Via Stabiana, as confirmed by the location of all the bars.
526 

The 

“guiding” intention is even more clear when one observes that—less than a meter away—the main 

entrance 
527 

of the teatrum tectum (VIII.7.19) was not reached by stepping stones, whereas that of the 

further up Teatro Grande was (VIII.7.20): there was clearly more interest in the pedestrian movement 

directed towards the Quadriporticus than in that towards the teatrum tectum, and also enough interest 

for those going to the big theater. It is argued here that this was a conscious choice based on the 

consideration that the pedestrian flow to the teatrum tectum was irregular, whereas that toward the 

Quadriporticus was continuous and therefore with a higher impact on the urban flux: just like in the 

amphitheater, shows at the theater were not a daily event, and the number of spectators was limited by 

the size of the entertainment building (in this case the small theater), whereas the Quadriporticus 

itinerary could allow the passage of as many people as could possibly pass during the opening time. It 

is true, on the other hand, that from Vicolo Teatri one could also reach secondary entrances to the big 

and the small theaters, nonetheless the substantial size of the staircase to the Triangular Forum suggests 

that easing the access to the theaters was not the only reason to install stepping stones in front of Vicolo 

Teatri. This is not to say that there was little care for the patrons of the small theater, but that their care 

had a different dimension: scholarship seems to have almost forgotten that the front of this theater 

featured a colonnaded portico to accommodate the spectators (see Figure 3.5).
528 

526 
Ellis 2004: 381. 

527 
VIII.7.19 can be considered the main entrance based on the fact that it was crowned with the plaque commemorating the 

construction of the teatrum tectum by the IIviri Quinctius Valgus and Marcus Porcius (CIL 10, 00844a), and also because 

this entrance gave access to the lower decurional seats. 
528 

Ciprotti notes how the theater front is not in line with Via Stabiana, creating – according to him—a wider sidewalk 

accessible to wheeled vehicles by the way of a ramp: he wonders if this was an area where important personalities of 

Pompeii were allowed to dismount under the protection of the roof extending along this front, and if also machinery for the 

spectacles could be hauled to the teatrum tectum through this ramp (Ciprotti 1961: 276.). As for this latter hypothesis, it 

seems less likely: at the moment the ramp does not extends not for the full length of the façade, but is interrupted by a low 

wall creating a small terrace only in correspondence of the main entrances to the Teatrum tectum, the stage and the back 

stage (VIII.7.17,18,19). More likely the stage materials were hauled by the way of the vicolo dei Teatri (paved at least 

partially in 79 CE, but maybe in full earlier – see note 524) and onto which the backstage had four openings instead of the 

single entrance 17. It can be noticed how access to the tribunalia was also possible only by independent and narrow 

stairways departing from the stage, designed to allow undetected access to those spaces using the side doorways of the stage 

and backstage. On the other hand, the most compelling reconstruction of this front area is the testimony of Mazois 

(supported also by Mau): the entire front of the teatrum tectum featured a colonnade, damaged in 63 and under restoration in 
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The Triangular Forum did not need to be the end of this path: a narrow passage located behind 

the western side of the Doric portico was taking pedestrians directly to Vicolo della Regina. Such a 

track has almost never been considered as part of the possible pedestrian experience, possibly because 

of its small dimensions:
529 

it is a narrow corridor created by the space left between the back wall of the 

porticus and the adjacent House of Emperor Joseph II (VIII.2.39).
530 

By entering this small corridor, 

one could get to the higher Vicolo Regina by the way of 5 steps of limestone blocks. No signs of 

thresholds have been noted during fieldwork: debris prevented an analysis of the southern end of the 

corridor, but at the northern end nothing was found pointing to the presence of a closing system. This is 

at odds with the fact that all other entrances to the Traingular Forum could be shut off, leaving instead 

this access seemingly always open. 

A discussion on the nature of its irregular shape and its first discovery can be found in Appendix 

01. At any rate, given that in 1936 Noack included this passage – with its steps—in the plans of his 

careful study of the terrace houses of Regio VIII, it seems unreasonable to consider it to be a modern 

construction.
531 

Differently from the route up to the Propylae, this one up to Via Regina is actually 22% shorter 

than an itinerary with the same destination along the streets of Pompeii. This fact, together with the 

already argued decreased congestion, permits to consider it a popular path for those pedestrians 

79 CE, of which Mazois saw a standing column (the one marked in black on his plan of the building). The low wall acted as 

the base for the columns and, in Mazois’s work, it was said to be well visible, but not presently (especially after June 2010) 

since it has been paved over by modern cement in all but its southern section, corresponding to the protruding terrace: the 

area of this terrace originated thanks to the diverging orientation of Via Stabiana and the teatrum. The terrace – and the 

possible colonnade – was designed to maximize this space while being parallel to the theater and not to the road. The 

function is therefore clear: to accommodate as many spectators as possible while they were waiting to enter the theater (we 

image there were people waiting in line based on the high number of graffiti on the corridor to the big theater). If one 

wishes to accept the presence of the street colonnade not only for the terrace but also for the remainder of the façade, then 

the columns would have been an impossible impediment to the passage of wheeled carts, preventing anybody from 

dismounting in that sheltered area. The ramp was not built for traffic circulation, but to keep run-off water away from the 

base of the walls. Nonetheless the ramp would have been temporarily invaded by wheeled carts, as the guard stones 

protecting only the end corners of the low wall seem to indicate. For the street colonnade and an plan of the teatrum, see 

Mazois et al. 1824: vol. 4, 59 and Plate 26. 
529 

Poehler is the first one to include it in his maps, but does not comment. Poehler 2017a: 187–8. 
530 

The distance at the southern end is 71 cm., at the Northern end is of 93 cm. 
531 

Noack and Lehmann 1936: fol. 3. Noack’s plan does not add any detail to what has been observed on the ground: no 
threshold or any other form of closure was depicted. 
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familiar with the street network of Pompeii: its existence should be considered in the study of 

pedestrian movement in Pompeii.
532 

3.2.7.2The Posterula of the Sarno Baths 

Once a pedestrian had stepped onto the southern sidewalk of Vicolo Regina by the way of the 

narrow pedestrian corridor from the Triangular Forum, s/he could reach the Forum by continuing to 

walk on the same uninterrupted sidewalk
533 

that was supposedly carrying most of the foot traffic: this 

density had probably caused the erection of a metal railing around the fountain of this alley.
534 

Some 

people would have also detoured into the Vicolo dei Dodici Dei as shown by a stepping stone located 

where the major sidewalk of this alley reached Vicolo della Regina: its placement indicates that it was 

for the movement to and from the Vicolo dei Dodici Dei, and not with the intention of facilitating 

passage to the northern sidewalk of Vicolo Regina.
535 

Almost unnoticed by scholarship—and never taken into account in the study of pedestrian 

traffic—is a public posterula, a pedestrian passage connecting the inside and outside of the city in 

correspondence of the Sarno Baths (VIII.2.17-21). Whereas the structures making up this passageway 

are still identifiable, collapses associated with this corner of Pompeii allow for two possible candidates 

for the urban entrance of this pedestrian passage, at least in 79 CE: VII.2.17 or VII.2.20.
536 

See Figures 

3.6 and 3.7. 

Regardless of its entryway, the route was embedded into the structure terracing this corner of 

Pompeii. This building is multistoried: 1) at the level of the plain it is composed by a sequence of 

532 
Poehler did not plot it in his GIS network analysis of pedestrian routes in Pompeii. Poehler 2017a. 

533 
The two bars of this route are along the southern sidewalk. See Ellis 2004. 

534 
For the railing around the fountain along Vicolo della Regina and for an analysis of its possible causes, see chapter 02 

“Pedestrian law and punishment.” 
535 

Poehler supports Laurence’s view of this Vicolo as the final part of an alternative route to Via Stabiana. Poehler 2017a: 

190. 
536 

According to Ioppolo the entrance was VI.2.17. Ioppolo and Bussi 1992: 50. 
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twelve niches whose semicircular shape enhances its supporting qualities,
537 

2) at the second floor the 

rooms of Sarno baths were later built; 3) at the third and fourth floors one can find apartments and 

atrium complexes with panoramic windows and views toward the seaside, corresponding to the last 

additions on the top of this structure.
538 

Kolowski in her careful analysis of the circulation in the Sarno baths considered the underground 

corridors of the second and third story only as functional to the bath complex itself, and thus did not see 

the existence of a pedestrian passage in and out of the city. Different conclusions on these corridors 

were drawn by Ioppolo
539 

who, using masonry analysis, reconstructed the presence in 79 CE of a public 

pedestrian passage to the Sarno plain, originally dating back to the construction of the city-walls of the 

second century BCE: (1) first, a public ramp descending from Via Scuole to a posterula with staircase, 

(2) then its deviation into a new vaulted corridor passing through the newly built storage facility in the 

direction of the new stairway located at the western end of the lava cliff in correspondence of the last 

niche of the supporting terracing structure, 
540 

(3) and finally a connection with both the new Sarno Bath 

complex and above apartments. In sum, according to Ioppolo, this corner of the city always had a 

pedestrian path descending to the plain: regardless of its structural changes and direction, it always 

maintained a public function that—following the construction of terraced structures – came also to 

double as a connection to newly-built private buildings. 

537 
A note about a possible outer ramp inn front of the terracing structure can be found in the Appendix 01. 

538 
A careful analysis of the sequence of the wall construction can be found in Ioppolo and Bussi 1992. 

539 
Ioppolo and Bussi 1992. 

540 
Ioppolo sees a number of modifications in the route and structure of this passage that finally brought it to leave the city at 

the edge of the lava cliff by the way of a substantial stairway. Ostrow instead identified this stairway (item 86 on her plan) 

as a private passage leading only to the Sarno baths from a group of private apartments. The doubts are caused by the low 

survival rate of the last terracing structure as a consequence of the eruption (63 or 79 CE) and the lack of proper excavation: 

this situation does not allow to understand if the terracing niche had or not a door allowing the stairway to open on the plain. 

However, the presence of a window at the ground-floor wall of the terracing structure supports the existence of a room, and 

indirectly of a probable door, and thus possibly of a stairway connected to the one visible one story above.(see 

http://pompeiiinpictures.com/pompeiiinpictures/R8/8%2002%2020_files/image021.jpg). 
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At autoptic examination of the terracing structure (partially occupied by one storage area 
541

) 

confirms Ioppolo’s hypothesis. It was observed a window at the western extremity of the terracing 

structure: such a window was probably providing light to the last flight of stairs taking pedestrians 

outside Pompeii (see Figure 3.6). The window could not correspond to any room because the presence 

in this area of the natural cliff does not leave enough space for its construction within the terracing 

structure. 

The existence of a pedestrian passage in this corner of the city of Pompeii changes the study of 

urban movement dramatically: this area becomes much more integrated than usually thought, at least 

for pedestrian traffic.
542 

3.2.8 IRR Porta Marina and Porta Ercolano (Insula Occidentalis) 

Consistent with what was seen in the previous areas, also the inner ring road between Porta 

Ercolano and Porta Marina should be located next to the city-wall agger. However, here too the 

fortifications are as hardly visible now as in 79 CE, by when they had already disappeared under the 

terrace-villas built to take advantage of the panorama of the gulf of Pompeii and Naples (for example, 

the House of the Golden Bracelet or the House of Umbriscus Scaurus).
543 

A discussion of the different phases of this occupation and of its effects on the inner ring road can 

be found in Appendix 01. 

In sum, between Porta Ercolano and Porta Marina only the western end of Vicolo degli Augustali 

(next to the defensive parapet distinguished by Doric semi-columns) seems to represent the last vestige 

541 
In the area where the cliff of Pompeii curved inward, it was possible to create a storage space behind the straight 

terracing structure. 
542 

For example, depth analysis of pedestrian traffic would make Via della Scuole and Via Regina now Depth 1 from the 

gate, and not any more depth 4 (Kaiser 2011d: 78.In Noack’s careful study of the terrace houses of Regio VIII, there is no 
mention of this passage because Noack did not see the last two niches of the terracing structure (plate 16 and 25) probably 

because the excavations had not recovered yet the full front of the terracing-storage structure. Noack and Lehmann 1936: 

84–110. 
543 

For the development and history of these urban villas, see Cassetta and Costantino 2008; Grimaldi 2014; Tybout 2007. 

Tybout provides a summary but lacks the more recent discoveries by Cassetta-Costantino and Grimaldi that prove how 

some of these terrace-villas started to occupy the city-walls before the Roman conquest of the city by Sulla (there are 1
st 

style frescoes). See infra. 
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of the original inner ring road. The remainder was taken over by the construction of panoramic terrace-

villas over the western city defenses, a phenomenon that started already in the second century BCE and 

was paralleled by what happened in the contiguous and equally scenic southern edge of Regio VIII (see 

previous section). 

At the end of this process, a sort of inner ring road can be identified in the route composed by Via 

Consolare, Vicolo del Farmacista, Vicolo degli Augustali and Vicolo Gigante. Such a path had no 

544 545
military function, and thus – based on the definition provided at the beginning of this chapter —it 

is not a proper inner ring road: in fact, it was allowing a good integration of the terrace villas with the 

rest of the street network. Nonetheless, its influence on pedestrian traffic was likely relevant: this route 

not only had a topographical continuity, but also was partially open to carts, and it even had an 

uninterrupted western sidewalk. These elements theoretically made it into the main pedestrian passage 

between Porta Ercolano and Porta Marina with an evident western laterality. On the other hand there is 

not enough evidence to quantify the amount of pedestrians: whereas Porta Ercolano was connected to 

the important thoroughfare directing to Herculaneum and Naples (Via dei Sepolcri), it is unclear the 

importance that suburban Via Marina had.
546 

Was Via Marina connected to a coastal road or was it a 

dead end leading just to the sea? Was it taking people to the Navy ship yard? Did it feature activities 

attracting people out of Pompeii?
547 

Was there a substantial suburban neighborhood outside Porta 

Marina? In addition, the likely absence of a carriageable outer ring road and the likely presence of a 

steep, unpaved outer pedestrian path between Porta Ercolano and Porta Marina,
548 

support the 

544 
As noted in Appendix 01, these streets are too far from the city-walls to have ever flanked the agger (western end of 

Vicolo degli Augustali excluded). 
545 

It is not a proper inner ring road as it does not to permit quick access to the city walls by the military, as defined at the 

beginning of this chapter. 
546 

Poehler has suggested an extrapolated numbers of visitors per city gate, but the quantitative distribution along the street 

network presents many more variables. Poehler 2017a: 198–200. 
547 

For more information on the development and function of the suburban Via Marina see Chapter 4.4.2 about the 

management of pedestrians at Porta Marina. 
548 

See the appropriate section in this chapter. 
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hypothesis that this route and its continuous sidewalk represented the main pedestrian thoroughfare 

between these city gates. 

3.2.8.1The Posterula Occidentalis 

The recovery of projectiles from the garden of the house of Fabius Rufus suggests that this 

section of the walls had been the object of a Roman offensive.
549 

The presence of a pedestrian city gate, 

the so-called Posterula Occidentalis, may have been the reason for such attacks. In fact, according to 

recent studies by Grimani, such posterula were operational until the time of Augustus/Claudius, when 

the first monumental phase of the House of Fabius Rufus occupied both the pedestrian gate and the 

vicus publicus that was running through it.
550 

The abolition of this passage caused an evident change in 

pedestrian movement as now the closest ways in or out of the city was either Porta Marina or Porta 

Ercolano. On the other hand, it is impossible to determine the quantitative significance of this variation 

since it is unclear where this vicus publicus was leading to: in fact, the area to the West of Pompeii is 

still enigmatic, being unknown what buildings or activities were prominent there, and also where the 

coast line was located.
551 

It seems reasonable that the abolition of this posturela and the privatization of its vicus did not 

actually cause any major significant disruption, but were actually a consequence of the lost relevance of 

those pedestrian structures. Evidence seems to indicate contemporaneous changes along this side of 

Pompeii: it was within the first decades before and after the 1
st 

c CE that the Villa Imperiale was built, 

549 
See note 558. 

550 
Grimaldi 2014: 23–4, 44–5. The lower part of vicus publicus outside the city-wall was transformed into a private alley 

for the House of Rufus. It was probably connected to the pedestrian paths going from the Suburban plaza (outside Porta 

Marina) to Porta Ercolano and maybe also the nearby sea. For a study of these pedestrian paths see section 3.3.7.1 “The 

Suburban Plaza of Porta Marina and Suedius Clemens: a Pedestrian Locale.” 
551 

In the last ten years core drilling has allowed for a much more precise definition of the general limits of the coastline and 

even discovered a channel passing to the north of Pompeii (and likely reused when the Canale Conte Sarno was built in the 

16
th 

c. CE). Ciarallo, Pescatore, and Senatore 2003; Ciarallo, Pescatore, and Senatore 2007; Ciarallo, De Carolis, and 

Senatore 2012. 
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the Samnite/Republican Via Antiqua abolished, and that the Suburban Baths were built.
552 

This same 

period also corresponds with a further expansion beyond the city-walls of the terrace villas already 

built on them.
553 

These changes point to a decreased interest in the traffic organization of this western 

suburban area, and conversely an increased interest in its panoramic value, as it is suggested by the 

presence of a scenic garden in the Villa Imperiale and the panoramic windows of the Suburban Baths. 

However, still undetermined are the reasons for such change (maybe the closure of the Roman Navy 

shipyard following the Augustan Pax Romana? See infra “3.3.7.1 The Suburban Plaza of Porta Marina 

and Suedius Clemens: a Pedestrian Locale”). If this reconstruction is correct, then it is possible to 

expect also a diminished role for the vicus publicus and posturela occidentalis,
554 

whose eventual 

privatization may have not raised many complains and was probably legally sanctioned: in fact, no 

signs of recuperative actions by Suedius Clemens against the owner of the house of Fabius Rufus have 

been detected,
555 

whereas public re-appropriation left archaeological signs on the terraced garden of the 

nearby house of Umbricus Scaurus (VII.16.15-16).
556 

The early imperial encroachment beyond the 

city-walls by terrace house-villas brought about a new but minor factor in the pedestrian movement of 

this outer suburban area: these urban villas featured private entrances/exits at the bottom of the cliff.
557 

These backdoors opened toward the supposed beachside and were likely connected to a south-north 

pedestrian route leaving from the Suburban baths plaza toward Porta Ercolano. As suggested by 

552
There is not yet agreement on more precise dates for these events: Pappalardo-Grimaldi see the Villa Imperial as built in 

the last decade of the 1st c BCE, whereas Jacobelli sees its construction in phase with the Suburban baths. Regardless, the 

abolition of the Via Antiqua has to be contemporaneous with the construction of the Villa Imperiale as it was buried under 

the villa’s terraced garden. Pappalardo, Ciardiello, and Grimaldi 2008; Grimaldi 2009; Pappalardo 2009: 122; Jacobelli 

2001: 37–39. The so called Via Antiqua was originally connected with Via Marina from the South, and eventually was 

buried in the fill for the terracing structures of the garden of the Villa Imperiale. Maiuri was the first to find the Via Antiqua 

(dated to the Republican period) that has been so far little object of study and only by Eschebach. Maiuri 1948: 32; 

Eschebach et al. 1995: 100. 
553 nd

This phenomenon had started in the 2 c. BCE (Casa di Mara Spurius and proto-casa of Umbricus Scaurus), and “picked 
up speed” with the arrival of the Roman Colonists. Grimaldi 2014: 44. See also Appendix 01. 
554 

Was this a consequence of the closure of the navalia? See note 685. 
555 

However, the westernmost part of the garden of Fabius Rufus was actually abandoned, its walls flattened, covered up and 

a smaller hortus took its place closer to the house itself: Grimani does not connect this reduction in size to a recuperative 

action by Suedius Clemens, but it is plausible hypothesis. Pappalardo, Ciardiello, and Grimaldi 2008: 300. 
556 

Cassetta and Costantino 2008: 206. 
557 

Very much like the villas at Stabiae, with the difference that the Pompeian ones were not leading directly to the shore 
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Jacobelli, this pedestrian path was probably delimited by the LPP cippi, was created on the loca publica 

outside the walls, and then remarked by the Suedius Clemens’s inscription found in the Suburban 

baths.
558 

In conclusion, probably as a consequence of the Pax Romana and of an increased desire to extend 

the terrace-villa, during the early imperial times the Posturela Occidentalis became less important and 

was thus legally occupied by the extension of the House of Fabius Rufus. Pompeians could now reach 

the western suburban area only by the way of Porta Marina and Porta Ercolano. 

In comparison, it is interesting to note that, even if the posterula of the Sarno Baths was 

embedded into later structures, nonetheless it was kept operational until the end of the city’s life.
559 

In 

fact, even if the southern edge of Pompeii saw the construction of terrace-houses over the city-walls, 

they were not permitted to block this route, reasonably because of its destination: if Curti
560 

is right, the 

south-western area of Pompeii featured the biggest warehouse complex of the city, represented by the 

terracing structures under the Temple of Venus. Thus, this posterula was providing direct access to the 

space fronting these storage buildings, likely busy with porters and workers from the city and beyond, 

who would have welcomed a shorter pedestrian path rather than using the distant Porta Marina or Porta 

Stabia.
561 

It seems reasonable to conclude that it was the value that this small pedestrian route kept 

within the economy of Pompeii that allowed its preservation within the residential units that came to be 

built over it as a consequence of the increased value of this edge of Pompeii. In the end, it was reduced 

to a small tunnel embedded into later structures, a small price to pay for the advantages of a direct 

connection with the urban center. 

558 
For a discussion on this pedestrian paths from the Suburban Baths to Porta Ercolano see “3.3.7 ORR Porta Marina – 

Porta Ercolano” 
559 

For a discussion of this hypothesis see section “3.2.7.2 The Posterula of the Sarno Baths.” 
560 

It is not necessary to suppose the presence of a port in this area, just the size of the storage buildings seem to indicate a 

good economic value. Curti 2008; Curti 2005. 
561 

There are roughly 450 m to Porta Stabia and 350 m to Porta Marina from the bottom landing of the posterula. These are 

measures based on straight lines as we do not have the street network of this suburban area of Pompeii. 
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3.3 The Outer Ring Road of Pompeii 

The evidence that one can analyze to evaluate the existence of an outer ring road is uneven, with 

only sporadic and limited areas explored. Nonetheless, contrary to what has been assumed until 

recently ,
562 

and based on the current state of the research, it is possible to argue that Pompeii did not 

have a complete outer ring road, but only three sections: 1. Porta Ercolano-Porta Vesuvio; 2. Porta 

Nola-Porta Sarno, 3. Porta Nocera-Porta Stabia. The situation is unclear for the section Porta Marina-

Porta Ercolano (where a pedestrian path might have been present), but there are enough signs to 

support the nonexistence of the sections Porta Sarno-Porta Nocera and Porta Vesuvio-Porta Nola. See 

Figure 3.2. 

If this evaluation is correct, most traffic had to pass through Pompeii. Two exceptions could be 

for those moving between Nocera and Stabia, and between Nocera and the north-eastern suburban 

areas of Pompeii: in the first case the outer ring road between Porta Nocera and Porta Stabia allowed 

traffic to remain outside, in the second case the likely existence of a road connecting the Via Nuceria-

Pompeios to Porta Sarno can postulate that traffic would then continue on the outer ring road Porta 

Sarno-Porta Nola, thus skirting the city to the east. 

3.3.1 Porta Ercolano – Porta Vesuvio 

Maiuri established that the outer ring road section between the city gates Ercolano and Vesuvio 

existed: thanks to excavation campaigns, he records it as a dirt road paved only at its extremities— 

where it was connecting with the main paved roads leaving the two city gates, i.e. Via dei Sepolcri and 

563 564
the suburban Via Vesuvio . It however lacked raised sidewalks or curbstones. Nonetheless, the 

562 
Jacobelli in 2006 wrote that the outer ring road is present all around the city, whereas Ciarallo in 2003 thinks that it does 

not exist between Porta Vesuvio and Porta Nola because of the presence of a secondary channel reaching Pompeii from the 

North-East. Jacobelli 2006: n. 9; Ciarallo, Pescatore, and Senatore 2003.. 
563 

Maiuri 1943: 277. 
564 

Very short crepidines are present in correspondence of the paved sections. 
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carriageway area was limited by cippi behind whose protection pedestrians could walk.
565 

Foot traffic 

to and from Naples may have followed this itinerary—instead of using Porta Ercolano and the 

sidewalks of Via Consolare—for arguably two reasons 1) avoidance of the urban congestion of Via 

Consolare and the forum area—especially if the destination was to the East of Via Vesuvio-Stabia; 2) 

preference for the shortest path if one needed to just cross the city. In this last case, however, the 

reduction is marginal (around 6-10%),
566 

thus the clean and more regular sidewalk of even a congested 

Via Consolare would probably have attracted pedestrians more than a slightly shorter but muddy path. 

A cart driver would have been more preoccupied with the congestion level, the smoothness of the road 

surface, its width and slope, factors that influence the movement of carts much more than a beaten 

earth surface: they might have favored this alternative route. 

The argument that pedestrians moving along the suburban Via dei Sepolcri and urban Via Stabia 

might have preferred to use Via Consolare rather than this ring road section does not imply that Porta 

Vesuvio had little pedestrian traffic: the location of tombs and the presence of an independent 

pedestrian passage within the structure of the city gate suggest a more complex story, or at least a case 

for an interest in guidance and exploitation of pedestrian movement (see Chapter 4.4.8 “Porta 

Vesuvio”). 

Besides, according to Maiuri, this route in 79 CE was partially occupied both by building debris 

generated by the 62 CE earthquakes and by the collapsed towers XI and XII.
567 

He also believed that 

Porta Vesuvio was still in disrepair in 79 CE,
568 

whereas Van Buren believes it had already been 

reconstructed.
569 

It is thus unclear the level of fruition that this section had after 62 CE. 

565 
In a similar way the road outside Porta Vesuvio (the suburban Via Vesuvio) has cippi limiting its western edge from the 

pedestrian area. For a discussion on the role of these cippi in marking the limits of funerary plots see Campbell 2014: 99– 
106. 
566 

This difference is calculated from Porta Ercolano and using as destinations either the Quadrivio of Orpheus or the 

Quadrivius of the fountain of the panther. 
567 

Maiuri 1943: 277. 
568 

Maiuri 1930: col. 169.More recently Trere seems to side with Maiuri, but she does not provide a justification for her 

stance. Chiaramonte Treré 2007: 143. 
569 

Van Buren 1932: 38. 
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At any rate, besides the cippi, there are no other signs of care or guidance for pedestrian traffic in 

this section of the ring road. At any rate a ring road here existed and was a dirt road. 

3.3.2 ORR Porta Vesuvio – Porta Nola 

A controversial sector is the one between Porta Vesuvio and Porta Nola,
570 

but it would seem that 

the existence of a ring road should be refuted based on a series of findings that indirectly negate its 

presence: (1) in front of Tower 9 there were farmed fields, (2) the road arriving to Porta Nola is 

strangely oriented away from the city walls; (3) outside Porta Vesuvio there is no clear indication of the 

existence of a ring road toward Porta Nola (whereas there is a clear one for that toward Porta 

Ercolano). 

The results of the Japanese excavation in front of tower 9
571 

are especially meaningful: a city 

moat (more than 8 meters deep
572 

and roughly 30 meters far from the city walls) was clearly 

identified,
573 

beyond which the Japanese team did not find a road, but the beginning of raised farming 

beds.
574 

These elements suggest the lack of a ring road section because (a) Pompeian ring roads are 

usually located within the 30 m of loca publica outside the city-walls, here occupied by a moat, 
575 

(b) 

the presence of farming beds decreases the possibility of a nearby ring road (even under the northern 

unexcavated area): a narrow strip of land would be unlikely profitable,
576 

and it is usually tombs or 

fallow land that occupy the space between the ring road and the city walls; (c) according to Ciarallo-

570 
See note 562. 

571 
This tower was earlier thought to be the location of another city gate, referred in the scholarship as Porta Capua. The 

Japanese excavations have decisively refuted its existence in 79 CE and any time before. The 12 volumes of the series 

“Opuscula Pompeiana” contain the yearly reports of the excavations by the Japanese Institute of Paleological Studies of 

Kyoto (1991-2003). 
572 

The bottom of the moat was not reached because of its depth. 
573 

Etani et al. 2004: 128–34. 
574 

Ibidem 
575 

In the instances where roads are located further than 30 m those are ring roads, but are actually other roads leading to 

other locations: i.e. the road to the east of Porta Nocera is part of the Via Nuceria-Pompeios, and the road to the south of 

Porta Sarno is a road connecting to Via Nuceria-Pompeios (for these see 3.3.1.5 ORR Porta Sarno-Porta Nocera). 
576 

A similar situation with a moat, tombs and farmed fields is present to the south of Porta Sarno, where this dissertation 

argues there was not ring road taking to Porta Nocera. See section” 3.3.3 ORR Porta Nola – Porta Sarno” 
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Senatore the deep moat could be part of an artificial channel originally providing water to Pompeii, 

whose presence would complicate even more the existence of a ring road here.
577 

At Porta Nola a descending northbound paved road has been excavated for roughly 40 m:
578 

it 

has sometimes been interpreted as the final portion of the ring road coming from Porta Vesuvio as it is 

located within the 30 m belt of loca publica surrounding the city-walls. However, it is not oriented 

parallel to or in the direction of the city-walls (as one would expect from a ring road), but it actually 

leans toward North-East, opposite to the direction of Porta Vesuvio: therefore it is unlikely part of a 

path taking to Porta Vesuvio. 

In reality, the destinations of the three roads leaving from Porta Nola is not well assessed: 

whereas it is understood that the southbound road is actually part of the ring road going to Porta Sarno 

(see next section), scholarship is uncertain about the other two – one going to the North-West and the 

other to the North-East. At any rate, they were part of the road system connecting Pompeii to Nola, to 

Sarno, to the pagi and to the villas along the eastern slopes of the Vesuvius: neither of them is directly 

oriented toward Nola, thus it is unclear which one was the thoroughfare to that city. Based on the 

discovery in the countryside of other tracts of roman roads and on their orientation, Conticello 

De’Spagnolis believes that the north-eastern road was connecting Pompeii with Sarno and the Via 

Popilia.
579 

Based on the funerary inscription of the adjacent tomb of Obellius Firmius, De Caro has 

argued that the north-western road was leading toward the pagus felix augustus suburbanus, but there is 

still much disagreement on the location of this suburban district.
580 

577 
Ciarallo, Pescatore, and Senatore 2003; Ciarallo, De Carolis, and Senatore 2012. See also note 562. 

578
The road continues under the unexcavated area. The last excavation of the 79 CE layer was done in 1979 by De Caro, but 

since 2015 the British School at Rome has been conducting a joint study of the Porta Nola Necropolis, which has not 

extended the excavated area but has nonetheless brought to the discovery of new tombs. For their temporary reports see the 

“Papers of the British School at Rome.” De Caro 1979. 
579 

This road is seen as the straight continuation of the Via Nola into the countryside. Conticello De’Spagnolis 1989: 49. 
580 

De Caro 1979: 71. For a general discussion on the location of the pagi in Pompeii see Eschebach et al. 1995: 121–4; 

Iorio 1992. For a more contextualized discussion – agreeing with De Caro—on the location of the pagus felix suburbanus 

see also Grimaldi 2013. Zevi instead sees this same pagus located along “Via dei Sepolcri.” Zevi 1996: 135. Surprisingly, 

there is nothing about the road network outside Pompeii in Dobbins and Foss 2007. 
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Outside Porta Vesuvio, street paving appears to widen in both directions, but only its western side 

is unequivocally connected to a ring road section: in fact the stone flooring extends well in the direction 

581 582
of Porta Ercolano, but only shortly toward the east. In reality this expansion can be read in another 

way: the suburban Via Vesuvio is actually shrinking to fit within the smaller Porta Vesuvio, and the 

street paving was prolonged from within the city up to the area fronting the gate in order to reduce the 

erosion caused by carts. 
583 

Incidentally, the paving at the beginning of the ring road toward Porta 

Ercolano was done probably with the same intention. On the other hand, it is true that Spano – the 

excavator of this region
584 

– hints to the existence of a road to the east toward Porta Nola: “we dug only 

the beginning of the other road (the possible ring road, nda), allowing us to see how it was descending 

585 586
with a steep incline”. In reality, the limited paving and the abrupt gradient suggest the opposite, 

that is the absence of a ring road: the paving should have been longer in order to prevent erosion, 

especially in such a steep area. In fact, as described above, even the beginning of the flatter ring road 

toward Porta Ercolano was appropriately paved for 9 meters. It is possible that what Spano saw was the 

beginning of a country road leading to the farmed fields discovered in front of tower 9 (see supra). 

On the other hand, we do not know the topographical and orographic situation of the north-

eastern countryside of Pompeii: if there was actually a river (as Ciarallo thinks, see supra), that may be 

the cause of these unusual orientations. 

581 
The expansion toward the west is of roughly 6-9 m. In addition, the ring road toward Porta Ercolano has been fully 

excavated by Maiuri (see section 3.3.1 Porta Ercolano – Porta Vesuvio”). 
582 

Toward the east the expansion is of roughly 3 m. 
583 

Only the first 12 m of the Suburban Via Vesuvio are paved. Also, as just described, the paving extended also toward 

Porta Ercolano because of the traffic along that ring road. Extending the paving in correspondence of busy crossings and 

forks was a fairly common practice in Pompeii, for example along Via Nola all side streets are paved for at least one meter. 
584 

Since the time of Spano nobody has excavated this area outside Porta Vesuvio. Maiuri’s excavation of the city walls next 
to Porta Vesuvio did not engage with the space outside the fortifications. 
585 

Spano 1910: 402. Translation of the author. 
586 

Spano’s map clearly indicates the edge of this paving. 
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3.3.3 ORR Porta Nola – Porta Sarno 

There are good elements to support the existence of an outer ring road connecting Porta Nola and 

Porta Sarno. 

Even if its central portion is actually unknown—being as it is still covered by 79 CE eruption 

layer and partially under the track of the local Circumvesuviana train—its two extremities have been 

587 588
excavated: outside Porta Nola and Sarno archaeologists identified the paving of two roughly 

converging roads, parallel to the city-walls. These paved parts and their orientation, especially when 

compared with the other city gates, strongly suggests the presence of a ring road section: in fact, where 

we know for a fact that the ring road existed (i.e. between Porta Ercolano-Porta Vesuvio or Porta 

Stabia-Porta Nocera—see infra) the same paved junctions are present, 
589 

but they are absent where no 

ring road has been detected (Porta Marina-Ercolano, Porta Stabia-Porta Marina). On the other hand, it 

was likely not all were paved in lava stones: indeed, the portion leaving from Porta Sarno soon turns 

into limestone cobbles.
590 

In addition, its presence has several consequences because its topographical position made it into 

one of the connecting streets between the road Nola-Pompeii and the thoroughfare Nocera-Pompeii 

(Via Nuceria-Pompeios see infra): basically, a cart/person arriving to Porta Nola from the North-east
591 

could use the outer road between Porta Nola and Porta Sarno to skirt the city, and then—once at Porta 

Sarno—continue onto a South-eastern road taking to the Via Nuceria-Pompeios, thus avoiding the busy 

urban traffic. If this section were not present, one had to enter the city at Porta Nola and leave it either 

at Porta Sarno and Porta Nocera. 

587 
De Caro 1979; Spano 1910: 385; Maiuri 1930: col. 206 and plate X. 

588 
D’Ambrosio 1999; Albore Livadie, Stefani, and Di Maio 2000: 8–13. 

589 
These junction are the intersection between the ring road section of Pompeii and the roads leaving Pompeii. 

590 
Albore Livadie, Stefani, and Di Maio 2000: 12. 

591 
As discussed in the previous section, it is unclear which of the two north-eastern roads getting to Porta Nola is actually 

from Nola. In reality, the traffic from both these roads could take advantage of this ring road section. 
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In addition, a cart entering from Porta Ercolano or Porta Vesuvio and directed to Nocera (or vice-

versa), could exit the city at Porta Nola, and then continue as described above: this path provided again 

the advantage of separating yourself fairly quickly and easily from the traffic going to Via Stabiana and 

Porta Stabia. A more nuanced discussion of the pedestrian traffic in this N-E area of the city, taking 

into consideration also the inner ring roads, has been presented in the section “3.2.4 Partial Summary: 

Inner Ring Road from Porta Vesuvio to Porta Sarno via Porta Nola” 

As for the laterality of those walking along this ring road section it is not possible to say 

anything. Because of the limited excavations we just have the extremities of this path, consequently 

there is no certainty on the existence and location of sidewalks. On the other hand, the location of the 

tombs outside Porta Nola and Porta Sarno can be used to understand the flux of pedestrians in and out 

of the city, a study that is attempted in chapter 5. 

In conclusion this ring road section permitted to avoid the urban street network for as much as 

possible for those coming from the West (Naples) or the North (Nola) and going toward the East 

(Nocera)—and vice versa— and who had no desire to stop in Pompeii. It was probably a result of this 

importance that this ring road was first created, and then maintained also in Roman times.
592 

3.3.4 ORR Porta Sarno – Porta Nocera 

There was no ring road connecting Porta Sarno and Porta Nocera, but both city gates were 

independently connected with the important and busy Via Nuceria-Pompeios. Actually, the paved road 

leaving from Porta Stabia and passing in front of Porta Nocera, and continuing to the east corresponds 

to the beginning of this thoroughfare, whose route has been fully reconstructed by De’Spagnolis 

Conticello.
593 

On the other hand, from Porta Sarno one could get onto a road going south-east thus 

probably ending up in the same Via Nuceria-Pompeios. As just mentioned, its first tract corresponds to 

592 
There is no indication of the period of its creation. The Roman interest in this ring road is assumed to be indicated by the 

lava paving of its junction with the roads leaving from the city gates. However, more research and excavations would be 

necessary to support this hypothesis. 
593 

Conticello De’Spagnolis 1994. 
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the ring road section from Porta Stabia to Porta Nocera (see infra), then it continues to the east within 

the necropolis of Porta Nocera, reappearing in the next portion of the necropolis beyond the ticket 

594 595
office, and finally among the tombs of Fondo Pacifico and Fondo Prelatura. De’Spagnolis 

Conticello by combining archaeological and documentary evidence was able to establish an almost 

topographical identity between the modern road to Nocera
596 

and the ancient one. However, contrary to 

what De’Spagnolis Conticello believed – based on Spano’s ideas – there is likely no ring road section 

going from Porta Sarno to Porta Nocera skirting the city walls. 

The following pieces of evidence need to be considered in the dismissal of the existence of an 

outer ring road between Porta Sarno and Porta Nocera: 

 The excavation done in 1999 outside porta Sarno found a deeply rutted fork:
597 

one street takes 

to Porta Nola
598 

and the other is a continuation of Via Abbondanza following its urban 

orientation. No trace of a road going south in the direction of Porta Nocera was found.
599 

 The excavation done in 1998 at roughly 80 m from the amphitheater did not find a road, but the 

outer limit of the city moat, 
600 

next to which there was a burial ground limited to the South by a 

wall beyond which there were farmed fields.
601 

The tall podium of one of the tombs still had 

preserved the feet of a monumental statue looking north, probably in the direction of a road 

where the monument could still be seen. In this dissertation it is suggested that such a road was 

the suburban portion of Via Abbondanza that from Porta Sarno slightly turned toward South-

East in order to join the Via Nuceria-Pompeios. 

594 
This is the ticket office on Piazza Anfiteatro of the modern city of Pompeii. 

595 
For a bibliography referring to these areas see the book by Conticello De’Spagnolis (see note 593) 

596 
Via Lepanto and SS18. 

597 
The fork is located roughly 34 m from the front of Porta Sarno. 

598 
This represents the beginning of the ring road Porta Nola-Porta Sarno (see supra). 

599 
The roads and a few adjacent funerary monuments (probably part of a bigger necropolis) were found during excavations 

for the expansion of the Cirumvesuviana train track. Only three reports have been published. Albore Livadie, Stefani, and 

Di Maio 2000: 12; D’Ambrosio 1999; D’Ambrosio 1998. 
600 

The moat was only partially seen, and it is possible that it was actually a river. Ibidem. 
601 

The area excavated is roughly 80 meters to the east of the city-wall flanking the amphitheater. There are roughly 80 

cremation burials, and even three Samnite tombs. Ibidem. 
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 The existence of a ring road located between the city-walls and the moat seems unlikely 

because, whereas there is enough space outside the eastern fortifications,
602 

there is basically 

none to the south (where the moat is right below the city-walls): consequently no ring road 

could actually arrive directly to Porta Nocera. It also seems unlikely that a ring road from Porta 

Sarno could continue straight south—crossing over the moat—and then join Via Nuceria-

Pompeios: Maiuri did not find remains of roads or bridging structures when he removed the 

eruption layer in this south-eastern area outside the city.
603 

The two walls that Eschebach 

identified in 1978 parallel to the city-walls and at roughly 30 m and 50 m from them
604 

could be 

interpreted as the limits of a space that – given its location next to Porta Sarno – could be easily 

used by carts, maybe as a parking lot or a station for muliones or cisarii: in fact muleteers may 

have used a similar walled area outside Porta Nola,
605 

and we know that carriages for people 

transport were close by Porta Stabia.
606 

In front of Porta Nocera during late-republican times (probably after 89 BCE)
607 

a considerable 

project was put in place to facilitate cart traffic: in fact, not only the road passing through Porta Nocera 

608 609 
was lowered and made more accessible, but also the hilly course of Via Nuceria-Pompeios was 

602 
Based on the location of the moat identified in 1998 and the walls found by Eschebach in 1978, the area appear to be a 

trapezoid with the shorter side of 30 meters and the longer of 50 m. Ibidem. 
603 

Maiuri 1960: 178–9. 
604 

Eschebach et al. 1995: 123–4. The first of the two walls is still visible when one exits Porta Sarno and turns to the south 

toward the ticket office in Piazza Anfiteatro. It is possible to think that these walls were built along the western edge of the 

moat, but no excavation was possible in that direction. Eschabach records that the second wall was 50 m away from the city 

walls. He also provides photos of these two walls. 
605 

This is what Maiuri thought, but Varone established that the area was abandoned in 79 CE, and questions Maiuri’s 
identification based on lack of evidence. In reality, this abandonment could be the result of the reapproproation by Suedius 

Clemens of a public space illegally used by muliones. In fact one of Suedius’s inscriptions is in close proximity. Maiuri 

1960: 178; Varone 1988: 144; Maiuri 1959: 89–95. All the cippi of Suedius Clemens were placed within 29.3 – 29.8 meters 

= 100 roman feet from the city-walls. For a summary of their distance see Serta 2001. 
606 

The inscription on the milestone outside of Porta Stabia (CIL 10.1064) famously reports the paving of the suburban road 

from there to the area of the cisiarii. See also Chapter 4 on Porta Stabia. 
607 

The dating is based on the study of the tombs facing the road. Pompei oltre la vita 1998: 56; D’Ambrosio and De Caro 
1983a: 24; D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1987: 200. 
608 

For the scopes and consequences of such choice, see Chapter 5 “Porta Nocera”, as well as Conticello De’Spagnolis 1994: 

17–8. 
609 

As already mentioned, the ring road Porta Nocera-Porta Stabia constituted the first part of this road to Nocera. See also 

the section “ORR Porta Nocera-Porta Stabia” and in Chapter 4 the section about Porta Stabia., 
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excavated and regularized.
610 

These actions left evident traces: (a) southern terracing walls were built 

to support the resulting drop in elevation,
611 

(b) the previous pedestrian path that served the southern 

tombs eventually ended up ta an elevated level, whereas the new road was at the lower, regularized 

612 613
level, (c) portions of the lava bedrock were exposed. The pedestrian features along this newly 

improved road were not outstanding: some irregular sidewalks were present only between Porta Stabia 

and Porta Nocera (see next section), but beyond that there was no formal walkway or curbstones, 

instead one had to move on irregular strips of raised ground. The fact that this road had been stripped of 

its paving stones probably after the earthquake of 62 CE
614 

may explain such absence. Nonetheless, it is 

clear that the road saw brisk pedestrian movement, as attested by the numerous painted announcements 

and the presence of makeshift fires along some funerary precincts.
615 

The absence of formal pedestrian 

features is noticeable especially when compared to the sidewalks along other two busy streets, Via 

Sepolcri
616 

and the suburban Via Marina. Such a difference seems caused by the assorted destinations 

of the surrounding plots: along the Via Nuceria-Pompeios one can only find tombs, whereas along Via 

Sepolcri and Via Marina there were tombs, workshops, bars, bath complexes, private residences and 

villas. A connection between suburban sidewalks and commercial activities is very clear along Via 

Marina where the sidewalk passes in front of residential units and ends exactly at the entrance to the 

610 
The lower end of a descending South-North hill was removed causing the need for southern terracing walls. D’Ambrosio 

and De Caro 1987. 
611 

Especially visible in the section of the necropolis of Porta Nocera beyond the modern ticket office of Piazza Anfiteatro. 
612 

Well visible along the southern edge of the eastern portion of the Necropolis of Porta Nocera. Conticello De’Spagnolis, 
Il Pons Sarni di Scafati e la via Nuceria-Pompeios, 18. 
613 

This was noticed by the author in the sidewalks in front of tombs 7OS and 9OS in the Necropolis of Porta Nocera. 
614 

D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1987: 201; Conticello De’Spagnolis 1994: 18–9; D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 24. 
However, it appears that the road was fully paved in the so called Fondo Prelatura—excavated in 1952, as D’Ambrosio 
mentions. 
615 

Many inscriptions advertising games at Nocera were found along this road, together with the famous text promising a 

reward to those bringing a lost animal to “citra pontem Sarni fundo Mamiano” (CIL V,3864). Maiuri guided the first 

excavation of the Necropoli of Porta Nocera, whose inscriptions were recorded by Della Corte in NdS 1958. For a quick 

summary see D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 38; D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1987: 202. For Maiuri role in this excavation, 

see reference in note 605. 
616 

As it will be discussed in Chapter 4, in the section about pedestrian traffic through Porta Ercolano, also Via Sepolcri had 

been subject to a regularization during the late republic. See Zevi 1996: 134–5. 
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Suburban Plaza where one could take advantage of the bath complex and possibly of some other 

residential units.
617 

However, our considerations are necessarily limited by our incomplete evidence: all the other 

suburban roads leaving Pompeii have been excavated just for a few meters. 

In conclusion, the road leaving Porta Nocera and directed to the east was the beginning of the Via 

Nuceria-Pompeios, whereas the suburban Via Abbondanza from Porta Sarno could eventually join this 

same thoroughfare. This connection – if it existed—would create a convenient route for those not 

interested in stopping in Pompeii: arriving from Nocera, one could continue north toward Nola by the 

way of the adjacent outer ring road Porta Sarno-Porta Nola, or could pass through the city using other 

streets than the busy Via Stabiana. 

3.3.5 ORR Porta Nocera – Porta Stabia (Via Nuceria-Pompeios) 

From Porta Nocera a paved road follows the city walls for roughly 80 m in the direction of Porta 

Stabia before disappearing under the unexcavated area. If it continued for other 290 m it would likely 

meet the road leaving from Porta Stabia.
618 

However, this intersection has not been found yet, not even 

in the early 2000s when excavations were extended for 60 m in front of Porta Stabia:
619 

in fact, the 

suburban Via Stabiana widens east beyond the limits of the uncovered area, thus the location of the 

junction is still buried underground. This expansion of the road may actually signify that the junction is 

nearby. In contrast, the opposing (western) road edge is perfectly straight and flanked by a continuous 

wall for over 60 m ,
620 

thus indicating the absence of a ring road in the direction of Porta Marina, unless 

its fork is located further south. 

617 
See in this chapter the section “3.3.7.1 The Suburban Plaza of Porta Marina and Suedius Clemens: a Pedestrian Locale.” 

618 th
It appears that in the 18 century Mau found other tombs along this ideal line: it is not known if they were flanking a 

road. See Emmerson 2010. 
619 

D’Ambrosio 2001. 
620 

The road edge is composed by a narrow sidewalk flanked by a continuous straight wall that represents the top part of a 

terracing structure supporting the street in correspondence of the defensive moat. However, the sidewalk and the wall 

continue in a straight line even after the end of the moat, and thus their topography does not seem to suggest the presence of 
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Archaeological evidence allows an argument for a northern pedestrian laterality along this section 

of the outer ring road. In fact, such laterality would be the natural continuation of the eastern laterality 

coming out of Porta Stabia: the presence of a single eastern sidewalk within the city gate, and its 

uninterrupted continuation in and outside the city suggest such a behavior, confirmed by the presence 

of bench tombs along this same sidewalk.
621 

Significantly, the suburban sidewalk curves gently in the 

direction of Porta Nocera following the widening of the road (see supra), probably in order to connect 

with the outer ring road. Pedestrians leaving Pompeii on the eastern sidewalk would then naturally 

continue along what becomes the northern sidewalk of the ring road (if their destination was Nocera or 

the hinterland of Pompeii). Contra to this hypothesis is the lack of a northern sidewalk at the other end, 

along the excavated 80 meters of the road coming from Porta Nocera: here one sees only irregularly 

raised ground containing a sequence of vertical cippi (of the type used to mark public boundaries), and 

not a continuation of the sidewalk coming from Porta Stabia. This absence is even more disconcerting 

due to the presence of an southern sidewalk, a fact that seems to contradict the supposed northern 

laterality. However, this southern sidewalk was patently interrupted by the Augustan tomb of 

Eumachia, which cut it in two separate portions, thus forcing everyone to inconveniently step down on 

the road:
622 

would the awareness of this interruption convince pedestrians to walk on the northern side 

even when lacking a proper sidewalk? Following Hartnett’s ideas about the value of nuisances in 

623 624
attracting attention, one could be tempted to see the tomb of Eumachia in this light. However, a 

road in the direction of Porta Marina. For a complete discussion of this issue and bibliographical references see “3.3.6 ORR 

Porta Stabia – Porta Marina.” 
621 

For a complete discussion of pedestrian management at this city gate see the section about Porta Stabia in Chapter 4. 
622 

It is difficult to establish the legal base for the occupancy of this sidewalk. The lack of an inscription referring to a city 

decree allowing such occupation (see D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983a: sec. tomb 11OS.) seems to indicate an illegal action. 

On the other hand this is a unique tomb: the biggest of Pompeii, the only one with an exedra form. However, the fact that 

Suedius Clemens (during his recovery of the city’s public areas illegally occupied by private individuals) left this tomb 
untouched, may indicate either a legal occupancy of the sidewalk or an acquiescence to the power of Eumachia’s family. It 
is possible that an already low usage of the Southern sidewalk had prompted Eumachia to occupy it without the fear of 

causing a major traffic disruption. 
623 

Hartnett 2011a. 
624 

It is fairly certain that the tomb of Eumachia started to be spoliated right after the earthquake of 62 CE, At the opening of 

the sealed funerary chamber, Maiuri found it emptied apart from the fragment of an arm of a female statue interpreted as 

from the funerary statue of Eumachia (Maiuri 1959: 104.) The recovery of a fragment of the tomb freeze in a house of Regio 
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nuisance (like a raised sidewalk) is different from a disruption (like this case). In addition, such a 

blatant disruption seems to be out of Eumachia’s character when compared to the benefactions she 

provided to the city: a monumental building to facilitate trade and whose front portico was protecting 

pedestrians. 

The presence of a schola tomb at the NW corner of the crossing between this ring road and Via 

Nocera supports the idea that the area was busy with pedestrians.
625 

In addition, the alignment suggests 

that the tomb was primarily intended on the one hand to be seen by those using the ring road and on the 

other to be used by those walking along the northern margin: in fact, it is not facing the crossing with a 

neutral 45 degrees, but it is more angled toward the outer road. In addition, the deep wear in its central 

step likely resulted from its popularity.
626 

If one connects these observations with the hypothesis that 

Porta Nocera was mainly used by carts and less by pedestrians (see Chapter 4), it follows that most of 

those sitting on the tomb came from the ring road and—based on physical contiguity—from its 

northern margin. 

As a final consideration it can be added that the existence of this outer ring road probably 

contributed (as much as the pax romana) to the demotion of the corresponding inner section: during 

Roman times not only did the maintenance of a military feature like the inner ring road become less 

meaningful, but even obstructions were built to prevented carts from accessing it,
627 

whereas they did 

not impede pedestrian movement. The inner ring road thus became a virtual cul-de-sac for cart and 

animal traffic (used for parking? See note 724). This disconnection did not cause major disruptions to 

cart and animal traffic thanks to the presence of an equivalent outer ring road. 

II strengthens the hypothesis of post-62 CE spoliation (D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983a: sec. tomb 11 OS.) De Caro also 

adds that there were traces of late antique looting in the necropolis, therefore it is possible that the robbing of the tomb of 

Eumachia continued also after 79 CE. 
625 

Schola tombs are monumental benches: their existence makes sense only in spaces busy with pedestrian traffic. For a 

close examination of this typology of funerary monuments see Chapter 4. 
626 

In 79 CE the tomb had been robbed of all its tufa revetments, or was actually unfinished. Nevertheless, people clearly 

used its central step. For a full discussion on the story and fate of this tomb see Porta Nocera in Chapter 4. 
627 

Access was blocked from Via Nocera and Stabiana, as described in the previous section: see “3.2.6 IRR Porta Nocera 

and Porta Stabia.” 
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In addition, there is enough evidence to support the conclusion that in Roman times this outer 

path was clearly destined for heavy cart traffic: contrarily to the inner ring road, it was paved and its 

course regularized by levelling the hillocks along the Southern area of the city. In fact—as proven by 

Conticello De’Spagnolis and described in the previous section—this portion of the ring road is actually 

the beginning of the important thoroughfare leading to Nocera, the Via Nuceria-Pompeios.
628 

3.3.6 ORR Porta Stabia – Porta Marina 

As mentioned earlier, the excavation in front of Porta Stabia reavealed a 60 m. uninterrupted 

west wall
629 

flanking the suburban Via Stabia: this continuity seems to suggest that no ring road was 

branching out in the direction of Porta Marina, otherwise its junction would be unusually much more 

distant from the city walls than the other examples.
630 

Nonetheless, although excavations in front of the 

southern cliff of Pompeii (VIII.2) have found no remains,
631 

a road was likely present: the extensive 

storage areas under the temple of Venus
632 

had to be reached in some way from the plain to allow the 

interchange of goods. On the basis of electoral inscriptions D’Ambrosio thinks that this ring road 

section actually existed: the ordinary traffic (“traffic ordinario”) was not going to cross Pompeii 

(“escludeva l’attraversamento dell’abitato di Pompei”), but was flowing along the outer road to the 

east, circumnavigating the city until reaching the Via Sepolcri leaving from Porta Ercolano.
633 

However this hypothesis is based only on data from the outer ring road outside Porta Nocera, and 

628 
For the Via Nuceria-Pompeios one can see in this Chapter the section “EER Sarno-Nocera” and in Chapter 4 the section 

about the management of traffic at Porta Nocera. 
629 

The first section of this wall is the crowning element of the terracing structure for the back fill of the city-moat 

supporting the suburban road. Access to the moat still existing to the west was permitted by the presence of a small doorway 

right outside Porta Stabia. It is unknown why access to the moat was so important as to cause the creation of a doorway. 
630 

The ring road usually intercepts the streets leaving the city at a distance of between 3 and 30 m from the city gate. 

According to Emmerson the ring road should cross the suburban road 10 meters beyond the limit of the excavation (that is 

at least 70 meters from the city gate). Though possible, it seems unlike the common practice Emmerson 2010: 83. 
631 

Maiuri 1960: 173. Maiuri mentions passim only once the presence of a road below the cliff of the temple of Venus, but 

does not provide any reference or piece of evidence. It may have been more an assumption than an actual fact, just like he 

assumed an ongoing construction of a stairway to reach the temple of Venus (itself still in construction). Maiuri did not 

qualify the road in any way (paved, beaten earth etc). 
632 

Curti 2005: 60–65. 
633 

D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1987: 24. 
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actually the evidence is not so explicit: inscriptions mentioning the comitia of Nocera only remark that 

the road outside Porta Nocera was used to go back and forth from Nocera, and not the existence of 

other sections of ring road going to Porta Ercolano. 

A different situation was formerly present in the vicinity of Porta Marina, at least until the early 

imperial period: the remains of the so called Via Antiqua were found by Maiuri
634 

buried under the 

garden of the Villa Imperiale. This N-S road was abolished when the Imperial Villa was built – 

probably at the end of the 1
st 

c. BCE or at the beginning of the 1
st 

c CE
635 

– but it was originally 

connected with Via Marina right outside the city gate. 
636 

The excavated section of the road continues 

with a steep downslope toward the southern area of Pompeii.
637 

This is the only testimony of an earlier 

and different road network, whose unknown destination (the commercial harbor of Pompeii?
638 

Or 

Porta Stabia?) makes it impossible to establish if the Via Antiqua was part of the outer ring road, and— 

if so—why it was decommissioned by the construction of a private villa (the Villa Imperiale), without 

any reaction by the civic authorities.
639 

It is unclear if the residential value of this panoramic area of the 

city
640 

eventually caused the suppression of the Via Antiqua, or if another yet-unidentified 

phenomenon
641 

had decreased the relevance of the Via Antiqua enough to justify its private occupation 

(probably illegally
642

). A possibility that is offered here is that the closure of the navy shipyard (the 

634 
Maiuri 1948: 32; Eschebach et al. 1995: 84–5, 76–7. 

635 
Jacobelli 2001: 37–9; Pappalardo 2009: 122; Grimaldi 2009. 

636 
The junction was not explored, but based on the orientation of the Via Antiqua Eschebach theorized that the junction 

could be between 6and 8 meters from Porta Marina. See note 637. 
637 

Eschebach et al. 1995: 77. 
638 

This is the hypothesis of Curti and Eschebach, but the location of the port(s) of Pompeii is much debated. Curti 2005: 64. 
639 

If Maiuri was correct and this was the villa of Emperor Claudius in Pompeii there may be a reason for this lack of 

opposition. Maiuri 1960: 173. On the other hand, more recently Pappalardo thinks that it was an illegal occupation, later 

recoup by Suedius, thus probably not originally owned by Claudius. For a discussion of the ownership of this villa 

contextually with that of the Suburban Bath see section “3.3.7.1 The Suburban Plaza of Porta Marina and Suedius Clemens: 

a Pedestrian Locale.” 
640 

For a discussion in the change of land value and use along the western side of Pompeii see section “3.2.8 IRR Porta 

Marina and Porta Ercolano (Insula Occidentalis).” 
641 

Was this a consequence of the closure of the yet-to-locate navalia? See note 685. 
642 

For a discussion of the acts of repossession of public land by Suedius Clemens, see section “3.3.7.1 The Suburban Plaza 

of Porta Marina and Suedius Clemens: a Pedestrian Locale.” 
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navalia, if they were here
643

) reduced the need for roads – thence the obliteration of the via antiqua – 

and for infrastructures – thence the abolitions of a group of nearby cisterns
644 

and the construction over 

them (but without destroying them) of the Villa Imperiale. In fact, it is reasonable to imagine that the 

presence of warships along this side of Pompeii required a sizable supply of water provided for by 

these cisterns, just as it will be the case for the later piscina mirabilis and the Roman fleet at Misenum. 

The moment the navy left Pompeii these water reservoirs because useless. It could well be that the villa 

was first built over these cisterns without destroying them. On the other hand, Grimaldi suggests that— 

like for Villa Jovis—the cisterns and the Villa Imperiale are instead of the same phase.
645 

In reality, the 

presence of cisterns was indispensable for villas located away from the city centers or on an island (like 

Villa Jovis), but not for those built in a city already provided with an aqueduct, like Roman Pompeii. 

At any rate, these cisterns were kept functioning with the villa for some time, and—unluckily—they 

caused water damage both to the frescoes and the structure. It was thus decided to fill them up with the 

rubble originated from the damage itself (before the earthquake of 62 CE).
646 

As a last note, it can be added that Maiuri dated the Via Antiqua generally to the Republican 

Period,
647 

but its appearance with irregular and smaller paving stones is also similar to the Samnite 

roads identified by Eschebach
648 

(i.e. in the Vicolo di Eumachia, at the west end of Via Fortuna), and 

apparently to the small stretch of road found by Maiuri himself during the stratigraphic excavations of 

Porta Vesuvio.
649 

In sum, by the beginning of the 1
st 

c CE the Via Antiqua had been eliminated, and the suburban 

Via Marina was not connected to any ring road, neither in the direction of Porta Stabia nor Porta 

643 
See note 685. 

644 
These are not the cisterns of the temple of Venus: those are located within the sanctuary, these are between the sanctuary 

and the city-walls. For a map of their location and a recent discussion about them see Pappalardo, Ciardiello, and Grimaldi 

2008: 303–5; Grimaldi 2009. 
645 

Ibidem. 
646 

Grimaldi 2009: 97. 
647 

Maiuri 1948: 32. 
648

Eschebach et al. 1995: 115. 
649

. Maiuri 1930: col. 186. 
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Ercolano.
650 

However, it is possible that the Via Marina was connected to the coastal road connecting 

Oplontis to Stabia, without passing through Pompeii (see next section). 

In conclusion, there seems to be enough elements that indirectly support the absence of a ring 

road between Porta Stabia and Porta Marina. If the buildings under the temple of Venus to the South 

are actually a storage complex, then it seems necessary to consider that at least one road was reaching 

them—probably from the suburban Via Stabia. 

3.3.7 ORR Porta Marina – Porta Ercolano 

Whereas no ring road was connecting Porta Marina and Porta Ercolano, it is possible that a 

pedestrian path reached Porta Ercolano from the Suburban Plaza of Porta Marina. It is also likely that 

this path was used mainly by the residents of the terrace villas built over the city-walls: most of these 

houses had a backdoor directed toward this path, thus making it into a shortcut to the areas around the 

two city gates. 

However, as observed already by Spano, a coastal road was by-passing Pompeii to the west: the 

Tabula Peutingeriana depicts it as connecting Oplontis directly to Stabia, and it seems that from 

Pompeii one could reach it only by the way of Via Marina. This sort of by-pass is more sensible than a 

ring road as it would have a flat gradient (common for a costal route) rather than the steep ascent and 

descent necessary to reach and leave Pompeii.
651 

This dissertation will first analyze the evidence for the ring road, and then – in a subsection – it 

will offer a discussion of both the pedestrian path and the Suburban Plaza vis-à-vis the movement of 

people on foot.
652 

At Porta Ercolano there is an alley departing westward from Via dei Sepolcri—located between 

the tomb of Mamia and the so-called Villa of Cicero – that has been a long-standing candidate for the 

650 
For the lack of an outer ring road between Porta Marina and Porta Ercolano see 3.3.7 “ORR Porta Marina – Porta 

Ercolano.” 
651 

Spano 1937: 77. 
652 

The analysis of the pedestrian traffic passing through Porta Marina will be provided in Chapter 4. 

166 



 

 

       

     

       

       

     

     

     

       

         

    

      

       

      

                                                 
              

         

                

        

              

  

     

             

  

                  

                

          

              

              

          

                 

             

                 

        

      

                

                

     

ring road to Porta Marina,
653 

but in reality there are not enough elements to support this hypothesis. No 

archaeological and autoptic analysis is possible at the moment because this side road, excavated in 

1763 and only for roughly 33 m,
654 

is completely filled with debris, and its junction with Via Sepolcri 

has been walled up.
655 

Therefore it is necessary to rely on past scholarship. Recently Campbell has 

noticed that this track was probably too steep to accommodate wheeled traffic,
656 

and it can also be 

added that it was unlikely meant to carry heavy traffic because—from the plans, drawings and 

comments by La Vega, Mazois, Piranesi and Desprez
657 

—it is clear that neither its beginning nor its 

course were paved, contrarily to what we have seen for the established ring-sections “Porta Ercolano-

Porta Vesuvio”, “Porta Nola-Porta Sarno” and “Porta Nocera-Porta Stabia”.
658 

Even now one can see 

how the paving of Via Sepolcri does not extend into this side road. Moreover, to the excavators it 

appeared as a narrow road with no sidewalks or curbstones, limited by two continuous walls
659 

and 

without any tomb facing it: this evidence bring substance to the argument that it was either a road 

leading to secondary funerary areas for the middle and lower tiers of Pompeian society
660 

or to the 

653 
For a summary (with bibliography) of the hypothesis predating this dissertation see Campbell 2014: 37–38. Even if 

dated, Della Corte’s discussion is still rich in information. Della Corte 1913. 
654 

This measure has been obtained by the maps in Mazois’s work and in the Pompeianarum Antiquitatum Historia. The area 
is nowadays is overgrown and backfilled with debris. 
655 

Because of this wall, the alley is actually invisible to anybody who does not know of its existence. 
656 

Campbell 2014: 37–8. 
657 

All these references are collected in Rispoli 2001. 
658 

In all these instances we are certain that at least the junction between the ring road sections and the other suburban roads 

was paved. 
659 

The eastern wall of the alley had only one doorway leading to the back area of the mausoleum of the Istacidii and its 

summit was decorated with horse/ox skulls embedded into its masonry (PAH – addenda – v. 1 p.239, Addenda 2 p. 116-7, 

155, year 1770), a detail that remains still unique in the Pompeian funerary landscape. Bonucci considers the space behind 

this “skull” wall as an ustrinum for animals based on presence of ash and burned animal bones. Could it be instead the 

ustrinum of the Pompeians of this necropolis, and the animal bones be part of the rite of foundation for such religious 

space? Carlo Bonucci, Pompei descritta da Carlo Bonucci architetto (da’ torchi di Raffaele Miranda, vicoletto Gradini s. 
Nicandro n. 25, 1826), 72. This same suggestion is provided also by Pepe 1887: 33. The back area of the mausoleum of the 

Istacidii was limited to the south by a wall whose top was decorated with terracotta masks, a fact that made this area appear 

very often in the drawing of Pompeii of that time (i.e. by Piranesi). For a collection of prints showing this road see 

660 
The necropolis of Isola Sacra of Ostia and of the Via Trumphalis in Rome have small roads and paths leading to irregular 

rows of secondary funerary monuments for lower class groups. Mazois himself proposed this interpretation. Mazois et al. 

1824: vol. 1 p. 26 and pl. III. 

http://pompeiiinpictures.com/pompeiiinpictures/Tombs/tombs%20hgw04c.htm.. Both the skulls and the masks had already 

been stolen by 1817 (see Rispoli 2001: 27.) 
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coast. 
661 

At any rate, the sum of these characteristics indicates that it was not meant to carry much 

traffic, whether wheel or pedestrian. The attention that 18
th 

c. tourists devoted to this side road was 

actually due not to the road size or monumentality, but to the presence of novelties: big terracotta 

masks and horse/oxen skulls
662 

decorating the walls of the funerary precinct of the Istacidii, and “two 

accesses to two underground vaulted caves that had to be used for funerary purposes”
663 

—the so-called 

“catacombs of Pompeii”—that are at the moment buried well below modern accumulations. 

It also seems that this was not a private but a public road:
664 

the first cippus of Suedius Clemens 

ever recovered was found at its outer north-eastern corner, with the inscribed face looking at Via dei 

Sepolcri:
665 

based on its location it can be argued with good reason that the alley was part of the loca 

publica, and that Suedius remarked the city’s ownership. 

As for Via Marina, its suburban section – excavated for the length of 60 m – did not connect with 

any road, making it difficult to argue for the existence of an intersection with a ring road further outside 

the city. This fact once more weakens significantly the likelihood of a ring road from Porta Ercolano to 

Porta Marina. 

As it will be discussed in the next section, it is possible that a sequence of pedestrian paths were 

connecting the Suburban Plaza of Porta Marina with this alley: still, due to the steep incline and lack of 

formal structures, this route was likely used by locals, especially since there was no path or road 

continuing toward Porta Stabia from Porta Marina. 

3.3.7.1The Suburban Plaza of Porta Marina and Suedius Clemens: a Pedestrian Locale. 

A unique feature in this area of Pompeii is represented by the so called Suburban Plaza outside 

Porta Marina: as mentioned at the beginning of this section, this suburban square—created with 

661 
Mau calls it a bay road and Della Corte agrees (Mau 1902: 408; Della Corte 1913: 270.) 

662 
See note 659. 

663 
Translation of Saint-Non from Rispoli 2001: 25. 

664 
Della Corte 1913: 270. 

665 
See PAH v.1. Plate III, item number 12. 
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artificial terracing walls
666 

—was part of a pedestrian path connecting the back entrances of the terrace 

villas of the Insula Occidentalis with Via Marina (and maybe Via Sepolcri). See Figures 4.4.2.a; 

4.4.2.s; 4.4.2.u; 4.4.2v; 4.4.2.x. The archeology seems fairly convincing: a person could walk out of 

Porta Marina through its independent pedestrian passage, continue downslope under a covered 

sidewalk (via tecta)
667 

flanking the Via Marina, and then reach the entrance of the pedestrian plaza to 

the right. If one wanted to continue along Via Marina, one just had to step down onto the paved road 

because the Via Tecta did not continue further, and no sidewalk was present on either side of the 

remaining 25 meters of excavated road. 

It is clear that the via tecta had been specifically built to guide and facilitate pedestrian flow 

coming to the plaza from the city (and not from the countryside) as it ends right in correspondence of 

the monumental stairway giving access to the square. 
668 

The archaeology confirms the success of this 

intended function: the wear of the steps taking pedestrians to the plaza is much deeper than what visible 

on the step facing Via Marina.
669 

This also seems to point to the fact that most of the pedestrian traffic 

in this area was coming not from the seaside (west) but from the city – as supposed by Ellis.
670 

A more 

specific analysis of Via Marina traffic can be found within Chapter 5 in the section about Porta 

Marina. 

Once in the Suburban Plaza (see Figure 4.4.2.a and s), a pedestrian could move toward seven 

destinations: looking from left to right, one could either (1) turn sharply left into the portion of the 

666 
The steep slope of this side of Pompeii (followed by the severe incline of Via Marina) required the use of terracing 

structures not only in the Suburban plaza but also in the so called Villa Imperiale. 
667 

The story above the sidewalks was supported by pillars on one side, and by the boundary wall of the Suburban Baths on 

the other. Jacobelli, the archaeologist who excavated this area first, named the covered sidewalk as Via Tecta. Jacobelli 

1995: 22. 
668 

Toward Via Marina, the entrance to the baths was framed with brick semi-columns that were likely supporting a 

tympanum, making it extremely similar to the entrances of the baths of the Praedia Iulia Felix and of the suburban baths of 

Herculaneum. 
669 

Contrarily to the remainder of Pompeii, here the wear level represents that of 79 CE without any major contribution by 

modern tourists: the Suburban Baths have been only sporadically open since their first restoration (1989). Besides, tourists 

have been allowed to enter the plaza mainly from Via Marina, theoretically wearing out evenly both the steps to the road 

and to the plaza. 
670 

Ellis 2004: 381. 
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square surrounded by a L-shaped porticus that provided access to a ground floor apartment, a storage 

room and at least a second floor apartment; 
671 

or (2) reach a narrow and long stairway descending to 

the bottom of the terraced plaza;
672 

or (3) reach another section of the plaza featuring a square 

building—here called “aedes” (see infra); (4) traverse the plaza and reach a narrow passage 
673 

(between the hot natatio and the “aedes”, see infra) taking to the pedestrian path for the terrace villas 

of Insula Occidentalis; (5) use a secondary entrance to access the Suburban Baths by the way of a small 

room in the North-East corner of the plaza: from this antechamber one could then enter a warm room 

674 675
and then the hot natatio; (6) sit on an U-shaped masonry bench located next to the baths exedra 

while waiting to enter the baths; (7) turn sharply to the right to enter to the Suburban baths through its 

main entrances.
676 

The Suburban Plaza appears differentiated in three areas serving three different buildings: the L-

shaped porticus, the so-called “aedes”, and the baths. In this dissertation for “aedes” it is meant the 

North-Western building characterized by only one single square room and positioned along the western 

edge of the terraced area. Its function and identification are problematic as it has never been 

published.
677 

The following analysis and interpretation are based on the author’s autoptic examination 

of the visible archaeology: it is not known what was found during the excavation. Although there is no 

671 
These identifications are based on an autoptic examinations of the remains in 2015, as the only published structure are 

the Suburban Baths. 
672 

This stairway does not present any monumental feature in its structure (i.e. no framing semicolumns), and it landed in an 

area of still unclear function: it was providing access to the three vaulted rooms supporting the aedes terrace (two of which 

still filled with the lapilli of 79 CE), to an above-ground cistern and to the area fronting the “mooring rings” terrace wall. 
For a discussion about the function of the “mooring rings” and the contextual but unlikely presence of a port see note 685. 
673 

About 1.76 m wide, roughly equivalent to 6 roman feet. 
674 

These three rooms likely belong to the last phase (still undated) of the bath, and they had been created to permit their 

independent use from the rest of the bath complex. Jacobelli 1995: 16. 
675 

The bench abuts against an earlier frescoed plaster and covers the foundation cut for the exedra: it appears thus to be a 

fairly late feature. 
676 

One could enter the baths from two doors, both granting access to the same porticated L-shaped porticated area 

(evidently acting as antechamber to the baths themselves and likely built during the last phase): one was adjacent to the 

monumental stairway, the other was to the right once in the plaza. Jacobelli 1995: 16. 
677 

The “aedes” are present on the maps of the area, but they are never discussed. Only the suburban baths have been 

published, especially their erotic fresco decoration, but a good architectural analysis is still missing. Jacobelli is the author 

who has published the most about the Suburban baths, with Manderscheid having published about their water management. 

On his map Descoudres indicates this “aedes” building as a storeroom or a stable, but the archaeology (see infra) does not 

support at all such designation. Descoeudres 1998: fig. 1; Manderscheid 1993: 337–46; Jacobelli 1995. 

170 



 

 

       

       

           

       

       

      

         

         

           

     

      

         

     

  

  

     

       

                                                 
                

                

             

         

                

               

         

             

      

              

               

            

                

          

            

    

podium, and no altar or sacred image has been recovered, its public nature and possible religious 

connotation can be argued on the basis of its architecture: it is composed of a single square room 

opening onto the plaza by the way of a centrally located wide doorway framed by a limestone and 

marble threshold, with a centrally located shallow rectangular niche (with a marble sill) on the wall 

opposite to the main entrance. There is also a smaller side door on the North-eastern wall opening onto 

the narrow pedestrian passage (destination 4, see supra), probably meant to be used as a private 

entryway to the structure, whereas the size of the other doorway clearly points to its public and 

ceremonial use: 
678 

an argument can be made for a private ownership of this structure (see infra) that, 

however, clearly had a public function, maybe as the meeting place of a collegium. In fact, the best 

comparanda for this structure appear to be the municipal buildings of Pompeii, the headquarter of the 

679 680
Augustuales at Herculaneum and the “templum” of Hortensius Heraclia in Ostia: even if they do 

not have a square plan, they all feature a central focal niche/area, often two doorways (a principal one 

and a side one), an open area in front, and they lack the monumental stairway so typical of proper 

temples. Other two facts stress the relevance of this building: (a) its construction blocked part of the 

view that could be enjoyed from the panoramic windows of the hot natatio;
681 

(b) an open area twice its 

size was left in front of it—probably to be used in conjunction with the ceremonies happening in this 

“aedes.” An analysis of the archaeology suggests that the building was finished by 79 CE (plaster is 

678 
The front and main doorway has a threshold of marble and limestone, the side doorway is much smaller and was 

narrowed with the addition of two doorjambs in opus reticulatum of yellow tufa. These new doorjambs were probably a 

modification done during the first construction since they do not abut against earlier plaster of older doorjambs and because 

the limestone threshold is as wide as the narrowed doorway (and the threshold does not continue below it, as one would 

expect if it was already in place when the doorway was narrowed). Also, the masonry of yellow tufa is identical to the one 

used in the remainder of the building (which has corners in brick masonry). The side doorway was narrowed from 3.20 m 

(11 roman feet) to 1.19 m (4 roman feet). 
679 

For the identification of the headquarter of the Augustales of Hercuaneum with a curia based on come graffiti scratched 

on the building’s columns see Guadagno 1988. 
680 

This late third century CE “templum” was created by L. Hortensius Heraclida in Ostia under the colonnade of his own 
horrea (V.XII.1): it is a single room, separated from the outside by a slightly raised threshold of travertine, and with a wide 

doorway. The mosaic inscription calls it a TEMPLUM and tells that Hortensius Navarca built it as an EX VOTO, while the 

priest Victorinus paid for the mosaic. It has no columns or stairway in front of it, and it is evidently within a private space 

(the porticus of a horrea). However, there are two centuries of difference with the one of Pompeii. 
681 

In fact one of these three panoramic windows was even walled up, maybe as a consequence of structural damages 

following the 62 CE earthquake. 
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present on all walls, and the marble sills for the rectangular niche and thresholds are in place), but it 

could be that it was still being decorated, or in restoration and thus unusable following the earthquake 

of 62 CE. In the end, the architecture and its associated spaces suggest a public and ceremonial 

importance for this private or public (?) building. However, without more information about its 

excavation and a focused analysis of its structures, its identification as an “aedes”
682 

rests on thin 

ground. 

If the sea or a sea-inlet for the navy was located nearby this Suburban Plaza, it may be possible to 

draw a connection with the southern sea-terrace of Herculaneum which itself was supporting a set of 

suburban baths and religious buildings, pointing to an increased appeal of the seaside for bathing and 

religious ceremonies in the Neapolitan area 
683 

during the early imperial period. 

Of the seven destinations a pedestrian could reach, numbers 2 (long stairway) and 4 (pedestrian 

passage) show how this plaza was affected both by movement to and movement through: in fact, the 

plaza structures were not only attracting pedestrians, but the plaza itself was acting as a minor hub in 

their distribution. This consideration can lead to a better evaluation of both the quantity of foot traffic 

and the role of this area, whose existence was evidently not only functional to the activities of the 

Suburban Baths. However, an analysis of the traffic using the narrow stairway (number 2) is hampered 

by our uncertain understanding and knowledge of what was lying at its bottom: one can see an above-

surface cistern, but it is unclear the function of the two vaulted rooms supporting the “aedes” and the 

space in front of it.
684 

The presence of what appeared to be “mooring rings” in the adjacent northern 

terracing wall had suggested the existence of a harbor for warships (navalia): this hypothesis has been 

challenged by the results of archaeological analyses by Descourdes and his team, but these results have 

682 
Based on the archeology it could be tentatively possible to refer to it as a “sacellum”, but it was decided not to use this 

term to avoid confusion: the opposite small room of the baths was initially classified as such too. Even if this identification 

has not been longer followed, there is still a risk of confusion. Varone 1988: 144. 
683 

Apparently this possible connection has not been noted before. Fagan, however, connects the Julio-Claudian times with a 

“sharp rise of the bathing habit” and of bathing facilities. Fagan 1999: 61. 
684 

Both the “aedes” and the open space are supported by these vaulted spaces whose creation expanded the area of the 

suburban plaza. No publications are available for these rooms. 
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been placed by Coarelli into a more reasoned context that actually supports the navalia hypothesis.
685 

In the end, it is yet not possible to comprehend why people would have taken that long stairway, but it 

may be nonetheless argued that its use was limited and regulated as indicated by the absence of 

perceptible wear on the tufa steps,
686 

and by the fact that the staircase was enclosed by a tall wall with a 

door at its bottom.
687 

Unfortunately, we do not know for how long the stairway was in operation, and 

whether it was subject to any restoration. Besides, it is not known how long the navalia of Pompeii 

were in operation: if they were created in conjunction with the war between Octavian and Sextus 

Pompey,
688 

they may have not lasted much longer than 36 BCE: in 79 CE the Roman navy fleet was at 

Misenum, under the order of Pliny the Elder. 

As for the narrow passage in the north-eastern corner of the square (destination 4), it seems to 

correspond to the point of junction with the pedestrian path coming from the back-entrances of the 

terrace villas of the Insula Occidentalis. Even if the exact route of this path has not been clearly 

mapped or excavated yet (see infra), still there are a few architectural and topographical elements in 

favor of its existence: the passage was paved in cocciopesto
689 

– apparently just like the adjacent part of 

the plaza – and on it was opening the side entrance of the “aedes”, suggesting that some movement 

was expected. Furthermore, its relationship with the Baths complex is also significant: even if the 

685 
Hernandez—who last dug the area—is convinced that the “mooring rings” are not mooring rings, and that the area in 

front of them never functioned as a port, but he did not provide an alternative interpretation. Descourdes had reached the 

same idea after his first study of the mooring rings. Corealli, on the other hand, is convinced that those are navalia: he 

suggests very good comparisons with similar structures and with decorations from nearby Pompeian houses. Coarelli 2010; 

Hernandez 2005; Descoeudres 1998.) 
686 

The small width of the stairway can suggest that it was planned to accommodate few pedestrians, but in Herculaneum 

narrow ramps were actually serving pedestrian hubs like the Suburban baths, the Southern suburban terraces, the western 

sanctuary, the marina and the storage vaults supporting the terraces. 
687 

There is no clear evidence of a closing system at the top and the bottom of the stairway: the presence of doorjambs does 

not identify univocally the existence of a door. However, the substantial doorjambs seem to suggest some form of control as 

they grant access also to a small room and to one of the vaulted rooms supporting the “aedes” terrace. 
688 

Coarelli 2010: 442. 
689 

The paving of the plaza was in tufa blocks until the antechamber for the hot natatio of the Baths (see note 674) and then 

became cocciopesto for the area in front and on the side of the “aedes” (which is also the ceiling of the two vaulted rooms). 

The cocciopesto now appears to be in great part of restoration, but still a few portions of the original one are visible. The 

western section of the plaza in front of the L-shaped portico was in the process of being paved (paving tufa blocks are still 

stacked under the portico). 
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natatio was a late addition to the bath complex,
690 

it was not extended all the way to the “aedes”, thus 

intentionally maintaining the passage between these two structures. Topographically, the path 

connecting the terrace-villas’ backdoors is more likely to have arrived directly to the plaza, rather than 

descending to the level of the “mooring rings”, only to then climb up the long stairway (destination 2). 

Besides – as it was noted before – the presence in this stairway of two doorjambs suggest a closing 

system, a feature that does not seem to have reason to exist in a public pedestrian route, unless the 

plaza was closed on certain occasions. At the same time, archaeology suggests that the level of traffic 

moving through this passage may not have been significant: the cocciopesto paving of this part of the 

square did not continue beyond the “aedes”,
691 

thus this change from “paved” to “not paved” may 

indicate a lack of interest in facilitating pedestrian flow outside the plaza.
692 

Besides, archaeology has 

proven the existence of backdoors from only for six out of the twelve terrace houses of the Insula 

Occidentalis: the domus of Iulius Polibius (VI.17.23-25), of the Bracciale d’Oro (VI.17.42), of 

Cerrinus Vatia, of Fabius Rufus (VII.16.22)
693 

of Castricius (VII.16.17) and of Mara Spurius 

(VII.16.12).
694 

Moreover, the lack of production facilities in any of these houses is another theoretical 

element in favor of a low-density pedestrian traffic along this path, and consequently to the plaza. 

The argument that this path was actually connected with Via Sepolcri is plausible, but this could 

have hardly been a major pedestrian route, as archeological and theoretical evaluations suggest. In fact, 

no significant advantages would have come from reaching Via Sepolcri departing from the backdoors 

690 
Jacobelli 1995: 16. 

691 
See note 689. 

692 
There are no reports of other paved areas behind (to the north) the Suburban terrace. The limited trenches opened by 

Hernandez and Descoeudres above the “mooring ring” terrace have identified for the year 79 CE layers of levelling soil 

following the insertion of the “quay rings.” At a deeper depth, part of a cocciopesto floor and a nearby earlier mortar floor 
were found, but they do not seem to belong to a pathway as they were contained between the remains of walls: they belong 

to an earlier phase, but there is no hypothesis for a date. Hernandez 2005: 372–3; Descoeudres 1998: 215–6. 
693 

For these four see: Jacobelli 2006: n. 9; Varone 1988: 145; Grimaldi 2014: 24. 
694 

For these three see: Cassetta and Costantino 2008: 200; Jacobelli 2006: 68. It is interesting to note how these back 

entrances are noted by Jacobelli (who was collaborating with Grimaldi) in her short article, but not by Grimani and Aoyagi-

Pappalardo in their complete survey of the terrace villas of Insula Occidentalis: they just talk about the back entrance of the 

House of Fabius Rufus in connection with the abolition of the Porta Occidentalis. See chapter “ IRR Porta Marina and Porta 

Ercolano (Insula Occidentalis)” 
174 

https://VII.16.17
https://VI.17.42


 

 

      

     

       

     

       

       

     

        

  

 

    

      

         

      

            

      

  

          

      

                                                 
                  

 

            

   

         

               

              

  

of the terrace villas of Insula Occidentalis: there is no reduction in the route distance, but actually there 

are roughly 19 meters of difference in elevation between the backdoor of the house of the Golden 

Bracelet and Via Sepolcri.
695 

Steep walks like this were not unusual in Pompeii—in fact, there are 21 

meters of difference between the Suburban Plaza and the Forum if one walked on Via Marina—but 

these were paved and had sidewalks, whereas in this case a pedestrian had to climb or descend along a 

dirt path that, we can imagine, may have become rather uncomfortable in inclement weather. Anybody 

who wished to go to Via Sepolcri either from the Suburban Plaza or from the backdoor of these urban 

villas (and vice-versa) would have found it easier to use either Via Marina or the main entrances of the 

terrace-villas and then walk on the uninterrupted sidewalk of the inner ring road (Vicolo Gigante, 

Vicolo Soprastanti, Vicolo Famacista, and Via Consoloare). 

Regardless of the amount of traffic that it was carrying, this pedestrian path likely rested on a 

strip of public land (loca publica) bordering the Insula Occidentalis that – unlike what is observed 

along other sections of the city walls – was not uniform in width, possibly because of the irregularities 

generated by the early legal occupation of the western fortifications by the terrace villas.
696 

Public 

ownership of the land seems to be proven by the recovery in this area of five cippi with the inscription 

LPP that has been interpreted as L(ocus) P(ublicus) P(ompeianorum): so far three have been identified 

in situ, one out of place at the back of the hot natatio, and another out of place in front of the “mooring-

ring terrace”.
697 

Yet another one was found south of the house of Giuseppe II (VIII.2.39) – near the 

Triangular Forum—and then removed from here to an enigmatic storage area, and cannot longer be 

695 
Based on Eschebach’s map quotas: 21 m above sl for the area behind the House of Castricius, and 39.9 for the road just 

outside Porta Ercolano. 
696 

These terrace villas started to encroach the city-wall from the 2
nd 

c BCE. See “3.2.8 IRR Porta Marina and Porta 

Ercolano (Insula Occidentalis).” 
697 

Jacobelli 2006. provides a summary of the location of the five cippi. According to Jacobelli, the most recent cippus 

found in situ was located by the Geneva team lead by prof. Descoeudres during its latest campaign (2005): the report of this 

campaign by Herandez does not mention any LPP marker, so its location is at the moment unknown to the scholarship. 

Hernandez 2005. 
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located.
698 

Only the cippus still in the plaza and the one behind the “aedes” have been surely mapped in 

publications:
699 

the latter has on its upper surfaces a straight line, the former an L line with one arm 

oriented along the direction of the line of the previous cippus. In short, it is argued that these carvings 

mark the boundaries
700 

for public land outside the western side of the city, but whose alignment is 

unusually neither parallel nor constant compared to the line of the Samnite walls. In fact, based on the 

location of the makers of Suedius Clemens, scholars have usually considered loca publica the first 100 

Roman feet from the city walls.
701 

The variation from this distance could be caused by the fact that 

these cippi were set up after the terrace villas had already encroached the city-walls near Porta Marina: 

in fact, such a phenomenon began already in the second century BCE,
702 

whereas the shape of the 

“LPP” letters belongs to the first imperial period.
703 

Hypothetically, it is possible to suppose that the 

cippi were put in place after the bulk of this appropriation was concluded and when clearer boundaries 

were necessary, possibly in association with the building of the first phase of the Suburban Plaza and 

baths.
704 

Regardless of the time of their erection, most scholars agree that these cippi were meant to set 

698 
About this lost LPP cippus, Jacobelli thinks that the records on the PAH for the day of the discovery (v. I, pag 197, 6 

December 1766) indicate a location along the Insula Occidentalis, therefore placing also this cippus in the same area as the 

other five. However, a close reading of the text and a review of La Vega’s map of 1810, has brought a different 
interpretation: in the PAH the recovery spot is said to be located in the “masseria d’Irace” and under the “strada maestra” 
nearby the building that it is now referred to as “the quadriporticus.” The “strada maestra” was the road leading from 
Salerno to Napoli and that was passing right next to the triangular forum (see map by Mazois): it is now inside the 

archaeological area, but in 2001 it was cut in two by the archaeological excavations in front of Porta Stabia (D’Ambrosio 
2001.). The house of Maiuri, the cappella San Carlino and the San Carlino complex – now housing offices of the 

Soprintendenza—are all facing that road. A small portion of the paving of this road is still visible right in front of the cliff of 

the Triangular forum, slightly lower than today’s level and protected by an iron railing. Also, from the Vega’s map is visible 
how land plot number 9 represents the “Podere e fabbriche appartenenti a D. Giacomo Girace” within which there is the 
House of Joseph II, and one of whose boundary lines is actually the “strada maestra.” The intersection of “strada maestra” 
with the Gerace’s land and the location of the quadriporticus seems to point to a location south of the House of Joseph II 
and near the 18

th 
c thoroughfare to Naples. This identification is consistent with the limits that the scholarship gives to such 

estate: for a quick summary with bibliography about the Masseria d’Irace see Cantilena 2010: 461. 
699 

Only the cippus on the plaza is still in situ, the other was removed to allow the passage of machinery during the 

restoration of the baths (Jacobelli 2001: n. 40.) For the third cippus, likely still in situ, but unlocated on any map available, 

see note 697. 
700 

See Jacobelli for a quick discussion on the usage of the decussis in the centuriation. Jacobelli 2001: 42. 
701 

See Jacobelli for a summary of the question. Jacobelli 2001. 
702 

For VII.16.12-14 (House of Mara Spruius) remains of First Style frescoes are a witnesses of the first period of 

occupation (Aoyagi and Pappalardo 2006: vol. 1, 517; Cassetta and Costantino 2008: 204.) 
703 

Jacobelli 2001: n. 41. 
704 

So far the decoration and frescos of the baths have been the most studied element, with the baths themselves as second. 

The plaza, its supporting terrace, its surrounding complex and the buildings along the suburban Via Marina have not been 

published. 
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the limit between public-versus-private areas: however, there is disagreement on which side these 

properties were. 
705 

According to Jacobelli, the area toward of the city walls was private (including the 

suburban baths) and the remainder of the plaza was instead public.
706 

Of the opposite idea is Varone 

and others.
707 

However, both scholars do not provide much ground for their statements. Instead, a 

wider look at the archaeology along this side of Pompeii points to a reacquisition into public property 

of the space bordering the city-walls: this seems to be what happened to the garden of the house of 

708 709
Umbriscus Scaurus, to the garden of the house of Fabius Rufus, and to the so-called Villa 

Imperiale,
710 

probably by the agency of the tribune Suedius Clemens after the earthquake of 62 CE and 

following the census of 73-4 CE ordered by Titus and Vespasian.
711 

Besides, one of the cippi of 

Suedius Clemens was recovered nearby the steps of the monumental stairway of the Suburban Baths,
712 

thus in close topographical connection with the two LPP cippi in situ. In addition, there is a general 

consensus that the other three cippi of Suedius—found in situ roughly 30 meters outside Porta 

705 
This uncertainly is also due to the fact that—in the case of the only LPP cippus still in situ – the boundary line is not 

parallel to the inscription but perpendicular: this makes unclear which side is the public one. It is unclear also why the 

cippus was not designed to have the LPP and the line parallel to each other, in which case it would have been clear where 

the public ownership stood. It could be a matter of visibility: the cippus is turned toward the monumental stairway leading 

down to the plaza from the suburban Via Marina, but still it is not exactly facing it. 
706 

Jacobelli 2001: 43. In her earlier publications Jacobelli had flickered between the two possibilities. See Jacobelli 1993. 
707 

Varone 2005: 316; De Sìmone and Rinauro 1990. 
708 

Cassetta and Costantino 2008: 206. 
709 

The garden of Fabius Rufus had its walls cut down and was made smaller right before the eruption, but earlier the garden 

was much bigger toward the west. This action has not connected to Suedius Clemens, but given the similar evidence in the 

nearby house of Umbricus Scaurus, this seems a quite reasonable hypothesis (for which see note 708). Pappalardo, 

Ciardiello, and Grimaldi 2008: 300. 
710 

Pappalardo 2009: 122; Aoyagi and Pappalardo 2006: vol. 1. A new set of granaries were being built on the top terrace of 

this former villa, in the former terrace of the Villa Imepriale, the “nuova fabbrica dei Fornici” for which Pappalardo, 

Ciardiello, and Grimaldi 2008: 304. 
711 

The exact dates of Suedius’s decree are still debated, with a range from 76-78 CE. See Descoeudres in Dobbins and Foss 

2007: 18; Blois de 2005. 
712 

This Suedius’s marker (now in storage) not only was found out of place but also its place of recovery is unclear: 

according to Jacobelli it was found with the inscribed side laying on the top of the steps leading to down to the Suburban 

Plaza from Via Marina, instead according to De Simone it was found in the south-eastern porticus of the plaza. De Simone 

argues that it collapsed caused because of the eruption of 79 CE. There is no easy way to harmonize these two different 

accounts. It is not determined where the cippus originally stood. Moreover, it is not clear if it had been pulled down by the 

eruption, or had not been put in place yet, or if it had been temporarily (?) removed. The fact that a few roundish incisions 

are present on its surface may point to its use as a workbench. It also seems that the Suburban Baths were under restoration 

at the time of the eruption, a fact that may be connected with the incongruous position of the cippus. Jacobelli 2001: n. 52; 

De Simone 1990: 147; Conticello 1993: 336. 
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Ercolano, Porta Vesuvio and Porta Nocera
713 

—were marking as public the area between themselves 

and the city gates and walls. Nonetheless this solution does not satisfy in full the analysis of the 

archaeological evidence: (1) there is no evidence that the LPP cippi were connected to Suedius’s 

inscription and his reassessment of public land boundaries; (2) one of cippi found in-situ (LPP 2) has a 

89 degree angled line carved on top, suggesting that the public land turned sharply east (and did not 

continue straight),
714 

resulting in the adjacent terraced wall with the “mooring rings” to end up being in 

non-public land even if it is usually assumed to be the result of public work
715 

(see Figure 4.4.2.s); (3) 

the presence of the western L-shaped portico and its bordering open area raise the question as to why a 

private owner would care for the construction on his land of an extension of the public plaza and of a 

public porticus instead of private structures to rent/sell.
716 

If this topography of ownership is correct, 

one can imagine possible negotiations between the public and private parties that resulted in the 

construction of a private terraced structure next to the public terrace with the agreement that the new 

terrace’s surface was to be given to public use (but the ownership remained private), whereas the new 

vaulted rooms (supporting the new terrace) were left in private ownership and use. 
717 

Otherwise, it is 

possible to think that also the new expansion of the plaza (with its new terracing structure) was public. 

In this last case, the LPP cippi would correspond to the earlier and smaller phase, and—for unknown 

713 
Serta 2001; Serta 1999; Serta 1998. 

714 
It is possible to think that the public area corresponded to a belt of land running parallel to the city walls: in 

correspondence of this 89 degree angle there is in fact a turn in the city walls which is however gradual and not as sharp. 

This cippus is no longer in situ as it was removed following modern restorations done at the Suburban baths (Jacobelli 

2001: n. 40.) 
715 

See supra for the nature and function of this retaining wall. 
716 

It is true that behind the porticus there are rooms and a stairway probably of apartments or shops, but they are built on 

whatever space left by the extension of the plaza and the creation of the porticus. Another unexplained structure is the semi-

circular wall embedded into the terracing wall of this expansion that was left visible thanks to an opening in the new 

terracing wall (see Figure 4.4.2.v). Could it be the “single tomb with apse of opus incertum masonry outside the gate (Porta 

Marina, nda), perhaps one of several” whose existence was referred by L. Richardson jr to Sarah Cormak? See Cormack 

2007: 601, note 3. 
717 

Land owned by the city could become a source of income if the surface was rented to a private individual, and the land 

was kept in public ownership. For an example of public-private negotiations, see the article on a decurional decree on the 

private use of public land in Puteoli: Camodeca 1999. 
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reasons—they were not removed when this public space was widened.
718 

However, so far there has 

been no comprehensive analysis of this area. Many more questions still remain unanswered: where was 

the long narrow stairway leading to? Was it public or private? What were the vaulted rooms for? What 

actually was the “aedes” building? 

Additionally, we are not even sure of the extent of the general requisitions enacted by Suedius 

Clemens. It seems unlikely that all the constructions built outside the city-walls on possible public land 

were returned to public ownership: some of them probably had actually received a formal 

authorization, as it is suggested by the magnitude and clear planning of the terrace villas of the Insula 

Occidentalis. Besides, considerations of political convenience would also have influenced the actions 

of Suedius, who seemed to have been involved in supporting political candidates during his stay.
719 

Whatever the case may be, there are no doubts that the plaza was especially meant for pedestrian 

use: while it cannot be definitely ruled out that small carts and pack animals may have accessed the 

plaza by the way of the passage between the hot natatio and the “aedes” 720 
(destination 4), the other 

two entrances could only be used by people on foot: the monumental stairway from Via Marina, and 

the narrow stairway from the level below the terrace did not allow the passage of carts. Besides, not 

only this plaza was meant for pedestrians, but its surrounding buildings were actually attracting them: 

the bath complex, the so called “aedes” and the porticated area (with its adjacent possible apartments) 

were evidently generating pedestrian movement, much more than vineyards, workshops, tombs and 

domus. 

718 
The plaza was being subject to renovations and expansions in 79 CE: the south-western extension of the terrace was in 

the process of being paved. In fact, only the western third of the new extension (in front of the L-shaped portico) was 

without paving of tufa blocks, while a stack of them is still visible in the North-Eastern corner of the L-shaped portico, 

ready to be laid down. See Figure 4.4.2.s. However, the eastern and older part of the terrace had been paved much earlier: 

this can be argued since the foundation of the baths-apse actually cut through the paving blocks of that area. The Suburban 

baths, as already noticed, were under restoration in 79 CE. A couple of soundings in the plaza have located earlier structures 

whose nature could, however, not be determined. De Simone 1990: 146–7. 
719 

Jacobelli 2001: 57–8. 
720 

Somehow fuel had to be brought to the suburban baths. Maybe it did so by the way of one of the windows at the back of 

the furnace area which could be reached through the pedestrian paths at the base of the terrace villas of insula occidentalis. 
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Other suggestions about pedestrian traffic in this area can be obtained from the analysis of the 

features of Via Marina: this will be done in its own section in chapter 4. 

3.4 Summary and Conclusions 

As suspected by past scholarship, Pompeii did not have a continuous inner ring road. However, it 

is probably more significant and unexpected that Pompeii did not have a continuous outer ring road 

either. In fact, in both cases, only some sections were available. The most immediate consequence was 

that Pompeii could not be circumnavigated: most traffic had to pass through it. 

As for the presence of individual pedestrian city gates (posterulae), scholarship has already 

determined that one—located in the Insula Occidentalis at the end of Via Fortuna—was eliminated 

during Augustan times: the expansion of the House of Rufus took over this Posterula Occidentalis, and 

made it into its own private back-door (opening toward the pedestrian path leading to the Suburban 

Plaza). In addition, this dissertation has identified another pedestrian passage at the south end of Vicolo 

Scuole on the southern cliff of the city (regio VIII): it was still in use in 79 CE and was embedded into 

the Sarno Baths structures, thus it has been dubbed “Sarno Baths Posterula” (see Figure 3.3). This 

route was leading pedestrians to the base of the hill, possibly to allow an easy access to the storage 

areas under the southern part of the temple of Venus. At any rate, access to the city from this extensive 

southern scarp – between the temple of Venus and the Triangular Forum
721 

– would have been useful 

regardless of the presence of any warehouses. 

Pompeii, rather than a complete outer ring road, had three sections—each one joining two 

different city gates: (1) Porta Ercolano-Porta Vesuvio (not-paved); (2) Porta Nola-Porta Sarno (paved); 

(3) Porta Nocera-Porta Stabia (paved). These sections were connected with the urban street network 

and with the suburban thoroughfares coming from Naples, Nola, Stabia, and Nocera. In addition, it 

seems possible that from Porta Sarno one could reach Via Nuceria-Pompeios by the way of a 

721 
The distance is of roughly 480 m. 
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connecting road—probably the continuation of Via Abbondanza. One of the suburban roads led to the 

pagus felix augustus suburbanus a village usually thought to be located North of Pompeii: many 

scholars associate it with Porta Ercolano, or Vesuvio, or Nola, 
722 

but its real location and dimensions 

are ultimately unknown. 

As for pedestrian traffic along these three outer ring-sections, the uneven presence of 

sidewalks—sometimes substituted by raised ground occasionally marked by a line of bollards—seems 

to suggest little public interest in its management. In addition, the almost complete absence of retail 

activities indicates little private interest also in its exploitation: in fact, taking into account both these 

ring road sections and the thoroughfares reaching Pompeii, only Via Sepolcri presents shops and 

workshops, and the areas nearby Porta Stabia and Porta Nocera may have had two transportation 

services for hire (cisiarii and muliones). In all other instances funerary monuments and random villas 

seem to be the norm. This suggests once more how sidewalks and stepping stones are the result of 

desired choices, and are neither required nor necessary features. 

As for the matter of the inner ring road, this research has further determined that it was 

incomplete (at least in Roman times) and that the different sections were not all identical in the type of 

traffic that they allowed. 

1) Some sections were open to pedestrians and wheeled traffic alike: 

a. Porta Vesuvio – Porta Nola: this dirt road was used by carts (as indicated by the ruts on 

its surface), but the lack of a proper sidewalk (at least in its median location around 

tower 9) suggest that pedestrians may have used the nearby alleys of Regio IV and V as 

shortcuts. In fact, based on simple path length considerations, Vicolo Nozze d’Argento 

is theoretically an excellent route to move between either gate, and it is provided with 

sidewalks on both sides. 

722 
For a recent summary of the studies about the location of the Pagus see Senatore 2004. 
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b. The southern part of the Porta Nola-Porta Sarno section. There is little archeological 

evidence of its existence (few meters of its southern extremity next to Porta Sarno). 

However, the relative importance that the W-E Via Media had for pedestrian and 

wheeled traffic (one way street)—as proposed recently by Poehler—suggests that the 

Via Media could join this N-S ring road in order to take advantage of the nearby exit of 

Porta Sarno. 

2) Some sections were open to pedestrians, but closed to wheeled traffic: 

a. Porta Ercolano–Porta Vesuvio (but the northern side of insula VI.11 was open to carts, 

see infra). If there was a pedestrian route between these two city gates, it was likely used 

by locals and only sporadically due to its irregularity: in fact, even if there are a couple 

of instances of residual ring road portions, a few insulae extended into the agger, thus 

theoretically forcing pedestrians to walk on the wall-walk and on the Samnite stairway 

near Porta Ercolano (i.e. to move around the House of the Vestals). Della Corte 

considered this as a possible route, but more likely only the residual portions to the north 

of VI.15 could be used a shortcut toward the western area of Pompeii and its forum. 

b. The northern part of the Porta Nola-Porta Sarno section. Based on the presence of a 

sidewalk closing the beginning of the ring road, and the contemporaneous presence of a 

shop doorway (III.12.a), it is assumed that this section was only open to pedestrians. 

Another assumption is that such path become once again carriageable once it connected 

with Via Media, around halfway to Porta Sarno. 

c. Porta Sarno-Porta Nocera (next to the Amphitheater Plaza).
723 

The access to this 

pedestrian ring road section was by masonry portals, likely used to regulate pedestrian 

access to the connected Amphitheater Plaza during the days of games. In addition, the 

723 
Carts could enter and exit this plaza only through Vicolo Anfiteatro, an alley that is not part of the ring road system. See 

in Chapter 4 the section “The Portals of the Amphitheater Plaza” for a discussion of the portals controlling the passage of 
traffic through this area of Pompeii. 
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Amphitheater was built against the agger, thus eliminating the ring road for that extent, 

and thus forcing people to move around. In addition, this ring road section never acted 

as a shortcut because it was following the convex corner of the city-walls, thus a longer 

path: it seems unlikely people would use it as a primary route to move between city 

gates. Therefore, once its primary defensive function ended, it became a path connecting 

the city gates to the Amphitheater Plaza. 

d. Porta Stabia-Porta Marina. This dissertation has been able to identify a previously 

unnoticed pedestrian shortcut connecting Via Stabia to Via Scuole by the way of Vicolo 

Teatri, the Quadriporticus, the monumental stairway to the Triangular Forum, and a 

narrow side exit from the Triangular Forum. This route allowed for a 22% decrease in 

the distance, thus it seems reasonable to consider it a popular path among pedestrians. 

3) Some sections offered limited access to wheeled traffic, but not to pedestrians: roadblocks were 

placed in correspondence of the main thoroughfares – but not of the minor alleys – thus 

suggesting that the resulting reduced traffic was intentional. 

a. Porta Nocera-Porta Stabia. During the Roman period, obstructions were created at two 

ends of this ring road preventing carts—but not pedestrians—from entering. However, 

carts cold reach it by longer routes via the N-S alleys of Regio I. Since the removal of 

the direct connections with the main streets had reduced its integration, this section 

became a virtual cul-de-sac for carts (could it be used for parking? 
724

). Instead, 

pedestrians could take this inner shortcut to move between the two city gates or they 

could choose the corresponding outer ring road. 

b. Porta Ercolano–Porta Marina. Along the Insula Occidentalis, Vicolo Farmacista was 

divided in two by a small pedestrian platform which consequently transformed both 

724 
For a study of the parking facilities within the inns of Pompeii see Poehler 2011b. 
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ends of the alley into a double cul-de-sac for wheeled traffic, making impossible for 

carts to drive directly between Porta Ercolano and Porta Marina. On the other hand, 

pedestrians could seamlessly circulate between the two city gates using the 

uninterrupted sidewalk that was flanking the connected sequence of Via Consolare, 

Vicolo Farmacista, Vicolo Augustali, and Vicolo Gigante. In Augustan times, a 

pedestrian posterula (Posterula Occidentalis)—located halfway along this route—was 

privatized by the expansion of the house of Rufus, probably because it had lost 

importance following the closure of the navy shipyard and the increased appreciation for 

the panoramic value of this side of Pompeii. It does not seem a coincidence that this is 

roughly the same period when other two panoramic structures were built: the suburban 

Baths and the Villa Imperiale. 

This dissertation has also concluded that the Suburban Plaza outside Porta Marina acted as a 

hub for the pedestrian movements of this area: (1) this terraced space was framed by buildings that 

attracted pedestrians (i.e. the Suburban Baths with their scenic view toward the sea, some apartments 

and the ceremonial “aedes”); (2) pedestrian movement to was facilitated by a covered walkway (via 

tecta) extending from the city gate to the plaza; (3) the plaza was also the beginning of a pedestrian 

path running under the western cliff of Pompeii, connecting the backdoors of the terrace villas of Insula 

Occidentalis and possibly extending up to Porta Ercolano. The dense amount of people walking toward 

this plaza was likely the reason for the creation of two bars, a bakery and two retail activities along the 

short length of Via Marina (roughly 100 m). 

CONSEQUENCES 

This possible reconstruction has two major consequences: (1) the lack of a complete outer ring 

road meant that most traffic had to pass through the city of Pompeii; (2) the outer and inner ring road 
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sections could combine to create shortcuts to leave the city or itineraries that avoided busy 

thoroughfares (like Via Nola, Via Abbondanza and Via Stabiana). 

However, there are two exceptions: (a) the route Stabia-Nocera was likely taking using just the 

outer ring road Porta Stabia-Porta Nocera and of its immediate continuation Via Nuceria-Pompeios, (b) 

from the Tabula Peutingeriana it appears that Oplontis and Stabia were directly connected by a coastal 

road that by-passed Pompeii to the west. However, no archaeological evidence of such a route has ever 

been detected. 

In all other cases, the inner ring road sections could have been used to ease the movement 

through the city. For example, among the itineraries connecting Naples, Nola or Nocera, the ring road 

section Porta Vesuvio-Porta Nola could become a shortcut (the presence of wheel ruts on its beaten-

earth surface seems to support such consideration). It could otherwise be combined with the N-S alleys 

in Regiones III and IV, not only to reach destinations within those same Regiones, but also to arrive to 

Via Nola and Via Abbondanza avoiding the congested Via Stabiana. Basically, this inner ring-section 

was somehow making up for the lack of its symmetrical outer part. On the other hand, the lack of 

sidewalks along this ring road section may suggest that pedestrians could have looked for more friendly 

routes, while still avoiding congested areas: for examples Via Nozze Argento is a good candidate as it 

has two sidewalks (at least in its excavated part) and is convenient to reach Porta Nola from Porta 

Vesuvio or Ercolano while avoiding the parallel Via Nola. Coming from the same city gates, even Via 

Media is theoretically a good choice to reach Porta Sarno: it has two sidewalks (at least in its excavated 

part) and is parallel to Via Abbondanza. Both these options however required an increase in distance of 

between 15-16 percent.
725 

In addition, the outer ring road sections permitted to those passing through Pompeii to leave the 

congested urban network as soon as possible by allowing a certain amount of bypass: for example, the 

725 
Respectively roughly 84 meters and 175 meters. 
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section between Porta Ercolano and Vesuvio consented to avoid Via Consolare-Via Fortuna, whereas 

the one between Porta Nola and Porta Sarno—with its probable connection with Via Nuceria-Pompeios 

– consented to avoid Via Abbondanza and part of Via Stabiana. 

Finally, based on the evidence analyzed, it is seems possible to argue that pedestrians had likely 

access to an almost uninterrupted sequence of inner ring-sections
726 

from Porta Vesuvio to Porta 

Ercolano, and to a pedestrian city gate passing through the Sarno Baths. Some of them could become a 

part of shortcuts, but their selection would also be influenced by the quality of the pedestrian facilities 

available: as mentioned earlier—the section Porta Vesuvio-Porta Nola was a shortcut with no sidewalk, 

thus probably chosen less often than the section Porta Ercolano-Porta Marina that featured a continuous 

sidewalk. 

At any rate these are just some of the several possible routes that could be created by combining 

the urban street network with the sections of the outer and inner ring roads. However, this dissertation 

is not interested in providing a measure of the likeliness of their use, but intends to present the evidence 

for the existence of portions of the ring roads. This represents an important piece to complement the 

study of the movement flows in Pompeii: for example, Erik Poehler has done a GIS network analysis of 

possible pedestrian activity, but did not take into account the shortcut through the Quadriporticus-

Triangular Forum, neither the pedestrian ring road between Porta Sarno and Nocera, nor the presence 

of the posterula through the Sarno Baths. Poehler admits that his analysis should be improved, and here 

it is further suggested that the quality and quantity of pedestrian features (like the location of sidewalks 

and the presence of stepping stones) may actually be used for such scope. In fact, the next chapter will 

take into consideration pedestrians features in order to understand if and to which extent they were used 

to direct and exploit traffic in correspondence of the city gates. 

726 
The interruption is caused by the construction of the Amphitheater. 
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4 The Archaeology of Pedestrian Traffic in Pompeii: Management and Exploitation 

The previous chapters have been used to established a few important preliminary notions: (1) 

route choices are rooted in the built environment; (2) separating traffic to and traffic through can bring 

a smoother pedestrian flow; (3) no specific written rules or police forces instructed Roman pedestrians 

on how to use the street; (4) a central authority (the aediles) was in charge of overseeing the 

establishment and the maintenance of the streetscape, sidewalks included. In addition, the presence of 

only some portions of the outer and inner ring roads of Pompeii suggests the city could not be by-

passed, forcing most traffic to pass through Pompeii and increase its congestion. It also appears that 

some of these sections were open only to pedestrians 

It should be clear by now why Pompeii represents the case study used by this dissertation: the 

archaeology of this city is one of the richest, most complete and most accessible collections of features 

relating – directly and indirectly—to the pedestrian traffic of any Italic city of the first century CE, and 

of any city of the Roman Empire.
727 

In this chapter selected archaeology of the streetscape of Pompeii will be analyzed in an attempt 

to identify traces of management and exploitation of pedestrian traffic by the central civic authorities. 

4.1 Management (Control and Guidance) from the Archaeological Record: Direct 

Evidence 

The combined value of the notions discussed in the previous chapters brings to the conclusion 

that—if a system to manage pedestrian traffic was ever attempted by the aediles (or whichever 

authority that had been in charge of the streets) – it was likely a material one, created by the 

727 
This is not to say that Pompeii is the biggest of all Imperial cities, or that it implemented the highest number of 

pedestrian features in general. It simply refers to the fact that - considering the ratio of the site excavation and the 

preservation level of these features - Pompeii appears to have the relative (not absolute) spot of prominence. 
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modification of the built environment, and therefore what can be defined as the pedestrian features of 

the streetscape could be decoded with the analysis of a specific group of archeological records. 

In fact, given the absence of legal obligations or police forces directing people to walk or cross 

along determined routes, it was the physical elements of the street that could be used to passively 

manage people. How can this be achieved? What features can indirectly control the movement of 

people? What features can indirectly guide over this area rather that the other? 

The answer to the first question is fairly direct: constraints to the physical environment can exact 

control. An urban street is a controlling environment because house fronts force people to remain 

within it: generally speaking, one cannot cross a city-block, one has to walk around it.
728 

Even more 

controlling are public gates of any sort, especially if located along obligatory passages: city gates are 

part of this class as the only streets leaving/entering a city were passing through them. In addition, the 

presence of streets made the city gates into the most convenient spot for traffic circulation: a nicely 

paved and regular road is more inviting than a dirt path (for “guidance” see infra). This is the case of 

Pompeii, where all public streets were entering/exiting through a city gate. But a Roman city could 

feature also other types of public gates: for example, in Pompeii all the alleys leading to the 

Amphitheater Plaza were framed by portals, arguably to control pedestrian traffic going to the games 

(see infra).
729 

Instead, guidance cannot be obtained with restriction because the definition itself entails a 

suggested option over a number of allowed possibilities: one is guided/invited toward one choice, but is 

also free to go for a different one, a decision that – even if not recommended – would not cause any 

form of retaliation (i.e. one could walk on sidewalks, but was not forced to do it). 

728 
A country road is technically less controlling as one can easily deviate from it as long as not flanked by buildings. Still, 

the paving of a road was providing a convenience that indirectly guided people to follow the road instead of deviate into the 

fields. Besides, roads were built to provide the optimal route to a place, thus deviation from them had little sense. In 

addition, Roman law was protecting properties from being crossed without a right (see Chapter 2). 
729 

These portals will be the subject of a focused analysis in “4.4.5 The PORTALS of the Amphitheater Plaza: crowd control 

and cart guidance.” 
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Pedestrians 

L. 
• are attracted by 

Advantages 
• that are 
purposely 
built into 

Pedestrian 
Features 

As argued in Chapter 1, what guides pedestrians in their route choice are convenience, comfort 

and minimum physical cost. Such advantages are offered by pedestrian features in different measures 

according to their physical characteristics and their inter-connected spatial relationships: i.e. sidewalks 

present a comfortable place to walk, and stepping stones a convenient element to use when crossing 

from one sidewalk to the other. 

This, however, is only one part of the reasoning: the theoretical argument that pedestrians would 

be attracted by advantages needs to be completed with evidence that those advantages were 

intentionally included in the construction of pedestrian features. In other words, were pedestrians 

considered important enough that the built environment could be modified for them? 

Table 14: the GUIDANCE FLOW CHART 

After all, curbstones—for example—have been interpreted by scholarship as structures purely 

GUIDANCE 

functional to the protection of houses from water flooding, or to keep the paving stones of the street 

surface together.
730 

Could it be that guidance was researched where there was actually none? Leaving 

aside the fact that curbstones (and the strictly connected sidewalks) satisfy a wider range of needs than 

those just mentioned (see infra), a different piece of evidence actually validates this connection: 

stepping stones. In an environment where pedestrians are not a priority, stepping stones do not have 

730 
Poehler 2009: 41. See infra for a discussion of the curbstones as elements of the sidewalks. 
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Mitigation of 
pedestrian 
congestion 

reason to exist: they represent a feature that not only causes vehicles to slow down, but that can even 

damage them (which was actually the reason why carts probably slowed down in their 

correspondence). Besides, they do not contribute to the solidity of the street more than paving stones. 

Since people could as well cross streets without them, and no law enforced their use, the main reason 

for their existence is evidently to assist pedestrians in their crossing. This evidence of care supports the 

case for guidance: modification of the built environment (like the construction of stepping stones) 

cannot be interpreted as an empty act, care cannot be moot, care is done with a purpose in mind, and in 

cases like this one its purpose can be identified as the advantage to pedestrians. 

In conclusion, elements on the streets could be built for the benefit of pedestrians, and pedestrians 

would naturally use them because of the facilitations they provided: it will be argued in this dissertation 

that their arrangement suggests that guidance was enacted in order to mitigate the chances of pedestrian 

congestion at the city gates. 

Table 15: the MITIGATION FLOW CHART 

This hypothesis completes well what Hartnett has argued already for the public benches on the 

streets of Pompeii: they were most often present on the shaded southern sidewalk to attract pedestrians 

by providing relief from the sunshine (though they were likely the product of private and not public 

beneficence).
731 

Moreover, Harnett – similarly to this dissertation—suggested that in the case of 

pedestrian movement “the intramural distribution of benches may support the conclusion that avoiding 

the disruption of traffic between one part of the city and another was the greater concern.”.
732 

This 

731 
Hartnett 2017: 219–22; Hartnett 2008. 

732 
Hartnett 2017: 218. 
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dissertation tries to complete this picture, showing that street elements were created also to improve the 

pedestrian flow, and not only to avoid its disruption. 

The following sections will discuss each pedestrian feature used as evidence for control and 

guidance: city gates, portals, sidewalks, stepping stones, and fountains. Each of them will be presented 

illustrating their pedestrian qualities, advantages and full functions, in a few cases correlating for the 

first time what have been so far scattered considerations in the scholarship. 

4.1.1 City gate and Portals: Creating a Locale and Creating Control 

City gates were certainly one of the most known urban landmarks: they represented the forced 

passages that anybody had to take—regardless of the means of transportation—to enter/exit a city. They 

were such a familiar element that they were often referred to when giving directions.
733 

City gates were originally erected in order to easily enforce control in correspondence of 

passages in the city-walls: their defensive nature is still evident in most Pompeian structures where tall 

fortified bastions precede the proper city gate door. From the top of these bastions – that were basically 

creating a roofless narrow corridor—the Pompeians could shoot down on an enemy constricted in such 

a small space. As a consequence of this controlling quality, the roads going through them needed to be 

restricted to allow the minimal passage possible, that is one cart: thus the nature of the city gates caused 

them to be the bottlenecks of the urban street network, prone to generate congestion not only for carts, 

but also pack animals and foot traffic. 

Starting from the Principate, a number of cities in the Roman Empire decided to invest money to 

enlarge and monumentalize some of their gates: 
734 

these were the first conspicuous public buildings 

that a city could use both to advertise her power to incoming strangers, and to create a sense of pride 

733 
For a review of the ancient sources using city gates to provide directions see Kaiser 2011d: 8–10. These pages also 

reference images of cities where city gates were depicted. 
734 

See for example the Northern Gate of Altinum, or the Porta Leoni of Verona. For the modifications of Porta Esquilina 

and Porta Tiburtina in Rome – done to accommodate more substantial traffic – see also Malmberg and Bjur 2011. A general 

summary of the gate development with bibliography can be found in van Tilburg 2007: 90–218. 
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and identity among the locals – like Porta Ercolano in Pompeii (see infra). Besides, this phenomenon 

was not separated from a concurrent desire to better movement: in fact, not only size and decoration 

gained preeminence, but also more and new spaces were built to allow the passage of traffic, usually in 

the shape of independent pedestrian archways and—at times – of double passages for road traffic.
735 

These modifications in the design of city gates were evidently done in order to facilitate pedestrians, 

and thus are proof that the city-authorities and the architects were aware of the specific phenomenon 

“pedestrian traffic” and that they were also willing to improve it – as long as the socio-political 

conditions allowed for the defensive quality of the city gates to remain a secondary element. 

Eventually, during the Late Antique period, the gates returned to being built to provide protection and 

control over invading forces, and thus their design reverted to smaller spaces that were easier to 

control. 

The importance of these structures goes well beyond their primary defensive function. Recent 

studies have started to consider the effects that city gates had on the economy of their locale, how they 

caused the generation of activities and thus defined the space in which they were built (for example, in 

Pompeii most stables were built near them).
736 

On the other hand, in this dissertation it is argued that the congestion caused by the bottleneck 

quality of these structures encouraged the civic authorities of Pompeii to focus their efforts at managing 

pedestrians especially in their vicinities: this approach likely started in the late Samnite period (end of 

the second century BCE), but reached its fullest potential only in Roman times, when also elements of 

the pedestrian scape were spatially arranged to collaborate toward that same goal (stepping stones, 

fountains, sidewalks). In fact, every Pompeian city gate that had been subject to a reconstruction 

featured not only a passage for cart traffic, but also independent archways for pedestrians: Porta Marina 

735 
van Tilburg 2007: 95–104. 

736 
Poehler 2011b; Malmberg and Bjur 2011. Also, see the section “Streets., gates and people: the movement economy of 

the Porta Capena” within Newsome 2011a. 
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at the end of the Samnite period, and Porta Vesuvio and Porta Ercolano in Roman times.
737 

The gates 

not subject to such reconstructions were retrofitted with a sidewalk passing through them, along the 

side of the road that – it is argued—was supposed to facilitate traffic through (in this dissertation such 

elements are referred to as “city gate sidewalks”, see the next section).
738 

Similar in function, but more limited in scope were other public portals, like those at the civic 

forum, at a temple precinct, at the Macellum, at the Palestra, etc. The fact they were not placed along 

routes leading in-and-out of the city, but just in specific locations points to distinct types of traffic they 

were meant to regulate: groups of voting citizens, purchasers of goods, devotees going to a temple, etc. 

One case in Pompeii is quite unique: the alleys leading to the Amphitheater Plaza were all framed at 

their entrances by portals. This suggests that here too some sort of control was enacted—very likely 

during the days of the games—both to better filter those who could or could not enter, and to diffuse the 

pressure of the crowd onto nine separated gates equipped with solid wooden doors.
739 

In this way the 

amphitheater entrances had to deal with less crowd density, facilitating the in-flow of spectators. A 

complete analysis of this veritable instance of crowd control will be provided in a specific section 

“4.4.5 The PORTALS of the Amphitheater Plaza: crowd control and cart guidance.” 

4.1.2 Sidewalks 

Sidewalks are usually considered an obvious, almost banal phenomenon very easy to understand 

and with one self-evident function: to protect pedestrians both from carts and water on the street. This 

correct but reductive statement needs finally to be expanded: in reality, pedestrian protection is only 

737 
The pedestrian passage of Porta Vesuvio has been also dated to the Samnite period (see infra the section about Porta 

Vesuvio) 
738 

Porta Nocera is the only one that did not receive a sidewalk: it is argued (see infra the section about Porta Nocera) that it 

was purposely done to discourage pedestrians from using that city gate. 
739 

The presence of wooden doors is suggested by the presence of hinges at the base of the doorposts, but no archaeological 

trace of them has been mentioned in the reports of the excavations (apart from one portal, the others are not mentioned in 

the excavation reports). 
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one of several functions that the sidewalks of Pompeii could accomplish, functions that the aediles (the 

officials in charge of creating them – see Chapter 2) appreciated and used with method. 

Sidewalks have often been mentioned by scholars, but have been the subject of just one study by 

Saliou (see infra), probably because their perceived simplicity did not stir much interest and thus 

prevented a comprehensive evaluation of their scope (for example, the possible guidance-value of the 

sidewalk has never been studied). 

In Pompeii sidewalks usually take the form of footpaths elevated above the roadbed by the way 

of a raised edge of curbstones (the so called “curb”) and a paving surface at the same level.
740 

Scholarly 

literature reports that these sidewalks are on average 30 cm higher than the street level,
741 

so that the 

cart axels could glide above them.
742 

Even if it is a correct statement, it is also important to indicate that 

there are two extremes in these measurements: in a few cases the curb is just of a few centimeters (for 

example, at the beginning of Porta Nola – figure 4.4.7.h – and right outside Porta Nocera), and 

sometimes the sidewalk looks like a ramp or had steps that took it over a meter of height from the 

roadbed (for example, in front of the Bath of Iulia Felix II.4.2-8 – figure 4.4.6.e , or the V.5.3 the 

743 744
Caserma dei Gladiatori ). The first situation seems caused by a build-up of the street paving, the 

second by a desire of the property owner to get the attention of the streetgoers
745 

(see infra). 

Whereas any space clearly earmarked for pedestrians can be considered a sidewalk, in this 

dissertation such term is used to refer to the raised sidewalks along the streets because that is the nature 

of all the urban footpaths of Pompeii. 

740 
A notable exception is the pedestrian walkway created by limiting part of the street by a sequence of tall lava bollards to 

the south of the castellum aquae of Porta Vesuvio (see infra and fig. 4.4.8.e -4.4.8.f). 
741 

Gesemann 1996: 58. 
742 

Poehler 2009: 72–4. 
743 

For a list of these ramped sidewalks and a discussion of their function see Hartnett 2017: 132–7, and the list at note 73. 

For a summary, see infra. 
744 

Rarely this caused a new curb to be superimposed on the older one. See Saliou 1999: 165 and fig. 8. 
745 

See note 743. A discussion on how modifications to the built environment can attract the attention of those on the streets, 

see Hartnett 2011a: 135–159. 
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Ancient authors do not describe the structure of the sidewalks, and so we are lacking primary 

sources on how they were built. One would expect to find something in Vitruvius, but that is not the 

case: the Roman architect did not deal at all with the construction of roads and sidewalks. However, 

scholars have adopted the terminology that he used for house floors (Vit. 7.18.3) on the base that the 

Roman roads appear to be built with a similar layered sequence: thus its preparation layers are termed 

statumen, rudus and nucleus, but its paved surface is not the pavimenta of a house, but the agger or 

dorsum.
746 

More central to this dissertation is the fact that Vitruvius never wrote of sidewalks, but just 

of walkways within enclosed spaces : when instructing on how to build a raised path under the porticus 

of a palestra to separate those walking from those training (Vit. 5.11.3), he used semita to refer to a 

pedestrian walkway in general,
747 

and margines to the raised version of the semita, evidently using a 

metonymy (Vitruvius always uses margo, marginis to indicate any raised border, for example, of roof 

tiles). However, the lack of a direct connection with the actual street sidewalks and the general 

infrequent use of those terms do not allow for a reliable identification. The only author who directly 

referred to the construction system of a road was Statius, who in his Silvae offers a poetic composition 

about the Via Domitiana: however, he did not use specific terminology for the road layers (no use of 

statumen and the like), but when referring to the final construction act he writes “tunc umbonibus hinc 

et hinc coactis et crebris iter alligare gomphis” “then the path is made solid with pointed stones 

assembled together here and there, and by repeated wedged stones”
748 

(Stat. Silv. 4.3, ll. 47-48). The 

two terms of interest—umbo, umbonis (= “the boss of a shield, a protuberance” OLD) and gomphus, 

gomphi (= “a wedged shaped stone” OLD) - are never otherwise referred to the streetscape and thus 

have left doubts in their interpretation: Van Tilburg thinks that umbones are the high upright stones 

sometimes present in the curb (that could be used to mount a horse),
749 

but instead other scholars think 

746 
Smith 1890: s.v. Viae. 

747 
This is also the only instance in which such a word is used in Vitruvius. 

748 
Translation by the author. 

749 
van Tilburg 2007: 20. 
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that those are the gomphi. The interpretation followed here is that umbones are the paving stones – as 

they have a pointed protuberance at their bottom
750 

– and that gomphi are the blocks used to create the 

curb of a sidewalk (the curbstones) and thus keep the paving stones in place: the usage of coactis = 

“pressed together” for the umbones, and of crebris= “following one another” works well with this 

hypothesis, not to mention that also in the written text itself the crebris […] gomphis are on either side 

of the iter (= the roadway), like they would have been in real life. However, the unique use of gomphus 

does not assure that such was the term commonly used for curbstones.
751 

In reality, among the scholars there is still uncertainty on the Latin words used for the sidewalk 

and its parts. A review of the evidence has brought to belief that the French scholarship has probably 

the most correct hypothesis, as agreed by Kaiser: semita was any pedestrian pathway (raised and not), 

crepido was originally the raised border (the curb) of a raised sidewalk and then came to be generally 

used for any raised sidewalk, margines are the geometrical limits of a raised sidewalk and so at times 

the term came to be used instead of crepido.
752 

As already seen in chapter 2, the Tabula Heracleensis and the other legal texts on the one hand 

do not instruct on how to physically build sidewalks (they just request its construction and paving). On 

the other hand they make clear that it was the aediles who were responsible to enforce that the 

sidewalks were built and maintained, and thus they were also in charge of authorizing the creation if so 

requested by a private citizen (like the one in front of VI.7.3, and see infra “intermittent sidewalks”). 

Archaeology has confirmed such reading of the law: with her excellent work Saliou demonstrated that 

stretches of sidewalks made with curbstones of consistent materials and similar paving corresponded to 

750 
The pointed shape was instrumental in holding the stone fixed in the preparation layer, and thus to keep it in place even 

when the next adjacent stone would break or get removed. If the paving stones were flat on either sides, they would easily 

slide away, compromising the solidity of the road. 
751 

Laurence believes that what Statius described here is Domitian’s new and exceptional way to build a road: this would 
make Statius’s terminology even more unique and thus less likely to correspond to the normative one. Laurence 2008: 87. 
752 

Andre 1950: 121; Saliou 1999: n. 71; Kaiser 2011d: 31–2. 
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the façades of buildings, concluding that owners were responsible for the sidewalks in front of their 

buildings. 

Based on the result of earlier excavations, Gesemann considers that the separation of roadbed and 

raised sidewalks was introduced in connection with the introduction of the hard stone paving in the 

second century BCE.
753 

More recent excavations seem to support this conclusion, but also remark that 

sidewalks seem to be unevenly present during the Samnite period, and that only in Roman times did 

they became more common and uniform, but still built gradually.
754 

In some cases the Roman 

sidewalks are simply above the Samnite ones, but it seems unlikely that already at that early time they 

were created with a guidance function in mind: for example they lacked along Vicolo dei Vettii – then 

more important than Via Stabiana
755 

– but were present along part of the parallel Vicolo del Fauno that 

– even if it was likely still connected to the inner ring road – was probably less busy than following Via 

Mercurio (which represented a direct route to the forum and maybe had its own city gate later replaced 

by tower XI
756

). Besides, in this dissertation it is argued that it was the combined influence of stepping 

stones, fountains and sidewalks that was actually able to influence pedestrian movement. 

It needs to be admitted that both the city gate sidewalk of Porta Stabia and the pedestrian archway 

of Porta Marina probably date to the late Samnite period,
757 

but that was unlikely the case for Porta 

Vesuvio.
758 

As for the other city gates, their sidewalks have not been excavated, but in their present 

state are certainly Roman. 

Sidewalks were evidently not established all at the same time, neither in the Samnite nor in the 

Roman time, as there are also a number of instances in which it is visible that the creation of the 

753 
Gesemann 1996: 55 and note 20. 

754 
Befani 2008; Befani 2007; Befani and Sorriento 2010; Berg 2008b; Anniboletti 2007; Seiler et al. 2005; Pesando 2006: 

50. 
755 

Seiler et al. 2005: 219., 224. 
756 

Maiuri claimed to have found traces of this primitive city gate. Maiuri 1930: cols 151–163. 
757 nd

Ellis found a opus signinum paving for the late 2 c BCE sidewalk of Porta Stabia. The pedestrian archway of Porta 

Marina is dated based on its building technique (see infra). Ellis and Devore 2006: 12–14; Ellis and Devore 2008a: 11–15; 

Ellis and Devore 2008b: 318–9. 
758 

Seiler et al. 2005: 230–4; Maiuri 1930: cols 173–4. 
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sidewalk was done at the expense of the paved roadbed: for example, the curbline of the northern 

sidewalk of Via Augustali covers a set of wheel-ruts, showing how carts originally had a wider roadbed 

available. It could be that a new line of curbstones was placed before the old one, making it into a 

wider sidewalk, as it has been excavated in front of the House of Primigenia (IX.8.8)
759 

and along the 

alleys flaking the Insulae of the Chaste Lover (IX.12).
760 

The following is a list of the argued primary functions that Pompeian sidewalks seem to possess 

,
761 

bearing in mind that these were often working together. 

1. Protecting pedestrians from road traffic. The raised nature of the sidewalk created a safe space 

where people could walk away from the dangers implicit in the movement of carts and animals. 

This function is also confirmed by the presence of “guard stones” along the curb: these were 

inviting carts to stay even farther away from the sidewalks in order to prevent their axels from 

intruding into that pedestrian space.
762 

2. Protecting pedestrians from the mire on the street. Pompeian streets were wet and probably 

dirty as a consequence of the limited underground sewage system and the dirt that animals and 

men left,
763 

thus a raised walkway helped to stay away from slippery areas, and soiling and 

splattering situations.
764 

3. Protecting properties from water damage. Water running on the street could flood the property 

(especially in the case of substantial rains) and its humidity could damage the building walls, 

thus a higher buffer space would have kept these damaging elements away. Poehler did a close 

analysis of the drainage basins of Pompeii demonstrating how surface water was carefully 

759 
Anniboletti 2007. 

760 
Berg 2008b. 

761 
“Secondary functions” would be non-intended functions, like their use by a shop keeper to display merchandise, or to put 

things out to dry (see the law exceptions for the cloths of the fullers and the wheels of carpenters, Chapter 2 Section 2.3.1 

“Transgression of the traffic regulations”). 
762 

Van Roggen 2015. 
763 

For a longer consideration on the state of the street see the “Stepping stone” subsection infra. For the underground 

sewage system of Pompeii see Eschebach et al. 1995. For the sewage system and the way to dispose of rainwater see 

Poehler 2011a. 
764 

For the misadventures happening to those walking in Rome see Martial Epigrams 5.22; Juvenal, Satires 3.247). 
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managed to be quickly removed from the site.
765 

The interest that the Pompeians had in 

preventing humidity from damaging walls is evident in the creation around the Casa dei Vettii 

of a slanted concrete wall flashing coated in opus signinum (Fig. 4.3.2.a): a simple visual 

analysis showed that such flashing was built over a sidewalk that had been used for some time 

(there are clear signs of wear on the tuff curbstones). The only reason for its construction was 

the protection from humidity of the 4
th 

style frescoes on the walls of the peristyle bordering the 

street, as it is present only in their correspondence (Vicolo Mercurio and Vicolo Labirinto). A 

sequence of lava bollards was also preventing cart axels from scratching the water proof opus 

signinum. This structure abolished a tract of the public sidewalk along Vicolo di Mercurio, and 

thus shows that in this case the needs of the Vettii trumped those of the community. Other wall 

flashings are visible along Vicolo Farmacista and in the unnamed vicolo between I.3 and I.2. 

4. Protecting walls from damage caused by the roadbed traffic. There are a number of sections of 

Pompeian streets in which one sidewalk is made by a single line of curbstones:
766 

sometimes 

this is a result of the narrowness of the street, but theoretically it would be possible to build a 

single sidewalk along one side of the street combining the width of the two independent ones. 

This was never done, as evidently there were other needs at stake (like functions 1 and 2) 

among which, it is argued there was a desire to protect the outer walls of the insulae: for 

example, the extension of the service area of the Stabian baths into the sidewalk was then 

protected by a line of curbstones even if on the other side a wide sidewalk could accommodate 

pedestrians. 

5. Enhance the status of the owner of the fronting property using one or a combination of the 

following options: 

765 
Poehler 2009: 52–68. 

766 
the northern half of Vicolo dei Dodici Dei, the western side of Vicolo delle Pareti Rosse, the western extremity of Vicolo 

dei Teatri, Vicolo del Balcone Pensile, Vicolo di Mercurio, Vicolo delle Nozze d’Argento, the northern half of Via di 
Nocera, the eastern side of Vicolo del Gigante. But this is an incomplete list. 
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a. Special sidewalk paving – by way of decorative materials and inscriptions—was used to 

attract attention and mark the space. The “HAVE” inscription in front of the house of 

the Faun, and the paving of white limestone slabs at the entrance of the Stabian Baths 

are the most famous,
767 

but other instances have been recorded. (page 123-5 of 

Hartnett’s latest book) 

b. Intermittent sidewalks. Independent sidewalks were at times built along streets that 

lacked sidewalk: they extended just for the length of a property, making clear that they 

were the owner’s initiative (i.e. VI.7.3). Sometimes they were also built in 

correspondence of the rear entrance of houses (Casa del Granduca di Toscana VI.5.21), 

evidently to facilitate the unloading of goods: this was a matter of convenience, not of 

status. A number of examples for both cases are along Vicolo Fullonica and other 

unpaved alleys. 

c. “Ramped sidewalk”: creating ramps that would increase the height of a sidewalk leading 

to the entrance of a house was the “owners’ attempt at making their properties 

conspicuous along the street and amid the city largely by intentionally inconveniencing 

others”.
768 

The so-called Caserma dei Gladiatori (V.5.3) is a prime example: the ramp 

reaches 1.30 m of height from the roadbed and its street front has long scrape marks 

caused by the axels of the passing carts. 

6. Segregation of pedestrian traffic from road traffic in order to allow for smoother movement of 

both. As already suggested by Laurence “the use of the center of the roadway for vehicular 

traffic, and the confining of pedestrians to the sidewalks or pavements on either side, allowed 

the faster-moving carts to pass whilst the pedestrian remained safe”.
769 

It should be argued that 

such segregation was actually mutually beneficial as sidewalks – evidently meant to be used 

767 
Hartnett 2017: 124–5. For a list of these special surfaces see Saliou 1999: n. 23,24. 

768 
Hartnett 2017: 132–7. Hartnett fully discussed this function in Hartnett 2011a. 

769 
Laurence 2008: 87. 
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mainly by pedestrians—permitted a freer and thus faster pedestrian movement thanks to the 

decrease in density and obstacles. One should also add pack animals, porters, litters and sedan 

chairs to the traffic of the carriageway, emphasizing even more the convenience of raised 

sidewalks for pedestrians, both in the matter of protection and smoother flow. 

7. Guidance of pedestrians. It is argued in this dissertation that sidewalks could be designed 

specifically to invite pedestrians to walk on a determined side of the street: as seen in chapter 2, 

the aediles decided the size of the sidewalks,
770 

meaning that they could plan them of identical 

or dissimilar width, or even reduce one to a single line of curbstones. Given the number of 

possibilities, the choice could not be casual, but had to be a reasoned one. Of course, the aediles 

were also constrained by the already existing built environment: an insula façade could protrude 

into the road and thus create a bottleneck imposing the establishment of just a curbline instead 

of a proper sidewalk. A few examples will suffice here, since this urban guidance will not be 

fully explored in this dissertation: the southern half of Via del Lupanare presents a line of 

curbstones to the west, whereas a more sizable eastern sidewalk is suitably flanked by shops, 

evidently to exploit the presence of pedestrians. At the southern end of Vicolo dei Vettii the 

eastern sidewalk flanks a protruding wall and does not change width, meaning that it goes to 

occupy part of the roadbed, creating a bottleneck for cart traffic: here the aediles could have 

installed a line of curbstones, but they probably used the width of that sidewalk in order to 

invite pedestrians to stay on one side (the opposing line of curbstones is eventually interrupted 

by one of the water towers). However, one type of sidewalk will be closely examined as it 

possesses a clear guidance value implicit in its creation: the city gate sidewalk. 

a. The term “city gate sidewalk” is used to refer to the sidewalk passing through a city 

gate. Singling out this feature may appear trivial, but the contrast between its constant 

770 
It was then the owner of the property facing the area reserved for the sidewalk who actually built the sidewalk. 
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presence and uneven size makes this typology an important piece of evidence in the 

analysis of pedestrian flow: its purpose can be traced to a desire to guide traffic-though 

onto a specific side of the street. In Pompeii this is clear from its regular presence in all 

city gates (but one
771

) even when it was reduced to a single line of curbstones: its 

absence would have actually made the paving job easier. Precisely because at times it 

reaches a very limited width, its presence suggests that it was a desired feature, 

something that was considered necessary even when reduced to its minimal design.
772 

Evidently its existence was connected to a purpose: if it were to protect the city gate 

structure one would expect two sidewalks, but – except in the cases of the independent 

pedestrian passages in Porta Ercolano and Porta Marina – there was just one. Besides, if 

the civic authorities
773 

were looking to shield the building from damage caused by carts 

they could have simply used bollards, as they did at the front of the city gate piers. The 

same applies if we think of water damage: one sidewalk is not evidently enough.
774 

It 

can be concluded that (A) this feature was built specifically for pedestrians and not to 

protect the gate structure, (B) and that the particular effort put in its construction is 

testimony to a strategic purpose: it is argued in this dissertation that such purpose was to 

keep the traffic to the city gate separated from the traffic through the city gate so as to 

decrease chances of pedestrian congestion. In the following section each city gate will 

be studied to ascertain if this hypothesis is verified (see infra). 

771 
Only Porta Nocera does not have a sidewalks, probably to discourage pedestrians from using that city gate. 

772 
As discussed in each city gate section, this reduction in width was connected to have a roadbed wide enough for the 

passage of carts. 
773 

Since the city gate and the street passing through it are all public properties it is evident that their modification was not in 

the hands of private individuals but in that of the civic officers. 
774 

However, a number of times water was diverted away from the city gate toward a drainage system under the city-walls, 

thus there may have been almost no water passing through the gate. 
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8. To hold in place the paving stones. This function has already been proposed by past 

scholarship,
775 

but makes sense especially when a road was passing through the countryside, 

whereas in an urban environment the buildings flanking the street could fulfill that function. In 

fact Statius explicitly mentions the curbstones as one of the fundamental parts of the paving 

when describing the reconstruction of the Via Domitiana across a rural environment (Silvae, 4.3 

Via Domitiana). For a comment on the terminology used (umbones and/or gomphi) see supra. 

9. Protection and housing for the lead pipes of the aqueduct. It is well known that pipes were 

installed within the sidewalks and not under the roadbed
776 

(as instead it is the case in modern 

cities), therefore Kaiser supposed that sometimes—at least for the single lines of curbstones – 

this was the main reason for the establishment of certain sidewalks.
777 

However, neither Kaiser 

nor this dissertation will discuss this hypothesis any further. 

Finally, it need not be forgotten that – whatever the reason behind its construction – a sidewalk 

had always the implicit potential to allow the flow of pedestrians: for example, when a section of the 

Stabian baths was extended into the western sidewalk of Via Stabiana, its new wall bordered the street 

and thus could have been protected with bollards, but instead it was protected with a line of curbstones 

that allowed people to pass (even if the space could only accommodate one at a time), slightly reducing 

the obstruction that its construction had caused. 

4.1.3 Stepping Stones 

Just like sidewalks, stepping stones seem to fulfill a simple and evident function: allowing 

pedestrians to cross from one sidewalk to the other without stepping down on the roadbed. This is 

certainly true, but a few considerations lead to a wider analysis of this simple feature: stepping stones 

775 
Davies 2002: 63; Smith 1890: s.v. VIAE. 

776 
The pipes sometimes crossed the roadbed from one sidewalk to the one across in order to extend the pipe network onto 

the other insula. For the aqueduct pipelines in Pompeii see Jansen 2007; Nappo 1996; Nappo 1995. 
777 

Kaiser 2011d: 72. 
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were not required by law, were actually nuisances for cart movement, 
778 

were not placed at regular 

intervals, and were made of heavy stones that could not be easily repositioned (making them unlike our 

modern pedestrian crossings
779

). Already these preliminary evaluations suggest that pedestrian traffic 

was as important as cart traffic, and that the location of stepping stones was not a matter of simple 

geometry, but was carefully planned. 

Contrary to the popularity that they enjoy among the modern tourists of Pompeii, the Latin term 

for this feature is unknown: they are mentioned neither in the literary nor epigraphic records. 

As for their use, the oldest recorded instance seems to be in the 5
th 

c BCE Etruscan colony of 

Marzabotto, with Sogliano as the strongest supporter of their Etruscan origin (together with the 

sidewalks).
780 

After him there has been little interest in the story of their development or in their study. 

Two exceptions are Gesemann—who noted that stepping stones were located in front of some houses 

and in streets of heavy rain accumulation
781 

—and especially Poehler—who has proven the connection 

between the density of stepping stones and the amount of water that originated from the different 

drainage basins of Pompeii (see infra). 

Pompeii is an anomaly as it has more stepping stones (316 stepping stones) 
782 

than all the other 

Roman cities combined: this conclusion can be inferred based on their average low occurrence, even 

when one considers that these other cities have not been excavated as much as Pompeii. The only 

possible exception might be the Roman colony of Norba (see infra). 

778 
The wear visible at their corner makes clear that cart wheels bumped often against them, forcing vehicles to slow down 

in order to avoid damages. 
779 

Another major different is that modern pedestrian crossings are built for the protection of the pedestrians from vehicular 

traffic, whereas the Roman ones were built to provide a comfortable crossing area as carts were going slow enough in a city 

not to be a danger. The reference in the Digest of an accident involving a pedestrian is connected to a cart crashing because 

too heavy, that is an exceptional case. 
780 

Sogliano 1918: 175; Sogliano 1937: 168; Sogliano 1901: 27. 
781 

Forbes 1934: 119; Gesemann 1996: 63–5. 
782 

All the steeping stones of Pompeii have been carefully cataloged and spatially located by Eric Poehler in his dissertation. 

The figures for the sidewalks of Pompeii in this section are taken from Poehler’s work. Poehler 2009. The figures for the 

other sites are of the author. 
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A survey has established the following list of other Roman sites with stepping stones: Alba 

Fucens, Vulci, Aquinum, Sepinum and Norba.
783 

Stepping stones have been found only within the 

urban sections of cities. 

Alba Fucens has three sets of stepping stones in the limited excavated area: they are all along the 

130 m of the excavated major N-S cardo but not located in correspondence of crossings. One became 

no longer usable when its central stone was removed (at an unknown date). In the parallel cardo to the 

west there are no stepping stones. 

Vulci has four sets of stepping stones along the 400 meters of the E-W decumanus. The few 

excavated meters of the intersecting alleys have no stepping stones. 

Sepinum has only a single residual stepping stone out of a set of four stones: located in front of 

the basilica, near the Forum. It is unclear when and why three stones were removed and only one was 

left. 

Along the decumanus of Aquinum so far a set of stepping stones leading to one of the entrances 

of the central baths of the city has been found.
784 

Norba is the second Roman city with the highest number of stepping stones: seven sets were 

found along the visible 300 m of decumanus, one set along the visible 150 m of a cardus, and another 

one in a different cardus visible for only 25 m. The unique peculiarity of this Roman colony is that it 

was destroyed by Sulla in 81 BCE and never reoccupied: these stepping stones are evidently a 

Republican characteristic. 

In Pompeii most of the stepping stones are sub-rectangular in shape and made of lava stone, 

while very few are of Sarno limestone or tuff. They are usually parallel to the road axis and embedded 

into the street paving to match the height of the nearby sidewalks in order to allow for an easy crossing, 

provided that they are still lower than the cart axels. They are found in sets of five stones down to one – 

783 
Regardless of what Gesemann wrote, a survey of the city of Rosellae did not locate any stepping stone. Gesemann 1996: 

63 note 89. 
784 

Ceraudo and Murro 2014: 59 and fig. 59. 
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according to the width of the street to cross – and spaced so as to allow the passage of cart wheels 

within their gaps. 
785 

However, wheels did bump against them creating characteristic shapes of wear 

thanks to which Poehler has been able to reconstruct the vehicular traffic system in Pompeii and some 

of its modifications.
786 

In some cases they were placed directly on the paving stones (some of them have been displaced 

in the last century) ,
787 

or were later embedded into the street forcing drivers to modify their usual cart 

track – as visible from the interruption of some wheel ruts and the appearance of new ones: both 

instances are visible on Via Augustali. A visit by Pope Pius IX in 1849 caused the removal of some 

stepping stones that were never repositioned again.
788 

As already mentioned at the beginning of this section, it is clear that the primary function of 

stepping stones was to facilitate crossing for pedestrians: nobody was forced to use them, and anybody 

could cross the street anywhere (unlike the modern pedestrian crossings). However, this does not 

answer two other essential questions: why would pedestrians use them and why would anybody spend 

resources to build them? 

The first question is easier to answer if one considers that the streets of Pompeii were not only 

filled with traffic, but also with water from the public fountains
789 

and waste left behind by animals and 

785 
At times the closure of one of these gaps by an extra stepping stone was done to modify the vehicle circulation by 

impeding access into a formerly passable street (alley between I.8 and I.9) 
786 

Poehler 2017b; Poehler 2009. 
787 

This is a list of the displaced stepping stones as of 2017: 1) the one fronting the back door V.5.37 in Vicolo Pareti Rosse, 

now on the sidewalk, 2) the two stepping stones in front of the entrance of the House of the Ceii (V.6.15), now on the two 

opposing sidewalks, whose original location was recorded by Eschebach’s plan and in photos of the Soprintendenza of 
Pompeii (Negativo Pompeii E1545) and of Jashemski in 1961, but by 1972 they had been moved onto the sidewalks 

(as from the photo of Tatiana Warsher Codex Topographicum); 4) the one on Vicolo Tesmo fronting IX.1.22 was moved 

onto the sidewalk between 2004 and 2009 (see Pompeiiinpictures.org). All these stepping stones were originally laying on 

the surface of the street, thus they were the easiest to move. 
788 

The stepping stones along Via Terme e Via Fortuna seem to have been subject to partial removal in this occasion, at least 

according to Harris 2007: 179. The most complete discussion of this problem, albeit without a solution, can be found in 

entry blog of bloggingpompeii.org. ‘Pius IX’s visit to Pompeii in 1849’ 2009. 
789 

It is also arguable that private houses that had been connected to the public aqueduct were discharging into the street the 

resulting water overflow, as a number of channels coming from private dwellings and passing under the sidewalks seem to 

indicate. 

http://pompeiiinpictures.com/pompeiiinpictures/R1/1%2006%2015%20p1.htm, 3) the one in the middle of the alley 

between I.2 and I.3 when crossing Vicolo del Citarista, that is now resting over the western sidewalk of Vicolo del Citarista 
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men – not to mention the stream-like appearance that they took when it rained. Scholarship has 

assumed the conditions of the streets of Pompeii to be similar to those described for the city of 

Rome,
790 

making them seem as garbage dumps; but this may be an impressionistic picture, done using 

broad brush strokes more to impress than to give justice to the reality: Pompeii was much smaller than 

Rome, and therefore it was theoretically easier for the aediles to fulfill their duty of keeping the streets 

clean. On the other hand, the only excavations that have recorded the conditions of the street level of 79 

CE have shown that the alleys to the east and west of the insula of the Chaste Lovers (IX.5) had clean 

sidewalks but a roadbed littered with broken pottery and bones:
791 

it is possible that these secondary 

streets (that show not traces of wheel ruts even if unpaved) were used as a collector of garbage and 

were less cared for than the major thoroughfares. At any rate, just the traffic and the water on the street 

surface would invite a pedestrian to use stepping stones in order to move from one raised sidewalk to 

the another, not to mention the convenience of avoiding to descend and ascend from the sidewalks 

themselves. 

However, if stepping stones were just facilitators for the act of crossing, why would the 

Pompeian authorities spend money and resources for something that strictly speaking was not 

necessary or required by law? Were sidewalks not enough? 

Two of their characteristics can help in this answer: because they were created using boulders 

embedded into the street, they were heavy and could not be easily moved (once again unlike the 

modern pedestrian crossing). It is therefore logical to conclude that their location was carefully 

thought-out and selected for some specific reason. 

An analysis of the placement of this feature along the streets of Pompeii has allowed the 

formulation of a few hypotheses on its secondary functions: 

790 
Hartnett 2017: 69–75; Koloski-Ostrow 2015; Aldrete 2008: 97–100. 

791 
Berg 2008b; Berg 2005. 
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1. Avoid water. Poehler believes that “the sine qua non for stepping-stones is the presence of 

water in the streets”, a phenomenon that was carefully managed by the Pompeian authorities 

thanks to the creation of artificial barriers to redirect it: the streets used to carry away runoff had 

stepping stones, whereas those dry did not.
792 

In general this analysis is certainly correct but—as 

Poehler himself admits—there are some instances where this approach does not work: (1) Via 

Nocera is in dire need of stepping stones, but has none; (2) a stepping stone set is located 

exactly on the top of the watershed of Via Nola
793 

where it makes no sense as it would have 

never seen any water passing through it; (3) a set of stepping stones is located almost at the end 

of the eastern half of Via Nola where supposedly there was no need (in fact the remainder of the 

street is without). Besides, Poehler’s study just suggests the areas where they should have been, 

not their punctual position: truth be told, Poehler is aware of that, and in fact continues with an 

analysis of the correlation of stepping stones with public buildings and properties larger than 

500 square meters (see next point). 

2. Facilitate crossing in specific locales
794 

and therefore facilitate movement in general. 

a. At street junctions: Poehler has calculated that “the vast majority of these street features 

are found at intersections (218 of 316, 68.99%)”.
795 

Whereas this statistic is correct, it 

fails to show that having stepping stones at the four (or three) lanes of an intersection is 

an exceptional phenomenon, and not the norm. Just a look at the Vicolo Mercurio will 

suffice: none of the junctions along its route feature four sets of stepping stones, not 

even when crossing the wide Via Mercurio and the busy Via Vesuvio-Via Stabiana. 

Considering this a consequence of the low pedestrian flow is only a partial answer 

because it still does not explain why some stepping stones were installed: if the flow 

792 
Poehler 2009: 256–62. 

793 
This set of stepping stones is located to the north of the Central Baths, to the east of doorway IX.4.18. 

794 
Facilitating crossing is different from allowing crossing as one is punctual in its location (facilitation is done in a specific 

place) instead the other is general, thus making this secondary function more precise than its primary. 
795 

Poehler 2009: 256. 
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was negligible, why install any at all? In this dissertation it is argued that an answer to 

this question relies in the guidance that these stepping stones would provide to 

pedestrian traffic, a guidance planned and sought after by the civic authorities: 

pedestrians would have naturally favored those sidewalks that were offering a 

continuous and convenient itinerary thanks to the presence of stepping stones (see 

infra). 

b. In busy pedestrian areas, especially if there are narrow sidewalks. There are a few streets 

where the frequency of stepping stones is much higher than anywhere else in Pompeii: 

these are Via Augustali, Vicolo Panettiere, and Vicolo Soprastanti. At first look they 

might not appear important for pedestrians because of the small dimensions of their 

sidewalks (especially if compared with the nearby Via Fortuna and Via Stabiana), but it 

has already been noted that, for Via Augustali, “an industrial and commercial street with 

relatively narrow sidewalks was supplied with multiple crossing points to ease 

movement and possibly to facilitate shopping.”,
796 

and – probably for Via Panettiere – to 

allow easy detours in case the flow on one of the narrow sidewalks got interrupted. 

c. At building entrances. Poehler has already positively proven the correlation that 

stepping stones have with both public buildings and large houses. However, this 

phenomenon can be described with more nuance and in more detail: for his analysis 

Poehler used a ten meter radius, allowing thus a closer examination of what was 

happening within that space. 

i. Along sidewalks with dense pedestrian traffic stepping stones are not located 

exactly in front of the entrances of noble and large buildings, but near them. This 

placement was likely done in order to avoid the nuisance of a thick stream of 

796 
Poehler 2009: 272. 
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people choking the main access. The case of the House of the Faun is the most 

evident and known: here the stepping stones are not located at the ceremonial 

entrance but in correspondence of its secondary atrium. The same happens in 

797 798
Vicolo della Regina, Via Abbondanza and Via Stabiana. The same even 

applies to the Temple of Apollo and the Central baths.
799 

Thus, whereas Poehler 

is right in saying that stepping stones are in the vicinities of large houses, it is 

still possible to define this phenomenon with more precision: stepping stones 

were considered a convenience to have close to a building’s main entrances, but 

actually somehow off-set enough to keep away the congesting stream of people. 

A different approach applied to secondary entrances that often had stepping 

stones right in front (see next point). The only notable exception to this trend is 

the House of the Vettii where stepping stones are at its main entrance on Vicolo 

Vettii (VI.15.1), a street that generally has been considered carrying as much 

pedestrian traffic as Via Vesuvio:
800 

this anomaly is likely due to the eastern 

pedestrian laterality that would have discouraged pedestrians from crossing here 

unless to enter the property.
801 

ii. In areas with low pedestrian traffic stepping stones are located in front of the 

entrances (several times these are at the back entrance of bigger properties). For 

797 
Neither the house of the Popidii (VII.3.4) nor the adjacent House of the Cinghiale (VII.3.8) has the stepping stones in 

front, but actually between the two (they are the first large houses close to the Forum). The house of Iulius Polybius 

(IX.13.3) has stepping stones to the east of the entrance, not in front. The house of Pacuius Proculus (I.7.1) has them to the 

west. And the majestic house of Diadumenus (IX.1.20) has no stepping stones at the end of its two monumental stairways, 

whereas it has one at its back door (see infra). 
798 

The entrance of the House of the Citarist on via Stabiana (I.4.5) has stepping stones to the north of the entrance but not in 

front. The same happens for the House of Marcus Lucretius (IX.3.5) and the House of the Gilded Cupids (VI.16.7) 
799 

On Via Stabiana the presence of stepping stones right in front of two entrances of the theater complex does not contradict 

this hypothesis because, if the traffic at Baths and Temples was continuous during the day, it was not so for the theaters: 

people would have entered all together at the beginning of a show and would have left all together at the end. These 

stepping stones were meant to facilitate an intermittent one-way flow of people entering and exiting the facility. 
800 

See what determined by Poehler and Laurence. Poehler 2017a: 189–90; Laurence 2007: 77–79. 
801 

See infra the section “Porta Vesuvio”. 
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example: main entrance VIII.5.37 along Via Pareti Rosse; the rear entrance 

IX.1.30 of the House of Diadumeno; main entrance VII.14.15 on Vicolo del 

Lupanare; the secondary entrance VII.1.50 to the Stabian Baths; the secondary 

entrance of the House of the Centenario (IX.8.a); the secondary entrance of the 

Basilica (VII.1.6) on Via Championnet has a stepping stone at the beginning of 

its ramp. 

3. Positive/negative guidance. The convenience implicit in the aforementioned functions could be 

used conversely to guide pedestrians: given that stepping stones were built in order to facilitate 

determined crossing spots, they could also be positioned so as to attract pedestrians to a specific 

laterality
802 

or routes, especially when combined with other features (like the presence and size 

of sidewalks). At the other end of the spectrum, their absence could be employed to discourage 

foot traffic. In fact, a pedestrian knowledgeable in the Pompeian streetscape would have been 

able to choose itineraries offering the smoothest and easiest walk. For example, a person 

entering Porta Ercolano would have more likely chosen the western sidewalk due to the 

presence of stepping stones at all the junctions (they are not as consistent on the opposite side). 

Or a passer-by using Vicolo Eumachia to move from Via Abbondanza to Vicolo Augustali 

would have stayed on the western sidewalks as they were joined by stepping stones. 
803 

The 

presence of two bars along the eastern sidewalk seemingly contradict the argued western 

laterality: their placement was however imposed by the presence of the building of Eumachia 

on the other side. 

It will be argued in the next pages that this guidance was especially used in 

correspondence of the city gates, where traffic through could be guided to use the opposing 

802 
For “laterality” in this dissertation it is meant the preference for one sidewalk out of the two available on a street. See 

“Chapter 1 Introduction” for a theoretical explanation of such phenomenon. 
803 

Based on the orientation of the bar counters in this alley Ellis has suggested a North-South direction for foot traffic. Ellis 

2004: 381 fig.7. 
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sidewalk than traffic going to the nearby fountain: this separation was probably done in order to 

decrease chances of congestion and thus improve traffic flow. 

This dissertation is not arguing that such a system was applied everywhere in the city, as 

it actually seems to have been used irregularly because probably other functions came into play. 

Also it is not arguing that pedestrians behaved according to the desired design. 

In conclusion, stepping stones were created to permit an almost seamless passage from one side 

of the street to the other. Pedestrians would have used them because – by preventing one from stepping 

onto a wet and dirty street – they were granting both a comfortable and a clean walk. Their assistance is 

not only evident at street junctions, but also along streets with narrow sidewalks: here they would have 

facilitated pedestrian movement by increasing the paths available. Moreover, stepping stones were 

placed slightly off-center from main property entrances to be still conveniently near and yet keep away 

the congesting stream of people. In areas with less pedestrian traffic they could be placed in front of 

secondary entrances. 

Finally, it is argued in this dissertation that stepping stones were also purposely used to provide 

positive/negative guidance: the convenience/inconvenience that their presence/absence was granting 

would have acted as an attractor/detractor in the choice of which sidewalks and paths to select. City 

authorities would have been interested in creating specific laterality and routes in order to facilitate 

pedestrian flow and mitigate chances of congestion: examples of this phenomenon can be detected at 

most city gates (see infra). 

4.1.4 Fountains 

Fountains in Pompeii were an important facility, as it can be immediately understood by their 

diffuse presence and their quantity.
804 

804 
There are 42 fountains with a water basin in front, there are two simply composed by a pilaster-fountainhead with water 

spout (discharging water directly on the street surface), and other two fountains part of the N-E monumental arch of the 
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Evidently, providing access to fresh water was something that the city authorities cared about: it 

is assumed that the aediles were those in charge of building public fountains, or – in cases where they 

were the result of private benefaction—they were granting the rights to tap into the water line.
805 

As for 

Pompeii, it is unclear if any of them was the result of patronage: none bears an inscription of any 

806 
sort. 

Public fountains were created for anyone to use, but given their presence along the streets it 

meant that they had to be reached by foot, that is by pedestrians, though they were not built with only 

those users in mind (theoretically one can argue that there were fewer animals drinking than humans 

fetching water). This hypothesis finds a partial confirmation in the wear patterns (see infra) that are in 

fact located on the sides of the fountains flanking the sidewalks, confirming that masses of pedestrians 

were fetching water from there and less from the roadbed (but not much can be said about the amount 

of animals as they would not have left wear marks). 

Their location within the city has been connected with maximizing water availability according to 

the people distribution within the city: most of them were situated at street corners, and their placement 

shows a few areas of clustering near the forum and on the eastern part of Via Abbondanza, but in 

general 76% of the properties were less than 50 meters from a public fountain.
807 

Apart from a few 

examples,
808 

every fountain had a sub-rectangular water basin generally made of four slabs of lava 

stone, grey tuff, or travertine,
809 

and floored with tiles covered with a layer of waterproofing 

cocciopesto. The slabs were locked in place with metal clamps, and the seams and corners were sealed 

forum, and maybe another two at the base of the so called Arch of Caligula at the beginning of Via Mercurio. See Nishida 

1991; Eschebach 1982; Eschebach 1979; Eschebach and Schäfer 1983; Richardson 1988: 51–63. 
805 

For a recent article about the possible lead poisoning that the Pompeiians got from the pipes used to distribute water see 

Keenan-Jones, Hellstrom, and Drysdale 2011. 
806 

It has been argued by Newsome that the only marble fountain of Pompeii (the fountain of the Gallo at one extremity of 

Vicolo Gallo) was paid with private funds. For other scholars also the three travertine fountains could be as well private 

donations. See with bibliography Newsome 2009: 126–7. The fountain of the Griffins in Sepino instead has an inscription 

declaring that it was built with private money by two individuals. AE 1959, 00282 
807 

Eschebach 1979: 11 and fig. 11; Poehler 2009: 137. 
808 

See note 804 
809 

There is one marble and one brick-work basin, and at times more than 4 slabs are used. For a list of measures and 

materials see Nishida 1991: 93–4. 
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with cocciopesto. The fountainhead was usually a block of the same stone clamped on the middle of 

one of the rims, with a sculpted decoration framing the metal spout appearing from a central hole.
810 

Another vertical block protected the back of the fountainhead and its pipe.
811 

The exterior angles of the 

basin were shielded from carts by guard stones, but they are not always present in all exposed corners. 

Nishida noted that the area of the basin seems to be more important than the volume of water it could 

contain, connecting this to the greater number of people who could access water. 
812 

Their construction was obviously subsequent to that of the city’s aqueduct: recent scholarship 

believes that the earliest water line was built during the first years of the Roman colony, but this 

hypothesis is still not generally accepted and so others still follow an Augustean date.
813 

Nevertheless, 

the fountains were not the result of a single project, but likely built at different times: the diverse 

materials, dimensions, quality of the sculpted decorations and the physical relationship between the 

basins and the sidewalk curbs are the basis for this hypothesis, but scholarship has not been able yet to 

determine with good approximation neither a relative nor absolute sequence.
814 

Fountains were probably not working in 79 CE as the main distribution system at Porta Vesuvio 

(the so-called castellum aquae)
815 

was not operational: in front of the castellum Maiuri found only the 

empty cavities built to house the three main pipes.
816 

More recent excavations seem to support the idea 

that following the 62 CE earthquake the damaged lines had been temporarily bypassed by pipes 

positioned on the top of sidewalks thus allowing running water back into the city, but eventually the 

810 
In a few cases the fountainhead has been lost, and thus these will be referred to as aniconic fountains. For a catalog of the 

decorations see Eschebach 1982; Eschebach and Schäfer 1983. 
811 

It is curious how most of the fountains do not appear to have this protective block at the back. One of these blocks, 

recognizable by a central groove housing the pipe, has been in 2017 used as a curbstone along Vicolo della Regina, but in 

Jashemski’s photos from the 1960s it appeared to be laying on the street surface, where it was left until 2016. It could have 
come from the nearby fountain. 
812 

Nishida 1991: 96. 
813 

For a quick review of all the different ideas and critics see Keenan-Jones, Hellstrom, and Drysdale 2011: 131–4.. Ohligh 

has written the most comprehensive study of the incoming pipeline of the aqueduct of Pompeii with a full review of all 

arguments. See Ohlig 2001: 49–83. 
814 

Nishida 1991: 93; Eschebach and Schäfer 1983: 30. 
815 

First identified in 1903 (NdS 1903, 25-33) 
816 

Maiuri 2002: 92. The excavation report is in NdS 1931, 555-564. 
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seismic activities preceding the 79 CE eruption had likely caused new major damage, so that a general 

overhaul of the system was in progress.
817 

Irrespective of the status of the fountain in the days before 79 CE, it is clear that they were much 

used by the locals: as mentioned in section 4.2, all fountains present signs of wear usually to the two 

sides of the fountainhead and sometimes in other locations according to the most convenient areas of 

approach. These wear marks are not a result of modern use by tourists, as the lava stone of their slabs is 

too hard to be damaged by human hands, and as there are signs of wear in fountains belonging to areas 

never opened to tourists or never connected to the modern water system. Besides, these abrasions are 

on the inner sides of the rim, and that is not the place where one would place his/her hand when leaning 

to drink from the spigot. Therefore the worn-out areas need to be treated as proxy evidence of usage by 

the original inhabitants of the city: the reference in Petronius of slaves taking amphorae to collect water 

from a fountain
818 

suggests that at least this type of container was employed, but others could have 

been as well. Some fountains present very deep wears, others less: this is likely a consequence not only 

of the different quantity of people using them, but also of their relative date of construction, and of the 

hardness of their materials. For example, the fountain at Porta Stabia is one with very deep wear marks, 

but it is also made of the soft grey tuff
819 

and was probably in operation since the establishment of the 

first aqueduct. 

It is certain that fountains were used as landmarks when providing directions, as examples in 

literature and inscriptions confirm: examples are the fountain used in Terence’s Adelphi (famous 

among scholars studying traffic and direction because the route to a destination was described by 

pointing to a series of landmarks) and in one of Cicero’s letters to his brother.
820 

817 
Nappo 1996; Nappo 1995. 

818 
See supra section 4.2. for the Petronius’s text. 

819 
Grey tuff may not be too soft in general, but it was certainly softer than lava stone, travertine and marble. 

820 
Terence Adelphi 4.2 (573-84), Cicero Quinto Fratri. 2.3.6. For other cases see: Kaiser 2011d: 9; Ling 1990a; Ling 

1990b. 
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Other functions have been proposed: Laurence argued that fountains created an informal 

neighborhood that would compete with the formal ones (the vici and the one created by the altars of the 

lares compitales).
821 

Fountains were not only a destination for those fetching water (“traffic to”), but possibly they 

also represented areas of congregation, and thus had a higher congestive value caused not only by the 

high number of people using them, but also by the people lingering in their vicinities. Ling supposed 

that “water-bearers thronged round the fountain”, but Hartnett considers that “even if we suspect that 

attractions like fountains drew people outdoors, we can usually only hazard guess”.
822 

However, even if 

Harnett was correct, crossroads actually were areas of congregation, and crossroads is where most of 

the fountains were located: not only Hartenett himself used literary references to prove the existence of 

what he calls a “street corner society”,
823 

but also Viitaneen – using a combination of archaeological 

features—was able to conclude that “the crossroads were clearly an important location for the 

neighborhoods and the gathering of crowds in Pompeii.”
824 

In conclusion, although it is correct to state 

that there is not enough evidence to prove the theory that throngs stationed around fountains, there is 

also no evidence of the opposite. Besides, since fountains were mostly built at crossroads—and 

crossroads were definitely areas where people gathered – fountains can at least be considered indirectly 

associated with congested spaces. On the other hand, there are no doubts that most Pompeians used 

them to fetch fresh water, as indicated by the wear patterns around the rims. 

4.2 Exploitation from the Archaeological Record: Proxy Evidence 

How do we evaluate if these pedestrian features were successful, if the guidance actually worked 

or not? A direct answer is not possible because it would require us to observe the ancient pedestrian 

traffic of Pompeii. Regardless of the throngs of modern tourists moving throughout the city (with 

821 
Laurence 2007: 45–52. 

822 
Hartnett 2017: 53. 

823 
Hartnett 2017: 47–52. 

824 
Viitanen, Nissinen, and Korhonen 2013: 64. 
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interests very different than the ancient Pompeians’), pedestrian activity—like any movement—leaves 

no direct traces: it was necessary therefore to turn to Middle Range Theory to conceptualize and 

validate the use of indirect, proxy evidence. This approach is not new within the panorama of 

Pompeian scholarship: Poehler has already used it to identify vehicular movement based on the wear 

analysis of stepping stones and corner stones of sidewalks,
825 

whereas Ellis has used the orientation of 

bar counters to argue that they were meant to attract people entering the city.
826 

If Ellis’s use of bar 

location needs only minor modifications in order to help with the identification of pedestrian laterality 

and pedestrian presence, the same cannot be done for Poehler’s approach: pedestrian wear is a 

problematic proxy evidence not only because of the extra-wear added by the incredible amount of 

modern visitors
827 

—especially along Via Abbondanza – but also because the quantity of abrasion 

generated by the feet of the ancient Pompeians is visibly inferior than the one caused by cart wheels, so 

much that at times it cannot be easily observed. Moreover, recent restorations by the Soprintendenza/ 

Parco Archaeologico have covered under a protective concrete pavement the sidewalks and whatever 

evidence was there. In conclusion, what Poehler did for wheeled traffic cannot be easily replicated for 

pedestrian traffic. Besides, this dissertation does not aim at reconstructing the flow of pedestrians in the 

streets of Pompeii, but only at determining if management policies were used near city gate areas, and 

if exploitation of pedestrian fluxes corresponded to the supposed fluxes generated by such policies (see 

infra). 

Nevertheless, in some well determined areas wear still bears some significance:
828 

sometimes 

abrasions on fountain basins appear very substantial, they were not generated by modern visitors, but 

by the repeated frictions of buckets and amphorae. To start with, most of the fountains of Pompeii have 

825 
Poehler 2009. 

826 
Ellis 2004. 

827 
Just for the first eight months of 2017 there have been over 2 million visitors. Parco Archeologico di Pompei n.d. 

828 
Especially when the fountains were made of tufa slabs – being the softest of the materials otherwise used (mostly lava, 

some travertine, one case only of marble). The only fountain built using masonry and tufa slabs, then fully covered with 

cocciopesto, presents too deep areas of wear (the fountain at the junction between Via della Regina and Vicolo delle 

Scuole). 
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not been reconnected with water, thus their state must be that of 79 CE. Second, only some tourists 

tend to put their fingers on the structure of the water basin to balance themselves while drinking from 

the faucet, and hands can only minimally wear stone. Additionally, the Satyricon of Petronius suggests 

that amphorae were used to fetch water: “suddenly two slaves came in who had apparently been 

fighting at a water tank; at least they still had amphoras on their necks" "Subito intraverunt duo servi, 

tanquan qui rixam ad lacum fecissent; certe in collo adhuc amphoras habebant" .
829 

Most wear areas 

are located on either side of the fountain heads, and so that seems to suggest that Pompeians were 

trying to get water from as close as possible to the spigot, probably to get the freshest one. Containers 

full of water are heavy, thus while being pulled out of the basin, they ended up rubbing against the side 

of the structure. 
830 

Another type of element that will be used as proxy evidence are schola and bench tombs. As 

demonstrated in the next section, these tombs were purposely designed to be used by passers-by so as 

to enhance visibility and thus the memory of the deceased: their architecture was not imposing, but 

they were offering the comfort of a long bench with an anodyne backrest. The proportional relationship 

between use and visibility (+use=+visibility) permits us to assume that tombs of this typology were 

built in areas of greater pedestrian passage. 

One last important introductory point is that this methodology is not tainted by circular logic. In 

fact, following Hillier’s studies, “the configuration of the urban grid itself is the main generator of 

patterns of movement” and in fact “retail land uses are then located to take advantage of the 

opportunities offered by the passing trade and may well act as multipliers on the basic pattern of 

‘natural movement’ generated by the grid configuration”.
831 

That is to say that pedestrian movement 

determined in the first place the location of both bars and—it is here added—schola/bench tombs. 

829 
Heseltine’s translation has “waterpots” instead of “amphorae”, but here it was necessary to translate using that more 

specific term. Petronius Arbiter and Seneca 1997: sec. 10. 
830 

A study of the location of the wear along the rim of the fountains may provide an idea on the direction of most of their 

users. A measure of the wear could also help quantify the amount of people using them. 
831 

Hillier et al. 1993. 
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Afterwards these bars might have attracted other bars, and bench tombs other bench tombs, but 

pedestrian movement is the one preliminary factor. 

In sum, bars and schola/bench tombs are the proxy features that—thanks to their nature 

exploitative of pedestrians – permit the evaluation of where pedestrian traffic was more likely present. 

The numbering of the tombs follows the catalog of Campbell and on D’ambrosio.
832 

4.2.1 Schola Tombs and Bench Tombs 

The so-called schola tombs—that is tombs in the shape of monumental curved benches— 

represent an exceptional case in the Roman funerary landscape, not only because their typology is 

limited in place – just Pompeii – and time—Augustan period with a revival in the last years of the 

833 834
city —but also because, contrary to almost all other tombs, they were designed to be accessible to 

any passer-by.
835 

This is in accordance with the likely source of inspiration for this unique type of 

tomb, the Greek exedrae, that is curved and monumental seating spaces in public buildings and open 

spaces. 
836 

Two such non-funerary examples are also present in Pompeii, one in the Triangular Forum 

and the other in the suburban Temple of Dionysus on the hill of Sant’Abbondio. In this latter location it 

was built of masonry and covered in cocciopesto,
837 

whereas its urban example had the seating space 

and its extremities finely carved in grey tuff. In both cases they were located adjacent to the temple 

steps and oriented so as to offer the most impressive view of the sea and coast from those two 

locations. 

832 
Campbell 2014; D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983a. 

833 
Campbell 2014: 49. 

834 
The other tomb typology that was designed to be accessible is the bench tomb (see infra). 

835 
There are few studies that have taken into consideration the schola tombs of Pompeii. Borrelli 1937; Pellegrino 1979; 

Pozzi 1960; Emmerson 2010; Campbell 2014: 49; Sertã 1996. Some general considerations on the schola tombs were also 

drawn in NdS 1910, 406. For schola structures in general see Marcattili 2004. 
836 

For example, see the exedrae at Delphis, Delos and Epidauros. Its secular function remained popular also in Roman 

times: the garden frescos from Villa Farnesina in Rome feature the depiction of a semicircular marble bench, and the 

courtyard of the sanctuary to Emperor Trajan in Pergamum featured both a semicircular bench and a U-shaped bench. 
837 

This building technique was used in the other seating areas fronting the temple of Dyonisus. According to the latest 

research, also this schola bench was built between the middle of the 1
st 

c BCE and CE. Principal 2013. 
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A dedicatory inscription was recovered from the sundial decorating the monumental bench of the 

Triangular Forum, saying that the duoviri had built at their own expense the schola and the sundial 

itself:
838 

based on this text, in Pompeii all monumental curved benches used for funerary purposes have 

been named schola tombs. The association between a semicircular bench and a sundial is remarked also 

by their mutual presence in the famous mosaic of the Seven Sages/Platonic academy found in Pompeii 

and now displayed at the Museo Archeologico Nazionale in Napoli.
839 

Scholarship sometimes has used also the more general term exedra tomb to refer to these tombs, 

but in reality exedra tombs do not need to be semicircular (they can be rectangular) and do not need to 

feature a bench (though they may have it): the monumental tomb of Eumachia outside Porta Nocera, 

with its enormous curved façade, is the best and only example in Pompeii of such typology. Outside of 

Pompeii and Italy, exedra tombs could be built as a way to showcase sarcophagi arranged as the 

couches of a triclinium:
840 

for example, a number of examples of this typology with and without 

benches are present in the northern necropolis of Hierapolis.
841 

Additionally, in Pompeii there are three other funerary and monumental benches open to the 

passers-by whose design does not allow their inclusion in the schola tomb typology: the common 

feature is the presence of a bench, but they are not made of tufa, they are small, some are covered by a 

vault, and some are not semi-circular. In this dissertation they are referred to as bench tombs in order to 

stress the significance of their seating element. Two are outside Porta Ercolano and one at Porta Stabia: 

respectively 1) a rectangular vaulted niche tomb in honor of Marcus Cerrinius right outside the city 

838 
CIL 10.831. L(ucius) Sepunius L(uci) f(ilius) Sandilianus M(arcus) Herennius A(uli) f(ilius) Epidianus duovir(i) i(ure) 

d(icundo) scol(a) et horol(ogium) d(e) s(ua) p(ecunia) f(aciendum) c(uraverunt). They are the same duoviri who also paid 

for the sundial in the temple of Apollo. 
839 

The mosaic was found in the suburban villa of T. Sirmium Stephanus, located along the northern road leaving Porta 

Vesuvio. For its discovery see NdS 1897, 337-342. Stefani has reconstructed the confused history of the excavation of this 

suburban area and the location of the villa (with maps), and provides also bibliographical references for the study of the 

mosaic and its iconography. Stefani 1998. 
840 

Ronchetta 2012: 497. 
841 

For this necropolis see the publication series “Hierapolis di Frigia”. A monumental temple-tomb in Hierapolis had the 

walls of the “pronaos” followed by a marble bench: this is just an example of the extensive use of benches in the funerary 
monuments of Hierapolis. This tomb was inside a precinct and not directly facing a street. Panariti, Ungaro, and Romeo 

2014. 
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842 843 
gate (PE1), 2) a semicircular vaulted niche tomb near the Villa Colonne Mosaico (PE26), 3) a U-

shaped funerary bench found outside Porta Stabia (but of uncertain location
844

) in honor of the duumvir 

Clovatius, whose name was carved on the backrest (like in the schola tombs).
845 

In addition, the tomb found in the summer of 2017 seems to represent a combination of the 

bench tomb, schola tomb and altar tomb typologies: based on what so far has been released by the 

Soprintendenza/Parco Archeologico, it appears to have a square core (to support an altar?) with a 

curved bench along each of the four sides.
846 

Architecturally speaking, a schola tomb is a monumental curved bench made of tufa slabs over a 

core of opus incertum of lava stone, whose arms frame a small plaza. In all cases but one (the tomb on 

Mammia) at the middle point of the bench there is a base supporting either a column or an altar. The 

funerary inscription is either sculpted in large letters on the backrest, or on a marble plaque on the 

central base, or on two marble plaques inserted towards the extremities of the bench. 

It is still unclear if these are actually tombs or just cenotaphs: the lack of excavations in their 

plazas leaves this question still open. 
847 

Recent subsurface analysis in front of the anonymous tomb 

outside Porta Nola by the British School of Rome showed some discontinuities that were thought to 

indicate the presence of cinerary urns. However, floor preparation prevented their excavation.
848 

842 
The number is the one used in Campbell’s book that also provides a catalog with bibliographical references. Campbell 

2014: 152–4. 
843 

See previous note. Campbell 2014: 189–90. 
844 

The tomb was excavated and reburied in 1844 by Avellino: see Emmerson for a summary of the scholarship and a 

possible location. After the discovery of the quadrilobate tomb in the summer of 2017 at Porta Stabia, Emmerson now 

favors a location right after the sequence of three schola tombs (personal communication with the author). Emmerson 2010: 

78. 
845 

Emmerson 2010: 82. 
846 

A preliminary report has been issued by Prof. Massimo Osanna, the director of the archaeological park of Pompeii 

(formerly called “Soprintendente”). This finding is discussed in the following section “4.4.3.4.1 The Newly Discovered 

Tomb of July 2017”. 
847 

A summary of this issue can be found in Emmerson 2010: 81. 
848 

PBSR 84 (2016), 326. Prof. Stephen Kay – one of the directors of the project - has kindly confirmed to the author that 

the floor preparation had the thickness of 1.6 meters, and that it bore no traces of cuts. Prof. Kay doubts that cinerary urns 

may be located under such floor preparation. I would like to thank Prof. Kay for this information. 
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4.2.1.1In Loco Frequentissimo: the Location of the Schola Tombs. 

Like all other funerary monuments schola tombs possess two common characteristics: visibility 

and accessibility. However, these characteristics are deployed in a quite unique way: whereas 

monumental tombs enhanced public visibility by upward extension, and limited public accessibility by 

the way of doors and walls, the schola tombs had limited visibility but enhanced public accessibility. In 

fact, not only were they created with no doorways or partitions at the entrance of their small plaza, but 

they also lacked an outstanding vertical development: their benches are monumental just because of 

their length. One cannot see these tombs unless one arrives fairly up-close. The presence of the central 

column/altar seems to indirectly stress this last point: exactly because the tomb structure was not highly 

visible, these vertical elements were added to try to obtain some distinction from afar. 

Actually, schola tombs are much more than accessible spaces: the constant presence of a 

monumental bench declares that schola tombs “wanted” to have people on them, they “wanted” to have 

passers-by sit within their space, otherwise the seating area had no reason to be built.
849 

Combining this 

aspect with their limited visibility from a distance, it can be concluded that the recipients of this 

“invitation” were those who could see them from close by, that is those walking right next to them, the 

pedestrians on the adjacent sidewalk. 

This discussion of how public access and public use were ingrained in the design of the schola 

tombs in turn leads to the argument that their location had to be connected to people’s presence: if the 

deceased was to be remembered by having individuals sit on the bench,
850 

then to increase the chance 

of this occurrence the tomb placement had to be done in areas where it was known that pedestrians 

were numerous. The position of this tomb typology can thus be seen as a reaction to the presence of 

849 
Hartnett has analyzed the benches inside the city of Pompeii and has argued for their construction mostly (but not only) 

in areas where they would not have hampered pedestrian traffic: this is a good point and works with the schola tomb design 

that in fact has an independent plaza for pedestrians and thus avoids that their gathering could become disruptive. Hartnett 

2017. 
850 

This would have led pedestrians to read the inscription or at least to notice the comfort that this bench was providing to 

their weary legs and possibly to then understand who had provided it. 

222 



 

 

           

    

          

     

  

           

      

 

       

        

   

       

     

 

       

       

        

  

      

      

     

                                                 
            

        

                    

            

                

 

pedestrians, in other words it can be used as proxy evidence for foot traffic. In fact, it will be argued in 

this chapter that, whenever there was enough room available for their construction, the schola tombs 

were all located along one specific sidewalk, that is the one carrying most pedestrian traffic (see Porta 

Ercolano and Porta Stabia), otherwise they occupied the corners of street intersections (see Porta Nola 

and Porta Nocera) that not only naturally provided two fluxes of pedestrians, but also granted a sensible 

increase in their visibility because now they were facing more than one road. These tombs were 

designed to be located in what can be called a locus frequentissimus, that is a very busy/frequented 

locale.
851 

Once this has been established, the peculiarity of their location can be easily decoded: in fact, all 

schola tombs are placed right outside the city gates, that is outside the bottlenecks through which 

everybody had to pass, and thus areas of thick congestion. Besides, if custom duties were exacted at 

those passages, 
852 

the congestion would have been even higher, and the flow even slower. In 

conclusion, the weary walkers would have much appreciated and sought these seating facilities before 

entering Pompeii. 

The same argument could also be made for the three bench tombs of Pompeii: as described 

above, they too had a concave plan, they too were accessible to the public, they too featured a bench 

along their internal walls, they too were located in loco frequentissimo. However, one of them 

apparently deviates from these principles: in the necropolis of Porta Ercolano—whereas the bench tomb 

of Cerrinus was located adjacent to the other schola tombs—the anonymous bench tomb PE26 was 

built on the opposite sidewalk and further down to the west 
853 

The reason behind this anomaly may be 

connected to a less pronounced laterality of the street at such a distance, possibly because of the 

851 
For the different use of the words frequentissimus and celeberrimus see Newsome 2011a: 23. Frequentissimus refers to a 

space that is objectively crowded, celeberrimus to a space that is perceived as crowded. 
852 

It is unknown if custom duties were exacted at the city gates of Pompeii: no evidence has been found in this sense. For a 

general introduction in taxation at city gates and other road blocks, see Tilburg 2007: 86–90. 
853 

This anonymous tomb is located 54 m from Porta Ercolano. For a full description and bibliography see Campbell 2014: 

189–190. 
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attraction of the nearby shops operating under the arcade along Via Superior.
854 

Nonetheless, this tomb 

is one of the most visible: it has a tall arched entranceway topped by a tympanum holding? having? 

with? an uninscribed plaque, all decorated with intricate stuccowork.
855 

In addition, the presence of a 

half-dome combined with the bench provided a welcome sheltered place to sit in case of rain or 

sunshine, as proven by the wear of the entry step. The other benches and schola tombs were either big 

without a roof, or small with a roof, thus it seems reasonable to consider that the design of this specific 

tomb had more attractive qualities than the other tombs, and thus could actually be located in less busy 

areas due to its stronger “pull force”: pedestrians might have willingly crossed the road and deviated 

from their route in order to sit in such a sheltered space, especially in the case of unpleasant weather. 

This “invitation to use”—implicit in their design—and their consequent ideal placement in loco 

frequentissimo represent the most original features of both schola tombs and bench tombs. Even when 

noted by past scholarship it has never been taken into serious consideration: it is one of the aims of this 

dissertation to try to bring them into focus and connect them to the presence and laterality of pedestrian 

fluxes. 

4.2.1.2 The Pomerium and the Loca Publica of Pompeii 

The nature of the land bordering the city-walls needs now to be confronted as wherein both the 

outer ring road and the schola tombs were located. Scholars have not yet reached a general agreement, 

but the latest analyses reasonably consider such belt-area as part of the loca publica pompeianorum, 

and not of the consecrated pomerium.
856 

854 
In some publications this shop-arcade complex is referred to as “the Strip Building”. See Peña and McCallum 2009. The 

most recent excavations and study are a team from the Ecole Francaise de Rome and the Centre Jean Berard of Naples, a 

summary of which can be found in Zanella 2017. 
855 

The stucco work showed dolphins and hippocampi and tritons: it has now all disappeared. One of the best records of its 

original appearance can be found in Mazois. Mazois et al. 1824: vol. 1, figures 33 and 34. 
856 

A summary of this issue (with bibliography) can be found in Senatore 1999: 100; Jacobelli 2001: 31–32, 45. 
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The first recovery of the inscriptions of Suedius Clemens outside Porta Ercolano and Porta 

Vesuvio prompted Della Corte to interpret them as markers of the pomerium boundary.
857 

EX AUCTORITATE 

IMP CAESARIS 

VESPASIANI AUG 

LOCA·PUBLICA·A·PRIVATIS 

POSSESSA·T SUEDIUS·CLEMENS 

TRIBUNUS CAUSIS COGNITIS·ET 

MENSURIS·FACTIS·REI 

PUBLICAE POMPEIANORUM·RESTITUIT
858 

However, his hypothesis conflicted with the presence of tombs within such sacred areas where 

burials and cremations were legally forbidden:
859 

Della Corte tried to solve this contradiction arguing 

for an official exauguratio of the pomerium at a certain time in the history of the city.
860 

However, 

early on this hypothesis was criticized by Magaldi who noted that the Suedius Clemens cippi did not 

conform to the general appearance of the pomerial markers in Rome as they lacked both the term 

pomerium and a sequential numbering.
861 

Actually, in Pompeii a different expression (loca publica) is 

used, which conforms with what was found on the LPP cippi of the Suburban terrace, if this 

abbreviation can be spelled out as locus publicus pompeianorum.
862 

857 
Della Corte 1913. 

858 
This is the lettering of the cippus outside Porta Ercolano (CIL 10, 1018). The other cippi outside Porta Marina (AE 2001, 

0796), Porta Vesuvio and Porta Nocera have the same words with a slightly different ordination, caused by the different 

dimensions of the stone slabs. For a summary with bibliography see the contributions by Serta in Rivista di Studi 

Pompeiani. Serta 1998; Serta 1999; Serta 2001. 
859 

See Table X.1 from the Laws of the Twelve Tables. Summary in Jacobelli 2001: 31–32; Senatore 1999: 100–101. 
860 

Della Corte 1913: 287–291. 
861 

Magaldi 1939. 
862 

Five are the LPP cippi recovered from the area of the suburban terrance, but only two of them are still in situ, of which 

one is well planted into the Suburban Plaza. A summary on the LPP cippi can be found in: Jacobelli 2006. 
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In addition, by comparing the locations of these two groups of cippi, it can be deducted that the 

locus publicus was actually a belt of public land encircling the city for a regular width of 100 Roman 

feet.
863 

An indirect verification comes from the “ex decurionum decreto” inscriptions on the tombs 

located within the argued public belt marked by the Suedius Clemens’s markers: as well argued by 

Campbell and Jacobelli, these funerary inscriptions indicate that the public space (locus) for their 

tombs had been given free of charge by the local decuriones to private use, implying that the land itself 

still remained in public ownership.
864 

Such occurrence was provided for by Roman law, and usually 

involved a rent payment to the city, as documented examples for Pompeii confirm.
865 

It is here 

proposed that such was the case also for the Suburban Bath complex, as the presence of the five LPP 

cippi in its bordering plaza suggest (see note 862): it is possible to imagine that the public suburban 

terrace had been legally rented out to a private entrepreneur who built the Baths complex (with its 

second-floor apartments) to turn a profit. In fact, the restorations undergoing in 79 CE suggest a proper 

legal occupation because they indicate both the intention to reopen the baths and the absence of 

reappropriative actions by Suedius Clemens, which instead affected the nearby Villa Imperiale: built on 

the same belt of public land at the beginning of the 1
st 

c CE, by 79 CE the villa had been spoliated of all 

863 
All the Suedius Clemens cippi found in situ are located at roughly 100 Roman feet (about 29,6 meters) from the city-

walls (Della Corte measurement of the one outside Porta Ercolano gives more than 100 Roman feet, but it is wrong). The 

LPP in the Suburban Plaza (see note 862) is located 100 feet from the terracing wall of the House of Mara Spurius (the 

terrace encloses the older city-walls). This terrace contained also a private stairway taking from the garden of Mara Spurius 

down to the level of the Suburban Baths: evidently this cippus was installed after the privatization of this part of the city 

walls, an event that for this area it is dated to the 2
nd 

c BCE. Jacobelli did not consider this privatization, and thus measured 

the distance of the cippus from the city-walls as more than 100 feet (34 m). However, the other cippus to the North of the 

plaza is not located at this same distance neither from the city-walls or private terracing walls. It is possible to suppose that 

this area (with the House of Rufus) may have been subject to reappropriation by Suedius Clemens, thus some of visible 

structures may have been actually recovered to public ownership and thus it is not clear what was used as the benchmark for 

the 100 foot public belt. In addition, Campbell thinks that outside Porta Nocera the tombs on the northern side of the road to 

Nocera are within this public belt, and thus wonders why almost of all them are lacking the “ex decreto decurionum” 
dedication. In reality Campbell is mistaken: as De Caro noted, in correspondence of those tombs the city-walls are more 

slanted, and thus these funerary monuments are beyond the 100 foot measure, and thus on private land. Only one (PNc16) 

was built behind this limit, and in fact it bears the edd inscription. D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 25; Jacobelli 2001: 41; 
Campbell 2014: 94. 
864 

Campbell 2014: 84–106; Jacobelli 2001: 51–58. 
865 

Jacobelli 2001: nn. 97, 122. 
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its precious marbles, had not been restored after the 62 CE earthquake, and was in the process of being 

replaced by new public granaries,
866 

therefore indicating the return into public ownership of land that 

probably had been occupied illegally. 

Archaeological evidence supports the existence of other officially permitted funerary uses for this 

belt of public land: 1) in 1854 roughly 38 simple depositions were found between Porta Nola and Porta 

Sarno, an area likely earmarked for the burial of poor people, a space that Roman authors technically 

termed culinae;
867 

2) in 1975-8 to the north of Porta Nola a group of tombstones for Pretorian guards 

was found, probably in an area that had been assigned to this specific military unit.
868 

These permitted 

depositions strengthen the argument that this area was not the pomerium, where it was illegal to 

cremate and bury. 

A possible case of unauthorized burial was found in 1961on the escarpment to the south of the 

amphitheater between towers 4 and 5: it is the columella of a certain Marcus Artorio Philero.
869 

In conclusion, it seems that a belt of public land was encircling the city-walls of Pompeii for a 

width of 100 Roman feet, as indicated by all the Suedius Clemens inscriptions and some of the LPP 

markers. This locus publicus was at the disposal of the decuriones who could donate parts for the 

construction of honorific tombs outside the city gates, or could rent it out to private entrepreneurs, as 

the Suburban Bath complex seems to suggest. The destruction of Villa Imperiale is the probable 

consequence of an illegal occupation that was eventually recovered to public ownership by Suedius 

Clemens. The public space between Porta Nola and Porta Sarno was likely officially assigned by the 

decuriones to the burial of the poor of Pompeii, the so called culinae. Finally, these frequent funerary 

elements contrast with the hypothesis that the belt area may be identified with the sacred pomerium, a 

866 
Grimaldi 2009: 93–94; Pappalardo, Ciardiello, and Grimaldi 2008: 303–305. 

867 
Senatore 1999: 96–110. The “Porta Nola Necropolis Project” has recently excavated in this area same area and has found 

more funerary depositions: Kay et al. 2016. 
868 

De Caro 1979. In 2017 the “Porta Nola Necropolis Project” has excavated some of the cinerary urns that De Caro had 

left untouched. A preliminary report is on the website of the British School of Rome. Kay 2017. 
869 

A photo of the columella and quotes about this discovery from the “Giornale degli scavi” can be found in the “Addenda 

II” in D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983a. 
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limit that most recent scholarship consider instead to be a linear boundary (and not a space) within the 

city-walls.
870 

4.2.2 Bars 

Ellis has demonstrated that food and drink facilities with masonry counters and cooking 

equipment—simply referred to as “bars”—were not only mostly located at crossings and along busy 

roads, but also that their counters were oriented so as to face the flow of pedestrians, thus allowing the 

reconstruction of some of its main directions.
871 

Therefore, just like in the case of the schola tombs, it 

can be argued that they too can be used as proxy evidence: in fact, one of the motives behind the bars’ 

position along the urban street-network was the presence of foot traffic. 

Their location is in fact connected to the nature of their commercial activity. Unlike tombs, the 

bars’ most essential reason of existence was economic and not celebrative: they needed to make a 

profit. Given the relative inexpensive foods and drinks that these establishments sold, and the 

substantial investment in the lease/purchase of an urban lot and its modification, in order to have 

enough revenue a bar needed to have many paying clients, and one of the tactics to obtain that was to 

be located along a busy street or crossing.
872 

These economic aspects suggest that a bar owner had much more at stake than a tomb owner, and 

that the bar was a much more impermanent space: once a tomb was built, it was there to stay; when a 

bar was built, it could stay only as long as it was profitable. If the profit did not happen, then the bar 

had to close. The relevant consequence is that when a dense sequence of bars is present along a street, 

then it can be safely assumed that such street was very busy, so busy that it could allow the survival of 

the same competing businesses. 

870 
See note 856. 

871 
Ellis 2004. 

872 
Ellis 2004: 378. 
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It seems also quite likely that it was mainly the presence of pedestrian traffic, and not vehicular 

traffic, that attracted the bar business: in his study of vehicular traffic, Poehler analyzed the doorways 

along a couple of routes in Pompeii, and he concluded that “without pedestrian traffic, wheeled traffic 

did not have the influence to draw out a high number of commercial properties” .873 

In conclusion, if bars were concentrated along one specific sidewalk, it can be argued with good 

reason for an identifiable pedestrian laterality. However, the opposite is not true: diffuse presence of 

bars along two opposing sidewalks does not automatically indicate a lack of laterality. In fact, the 

colored counters, the shelves displaying food and drinks to passers-by, and the possible advertising 

paintings (like the “ad cucuma” in Hercolano) acted as attractors of pedestrians from any location. 

Theoretically therefore bars could be established even along the sidewalk with less traffic, provided 

that they could attract enough clients, and this most likely was successful in areas chocked with 

pedestrians. On the other hand, being on the “wrong” sidewalk, but still on a busy street, gives more 

chance of business than being on the sidewalk where everybody walks but in low numbers.
874 

873 
Poehler 2009: 290. 

874 
For the possible “zoning” that excluded bars from the stretch of Via Abbondanza near the Forum of Pompeii possibly 

used as a processional route, see with bibliography Ellis 2004: 376–8. 
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4.3 Summary of the Types of Evidence 

Table16: The evidence and its functions. 

FUNCTION EVIDENCE 

MANAGEMENT Control City gates; 

Influence on pedestrian traffic movement Portals; 

Guidance Sidewalks; 

Stepping stones; 

Fountains; 

EXPLOITATION Schola tombs; 

Reaction to the traffic movement Bars; 

City gates controlled traffic in two ways: they funneled everybody leaving or entering the city 

through restricted passages, and they could be closed with doors that blocked any movement. Such a 

strong supervising quality was a consequence of their defensive nature: they were built not to provide 

ease of passage, but to impede it when necessary. The fact that the neighboring streets were thus likely 

prone to congestion was an unwelcome but somehow inevitable result, and it is the reason why these 

same spaces will be the subject of a close analysis: the consistent and predictable overcrowding had the 

potential to attract the attention of the civic authorities, generating some sort of reaction whose traces 

may be still visible in the archaeological record. In fact it is here argued that, at least in Roman 

Pompeii, the aediles tried to ameliorate the situations by strategically arranging some chosen features: 

stepping stones, sidewalks and fountains could be deployed to guide pedestrian traffic through and 

traffic to on different sidewalks, thus decreasing density and in turn the likelihood of jams. 

Roman cities had also other passages or public portals built to regulate access to confined spaces, 

i.e. temple precincts, secondary fora and macella etc.: in this case people willingly chose to use them to 

reach the desired destinations. This consideration permits us to deduct the typology of traffic they were 
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meant to regulate: purchasers of goods, devotees going to a temple, etc. In particular, Pompeii presents 

a unique set of portals positioned in the alleys leading to the Amphitheater Plaza, likely built to control 

the movement of those going to the games: a specific section of this dissertation will evaluate their 

functions and the effects they had on the economy of the surrounding insulae.
875 

Guidance of pedestrians could be obtained by other means: sidewalks, stepping stones and 

fountains were attracting pedestrians thanks to their respective facilitating qualities of protection, ease 

of crossing, and provision of fresh water. The physical bulk and solidity of these elements refute a 

serendipitous creation, that is to say that they were intentionally created and positioned. Based on (A) 

the clear advantages that some street features provided to pedestrians (i.e. stepping stones), (B) the 

consideration that people would have used them exactly because of the advantages they provided and 

(C) the fact that some of them were intentionally built to provide advantages to pedestrians, it will be 

argued in this dissertation that (1) they can be considered an indirect guiding force in the pedestrian 

scape and that (2) their spatial and physical analysis can help in identifying the purpose(s) for which 

they were built.
876 

Special consideration is given to the sidewalks passing through city gates: excluding the case of 

independent pedestrian passages (Porta Ercolano and Porta Marina), precisely their limited dimensions 

suggest that they were desired features, especially when one considers how paving would have been 

easier without them. It is argued that their primary purpose was to collaborate with other pedestrian 

features within the city in order to invite traffic through to walk on a specific side of the street. 

In order to understand if the supposed guidance actually worked, one would need to be able to 

observe the traffic of ancient Pompeii, but given its impossibility it is necessary to rely on proxy 

evidence, that is on evidence created as a result of ancient movement. Since wear analysis of sidewalks 

875 
Section 4.4.5 The PORTALS of the Amphitheater Plaza: crowd control and cart guidance. 

876 
With the expression “pedestrian scape” it is intended the environment where pedestrians would have moved and 

interacted with other pedestrians. An incomplete list of other elements of the pedestrian scape includes street-shrines, 

benches, façade decorations, painted shop signs. 
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is not reliable due to the additional deterioration caused by modern tourists,
877 

this dissertation selected 

two other elements whose existence is positively connected to the presence of pedestrians: bench tombs 

and bars. 

Bench tombs and, especially in Pompeii, the distinct sub-group called schola tombs are unique 

funerary monuments in that they were built not only to be seen, but also to be used by anyone, 

specifically they were meant to be sat on. This double purpose was noted before,
878 

but it has never 

been connected to foot traffic: this dissertation will bring this characteristic into focus and will argue 

that schola tombs were intentionally built along those sidewalks carrying the greater amounts of 

pedestrians in order to increase the chances to be used, and thus in turn increase their visibility. If that 

were not the case, other funerary shapes would have been more apt to attract attention, instead in this 

typology it is specifically the act of sitting—implicit in the bench part of the monument—that was 

functional to increase both visibility and notability of the tomb. The use of this tomb typology as proxy 

for pedestrian presence appears to be soundly justified. 

Bars—the food and drink establishments characterized by L-shaped counters overlooking 

sidewalks—survived thanks to the high number of customers: their food was not expensive, therefore 

they needed to have a high turnout. To increase the chances of financial success—so in the past as in 

the present—these bars would ideally be located along busy routes. However, it is not so much the 

single bar, but rather the high density of competing bars along a given street that can be used to infer an 

equally high density of pedestrians. 

Schola/bench tombs and bars are proxy features that—thanks to their nature exploitative of 

pedestrians – permit the evaluation of where pedestrian traffic was more likely present. 

877 
However, since the streets of Pompeii are not travelled by modern carts/cars, the wear visible on street elements is 

actually the ancient one and thus usable as proxy evidence for ancient cart traffic, as Poehler has shown in his dissertation 

and most recent book. Poehler 2017b. 
878 

The most complete study to date is still Borrelli 1937. 
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In sum, (A) city gates and public portals are features controlling pedestrian traffic; (B) sidewalks, 

stepping stones and fountains are features guiding pedestrian traffic; (C) schola/bench tombs and bars 

can be used as proxy evidence to prove the presence of pedestrians. 

4.4 The Analysis of the Evidence in Pompeii 

Before presenting the analysis of the types of direct and proxy evidence discussed above, it is 

important to remark once more that the archaeological features just described have not been studied 

within the whole of Pompeii, but just in the spaces near the city gates. 

As already discussed in section “4.1.1 City gate and Portals: Creating a Locale and Creating 

Control”, the rationale behind this spatial choice is that the city gate area – because of the intrinsic 

architectural qualities of the city gate itself—represents a specific and well defined locale likely subject 

to congestion. As such it was the probable target of actions of pedestrian management by the central 

authorities with the intention to mitigate the phenomenon and it was therefore more likely to bear 

visible traces of these actions and their results in its archaeological record. The clear primary function 

of the city gates and the relative recurrence of some fundamental architectural features allow for an 

easier identification of aberrations and unusual patterns that may hint to objectives other than security 

(for example, a sidewalk passing through a city gate has no defensive function). 

It was also decided to keep the spatial boundary undefined by not providing an exact distance 

from the city gate within which the analysis would be contained: the location of the selected pedestrian 

features does not correspond to a geometric distribution, thus it is exactly in their varied topographical 

interrelationships that one could see push-and-pull forces at play, whereas a strictly defined radius 

would run into the risk of missing them. 

In the following sections, first every city gate will be presented in its history and structure, then 

the pedestrian features of the area will be evaluated in order to identify if and how people flow was 
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controlled and managed. Then the exploitation by schola tombs and bars will be accounted for in order 

to confirm or question the effectiveness of such argued guidance. 

The analysis presented is necessarily holistic: when considering issues of route choice, a 

meaningful study should interest not only the physical singularity of the features under scrutiny, but 

also their inter- and intra-spatial relationships. To explain this with an example, the location of one 

fountain is less relevant than the intra-analysis of the location of nearby fountains, that in turn is less 

meaningful than the inter-analysis of the locations of fountains, stepping stones and sidewalks. 

In fact it was considered that, if these archaeological elements appeared to be placed in repeated 

and similar patterns, such patterns might hint to the existence of a deliberate plan to manage 

pedestrians with the objective to achieve the best pedestrian flow possible. 

It is important to note here that this dissertation does not claim that pedestrian management alone 

is the cause for the positioning of pedestrian features: it has already been noted by other scholars that 

an interest in visibility, a desire for shade and concerns about water management are other factors at 

play.
879 

In general, the traffic movement will be followed as if entering the city from the outside. In a few 

selected cases the route will be reversed. 

4.4.1 Porta Ercolano 

The most monumental of all the Pompeian city gates represents an excellent example to illustrate 

how pedestrian traffic could be both guided and then exploited. See Figures 4.4.1.a to f. 

The importance of this city gate for Roman Pompeii is shown not only by the scale of its 

monumental reconstruction, but also by the elegant architectural forms that it received, making it unlike 

all the other city gates of Pompeii. Its appearance seems almost to mimic a triumphal arch, with a 

879 
Poehler 2009: 256–75; Hartnett 2011a. Now Hartnett’s study of the function of street benches has been developed into a 

chapter of his latest book. Hartnett 2017: 195–224. 
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c central wide archway framed by two smaller pedestrian passages (to the extent that the first 19
th 

reconstruction shows it with a bronze quadriga on the top
880

), and its plastered surfaces imitating ashlar 

masonry of white marble. 

Evidently, for the Pompeians Porta Ercolano was no longer just a place of transit for the busiest 

of the thoroughfares approaching their city, but it had become the “calling card” for the entire city. 

4.4.1.1History 

The history of Porta Ercolano is a long one, with its first construction dating back to the first 

construction of the city walls—roughly in the fifth century BCE – during the pre-Samnite period of 

Pompeii.
881 

Its visible remains belong to the its latest Roman reconstruction before the eruption of 79 

CE (see infra). Based on the so-called Samnite eituns inscriptions – dating to the Social war – we know 

that the original name of this gate was Veru Serinu (“gate of salt”)
882 

from which the Viam Sarinam 

likely started,
883 

suggesting how north of it one could find the pagus saliniensium and the salt pans – 

tentatively located to the North-west of the gate, behind Villa di Diomede.
884 

Maiuri excavated 

extensively the gate, and found traces of its early-Samnite foundations, slightly off-centered compared 

to the visible city gate.
885 

In addition, Maiuri found also the remains of a disturbed votive deposit right 

outside the gate, under the western sidewalk: the clay figurines recovered seem to point to a female 

886 887
deity (Venus?) and to Eros, and thus Iorio considers this gate under the protection of Venus. Also 

the appearance of the streets changed over time, with changes in orientation, a final raise of the surface 

dating probably to the time of Augustus, and at least a second repaving before 79 CE. In fact, a group 

880 
Overbeck and Mau 1884: fig. 42. 

881 
Maiuri 1930: col. 129; Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 29. 

882 
The inscription is Vetter 24. Iorio 1992: 18. 

883 
Vetter 10. See Iorio 1992: 18. 

884 
The latest discussion on the salt pans is by Ciarallo et alia with useful bibliography about earlier studies. Ciarallo, 

Pescatore, and Senatore 2007. Also, a marble inscription mentioning the Baths of Frugi - equipped with sea water and fresh 

water - was found on March 1, 1749 reused in the Villa di Cicerone, thus close to the supposed location of the salt pans. 

PAH vo. 1 p. 8; CIL 10.1063 
885 

Maiuri 1930: cols 135, 139. 
886 

Maiuri 1930: cols 239–246. 
887 

Iorio 1992: 21. 
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888 889
of early colonial tombs do not align with the Augustan schola tomb of Mamia which in turn does 

not align with the other nearby Augustan schola tomb of Aulus Veius.
890 

One of the early colonial 

tombs, North 4/PE31
891 

was actually built above an earlier structure that was buried by the raised road: 

archaeologists not only found painted texts on the south side of this former building,
892 

but also traces 

of the previous road.
893 

Varone dates this elevation to the late-republic/early imperial time, whereas 

Kockel to the end of the 1
st 

c BCE. Possibly Varone is correct because another tomb of the early 

colonial period – that of Marcus Porcius quinquennalis
894 

(South 3, or PE3), one of the duumvir who 

built the amphitheater in 70 BCE – belongs stylistically to the early Augustan period, according to 

Kockel himself: the original one was buried by the road elevation that – consequently—has to be 

Augustan too. 
895 

These elements point clearly to the fact the road in the vicinity of the city gate was 

raised surely between the first century BCE and the first century CE. But an even earlier modification 

had affected the rest of Via dei Sepolcri,—South of the Villa di Cicerone: Zevi believes that at the time 

of Sulla the road was reoriented to cut through some of the suburban villas—forcing the repair of this 

destruction with new masonry. 
896 

Moreover, between Villa di Cicerone and Villa di Diomede, a raised 

footpath gives access to the tombs located on a higher ground than the nearby sidewalk, suggesting a 

levelling of the road: the earliest funeral monuments on either side of this road section belong to first 

decades of the 1
st 

c CE, so the lowering of this section of thoroughfare can be dated the late Augustan 

age. An almost identical lowering of the road – with an almost identical dating – was also done south-

888 
Sud 3, Nord 3 and 6 (or PE 3, 29 and 32 in Campbell, op.cit.). The tomb Nord 4/PE31 was considered part of this group 

but now scholars disagree: it was built over an earlier structure with the same orientation that was buried under the last 

raising of the road. Varone considers this raise of early imperial time based on material found during his excavation, but 

Frohlich follows the dating of the tomb by Kockel to the last years of the 1
st 

c BCE and thus dates the raise to this later 

period. Varone 1988: 145–6; Fröhlich 1995: 156 and note 14. 
889 

Tomb Sud 4 or PE4. 
890 

Tomb Sud 2 or PE2. 
891 

See note 888 
892 

The only side excavated. 
893 

Varone 1988. 
894 

Identified on maps usually as “South 3” or – following Campbell – “PE3”. Campbell 2014: 155–6. 
895 

Campbell 2014: 156; Zevi 1996: 1134–5. 
896 

Zevi 1996: 134–5. Zevi connects the construction of the modular arcade along on the other side of the Via dei Sepolci to 

the Sullan colonists. The urban part of Via Vesuvio was probably reoriented at this same time: because older walls were 

removed in the middle as a part of this modification. Seiler et al. 2005: 180. 
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east of Pompeii along the road leading to Nocera and flanked by the tombs of the so-called Fondo 

Pacifico.
897 

In sum, it appears that after a reorientation at the time of Sulla the road was lowered to the west 

and raised to the east probably to create a more regular slope to reach Porta Ercolano.
898 

The city 

gate—as we see it—is nevertheless either contemporaneous or posterior to these works: scholars are 

now divided between the established Augustan dating and a more recent “post-62 CE” hypothesis..
899 

It 

can be concluded that this area was definitely subject to influential modifications since the 

establishment of the Roman colony, and thus the traffic flow was here certainly a result of Roman 

intervention. 

The busyness of Porta Ercolano – at least for roadway traffic—can be confirmed by a couple of 

observations: chiseling marks (done in order to increase the traction of the wheels) are still visible on 

the surface of the paving blocks adjacent to the curbstones in front of the gate, whereas in the 

remainder of the road they have disappeared due to the traffic wear. In addition, some of these same 

blocks show signs of wheel ruts disposed in contrasting directions, suggesting how they were likely 

moved to their last location following a repaving operation. 

4.4.1.2Structure 

The structure of the gate is at least as much monumental as defensive:
900 

It is the widest and most 

sophisticated of all, with a central archway for the passage of the road, framed by two independent 

smaller archways for the pedestrian sidewalks. Even if a war-related purpose in its construction cannot 

be ruled out, it seems evident that here there was something else at play: an intention to impress those 

reaching the city, and—it can also be argued – an interest in allowing a smooth and pleasant entrance to 

the pedestrian crowds by the two passages. The city gate features a portcullis – or at least slots for its 

897 
See the section “Porta Nocera” in this chapterr 

898 
A similar modification was done to Porta di Nola (see infra). 

899 
Fröhlich 1995. 

900 
Mau even thought that it had no defensive purpose. Mau 1902: 244. 
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operations—and door hinges to block the central passage, but at the moment no traces of hinges or any 

other closing mechanism was identified in correspondence of the pedestrian passages, so it is unknown 

how and if the flow of pedestrians could be stopped.
901 

Regardless, the presence of two independent 

pedestrian passages represent a quite exceptional case: in fact, only two other gates – Porta Marina and 

Porta Vesuvio – feature a single purposely built passageway for pedestrians. 

4.4.1.3Guidance 

The sidewalks of Porta Ercolano represent a special case, not only because this is the only case 

when a couple of them pass through a Pompeian city gate, but also because – under a purely technical 

point of view – these sidewalks were not very useful: there was no need of protection from water 

because the structure is located at the top of one of the watersheds of Pompeii. 

In reality, Porta Ercolano represents a case in which planned guidance of pedestrian traffic is low, 

whereas exploitation is quite high. This consideration—seemingly contradictory for the busiest gate of 

the city—may be due to the fact that a planned regulation was unnecessary: the urban build 

environment of the city – nominally the continuous western sidewalk along Via Consolare all the way 

to Porta Marina – was already inviting people to stay on that side of the road. In fact, in this case it can 

be conceded that the western sidewalk was uninterrupted because there were no streets coming from 

that side, and not because it had been voluntarily modified to be so. 

Besides—as already remarked—this is the only city gate featuring two independent passages for 

pedestrians, granting them plenty of choices: in such conditions – as modern pedestrian theory has 

proved
902 

– the self-regulating powers of pedestrians would have been at their highest, whereas 

enacting guidance would have actually been counterproductive. Moreover, contrary to other gates – 

especially Porta Stabia – the absence of a nearby fountain removed the chance of traffic congestion 

901 
Mazois wrote that also the side passages were closed by doors, but there is nothing in his drawing of the city gate that 

resembles hinge bases (but he drew hinge bases for the central passage). Mazois et al. 1824: vol. 1, 29 and plate 11. 
902 

See Chapter 01 “1.5 Methodology and Modern theories on pedestrian traffic.” 
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caused by the congregational nature of this feature. At any rate, the closest fountain is to be found on 

the eastern sidewalk, at the end of the insula VI.1: if the hypothesis that pedestrian traffic through 

preferred to use the western sidewalk is correct, then this fountain’s location is an example of 

pedestrian traffic management enacted by the separation of traffic to the fountain from traffic-through 

in order to avoid jams caused by conflicts between these two different types of movement and the 

actual crowding around the water facility. Also, the laterality just described seems confirmed by the 

exploitation of pedestrian fluxes. 

4.4.1.4Exploitation 

Bringing our attention back to the city gate, the presence of two independent passageways may 

provide the impression that pedestrians were equally choosing one or the other, but an analysis of the 

archeological evidence tells us a different story, that of a western laterality for Via Consolare. This 

laterality is proved by the modification of the built environment done to exploit this traffic. However, if 

this condition is clear in the space outside the city gate, it is less so for the urban area. The evidence 

used are tombs, benches and location of bars/popinae. 

The location of the schola and bench tombs is quite telling: they were all built along the western 

sidewalk, outside the gate. A consistent pedestrian movement in front of them seems implicit in their 

nature: why would tombs purposely designed to invite people to sit be built in an area where 

pedestrians would not have had easy access to them? What adds strength to this argument is not only 

the nature of these bench-like tombs, but also the fact that they are all clustered together, one after the 

other. In addition, on the opposite side of the road there are no tombs of this typology.
903 

Two of these 

903 
There is a tomb with a built-in bench on the opposite side, close to the entrance to the Villa delle Colonne a Mosaico: it 

is located 54 meters from the city gate, and by the time a pedestrian had reached that location, probably the traffic had 

become more diffuse and less “lateral”, maybe as a consequence of the shops located in this stretch of the road, especially 
under the arcade which had bar shops and a fountain. A summary of a potter’s workshop located here and its most recent 
excavations, can be found in Zanella 2017. 
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bench-tombs belong to the so-called scholae tomb typology 
904 

—one built in honor of Mammia, the 

other of Aulus Veius—whereas the other is a niche-tomb with two masonry benches inside – that of 

Cerrinus Restitutus. They also all belong to a well-defined period, from the Augustean to the early 

Flavian one, dating therefore to a time comparable with the reconstruction of Porta Ercolano. 

The same reasoning can be applied to a masonry bench located in the small space between the 

tomb of Cerrinus and the gate itself: no other features like this are visible on the opposing sidewalk. 

The evidence right inside the city gate seems to point to a slightly different situation, with a 

presence of pedestrians more diffuse. Bar VI.1.2 – the first to the left entering the gate—built a 

masonry L-shaped bench extending into the eastern sidewalk. This element has usually been depicted 

as disruptive on the traffic flow,
905 

but our analysis may suggest a different picture: the bench is indeed 

occupying the western sidewalk, an area that – according to the argued western laterality—carried less 

pedestrians, and thus actually caused less disturbance than assumed in the past. What we would like to 

propose here is a situation in which pedestrians were invited by this permanent feature to step into the 

roadway and reach bar VI.1.2, strengthening Hartnett’s ideas that its visibility would have attracted 

more people:
906 

thus it seems possible to theorize that this bench would attract customers not only 

because of its visibility but also because of the convenience that it was providing. In addition, this such 

situation drew the attention of scholars because it is considered an example of illegal occupation of 

public space 
907 

with the purpose – as just described—to increase profit by taking advantage of the street 

traffic. Having said that, it remains uncertain why the civic authorities did not have the construction 

removed: as it has been described for the case of the fountain along Vicolo della Regina, the Pompeian 

aediles seem to have cared for the safe and smooth walk of their fellow citizens (Chapter 2). This bench 

indeed occupies a very visible position and is next to probably the most congested of the gates, where 

904 
A variety especially known from Pompeii and used for what appears to be a limited time period (see what is discussed in 

section “4.2.1. Schola tombs and bench tombs.” 
905 

Hartnett 2008: 114–5. 
906 

Hartnett 2011a. 
907 

Illegal occupation of public roads started to happen more frequently in the II c CE. Zaccaria Ruggiu 1995: 260. 
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everybody was passing through, from the possible city servants managing the gate to the civic officials. 

We know that occupations of public sidewalks had happened in Rome, and that Domitian issued a 

decree that had them removed:
908 

in a city as big as Rome it thus seems that such petty crimes might 

have received less consideration until they reached a “critical mass” that called for action,
909 

but in the 

case of a middle-sized city as Pompeii—theoretically more manageable and easier to control than the 

capital – this bench raises the question why no action was taken. The answer may lay in the fact that 

such bench was not creating much disturbance to the pedestrian flow because most of it was actually 

moving along the opposing western sidewalk. This idea may gain even more force by taking into 

consideration that the bench was made of brick masonry, and thus it was not a wooden and movable 

item: the owner of the bar had to be confident enough that such an unmovable element would not have 

created a general outcry or attracted too much attention, otherwise he could have opted for a removable 

seat. It may also be the case that, after a period of experimentation with less permanent solutions 

(benches, chairs, etc.), the owner felt that the acquiescence to his act could allow a more permanent 

solution without causing a reaction from the civic authorities. However, this discussion does not 

suggest an absence of pedestrians walking along the eastern pedestrian passage: it is clear that there 

were some, as it is witnessed by the number of announcements painted on either side of the gate. 
910 

At 

908 
See “Domitian’s action” in Chapter 02 “Pedestrian Law and Punishment”. 

909 
Such is the case still nowadays in the modern city of Rome, where food trucks had been tolerated for years, occupying 

spaces semi-legally, until 2015 when the major of Rome reissued a clearer regulation for such food vendors. As a result, the 

Colosseum and Via dei Fori Imperiali are now free of these nuisances and eyesores. The major received criticism for this 

act, based on the fact that he was taking away jobs: truth to be told, most of the food trucks in Rome belong to one 

constituent, the Tredicine family, who were clearly going to lose money. This family used its influence on the operators of 

the food trucks to put pressure on the major. However, most of the Roman people did not oppose this measure, and this 

regulation has not been repealed by the new city authority once the major was forced to resign. Just as an example of how a 

tolerated occupation of public space may become a sanctioned right over time, one needs to look simply at one of the most 

iconic spaces in Rome – the Pantheon – in front of whose stairway a stand is selling a variety of cheap bric-a-brac. During 

the hours of operation of the stall, no photo of the Pantheon can be taken without this eyesore being framed. Such activity 

however occupies with complete legality such a position, so much that the former major could do nothing to have it 

removed. Recently, a similar removal of activities spilling into the sidewalks has happened in New York City. Gonen, 

Wilson, and Perez 2016. 
910 

Mazois reproduced a view of the façade looking toward the city as painted with some of these texts (plate 11, fig. 2): he 

also says that these texts were announcements and decrees of magistrates. According to the drawing these texts seem to 

have been neatly arranged in a rectangular space - unlike on the other façade toward the countryside – that seems to be a 

style much in keeping with official decrees rather than gladiatorial announcements. Could these decrees be regulations 
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any rate, it can be supposed that the civic authorities tolerated such a bench as it was not seen as a 

major hindrance to pedestrian traffic. 

4.4.1.5Conclusions 

It is thus possible to argue that – in the area immediately outside Porta Ercolano most pedestrian 

traffic showed a preference for a western laterality, and that the exploitation of this phenomenon 

informed the modification of the built environment with the construction of schola tombs and benches 

along the same sidewalk. The urban space right within the city gate instead presents a less marked 

laterality: the location of bars on either side of the road suggests that. However, the masonry bench on 

the eastern sidewalk seems to indicate that a constant flow was not present there, rather a diffuse 

pedestrian presence of lingering customers. Also, a continuous western laterality for all of Via 

Consolare is suggested by the continuous nature of its sidewalks and the location of a fountain – a place 

of congregation – on the eastern side. The city gate itself does not present any level of guidance even in 

the presence of probable high traffic flow, possibly because it was felt unnecessary due to the already 

smooth passage permitted by the two independent and identical pedestrian entranceways. 

4.4.2 Porta Marina 

Porta Marina
911 

—with its pedestrian archway—represents an example of well-defined guidance 

of foot traffic. However, in the last decades of Pompeii such guidance had been subject to some 

adjustments caused by the modifications to the built environment not only of the city gate but also of 

Via Marina—probably part of a wider narrative of changes affecting both the west area of the Forum
912 

and the Suburban area of Porta Marina. The culmination of these changes peaked after the earthquake 

about the movement of traffic through the city gates? The text reproduced on Mazois’s drawing is difficult to read and 
research has not been able to match it to any known inscription. Mazois et al. 1824: vol 1, 29 and plate 11. 
911 

It is possible that the original name was Porta Forensis. Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 17; Eschebach, Müller-Trollius, 

and Eschebach 1993: 12. 
912 

Newsome 2009; Poehler 2011a: 157–60. 
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of 62 CE, when Via Marina was likely converted into a route quite inconvenient to wheeled vehicles, 

but still open to pedestrians, porters and pack animals. See Figures 4.4.2.a to x. 

Porta Marina is easy to understand in its final form, but in its evolution there are gaps that the 

scholarship has yet to define or discuss:
913 

even if the visible structures are relatively recent, their 

chronological sequence is still unclear. To exacerbate the uncertainties is the bombing of 1943 during 

WWII that destroyed the outward parts of this gate: the central section of the pedestrian ramp, the front 

of the central vault, the pedestrian archway and its central supporting wall all collapsed (Figure 

4.4.2.c). A complete reconstruction operated by Maiuri quickly followed,
914 

and comparisons between 

images pre- and post-collapse do not show substantial differences in the forms of the structures: what 

was destroyed was completely and faithfully rebuilt (Figures 4.4.2.b and 4.4.2.e). Of course, a wall 

analysis of those elements can no longer be done. 

4.4.2.1Structure and History 

The appearance of Porta Marina is similar to that of Porta Vesuvio: the front of the gate features 

two archways, a major one for the road traffic, and an adjacent and smaller one for foot traffic (Figure 

4.4.2.d). The road passing through it—Via Marina—ends at the Forum and presents a suburban section 

excavated only for its first 60 m and with a sharp incline rising constantly all the way up to the crossing 

with Vicolo del Gigante: while roadway traffic was moving up this steep and paved lane,
915 

pedestrians 

entered the gate first by climbing five steps in their reserved archway and then walking on a gently 

inclined pedestrian ramp of beaten dirt. However, the dating of this double arrangement is not 

913 
The most recent complete discussion is in Eschebach who – however - does not solve all the problems and does not 

provide solid conclusive evidence. Eschebach et al. 1995: 77–78. 
914 

The bombing happened on September 20, 1943. For a quick summary of the discovery and of the reconstruction, with 

bibliography, see García y García 2006: 169,171. 
915 

The inclination of the street is 23% from the suburb to the end of the gate, and 13% from the end of the gate to the 

crossing with Vicolo del Gigante Eschebach et al. 1995: 77. 
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Roman,
916 

but more likely a late Samnite restoration: the wall technique—opus incertum of lava with 

quoining of Sarno limestone—is compatible with the towers added before the siege of Sulla.
917 

Eventually the two separate archways end in correspondence of a single vaulted room making up 

most of the structure of the city gate: it is almost 23 m long and considered a modification put in place 

in the first years of the colony.
918 

Such time is determined by the similarities between the masonry of 

this structure and the odeion of Pompeii: opus quasi-reticulatum of lava with triangular quoining of 

bricks.
919 

It is unclear why the colonists decided to build such a long vaulted space: it does not seem 

consistent with any military function, and only Overbeck-Mau speculated that it was erected “to create 

above the road—cut deeply into the terrain—rooms that could serve public purposes”.
920 

In phase with 

this modification, a doorway was created in the southern side of the gate itself, leading to a sequence of 

th th
vaulted rooms of yet unclear purpose: used as a museum in the 18 and 19 c CE, they too were 

bombed in 1943 and then rebuilt.
921 

Overbeck-Mau and Eschebach speculated that they were storage 

rooms, maybe for rent. 
922 

The opposing wall presents something similar, but little noticed: a walled up 

rectangular doorway.
923 

It is unknown where this opening was leading to, with Overbeck-Mau 

speculating on the existence of another set of storage rooms, whereas Eschebach thinking of rooms 

originally owned by the adjacent house VII.16.1 that were later incorporated into the structure of the 

gate. However, the doorjambs of this walled up doorway are not brickwork – like in the southern 

wall—but composed of small blocks of tuff. Also the wall into which this doorway was built—even if 

made in opus quasi reticulatum of lava – has the quoining of tufa blocks (and not bricks). It is difficult 

to interpret the significance that such differences between two walls supporting the very same vaulted 

916 
See the section “Porta Vesuvio” 

917 
Brands 1988: 186; Eschebach et al. 1995: 77–78; Overbeck and Mau 1884: 53; Van Buren 1932: 105. 

918 
Brands 1988: 186; Eschebach et al. 1995: 77–78; Overbeck and Mau 1884: 53; Van Buren 1932: 105. 

919 
The dating of the odeion is based on its dedicatory inscription. See Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 64. 

920 
Overbeck and Mau 1884: 54. 

921 
For a summary of the history of these rooms see Maiuri and Garcia y Garcis. “Bombardamento del Museo Pompeiano” 

in García y García 2006: 201–206; Maiuri 1960: 179. 
922 

Overbeck and Mau 1884: 54; Eschebach et al. 1995: 78. 
923 

The door is walled up with an opus incertum of Sarno limestone. 
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space—and supposedly of the same phase – may hold. Once inside this vaulted space, pedestrians were 

still kept separated from the traffic of the roadway: in fact the ramp has its southern edge limited by a 

masonry parapet, preventing anybody from stepping into the roadway. The presence of such a parapet 

was necessary due to the different gradient between the pedestrian ramp and the roadway: the parapet is 

in reality the top portion of a terracing wall supporting the less slanted pedestrian route. Eventually, the 

parapet disappears roughly before the end of the vaulted room because the pedestrian ramp reaches the 

gradient of the roadway, and the two find themselves on the same level. What is unexpected is that this 

independent pedestrian path does not continue with a sidewalk, but instead is blocked by a wall 

occupying roughly half of the great archway passage: this wall is part of a terracing structure for the 

southern side of insula VII.16. This is evidently of later construction, but its dating is unknown:
924 

it is 

made of opus incertum of Sarno limestone with corners of brick, it abuts the city gate and supports 

columns and pillars for a portico serving the higher up entrances of the southern buildings of insula 

VII.16. Where the ramp meets this wall, a small walled-up doorway can be seen: its function is 

undetermined, but Eschebach thinks that also this may be connected to the underground rooms of house 

VII.16.1 that – before the construction of the terracing structure – were at ground level.
925 

At any rate, this arrangement creates a bottleneck situation in which pedestrians had to pour into 

the roadway and continue uphill on the paved street until – after 37 m – they found again two sidewalks 

they could use: one was turning to the North following Vicolo del Gigante, the other was continuing 

straight and leading to the temple of Apollo, the Basilica, and finally the Forum. 

924 
Also this structure was partially damaged by the bombs of 1943: the public portico it was supporting was demolished in 

its western end, just like the adjacent house VII.16.1. García y García 2006. 
925 

Eschebach et al. 1995: 78. 
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4.4.2.2Guidance along Via Marina in 79 CE 

Based on his study of the bar locations, Ellis thought that “the counters in bars leading to the 

Porta Marina indicate an outward-flowing traffic”.
926 

Besides – based on the pedestrian built 

environment—it appears that this route had a northern laterality. 

In 79 CE a pedestrian leaving the city from the Forum through Porta Marina could follow a route 

that – based on pedestrian characteristics – can be divided in five sections: A) Via Marina between the 

Forum and the junction with Vicolo del Gigante; B) Via Marina between Vicolo del Gigante to the 

beginning of the city gate; C) Via Marina within the city gate; D) the suburban Via Marina from the 

city gate to the entrance to the Suburban Plaza, E) the suburban Via Marina from the entrance to the 

monumental plaza to the end of the modern excavation (no sidewalks). In each of them, pedestrians 

were guided to use a different built environment. 

Section A) this part of Via Marina had become an ambulatory cul-se-sac after 62 CE: on its 

eastern end the steps surrounding the Forum blocked access to wheeled traffic, and on its western end 

the extension of the temple of Venus had taken over part of the street leaving only a passage 1.60 m 

wide, thus probably accessible just to pedestrian, porters and animals.
927 

There are clear signs that such 

an extension occupied not only an earlier sidewalk, but also the street: 1) a solitary stepping stone 

leading nowhere shows there was another sidewalk where now the wall of the temple boundary is 

located; 2) the lack of paving lava stones next to this wall foundation show how part of the road was 

demolished to build it;
928 

3) the temple boundary wall extends beyond the ideal continuation of the 

basilica sidewalk showing how the temple temenos did take over not only the southern sidewalk but 

926 
Ellis 2004: 381. 

927 
Poehler too thinks that this bottleneck was closing this eastern part of Via Marina to carts, whereas Olivito thinks that 

small and middle-sized carts (interaxis distance 1.15-1.20 and 1.35-1.40) could actually pass. Poehler 2011a: 158; Olivito 

2013: 152–3. 
928 

Arthur recorded paving stones of an earlier street right within this wall extension. However, no depth is provided so they 

could be the paving stones of an earlier and wider late-Samnite paving: in fact that is how Arthur seems to have interpreted 

them as they were sealed by a paving level associated with a quasi-reticulate wall – therefore not the regular opus 

reticulatum of post-62 CE. Such an earlier paving level should belong to an earlier phase. Arthur 1986: 38. 
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also part of the street. The dating of this extension (in opus reticulatum of yellow tuff with brick 

quoining) is assigned by all scholarship to post-62 CE.
929 

However, the western end of this wall (in 

section C) rests on an opus incertum of lava
930 

(Figure 4.4.2.n) built – it is argued here – as a late 

Samnite terracing structure and originally topped by a sidewalk (probably leading to the city walls). 

At any rate, even with the very likely absence of wheeled traffic, the wide northern sidewalk with 

its size
931 

was inviting people to walk on it until the crossing with Vicolo del Gigante where they could 

find a stepping stone. On the other hand, walking on the street – even if devoid of carts and wagons – 

would have been inconvenient not only because of the possible animals and porters, but also because 

one had to negotiate with these other users the narrow passage created by the boundary wall of the 

temple. 

Section B). At this crossing pedestrians coming from the Forum were meeting other pedestrians 

coming from Vicolo del Gigante: this last alley shows a western pedestrian laterality (according to the 

width and continuity of such sidewalk up to Porta Ecolano
932

). However, pedestrians of Vicolo del 

Gigante had also earlier received those coming from Vicolo del Gallo that – as noted by Newsome— 

had become another cul-de-sac for wheeled traffic thanks to the post-62 placement of the fountain on 

half of the carriageway: people coming from Vicolo dei Soprastanti and wishing to reach Porta Marina 

would have taken Vicolo del Gallo as a shortcut. In this case they would have passed next to those 

congregating around the fountain, but the cul-se-sac nature of the road allowed for a wider area to 

negotiate this passage. 

929 
See Carroll for references to earlier bibliography on the problem of dating this opus reticulatum of yellow tuff. Just as a 

note, Maiuri – among other things – believes this terracing wall of a post 62 CE date because it lacks any damage from that 

earthquake: in reality also the eruption of 79 CE did not damage it. So, maybe, the lack of signs of damage cannot be used 

to support the post-62 CE hypothesis. The remainder of the arguments are still valid. Carroll 2010: 89; Maiuri 2002: 66. 
930 

That presents also a restoration in opus incertum of lava and Sarno stone next to the city gate, probably built as a 

consequence of the creation of the colonial vaulted room or to repair damages of an earthquake (62 CE?). 
931 

The fact that this sidewalk does not line up with the sidewalk of the next insula to the West (VII.1) may suggest that at a 

certain time it was widened. However, this is just speculation based on the geometrical disposition of the sidewalk limits. 
932

From this crossing to Porta Ercolano one could walk on a continuous sidewalk without having to cross or to use any 

stepping stone. 
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At any rate, once these pedestrians from Via Marina and from Vicolo del Gigante had met at the 

junction between these two alleys, they could cross the Vicolo on a stepping stone and continue on a 

porticoed sidewalk until its third column
933 

after which they had to step on the roadway: in fact the 

portico continues horizontally, whereas the street inclines to reach the city gate located roughly nine 

meters lower.
934 

From this point until the city gate, Via Marina has surprisingly no sidewalk and 

resembles a canyon (Figure 4.4.2.L): in fact, the inclination of the terrain in this part of the city forced 

the Pompeians to build terracing structures to create residential land: the city walls were absolving to 

this purpose to the west, whereas along Via Marina it was the task of the terracing walls of the temenos 

of Venus to the south, and of the portico of VII.16 to the north. There is no established dating for these 

two terracing structures: this dissertation offers in the next lines a dating based on the building 

techniques and wall analysis. The terracing wall of the temple of Venus may be of late-Samnite phase, 

thus earlier than the post-62 CE opus reticulatum of yellow tuff that makes up the temenos: in fact A) it 

is built in opus incertum of lava (like the external part of Porta Marina dated to the late-Samnite 

period), B) it has one small patch of later restoration in opus incertum of Sarno and lava, and one big 

triangular reconstruction next to Porta Marina in a very unusual opus quasi reticulatum where double 

rows of caementa of Sarno limestone are separated by one row of caementa lava (Figure 4.4.2.o). This 

brings to the conclusion that it likely predates the colonial vaulted room of the city gate, and that its 

building technique is compatible with that of the late-Samnite phase of Porta Marina. Instead, the 

terraced portico along the northern side of Via Marina is likely of 1
st 

c CE construction based both on 

its leaning against the colonial part of Porta Marina and on the combination of building techniques used 

to build it: the main structure is of opus incertum of Sarno limestone, with quoining of bricks and with 

reinforcement in opus vittatum mixtum under the pillars of the portico. (Figures 4.4.2.m and 4.4.2.p). 

933 
For a distance of roughly 10 m. Along this stretch there was a also a bar (VII.16.7) and bakery (VII.16.6,9). 

934 
33 msl at the crossing with Vicolo del Gigante, and 23 msl at the end of the city gate. 
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Section C) Once reached the city gate, pedestrians could do a sharp right turn and get on the 

slanted pedestrian ramp of Porta Marina (parallel to the roadway), and follow it until it exited from the 

single pedestrian archway. 

Section D) At this point – outside city gate—one had to step once again on the street paving and 

then do a sharp right turn to get under an inclined porticoed sidewalk, at the beginning of which one 

could find a masonry bench where to rest. 
935 

This porticoed sidewalk ended in correspondence of the 

entrance to what in this dissertation is called Suburban Plaza—an artificially terraced area outside the 

936 937
city walls, accommodating a luxury baths complex, a paved courtyard, an L-shaped portico, a 

(public?) building of unclear function, and a set of three apartments above the bath complex.
938 

The 

construction of an artificial terrace was the only way to take advantage of this steep but scenic location, 

and that may account for the disappearance of funerary monuments outside Porta Marina.
939 

The 

structure is dated to the first decades of the 1
st 

c. CE (Tiberian?)
940 

and corresponds to the first phase of 

the bath complex, that was followed by a later expansion, and eventually restorations—probably not 

941 942
finished yet in 79 CE – connected to the earthquake of 62 CE: however, the focus of scholarly 

research has so far been the bath complex, and little is understood about the evolution of the terrace and 

the other structures onto it. 

935 th
The 4 style decoration behind this bench still bears a number of graffiti (sequence of letters, circles, squares): one 

graffito was suggesting to go and futuere with Attice for 16 asses. CIL 04, 01751. The bench was a fairly late addition as it 

abuts the 4
th 

style frescos of the porticoed sidewalk. 
936 

Jacobelli 1995: 22; Koloski-Ostrow 2007: 242. 
937 

The paving was still in progress during the eruption as indicated by the incomplete status and by the groups of paving 

slabs accumulated under the adjacent portico. This work was probably connected with the overhaul of the baths following 

the earthquake and not completed yet. Rinauro and De Simone 1990: 150. 
938 

For a more in depth discussion of this plaza and the pedestrian routes in it, see the chapter “Ring-roads”. For the baths 

complex and the apartments see Jacobelli 1995; Rinauro and De Simone 1990. 
939 

Cormack claims in a note that L. Richardson jr, informed her of a “single tomb with apse of opus incertum outside the 

gate, perhaps one of several”. The only structure similar to this description is embedded in the corner of the suburban 
terrace, below the narrow stairway leading to the area in front of the terrace. Cormack 2007: 601, note 3. 
940 

This also corresponds to the construction of the so called Villa Imperiale, and the two projects were probably part of the 

same renewal of this suburban area of Pompeii. Jacobelli 2001: 37–39. 
941 

See note 937. 
942 

This phasing is delineated in Jacobelli 1995: 20–23; Koloski-Ostrow 2007: 242. However, De Simone dates to the end of 

the 1
st 

c BCE the first phase based on excavations done in the courtyard and the masonry typology. Rinauro and De Simone 

1990: 146–7,149. 
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4.4.2.2.1 The Via Tecta 

This covered walkway is called via tecta in the modern literature 
943 

and – together with the 

944 945
porticus tulliana – is the longest continued porticated road section of Pompeii: it is paved with a 

946 947
cocciopesto and crustae of colored marble, and its squared pillars supported a roof. Built to offer 

protection from sun and rain to those walking outside Porta Marina, this structure demonstrates its 

guidance of pedestrian traffic by the fact that it ends in correspondence of the entrance to the Suburban 

Plaza, where it is also framed – on Via Marina—by two semi-columns of opus vittatum mixtum leaning 

against the last two pillars—in a form very similar to the monumental entrance of the Praedia of Iulia 

Felix (and thus probably featuring also a pediment
948

). Given that the Suburban Baths have been open 

to the modern public only for short periods, it is possible to consider the wear on the thresholds of this 

entrance as an indicator of ancient pedestrian routes: as expected, the deepest wear is present in the 

direction of the plaza, but some is also evident on the step toward the suburban section of Via Marina. 

A unique detail characterizes the Via Tecta and may help in its dating: its sidewalk is not built on 

solid ground, but right above a sequence of underground rooms belonging to the Suburban Baths.
949 

The walls of these rooms are decorated in the 4
th 

fresco style, allowing us to infer that they were not 

being restored in 79 CE, and that – based on the fresco style—probably belonged to the second phase— 

943 
Jacobelli 1995: 22–23; Rinauro and De Simone 1990: 149. 

944 
This is the porticated area on Via del Foro, called with this name by Maiuri. Maiuri 2002: 176–180. 

945 
Both of them are roughly 35 m long. 

946 
De Simone 1990: 149. 

947 
Some pillars have different shapes, maybe suggesting a construction for this covered walkway in more than one phase. 

The presence of a second floor – or a terrace – above these pillars seems unlikely not only because they follow the steep 

inclination of the road, but also because no stairway to this possible level has been recovered. 
948 

Scholarly literature does not mention this pediment, but it would work well with the semi-columns. 
949 

The southern walls of these rooms act as a terracing wall supporting Via Marina: based on excavations done on the 

suburban street, the last phase of Via Marina and these rooms are considered by Jacobelli as built at the same time: “la 

sistemazione del tratto di strada fu contemporanea alla costruzione del muro che cinge a sud il complesso”. Jacobelli 1988: 

202. 
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possibly dated to the time of Emperor Claudius.
950 

However, in a different publication the underground 

stairway is referred to the first phase.
951 

Section E) The via tecta ends with the entrance to the plaza, beyond which the street is flanked 

by two adjacent buildings: the first still occupies part of the terracing structure and has one doorway 

opening toward Via Marina and two toward the L-shaped porticos of the Plaza; the second building is 

made up of a group of rectangular rooms with just one wide opening onto Via Marina.
952 

Their exact 

nature has never been subject to scholarly analysis, and only Jacobelli claims that there along this 

section there was “a brisk commercial activity attested by the presence of numerous workshops”.
953 

At 

any rate those who wanted to walk along this section of Via Marina did not have the convenience of 

sidewalks and had to step on the roadway:
954 

It is unknown where this street was leading as the 

excavations stopped after 27 m from the entrance to the Plaza: it has been long speculated that the 

harbor and its facilities were in that direction, but no conclusive evidence has been found. 

4.4.2.2.2 The Ownership of the Via Tecta 

As it is discussed more in depth in the chapter about the outer ring-road, the via tecta, the baths, 

the plaza and all its other structure were likely built on public soil. However, given the luxury of the 

baths complex and the scenic location of the apartments above the baths, it is possible that the public 

plot on which they were built had been leased for profit to a private entrepreneur against payment of an 

annual fee for the use of the soil (the so called solarium).
955 

This hypothesis is based on the presence on 

this terraced area of five cippi in nocera tuff with the inscription LPP (locus publicus 

950 
Jacobelli 1988: 202. 

951 
Jacobelli 1995: 116. 

952 
The threshold is made of two blocks of lava with the usual groove to accommodate the wooden panels to close the 

doorway. 
953 

"una vivace arrivita' commerciale attestata dalla presenza di numerose botteghe" translation by the author. Jacobelli 

1995: 22. 
954 

The Southern side of the suburban Via Marina has been excavated only for the first 25 m that correspond to the Villa 

Imperiale. Beyond that it is not known if there is a sidewalk or not, or even if there are other buildings. 
955 

D. 43.2.8.17. See also superficies in Berger 1953. For a study of a recorded similar situation see Camodeca 1999. 
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pompeianorum)
956 

that – based also on a comparison with the areas outside the other city gates – are 

marking the space between them and the city walls as of public ownership: in fact, such public 

ownership was also remarked by one the limestone cippi of the tribune Suedius Clemens,
957 

found 

lying over the steps of the monumental entrance to the plaza – thus not in situ.
958 

It is not known if the 

LPP cippi and the Suedius’s one at Porta Marina were created at the same time, but the fact that the 

former ones usually bear an incised line on their top parts (probably to mark a ownership limit), and the 

latter does not, suggests two different functions
959 

and two different periods. What seems clear is that 

the LPP cippi were not located at a set distance from the city walls,
960 

so they may actually mark an 

irregular space that the city owned along the western area of Pompeii.
961 

This hypothesis is not, 

however, accepted by all scholars who are still uncertain on how much of the terraced area was public 

and private, and also if the Suburban Baths were actually an illegal construction that was seized back 

by the actions of Suedius Clemens.
962 

At any rate, it seems that whoever was the owner or – more likely—had taken over the lease for 

the public space and had built the baths complex had to act in concert with the city. In fact the 

construction of the via tecta – giving away an area that could otherwise be occupied by rooms – was a 

boon for the Pompeian community: the pedestrians could walk under a sheltered and protected area, 

whereas the rest of the traffic enjoyed a wider roadway that did not need to accommodate a sidewalk. 

956 
Of these five only two have been found in situ. For a quick summary on these see Jacobelli 2006. 

957 
Other cippi by Suedius have been found outside Porta Ercolano, Porta Vesuvio and Porta Nocera at the distance of 

roughly 29 m, or 100 Roman feet. At Porta Stabia and Nola the excavations have not reached this limit. For a summary see 

Jacobelli 2001: 44–5. 
958 

Jacobelli 2001: 44 nota 52. 
959 

Jacobelli 2001: 48–9. 
960 

One was 34m, another 42 m away from the city walls. See Jacobelli 2001: 41. 
961 

It is not know why this area would have an irregular shape, whereas around the other gates it was probably following a 

line parallel to the walls (marked by the inscription of Suedius). 
962 

For a quick summary of the problems see Jacobelli 2001: 48–9. 
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4.4.2.3A Pedestrianized Via Marina in 79 CE? 

The question whether Via Marina in its last phase was fully pedestrian has not received yet a 

clear answer. There are however a few indications that – if not completely pedestrian – the amount of 

wheeled traffic had certainly decreased, but pedestrian had increased. 

First of all, the steepness of the street has for a long time brought scholars to suspect that no carts 

could be actually pulled upslope, although the wear of the sidewalk cornerstone at the crossing between 

Via Marina and Vicolo del Gigante points to the action of wheeled vehicles, at least for some time.
963 

Second, to further complicate the question comes the inconsistency in the scholarship regarding 

the presence of wheel ruts: according to Tsujimura there are faint ruts, but according to Ciprotti and 

Weilguni there are none. 
964 

On the other hand, after 62 CE the extension of the terracing structures of both the Temple of 

Venus and insula VII.16 into the sidewalks of the first urban section of Via Marina (section B, see 

supra) had created a bottle-neck where pedestrians had to share the roadway with all other traffic types, 

theoretically hindering each other. Having just a paved carriageway without at least one sidewalk is 

already something unusual in Pompeii,
965 

and here it is especially surprising given the amount of 

people who would have walked to the Suburban Baths. Even more surprising is that this resulted from 

the abolition of a sidewalk already connected with the pedestrian ramp of Porta Marina, to the 

advantage of a group of habitations that would not open onto a terraced portico (the southern houses 

and tabernae of VII.16), but to the detriment of pedestrians. By itself this modification would seem to 

suggest a preference for wheeled, or at least an interest in the development of insula VII.16 surpassing 

the well-being of pedestrians. 

963
For the wear and its analysis see reference to Poehler’s research in Newsome 2009: 138, note 43. 

964 
Tsujimura 1991: 64; Ciprotti 1961: 273; Weilguni and Fridell Anter 2011: 209. 

965 
And in fact the lack of sidewalks within Porta Nocera is considered in this dissertation reason to believe that such gate 

was especially earmarked for cart movement. See the appropriate section in this Chapter. 
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It has skipped the attention of most scholars that almost at the end of the suburban Via Marina
966 

there is a low step cutting through the entire width of the street (Figure 4.4.2.x): theoretically such a 

feature would indicate that – at least in 79 CE – wheeled traffic was not welcome, or not expected. On 

the other hand, there are signs of wear that can be consistent with cart traffic, but that could be as well 

created by the passage of people in this area that was void of sidewalks on both sides.
967 

All this evidence and discussion, however, do not apply to types of traffic other than wheeled 

traffic: porters and pack animals could have played a non-marginal role in the movement of goods on 

this steep street. 

Finally, it should also be taken into account that the suburban area outside Porta Marina had 

likely lost relevance in the traffic network of Pompeii: the disappearance of the republican Via Antiqua 

– originally connected with the suburban Via Marina - under the construction of the Villa Imperiale
968 

during the first decades of the 1
st 

c CE seems to suggest a decreased integration and thus less traffic 

along this route. 
969 

It should also be remembered that after 62 CE it was no longer possible to pass 

through the forum with carts: if one wanted to reach the eastern area of Pompeii – like Via Abbondanza 

– one had to do an inconvenient detour to the north of the Forum. 

In conclusion, there are some good pieces of evidence suggesting that at least after 62 CE Via 

Marina had become the realm of ambulatory traffic and pack animals. On the other hand, there is no 

evidence against the presence of cart traffic that, however, might have become of secondary 

importance. 

966 
The end of the suburban Via Marina is here intended as the end of the excavated area: Via Marina evidently continues 

westward under the modern ticket offices. 
967 

It is however possible that under the unexcavated southern end of Via Marina there could be a sidewalk. 
968 

Maiuri found the so-called Via Antiqua during his excavation of the Villa Imperiale, and dated it to the Republican 

period. Eschebach provides a good possible reconstruction of the connection between Via Antiqua and Via Marina. 

Jacobelli discusses the modification of the western suburban area of Pompeii in conjunction with the creation of the Villa 

Imperiale and the Suburban Baths. Eschebach et al. 1995: 76–80; Jacobelli 2001: 37–9. 
969 

It is maybe possible to speculate that this was connected to the elimination of the Pompeian navy and navalia at the end 

of the 1
st 

c BCE. For a summary of the scholarly discussion about the existence of these navy shipyard see chapter “3.3.6.1 
The Suburban Plaza”. 
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4.4.2.4Pre 62 conditions: Changing Structures, Unchanged Guidance 

An earlier pedestrian experience can be imagined for the period between the Tiberian era and the 

earthquake of 62 CE: this should correspond to the phase of maximum traffic as the Suburban Baths 

were already built and the Forum was still open to vehicular traffic. 

The most dramatic difference would appear along section B: instead of the terracing structure for 

insula VII.16, a sidewalk was flanking the inclined Via Marina, eventually joining with the pedestrian 

ramp of the city gate. According to Eschebach, initially the houses along the southern side of insula 

VII.16 were opening directly onto Via Marina, and only the later construction of the terraced portico 

raised them and transformed their ground-level rooms into underground spaces. 
970 

It is also possible 

that this sidewalk was smaller than the later terraced portico: in fact a corner curbstone with its guard-

stone is embedded within the surface of the portico footpath at its eastern extremity, right next the 

crossing with Vicolo del Gigante. 

Another important difference was that the eastern limit of the boundary wall of the temple of 

Venus was not occupying the street: in this way there was no bottleneck, and vehicles could continue 

straight through the Forum that at this time was still open to traffic. Flanking the temenos of the temple 

there was a sidewalk – a prolongation of that one passing beside the basilica – that was probably 

reaching the city walls. In correspondence of the city gate it rested on a terracing wall of opus incertum 

of lava of possible late Samnite construction. 

4.4.2.5Conclusions and Exploitation 

In conclusion, it appears that – even if wheeled traffic was not barred from Via Marina
971 

– the 

street itself had in 79 CE qualities that made it less convenient for carts and less connected in general, 

970 
Eschebach, Müller-Trollius, and Eschebach 1993: 346, house VII.16.1. For the dating see what written in “Structure and 

History”. 
971 

Except the eastern portion between the Basilica and the temple of Apollo that was instead closed to vehicular traffic. See 

note 927. 
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probably causing a drop in traffic to the city: for vehicles it was very steep, with at least one bottleneck, 

cut out from the Forum and connected to the rest of the street network only by a sharp turn into Vicolo 

del Gigante. 

The Suburban Plaza was built to take advantage not of passing pedestrians, but of the scenic 

qualities of the area, and actually its baths complex and the surrounding buildings likely acted as 

attractors of pedestrian traffic, a traffic that was conveniently accommodated both under the purposely-

built via tecta and on the pedestrian ramp of Porta Marina. Once in the plaza, the people of Pompeii 

could not only enjoy the bathing facilities and the other spaces opening onto it,
972 

but also take either a 

pedestrian route skirting the city walls (and maybe reaching Porta Ercolano) or descend by a long 

stairway below the terraced area.
973 

Thus, a pedestrian wishing to go from the Forum to the Suburban Plaza – or vice-versa - was 

guided by the built environment to stay along the northern side of the street: this choice was suggested 

first by the northern sidewalk along Via Marina, then by a convenient stepping stone to cross Vicolo 

del Gallo, then by the portico of insula VII.16 that – however – had to be abandoned after a few meters 

in favor of the roadway: in fact, the portico continues horizontally (servicing a group of tabernae and 

one house of insula VII.16) whereas Via Marina inclines steeply to pass under Porta Marina. So, for 

roughly 25 meters – given the surprising absence of sidewalks—the Pompeians had to share the 

roadway with all the other users of the street, before reaching the pedestrian ramp within the city gate. 

However, it has been argued that after 62 CE – roughly when the construction of the portico for insula 

VII.16 occupied and abolished the sidewalk connected to the pedestrian ramp of the city gate 
974 

– 

vehicular traffic had dropped considerably, making such negotiation less difficult. When at the gate, a 

sequence of pedestrian facilities once again was inviting pedestrians to follow a northern laterality: one 

972 
Like the L-shaped portico and the possible collegium building. See 3.3.6.1 “The Suburban Plaza: a pedestrian locale”. 

973 
For an assessment of the pedestrian routes in the Suburban Plaza see 3.3.6.1 “The Suburban Plaza: a pedestrian locale”. 

974 
As a conjecture, it may be possible to think that the occupation of the sidewalk by the terracing of insula VII.16 was 

actually caused by the recognition that having pedestrians on the roadway would not have created major problems due to the 

now-little vehicular traffic along this route. 
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could step on the pedestrian ramp of Porta Marina, and then continue under the porticated sidewalk/via 

tecta leading exactly to the entrance of the Plaza. Nonetheless – especially if the hypothesis of a 

reduction of traffic is correct—one could also opt to continuously walk on the roadway, from the 

pedestrianized section of Via Marina to the entrance of the Plaza and beyond. At any rate, the end of 

the via tecta was forcing anyone who needed to continue to step down on the roadway as no sidewalks 

appear to be available along this final
975 

part of Via Marina. 

This laterality is also remarked by the presence of four bars along the urban section of Via 

Marina.
976 

What is somehow surprising is that their presence does not continue outside the city gate— 

neither along the road, nor within the Suburban Plaza: there are no bar-counters, and the only room 

with a cooking facility (a kitchen counter) is part of a complex with doorways too small to conform to 

the usual bar/inn layout.
977 

This complex is located right at the end of the Via Tecta and it seems clear 

that – whatever its original nature – in 79 CE it was not a bar and was in restoration: half of a long 

threshold (with the usual long groove) was left by a masonry stairway (accessible only from inside the 

structure), and four unused thresholds were piled up next to another stairway in the same room. 

However, the lack of a proper published analysis makes any evaluation of these spaces fairly 

precarious. 

Finally, it has to be admitted that the presence of bars along the northern side of Via Marina – 

even if connected to the laterality of pedestrian traffic – was likely imposed by the nature of the built 

environment: in fact, the southern side is occupied first by the basilica, then by the terracing wall for 

975 
“Final” is relative to the excavated section of Via Marina: the absolute conclusion of Via Marina has not been found yet. 

976 
The length of the urban section is roughly 120 m. As for the bar location, three are along the southern side of insula 

VII.7 (VII.7.3,8-9,11) and one is right at the beginning of the portico of VII.16 (VII.16.7-8). See Ellis’s Table one. Ellis 

2004: 374. 
977 

This is a group of two rooms located right at the end of Via Tecta, and flanking the L-shaped portico in the SW corner of 

the plaza. They do not have any visible features suggesting that food was served here: no l-shaped counter, no masonry 

triclinia, no masonry benches. 
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the temple of Venus, then by the city gate, and eventually by the boundary wall of the illegal Villa 

Imperiale,
978 

leaving little room for private entrepreneurship. 

4.4.3 Porta Stabia 

Porta Stabia has always been considered one of the busiest gates of Pompeii due to both its 

location at the end the North-South route passing through the city
979 

and the deep wheel ruts marking 

the thoroughfare leading to it.
980 

Pedestrians could take advantage of the uninterrupted eastern sidewalk 

that from the city was passing through the gate and continuing outside, passing in front of two – 

probably three (see infra) – schola tombs. Right inside the city a fountain was located at the end of the 

opposite sidewalk that did not continue through the gate. See Figures 4.4.3.a to m. 

4.4.3.1History 

This city gate went through the phases that usually characterized the development of the 

defensive system of Pompeii: excavations by Mauri found only a few traces of a 4
th 

c BCE ashlar 

masonry city gate (double-curtain period), followed by a new but narrower gate in ashlar masonry of 

Sarno limestone flanked by two stairways embedded into the gate piers leading to the top floor (agger 

period). Later modifications were made using Nocera tuff blocks, and eventually a vault in opus 

incertum of lava was built at its northern end.
981 

These last three stages are commonly referred to as 

first/early, second/middle and third/late Samnite phases following Maiuri’s ideas,
982 

and modern 

scholarship dates them with still some uncertainty to the end of fouth, the third, and the end of second c 

BCE.
983 

Recent excavations, however, have challenged Maiuri’s late-Samnite dating of the opus 

978 
For the discussion on the illegal occupation of this space, and the eventual return back to public ownership thanks to the 

actions of Suedius Clemens, see the chapter about the ring-roads of Pompeii. 
979 

Emmerson 2010: 77; Maiuri 1930: col. 197.Maiuri notes the wear of the corners of the city gate both for its Samnite and 

Roman phases. 
980 

Via Vesuvio-Via Stabiana .Tsujimura 1991. 
981 

Maiuri 1930: cols 191–206. 
982 

Maiuri 1930. 
983 

Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 29–30. 
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incertum structures: the creation of the vault and its supporting piers have been assigned to the 

beginning of the Roman phase by excavations lead by Ellis-Devore.
984 

The same excavations have also found that the 79 CE Roman sidewalk
985 

of the gate had two 

earlier antecedents and—it can be assumed—also two associated roadway levels: A) an earlier Roman 

sidewalk in opus signinum dated to the first years of the colony – considered contemporaneous to the 

creation of the vault; B) an earlier late-Samnite one of the end of the second century BCE.
986 

This Roman two-tier floor-raise partially conflicts with what Maiuri found: in fact, his 

excavations at the external western corner of the gate identified one single Roman raise of 1.15 m 

supported by a terracing wall
987 

but at the bottom of the moat, and itself supporting the boundary 

wall
988 

flanking the west side of the suburban Via Stabiana. Maiuri argues that this modification is 

connected to the text on the miliarium placed on the sidewalk outside the gate: the duumviri iure 

dicundo Lucius Avianus Flaccus Pontianus and Quintus Spedius Firmius “munierunt”
989 

with their 

own money the road from the miliarium to the station of the cisiarii.
990 

Given the strong physical 

connection between the road, the sidewalk and the inscription, Maiuri is probably correct in 

considering the paving of the road to be their work, and thus only the last raise of the road can be 

assigned to this beneficence—if Ellis-Devore are correct in seeing this done in two phases (for a full 

phasing of the city gate and surrounding features see infra). The dating of this Roman project is – 

984 
The reports about these recent excavations of the sidewalk of the city gate by Ellis-Devore do not provide measurements, 

and strangely do not cite Maiuri or try to connect their findings with his. Ellis and Devore 2008a: 14. 
985 

Paved with opus signinum. 
986 

Ellis-Devore found an even lower surface that they interpret either as a street level or a sidewalk built earlier than the end 

of the 2
nd 

c BCE. However, it is only for the next phase that they feel confident enough to define the feature as a sidewalk. 

Ellis and Devore 2008a: 14; Ellis and Devore 2006: 13–4. 
987 

Maiuri described the wall as poorly built, but does not mention more than one phase in its construction. Maiuri 1930: 

cols 195–6. 
988 

The boundary wall is in opus reticulatum of yellow tuff capped by a semicircular structure in opus camenticium: Maiuri 

did not mention the material, but it was clearly visible during the author’s autoptic analysis of 2013. Maiuri dates this raise 

of the road-surface – and of its associated structures - generally to the colonial period of Pompeii, when the defensive 

concerns decreased. The masonry type and material seems similar to the post-62 CE wall of the temple of Venus and to its 

use during the reconstruction following that earthquake, but Maiuri did not draw this connection. This may indirectly 

support Campedelli’s speculation about a post 62 CE paving of the suburban Via Stabia (see infra). As for the wall of the 

temple of Venus and the use of the opus reticulatum in the late phases of Pompeii see Maiuri 2002: 65–6, 194. 
989 

It is usually translated with “built”, but here it may actually mean “to pave with stone”.Sogliano 1918: 177–8. 
990 

CIL 10.1064. The cisiarii were the cart-drivers for hire for the transportation of people. 
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however – very hard to determine: the two magistrates are otherwise unknown to Pompeian 

prosopography, and—based on the style of the inscription – the miliarum was set up between 30 BCE 

and 40 CE.
991 

Campedelli has recently argued for a post 62 CE date: this hypothesis is based on the 

guess that the road needed to be redone following the earthquake, and that another inscription from the 

territory of Nocera may refer to a continuation of the same street repaving.
992 

However, this last 

inscription can be dated both to after 62 CE or to the early years of the Sullan colony of Nocera.
993 

In 

conclusion, Campedelli’s hypothesis is, at the moment, just speculation.
994 

At any rate, it is clear that the dimensions of the central passage were established during the first 

Samnite phase, and that the Roman modifications – regardless of their specific date—were meant to 

positively influence the traffic going through such passage: once the defensive concerns had decreased, 

the substantial raises of the street-level and its associated sidewalk were done to reduce the steepness of 

the road with the objective to facilitate the flow of carts and people.
995 

The location of the fountain against the gate is an action complementary to the interest in the 

movement of the road users (see infra). 

4.4.3.2Structure and Surroundings 

This is a single passage gate, and—from the outside to the inside—one would pass first through a 

narrow opening created by two protruding bastions, then into a wider open-to-the-sky corridor and then 

through a vaulted area in opus incertum of lava.
996 

Of the two stairways leading to the top of the gate 

and to the wall-walk, in 79 CE only the eastern one was still operational, whereas the opposite one had 

been walled up and a fountain placed against it (for the possible phases of this feature see infra). 

991 
Mouritsen 1988: 100. 

992 
Campedelli 2014: 146–7. 

993 
Senatore 1997: 288. 

994 
However, see note 987 for a possible post-62 dating of the western boundary wall of the suburban Via Stabiana. 

995 
Maiuri also argues that the difference in level between the original Samnite road and moat had to be low (based on the 

level of the foundations of the city gate). Maiuri 1930: cols 196–7. 
996 

The visible vault has been much restored in modern times, it seems. 
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The western sidewalk of Via Stabiana reaches this fountain and there it stops, whereas the eastern 

one passes throughout the city gate and is notable because of its continuous nature: its curbline is 

unbroken all along the preceding insula (I.1)—even in front of the inner ring-road
997 

—and along its 

suburban section,
998 

thus enhancing the convenience that pedestrians would have experienced in 

walking on it. This sidewalk presents a fairly straight sequence of curbstones of lava blocks, but 

irregular width as it adapts to the ins and outs of the city gate wall, thus measuring between 0.6 m to 

2.1 m.
999 

Outside the city gate the eastern sidewalk widens and continues with a sharp curve to the east – 

probably following the direction of the city-walls
1000 

—whereas the western area presents a southbound 

and straight boundary wall in opus reticulatum of yellow tuff
1001 

flanked by a narrow sidewalk, more 

likely built to protect the wall from the carts (given its size), but possibly also to be used by those 

going to Stabia. In fact, the different directions of these two sidewalks seem to suggest the presence of 

a bifurcation in the suburban Via Stabiana: the southern section would be the road taking to Stabia by 

the way of the bridge mentioned in the miliarium of Flaccus (see supra), the eastern section would be 

the ring road going to Porta Nocera.
1002 

4.4.3.2.1 The Fountain Area and its Phases. 

The triangular western area right within the city features not only a fountain, but also an adjacent 

drain structure created to remove the wastewater coming down from Via Stabiana to the outer moat – 

997 
And consequently indicating that the inner ring road (at least for the section near the city gate) was pedestrianized. 

998 
For as much this suburban section has been excavated, that is roughly 60 m. 

999 
The measure of 0.6 m. is in correspondence of the eastern stone-hinge (under the vault), and represents that narrowest 

point. 
1000 

This area outside Porta Stabia has been excavated enough to discover only part of the curve of the sidewalk: it likely 

seems that it will become the one flaking the ring road toward Porta Nocera, however the limited extent allows only for a 

hypothesis. 
1001 

See note 988. 
1002 

See chapter 3 about the ring-roads of Pompeii. 
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by way of a channel passing through the city.
1003 

This space is delimited – in the direction of the agger 

– by an L-shaped wall. 

The sidewalk surrounding the fountain at Porta Stabia is different from the other ones, and it 

should be more correctly referred to as a raised triangular space: the problem in defining its precise 

nature stems from the poor conditions of this area – possibly also in consequence of the positioning of a 

1004 th
“steel and concrete ramp” that was used to cart away dirt during the 20 century excavations. 

However, a study of the photos and the preliminary reports of PARPS allow to infer that in 79 CE this 

triangular space—localized to the north-west of the gate—was slightly higher than the roadway and 

1005 1006
delimited to the east by a line of low tuff curbstones and some taller guard-stones, while to the 

extreme west it was occupied by a semi-subterranean drain: between these two features one could find 

the fountain. No traces of opus signinum or paving stones were recovered from this pedestrian area that 

– possibly – in 79 CE was composed of beaten dirt. It is important to note that the western sidewalk of 

Via Stabiana was not directly connected to this raised triangular area but it was separated from it by a 

section of street paving purposely inclined so to direct the waste water to the mouth of the drain – 

located to the west of the triangle.
1007 

In 79 CE the fountain was accessible only from the North and the East, as its southern and 

western sides were hemmed in respectively by a wall (connected to the city gate) and by the 

wastewater channel just mentioned: this arrangement caused the other two sides to bear the blunt of the 

1003 
Maiuri 1930: col. 202. Maiuri does not describe the structure of this drain, which instead has been more thoroughly 

analyzed by PARPS: “The drain was constructed of large upright stones of Sarno limestone set closely together to provide 

the drain’s walls. These were once covered with plaster, the remains of which were still visible on the drain’s smooth stone 

base. A continuous arched covering of lava stones once extended along the entire length of the exposed drain in this area, 

although only a small section of this survives today.” Ellis and Devore 2005: 8. An autoptic analysis by the author observed 

that the arched covering of lava stones is substituted by slabs of Sarno when the drain passes through the city walls. I would 

like to thank Dr. Kevin Dicus of PARPS for informing me that the space between the fountain and the wall of the drain 

(0.23 m) was filled with packed dirt and lava stones, not with opus caementicium. 
1004 

Ellis and Devore 2005: 8. 
1005 

Most of these curbstones are now lost: only some are visible in the photos taken during the clean-up and study 

operations of PARPS. 
1006 

These guard-stones are all old paving blocks now laid on top of the newer paving to help delimit that pedestrian area. 

There are four of them, but they are not placed at regular intervals: two of them are adjacent one another and located just to 

the east of the fountain. Given that they were [are you missing some text here?] 
1007 

Ellis and Devore 2005: 9 fig. 29. 
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use, and thus the wear of its northern side went so deep that the water was escaping the basin through 

this gap and not from the proper overflow channel on its eastern rim: clearly this fountain was a strong 

attractor of traffic to. 

However, this situation is evidently the final result of a number of earlier arrangements: in fact 

additional wear patterns along the inaccessible sides of the fountain, combined with Maiuri’s and 

PARPS excavations, suggest a total of three Roman phases.
1008 

4.4.3.2.1.1 Early Roman Phase1009 

This phase was characterized by the construction in opus incertum of both the monumental vault 

of the city gate (with its early Roman sidewalk)
1010 

and the L-shaped wall that bounds the western 

triangular area (with no fountain yet).
1011 

This latter wall blocked access to the western stairway of the 

city gate
1012

and allowed access to the agger only by way of a doorway, whereas before it was probably 

fully open. The excavations done under the sidewalk of the city gate have established that the older 

Samnite sidewalk was raised in Roman times and paved in opus signinum: it is thus possible to infer 

that the street was raised too (inside and outside Porta Stabia). 

However, in one major detail this dissertation differs from the analysis of PARPS: according to 

the members of project, in this phase the wall in opus incertum did not have an “L” shape, but 

continued straight to the west, acting as an inner curtain for a double-curtain city wall, and being 

flanked by an inner ring road section.
1013 

There are a number of problems with this interpretation: 1) 

the double-curtain phase of the city-walls is the oldest one – dated to the 6
th 

c BCE – and there are no 

1008 
The two phases delineated by PARPS for the city gate and for the fountain have been assembled in this dissertation into 

one comprehensive sequence. However, this interpretation has some differences with PARPS ideas. 
1009 

Phase 4 for Ellis and Devore 2008a: 14. The raise for the new sidewalk covered completely the Samnite altar and 

prompted the cut of a new religious niche right above the altar. 
1010 

See note 1009. 
1011 

This L-shaped wall may be also slightly later as it seems to abut the plaster covering the pier supporting the vault. 

Regardless, it predates the construction of the fountain (next phase). 
1012 

The eastern stairway – as mentioned at the beginning of the section – was always accessible. Maiuri found this walled 

up stairway (identified on his map as S’). Maiuri 1930: col. 202. 
1013 

I would like to thank Dr. Kevin Dicus for kindly sharing with me the PARPS interim reports for the study of this area. 
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1014 1015
examples of a resurgence during Roman times; 2) such a wide inner ring road would intercept 

the raised triangular area on which the fountain is sitting, implying that the raised area was created after 

the fountain was there – but PARPS itself believes the two features to be contemporaneous (but this 

dissertation considers them of two different phases); 3) following PARPS interpretation, the southern 

opus incertum should be abutted by a perpendicular wall of a later phase but of the same masonry – 

closing off only at that moment the ring road and the agger; however, from an autoptic examination, it 

appears that these two opus incertum walls were created at the same time as there is no seam and their 

fabric is closely intertwined. Also, Ellis-Devore see the lava threshold of this doorway cut into a brick 

wall adjacent to the north, thus considering this brick wall earlier:
1016 

the wall is actually the door-jamb 

of VIII.7.1, but it seems unusual to have such masonry used in such position earlier than Roman times. 

This dissertation proposes an opposite hypothesis: it is argued that the cut into the brick wall is not so 

evident, and it actually seems that the brick wall abuts the threshold, reversing the order of 

construction. In fact, the southern boundary wall of the buildings adjacent to the agger was consistently 

built using opus incertum of lava, thus probably belonging to this first Roman phase, just like the L-

shaped wall of the same technique. The brick wall is more likely a later reconstruction of the southern 

jamb of entrance of VIII.7.1. 

It seems – however—that the Roman dating of the vault and its supporting piers provided by 

PARPS is to be favored over the late-Samnite date of Maiuri: Ellis-Devore excavated the eastern pier, 

Maiuri did not. 

1014 
There are some low terracing walls in opus incertum between Porta Ercolano and Porta Vesuvio, but they are much 

lower and they are located in correspondence of the late-Samnite towers, not to the sides of city gates. 
1015 

This ring road section would be 8 m wide, whereas the ring road section to the east of the city gate would be 4 m wide. 

Also this difference can suggest a different interpretation compared to PARPS’s. 
1016 

Ellis and Devore 2005: 9. 
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4.4.3.2.1.2 Middle Roman Phase 

Following the establishment of the aqueduct, this phase corresponded to the construction of the 

fountain. Its southern side abutted the opus incertum wall built in the previous phase – the one closing 

off the Samnite stairway to the top of the city gate: the lack of wear along this side—and the severe 

erosion on the other three—indicates that from the very beginning this water feature was accessible 

only from the east, north and even west. The deep abrasions of its tuff slabs also suggest that this phase 

lasted for some time. 

The fountain was probably built after a raise of the western triangular space (a space created in 

the previous phase by the “L-shaped wall”) that was bounded to the east by a line of curbstones of tuff 

– now almost disappeared under the final raise of the street level (see infra). 

This is probably also the time when the schola tombs were built outside the city gate: their 

1017 1018
Augustan dating fits well within this period. 

4.4.3.2.1.3 Late Roman Phase 

It was during this period that Lucius Avianus Flaccus Pontianus and Quintus Spedius Firmius 

(see 4.2.3.1) paid for the raise of the suburban Via Stabiana and its new paving, and – supposedly – 

also for the raise of the city gate sidewalk and the construction of the drain. 

Excavations done by PARPS have identified a final raise of the city gate sidewalk—paved as 

usual with opus signinum
1019 

—to which it can be logically associated its new lava curbstones, and 

supposedly also the contextual raise of the suburban Via Stabiana and its repaving,
1020 

an undertaking 

described by the miliarium of Flaccus and Spedius right outside the city gate (see supra 

1017 
Campbell 2014: 299–303. 

1018 
Besides, the inscribed marker of the schola tomb of Marcus Tullius was likely created in this phase, at a level lower than 

the nearby and later inscription remembering the repaving of the suburban road by Flaccus and Spedius. However, lack of 

measurements in the report of the excavations by PARPS does not allow for a more contextualized analysis. 
1019 

Ellis and Devore 2008a: 14–5. 
1020 

This raise created what Maiuri called a bridge without an arch: in fact the moat of the Samnite city wall was simply 

filled by the successive raises of the street level. However, Maiuri saw only one big Roman raise (by Flaccus and Spedius), 

whereas this dissertation follows PARPS hypothesis of two Roman raises. Maiuri 1930: cols 197–8. 
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“4.2.3.1.History”). However, even if the paving stones of Via Stabiana show continuity – and thus 

suggest a single project – this is not the case for the curbstones, which inside the city gate are of lava, 

whereas in the suburban Via Stabiana are of different dimensions and of tuff: it is possible that both the 

city gate sidewalk and the repaving of the urban Via Stabiana belong to a different (earlier?) time than 

Flaccus and Spedius’s beneficence for the suburban road – and that the seam between these two 

different projects has not been identified yet. However, Flaccus’s repaving was certainly in use for 

some time before the eruption of 79 CE as proven by the construction on it of two anonymous altar 

tombs, dated around the middle of the first century CE.
1021 

As mentioned in the previous phase (see 

note 1018), this modification to the suburban Via Stabiana likely corresponded to a new, slightly higher 

eastern sidewalk: the position of the text in the miliarium of the duumviri is higher than the nearby text 

on the marker of the earlier schola tomb of Marcus Tullius. 

The western drain has been interpreted as a fairly late modification as it abuts—and therefore 

blocks access to—a side of the fountain with evident signs of wear, that consequently needs to predate 

the edification of this water channel: its western flank had to be reachable for quite enough time to 

allow the creation of those deep wear abrasions on either side of the fountain head.
1022 

A Roman dating 

of this feature is suggested not only by the fact that it abuts the fountain – making it posterior to the 

Roman aqueduct – but also by the fact that its lower portion cuts through the ground-raise(s) that this 

area likely underwent in Roman times (see infra). The drain burrowed through the city walls and 

discharged the waste water into the moat. 

In addition, the construction of this drain needs to be associated with the last repaving of Via 

Stabiana—at least for its urban portion: in fact, the paving stones were inclined in such a way to direct 

the water from Via Stabiana exactly to the mouth of the drain.
1023 

It is also possible that this repaving 

was laid directly above an earlier one, making the new street only slightly higher – as the limited 

1021 
Campbell 2014: 303–5. 

1022 
Ellis and Devore 2005: 9. 

1023 
As seen in action by PARPS. Ellis and Devore 2005: 9. 
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evidence found by PARPS seems to suggest 
1024 

—but enough to make almost disappear the curbstones 

delimiting the triangular area of the fountain. 

In support of an extra sub-phase hypothesis comes the observation that the paving of the city gate 

sidewalk of the middle Roman phase shows no signs of patching—unlike the final one
1025 

—implying a 

fairly short period of use, and thus suggesting a rapid repaving, only later followed by Flaccus’s project 

in the suburban Via Stabiana. 

4.4.3.3Guidance 

In 79 CE, the built environment surrounding Porta Stabia was encouraging an eastern laterality 

for pedestrian movement through: the city gate sidewalk was seamlessly connected to its urban and 

suburban counterparts, all built along the eastern side of the road. It can be positively argued that – 

based on their preference for uninterrupted features
1026 

—pedestrians moving in and out of the city 

would have favored the convenience provided by the continuity of such sidewalk. 

Instead, the opposite side of Via Stabiana was intended for traffic to, as indicated by the presence 

of a fountain on a raised area—divided from the western sidewalk only by the necessary street-paving 

directing wastewater to the big drain. This fountain – contrary to many others – was not protruding into 

the roadway, but was bordering it: evidently the aediles wanted to allow easy access both to those 

moving on the roadway
1027 

and those on the sidewalk, and at the same time there was enough room to 

place the fountain in such a way that it would not hinder the movement of any class of street users. 

However, this ease of access was only relative to its location, but not absolute: in fact, if the rationale 

behind the placement of this fountain were accessibility, then it should have been built so to have all 

the four sides open (instead, one was blocked from the beginning), if it were availability, then it should 

1024 
I would like to express my gratitude to Dr. Kevin Dicus for sharing with me the preliminary reports of PARPS. 

Following the cleaning of this area, the PARPS archaeologists believe to have identified the preparation layers for the last 

raise, one in tuff and the other in Sarno stone. 
1025 

Ellis and Devore 2008a: 14–5. 
1026 

See Chapter 1 “Introduction”. 
1027 

May they be draft or pack animals, the muleteers or lecticarii. 

267 



 

 

           

      

      

      

      

  

   

        

 

      

       

          

       

     

           

    

     

     

  

   

                                                 
            

          

          

  

                 

             

            

       

have been located at a crossroad, or near the busy theater area, or halfway along a city block, or more 

generally within the urban fabric of the city—so to increase the convenience for the inhabitants of 

Pompeii—and not at its fringes. Instead it is isolated, in a spot not even dictated by the presence of a 

nearby water tower. 
1028 

However, this topographical isolation did not correspond at all to a 

demographical one: the deep abrasions are indeed informing us that this fountain was used by a great 

amount of people, regardless of its comparatively tucked-away location. 

In conclusion, the placement of this fountain was not guided by accessibly or availability, or even 

determined by the water infrastructure already present: it thus can be contended that its leading factor 

was pedestrian traffic management. 

This is not an isolated case: the placement of fountains across from the city gate sidewalk is 

similarly present in a couple of other locations—specifically at Porta di Nocera and Porta Vesuvio
1029 

— 

and it is argued that it indicates a desire to separate the movement through the gate from the movement 

to the fountain with the intent to decrease pedestrian congestion, and thus favor fluidity of foot traffic. 

As already mentioned, fountains acted as destination points for water fetching (movement to) and 

aggregators of people, whereas gates were channels for movement through. The conflation on the same 

sidewalk of these two different movements can be predicted to be liable—in the best case scenario—of 

decreasing the space available and thus of an increased density, causing the formation of “dynamic 

lanes”
1030 

or—in the worst case—of a paroxysmal sidewalk-overcrowding of the sidewalk, forcing 

some pedestrians to walk on the paved roadway or to cross to the sidewalk on the other side, causing an 

added hindrance to road traffic and chances of danger to pedestrians. 

1028 
The closest water tower - probably the one that was feeding the fountain - is the one located at the crossing between Via 

Stabiana and Via Abbondanza. Excavations by PARPS have identified part of the lead pipe that disappears under Via 

Stabiana with a North-east direction. For a location of the water towers see Dybkjaer-Larsen 1982; Heres 1992; Eschebach 

et al. 1995: 133–141. 
1029 

Porta Ercolano – as described in its corresponding section – may be another case, but the rather distant location of the 

fountain from the city gate (100 m) decreases – but does not deny – the significance of such occurrence. The same can be 

said on Via Abbondanza for the fountain nearby Porta Sarno, but here the distance is even further: 150 m. 
1030 

See chapter 1.4.1 “Efficiency and other concepts”. 
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In addition, this segregation of movement was also enhanced by the location of another 

pedestrian feature: in fact, the first group of stepping stones is located 55 m away both from the 

fountain and the city gate, in a situation much analogous to that of Porta Vesuvio.
1031 

This arrangement 

was inviting pedestrians to cross to the “appropriate” sidewalk far enough from the fountain: 

specifically, this meant that the people who wanted to leave the city could conveniently cross to the 

eastern continuous sidewalk (in case they were on the western sidewalk) – and thus steer clear from the 

fountain—or that the people who were entering the city on the continuous eastern sidewalk were 

invited to conveniently cross to the other side only after having passed that water feature. For the 

Pompeians going to the fountain – instead – the stepping stones were located away from the congestion 

generated by the city gate bottleneck, allowing them to cross to the western sidewalk in an area with 

relatively fewer pedestrians. If the stepping stones had been too close to the fountain the positive 

effects of movement-segregation would have occurred too late; if the stepping stones were too far from 

the fountain, many pedestrians would not have used them, crossing instead at any other point and thus 

generating only minimal guidance. In this way instead, 55 meters away from the city gate and the 

fountain, a filtering on their appropriate sidewalks of movement to and movement through was likely to 

happen, or at least it was encouraged. 

In conclusion, at Porta Stabia, the effects of a continuous sidewalk, of the location of the fountain 

and of the stepping stones, were purposely combined to guide traffic through along the eastern 

sidewalk of Via Stabiana and traffic to along the western one with the intent of decreasing congestion 

and thus increase a smooth flow of pedestrians in this congested area. 

4.4.3.3.1 Chronological Evolution of Guidance: a Samnite Hypothesis 

Some could argue that in Samnite times some sort of guidance was present: in fact—as mentioned 

earlier—excavations by Ellis-Devore identified a sidewalk within the city gate dating already to such 

1031 
In this case the fountain is not located next to the city gate, but 58 m. from it. The first set of stepping stones was placed 

other 25 m. beyond the fountain toward the city center. See 4.4.8.2 
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phase. Regardless of the uncertainty of this conclusion – the excavations did not extended beyond the 

limits of the Roman sidewalk, and even Ellis-Devore admit that what they could have actually found a 

1032 1033 
street paving – it can be argued that if such guidance existed, it was not as sophisticated and 

effective as in Roman times. In fact, two other features would have disrupted the flow of pedestrians 

along the eastern sidewalk: a Samnite public well and an interruption caused by the inner ring road. 

The first feature—recovered too by Ellis-Devore—is located at the southern end of the insula I.1 

right before Porta Stabia: originally it was positioned in a small room with a wide opening directly onto 

Via Stabiana, later walled up and included in the private bar I.1.1. Dated to the second century BCE – 

the period when the insula was taking shape –the well’s location would have caused on the eastern 

sidewalk a promiscuity of both movement through the city gate and movement to the well, a situation 

prone to pedestrian congestion. The great amount of people using it is witnessed by the grooves left on 

its borders by the ropes used to lift the buckets, whose concentration along the western side attests that 

most users were coming directly from Via Stabiana. Besides, the long activity of this well
1034 

– from 

the second century BCE to the construction of the aqueduct in Roman times
1035 

—may certainly be 

considered as one other reason for the presence of those grooves. In addition, the location of this well 

was not dictated by topographical constraints: it could be dug in any other part of Pompeii as the 

scattered location of a number of other wells (both private and public) show.
1036 

In fact, the water table 

1032 
Ellis and Devore 2006: 13. However, following an enlarged excavation in 2008, Ellis-Devore seem more convinced it 

was a sidewalk: they mention the existence of an opus signinum surface that can unlikely be assigned to road paving. Ellis 

and Devore 2008a: 13. 
1033 

It has been argued supra that the pedestrian passage within Porta Marina was created in the late Samnite period too. 

However, just like the posterulae in Greek fortifications (see for example Paestum), their existence seems more a matter of 

defense and not traffic guidance: passages for pedestrians seem to have been considered for a long time a good idea, but 

their location was dictated by the access they provided to fortified areas and not by a desire to guide pedestrian movement 

through only some of them. 
1034 

Once the well became a part of bar I.1.1, it was not filled up, but its door to Via Stabiana was walled up. In 79 CE it was 

either still privately used or it was covered by wooden planks: in fact, PARPS excavations have removed two meters of 

volcanic debris. Ellis et al. 2011: 6. 
1035 

A new theory dates the construction of the first aqueduct of Pompeii to the first years of the colony, with a later 

Augustean expansion, and a post-62 CE connection to a new spring. Ohlig 2001: 52–75. 
1036 

Mygind 1917; Mygind 1921; Maiuri 1931: 547–557. 
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can be reached if one were to dig deep enough: the wells at Porta Vesuvio
1037 

and at the Triangular 

forum – with their distant location – can demonstrate exactly that. 

The other feature disrupting the flow of pedestrian traffic in Samnite times was the inner ring 

road that – still passable to carts– was interrupting both the eastern and western sidewalks of Via 

Stabiana. Only in Roman times will this discontinuity disappear: the eastern sidewalk flanking insula 

I.1 will be rebuilt as an uninterrupted feature all the way to the city gate and its inner sidewalk.
1038 

Certainly, the necessity of a ring road for defensive purposes would have trumped the needs of 

pedestrians even in Roman times: thus, if a peaceful period can be considered a condition for this 

improvement, it is evidently not the reason for the modification of the pedestrian built environment. A 

developing interest in guidance and management of traffic is likely the influential factor. 

It seems possible to conclude that a simple sidewalk within the city gate cannot be considered 

evidence of guidance of pedestrian traffic in the late-Samnite times, especially when considering its 

relationship with a public well on the same side of the road, and consequent promiscuity of traffic to 

and traffic through. The Romans instead appear to have combined a number of features in order to 

guide and improve the pedestrian experience at the busy Porta Stabia: an uninterrupted sidewalk 

connected to the city gate sidewalk, a fountain on the opposite side, and a group of stepping stones 

carefully placed as to act as filters of traffic. It is notable how the Romans decided to impose a 

modification to the Samnite habit of getting water from the well at Porta Stabia by erecting a fountain 

on the opposite side: they could have built it next to the well because – as it has been described supra – 

the fountain location was not dictated by any pre-existing water pipeline. Therefore the location of this 

Roman fountain can be seen as a deliberate choice in direct opposition to that of the Samnite well. To 

1037 
The well at Porta Vesuvio was equipped with an electric pump by Maiuri’s decision to obtain water for the newly 

restored gardens of the Pompeiian houses. Maiuri 1931: 547. 
1038 

Even if this short extension of the sidewalk has not been excavated, we can be confident of its Roman dating because it 

is on the same level with the most recent sidewalk within the Porta Stabia – dated thanks to excavations by Ellis-Devore to 

Roman times – and because the last two general raises of the road level inside the city gate - and thus likely also right inside 

the city - have been dated by Ellis-Devore to Roman times as well. These modifications have been mentioned in the 

“History” section at page 28 and in Ellis and Devore 2008a: 14–15. 
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reinforce this notion comes the recent discovery of a Samnite public well still open and in use in 79 CE 

located at the crossing between via Mefiru and Via Stabiana:
1039 

as a general rule the Romans did not 

privatize or seal the Samnite wells, thus the fate of each of them was evidently the result of careful 

evaluation.
1040 

4.4.3.4Exploitation 

The successful guidance of pedestrian traffic is confirmed by the succession of three schola 

tombs: facing the sidewalk coming out the city gate (the eastern sidewalk) – presenting a situation very 

similar to Porta Ercolano and Vesuvio. As discussed in the analysis of the evidence used in this 

dissertation, this type of tombs—thanks to its unique nature 
1041 

—can act as a proxy to confirm the 

presence of pedestrian laterality: their bench structure makes sense if located along areas where people 

were walking, otherwise more common forms could have been used. It was the presence of pedestrians 

that prompted the creation of this new design as it provided enhanced visibility caused by the direct 

interaction that the passers-by had with the structure (sitting on it), valuable for celebratory purposes 

and self-representation: not only the novel structure would have been noted by the people sitting on it, 

but also their pause would have increased the chances for the funerary inscription to be read.
1042 

The 

schola tombs represent a reaction to the presence of pedestrians, not an agent in their presence. 

Unexpectedly, in July 2017 – during a control of the foundations of one of these 19
th 

c buildings 

– a tomb clad in marble was located along the same eastern sidewalk
1043 

(see next section, for a more in 

depth analysis of this mausoleum): this square structure (with a funerary chamber in the center) is 

decorated by two curved benches along its southern and western sides
1044 

—apparently a unique 

1039 
Pender 2008. 

1040 
Maiuri himself acknowledged that the Romans did not obliterate all the old wells (Maiuri 1931. 

1041 
See discussion of the proxy evidence used in this dissertation at the beginning of this chapter. 

1042 
The funerary inscription on the schola tombs are either directly carved in the stone backrest or on a marble plaque in the 

middle of the curved bench. 
1043 

Osanna 2017. 
1044 

The other two sides are still underground, and thus not visible. 
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typology in Pompeian funerary architecture – that were created very likely to attract pedestrians and 

induce them to sit and read the honorific inscription at their back – a purpose identical to that of the 

schola tombs. 

In reality, our knowledge of the funerary landscape of Porta Stabia is incomplete:
1045 

not only 

th th 
most 18-19 c discoveries are difficult to locate with precision, but the presence of 19 c buildings has 

permitted just for a limited space to be excavated. As a result only four tombs are visible (plus the tomb 

discovered in July 2017). 

Of the three schola tombs excavated right outside Porta Stabia, only two are still visible – the 

tomb of Marcus Tullius and Marcus Alleius Minius – whereas the third one was reburied because of the 

possible damages to the foundations of the modern edifice sitting above it.
1046 

There are records of the discovery in 1844 of a rectangular bench-tomb (in honor of Clovatius) 

and next to it of a gladiatorial marble relief,
1047 

but it is a matter of scholarly dispute if these two 

elements were found to the east or west of the city gate: 
1048 

however, if this relief was decorating the 

tomb found in 2017 – as prof. Osanna believes
1049 

—then the rectangular tomb would be located right 

after the third schola tomb, and thus would be flaking the eastern sidewalk too. 

Other two tombs still visible are located 60 m outside Porta Stabia and were found in 2001 on the 

western part of the suburban Via Stabiana:
1050 

these podia/altar tombs were built occupying the western 

part of the roadway, next (but not adjacent) to a narrow western sidewalk equipped with a regular 

sequence of guard-stones. The sidewalk was closed off to the west by the upper part of the terrace wall 

supporting the road, built in opus reticulatum. This sidewalk is not connected to any sidewalk coming 

from the city, and—based on its narrowness and the regular presence of guard-stones—it was likely 

1045 
For a summary of the funerary landscape – now to be updated with the July 2017 discovery of a new tomb – see 

Emmerson, Stefani and Campbell. Emmerson 2010; Campbell 2014: 298–305; Stefani n.d. 
1046 

This is very likely the northern corner of the same building under whose southern corner in July 2017 archaeologists 

recovered a marble tomb. For a bibliography about the finding of these schola tombs see Emmerson 2010. 
1047 

Avellino 1844: 85–88. 
1048 

Emmerson 2010: 78, 82–3. 
1049 

Osanna 2017. 
1050 

D’Ambrosio 2001: 219–20. 
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built more as protection for the terracing wall than to accommodate pedestrian traffic – even though 

people certainly could walk on it.
1051 

Noteworthy is that neither of these two tombs has any feature 

built to accommodate pedestrians, unlike the similar podium/altar tomb found in 2017. In addition, the 

fact that these tombs were built occupying part of the roadbed disproves the counterargument that the 

bench tombs had to be built only to the east of Porta Stabia because of the lack of space to the west of 

it. 

If this partially hypothetical reconstruction of the area right outside Porta Stabia is correct, then it 

would represent a unique and clear case of pedestrian exploitation: a sequence of five consecutive 

tombs all carefully equipped to attract pedestrians walking on the bordering sidewalk (three schola 

tombs, a rectangular bench tomb and a square podium/altar tomb decorated by four benches along its 

four sides). Regardless—even if eliminating the last two tombs—still the undeniable presence of three 

consecutive schola tombs would confirm the intentional exploitation of the flow of passers-by, 

indirectly confirming that the guidance enacted within the city-walls and within the city gate was 

successful: the pedestrian traffic through was consistently and densely located on the eastern 

sidewalk.
1052 

1051 
In the chapter “The ring-roads of Pompeii” it is assessed the relevance of these tombs for the identification of the outer 

ring-road. 
1052 

Richardson, Stefani, Emmerson, Campbell believe that these two schola tombs were already out of use by the time of 

the eruption of 79 CE because they were covered by a mound of debris. This dissertation argues instead that this 

interpretation is caused by a misunderstanding of the reports, and that the tombs were still in use. In fact, Mau in 1890 

mentions the floors of the two schola tombs (tuff slabs and opus signinum), but does not refer of debris covering them, and 

only suggests (and he is actually right - as Ellis-Devore have discovered) that the sidewalk was raised because the boundary 

markers of these tombs are less visible that they should be. Mau only mentions that the areas behind the two tombs were 

filled with old accumulation (1 m higher than the first tomb, and at the level of the backrest of the tomb of Allelius Minius). 

Sogliano in Notizie degli scavi of 1889 comments on the dirt present at the back of schola tombs, abutting the backrests of 

these bench tombs, but not covering any part of these tombs. In the following issue of Notizie degli scavi of 1890, Sogliano 

refers of the excavation of this mound at the back of the tombs (where a few funerary inscriptions were found), but here he 

mentions a few sentences that may have generated confusion: A) he says that the second schola tomb (that of Alleius) was 

found a few years earlier (1874) and that it was partially covered by “terre alluvionali”: because he first mentions the 

occasion of its original discovery, and because he later consistently uses the term “terra antica” to refer to the mound of old 

dirt at the back of the tombs, this “alluvial dirt” must refer to the natural accumulation of soil that happened between its first 

discovery in 1874 and its full excavation in 1889; B) he argues that the first schola tomb was partially occupied (because of 

the lack of heirs) as indicated by the boundary markers partially covered by ancient dirt (arguably that of the raised 

sidewalk), and that both scholae had their funerary areas at their back occupied by ancient dirt (that was excavated with the 

intention to recover the funerary urns of the two men, but were not actually found). In conclusion, it seems that these 

records are indicating the existence of a raise of the sidewalk level and accumulation at the back of the tombs, not of 
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4.4.3.4.1 The Newly Discovered Tomb of July 2017 

Recently, at the end of July 2017, a new monumental tomb was found right under the corner of 

th 1053 
one of the 19 buildings located outside Porta Stabia during an inspection of its foundations —in the 

so-called area of San Paolino:
1054 

only preliminary information are available at this time (no plan or 

drawing, and no transcription of the honorific text), based on newspaper articles, a video interview of 

Soprintendente Osanna, and an official press release by Osanna.
1055 

Regardless, some important 

characteristics are clear: the tomb is located a few meters from the schola tombs and faces the same 

1056 1057
sidewalk. Seven lines of text on marble describe the career of the deceased – a duumvir —but the 

top section is lost (probably removed during the construction of the 19
th 

c building), and thus the tomb 

remains anonymous. Only one side has been fully exposed, but it is possible to reconstruct the full 

shape of the structure as a square building in opus incertum with a funerary chamber at its center (thus 

probably a podia/altar tomb). The external walls were veneered with marble slabs and a cornice: it is 

above this cornice that the inscription was placed. Below the cornice, the Southern side presents a long 

marble bench that unmistakably is duplicated also on the other two sides (and probably also on the 

fourth side): these benches are curved
1058 

and thus suggest that such tomb represents an evolution of the 

nearby semicircular seats of the schola tombs, and have obviously the same function – to allow 

pedestrians to sit. 

mounds covering the benches. Even if there were no longer heirs to the people honored by these tombs, and the funerary 

areas at their back were used as dumpsites (but Emmerson correctly wonders if those are actually remains of funerary 

rituals), the bench-structures were not abandoned and were still providing seating areas to pedestrians (even if the tomb of 

Tullius had lost one of the closing stones carved as a griffin leg). This idea has recently gotten some more ground if the 

identification by Osanna of the owner of the nearby tomb found in 2017 is correct: Cn. Alleius Nigidius Maius (possible 

adopted son of the Alleius Maius of the schola tomb) would not have built a new monumental tomb for himself and left the 

tomb of his ancestor in disrepair. Mau 1890; Sogliano 1889a; Sogliano 1889b; Sogliano 1890a; Sogliano 1890b; Stefani 

n.d.: 33; Campbell 2014: 299; Osanna 2017; Richardson 1988: 255. 
1053 

The building is meant to house the library of the Soprintendenza of Pompeii that is to be moved from its old location in 

the fall, and the foundation inspection was functional to this new function. Information taken from an interview by 

Soprintendente Massimo Osanna. ‘Tomba monumentale scoperta a Pompei - Pompeii - Parco Archeologico’ 2017. 
1054 

Named after a nearby small church that is now inside the archaeological park but that originally was flaking – just like 

the nearby building – the Royal Road from Salerno to Napoli. 
1055 

Osanna 2017; Ferrara 2017; ‘Tomba monumentale scoperta a Pompei - Pompeii - Parco Archeologico’ 2017. 
1056 

Each line is four meters long. 
1057 

There seems to be a reference to the exile of the duumviri as a consequence of the amphitheater riot of 59 CE 
1058 

These curved benches meet at the four corners creating four squared projections. 
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The tomb also appears to border a road that has to correspond with the ring roadgoing to Porta 

Nocera. In fact, the eastern sidewalk flanking the schola tombs is clearly curving toward Porta Nocera, 

and thus would understandably pass in front of this “new” tomb. Indeed—as argued in the chapter 

about the ring-roads of Pompeii—the suburban Via Stabiana would have bifurcated toward Porta 

Nocera, and this branch would become part of the ring roadsystem along the southern side of the 

city.
1059 

Prof. Osanna supports the identification of the tomb owner with Cn. Alleius Nigidius Maius, a 

relative of Marcus Alleius Minius- owner of the second schola tomb: Osanna in fact believes that a 

gladiatorial relief (found in 1884 in the vicinity of Porta Stabia
1060

) originally belonged to this tomb, 

and connects it also with the gladiatorial games paid by Alleius Nigidius Maius—as known from other 

inscriptions– and the references to several of them on the anonymous inscription of the tomb.
1061 

4.4.3.5Conclusions 

Archaeological evidence clearly indicate how—in the vicinity of Porta Stabia—most pedestrian 

traffic through was walking on the eastern sidewalk to move in and out of the city, and that on the other 

side a fountain was attracting a great deal of traffic to. This division of pedestrian traffic – it is argued 

here – was not determined by chances, but instead was an outcome desired by the Pompeian authorities 

who arranged pedestrian features with the intent to decrease the chances of pedestrian traffic 

congestion. 

On via Stabiana the creation of both an eastern continuous sidewalk – an attractor of pedestrian 

traffic through – along insula I.1, and of a fountain on the opposite side – a generator of traffic to— 

indicates a conscious choice as their position was not dictated by any pre-existing topographical or 

1059 
In this dissertation is argued that there was no ring roadsection between Porta Stabia and Porta Marina. There was 

probably a road taking to the storage areas beneath the temple of Venus, but it was not connected to the suburban Via 

Marina. See the chapter about the ring roads. 
1060 

Avellino 1844: 85–8. 
1061 

Osanna 2017. Emmerson was probably wrong in her location of the tomb with the gladiatorial relief to the west of Porta 

Stabia. Emmerson 2010: 82–4. 
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infrastructural constraint. The continuity of the walkway was done to the detriment of the inner ring 

road that became blocked to wheeled vehicles, showing how in this locale the interest in the guidance 

of pedestrian traffic was greater than cart needs. No pre-existing pipelines or water-towers can be 

brought into play for the location of the fountain, which also replaced an opposite Samnite public well, 

additionally demonstrating that its placement was not based on tradition, but on intention. 

The stepping stones closest to city-walls were positioned on Via Stabiana to such a distance that 

they encouraged pedestrians to move to the sidewalk most convenient to their destination: those 

descending the street could take advantage of this feature to both cross to the walkway leading to the 

fountain or out of the city, and avoid the inconvenience of stepping down on a dirty roadbed. The 

distance of 58 m is likely relevant: if the stepping stones were further away, not only they would have 

intercepted less pedestrians, but the pedestrians themselves would have been less inclined to cross so 

far away from their destination. On the other hand, if they were closer to both the bottle-neck created 

by Porta Stabia and the congregation point created by the fountain, the crossing was to happen in areas 

already congested enough to preclude an easy movement, thus inducing to cross somewhere else, thus 

defying the guidance that these elements were meant to provide. 

The substantial level of activity generated by this fountain is visible by proxy in its wear level: 

the rim facing those coming down from Via Stabiana presents such a deep abrasion than the water 

would have spilled out for there and not from the intended overflow channel (on the eastern side). 

Outside Porta Stabia the succession of five bench tombs all along the same sidewalk can be 

interpreted with good reason as proof of the successful guidance of pedestrian traffic through: the three 

schola tombs, the rectangular bench tomb and the four-bench tomb (found in July 2017) were evidently 

built to exploit the flux of the passers-by. This is even more evident when one looks at the two tombs 

on the opposite side of the road which – even if monumental – did not include any pedestrian facility. 

277 



 

 

        

   

    

      

       

      

       

      

  

     

    

 

        

   

    

         

      

    

                                                 
               

  

 

               

               

     

          

             

  

In addition, it is possible to provide a chronological period for the success of this guidance: since 

the tomb discovered in 2017 was possibly erected the year before the eruption,
1062 

pedestrians were still 

following the built environment cues until the last days of the city. As for other temporal references, it 

is certainly possible to consider the guidance at work already before 3 CE based on terminus ante quem 

for the date of death of Marcus Tullius, the dedicatee of the first schola tomb.
1063 

Another possible 

temporal reference would be the construction of the fountain, but for this event there is no precise data 

available:
1064 

to consider it a Samnite fountain based only on its material (tuff) is just an hypothesis, as 

Eschebach himself admits,
1065 

and it goes against the scholarship that generally agrees on assigning the 

creation of the aqueduct to the Roman period of the city. At the earliest, the aqueduct could be dated to 

the first years of the colony – following the latest scholarly hypotheses– or to the Augustean period— 

according to the more conventional view on the construction of the aqueduct of Serinum and of its sub-

branch toward Pompeii.
1066 

Finally, even if based on recent excavations the city gate had a sidewalk since the late Samnite 

period, it was the Romans who developed pedestrian guidance using the combined effort of different 

pedestrian features (fountains, stepping stones, and continuous sidewalks). This guidance had the 

objective of preventing pedestrian congestion and thus creating a smoother flow of traffic, and – if the 

interpretation of the evidence is correct – it was more sophisticated than ever appreciated, using 

conceptually advanced ideas like laterality, segregation and fluidity. 

1062 
This date is mentioned in a video interview by prof. Osanna. ‘Tomba monumentale scoperta a Pompei - Pompeii - Parco 

Archeologico’ 2017. 
1063 

Campbell 2014: 300. 
1064 

The clean-up and the study of the area by the PARPS in 2005 established a clearer relative sequence of the changes, but 

not their absolute dating. I would like to thank dr. Kevin Dicus for the courtesy of sharing with me these reports. 
1065 

Eschebach and Schäfer 1983. 
1066 

The uncertainties on the construction date of the aqueduct of Pompeii are summarized by Keenan-Jones, Hellstrom, 

Dysdale. A full analysis of this problematic can be found in Ohligh’s thorough publication. Keenan-Jones, Hellstrom, and 

Drysdale 2011: 131–4; Ohlig 2001: 49–85. 
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4.4.4 Porta Nocera 

Porta Nocera and its street (Via Nocera) represent a case in which no clear interest in guiding 

pedestrian traffic is discernible. In fact, this is the only instance in Pompeii where one can observe on 

the one hand the absence of stepping stones and the city gate sidewalk, and on the other hand the 

presence of very narrow sidewalks along the street and of a fountain occupying the entire width of one 

of these sidewalks. The reduced pedestrian traffic that resulted from the success of this lack of 

guidance—that in fact indirectly discouraged people from walking along this route – is evident from the 

presence of only one very small bar facing Via Nocera, from the lack of tombs along the public land 

flanking Via Nocera as it leaves the city, and by the location of one schola tomb at the very end of this 

street – in correspondence of the crossing with the outer ring-road. See Figures 4.4.4.a to i. 

4.4.4.1History 

Porta Nocera has not been subject to excavation campaigns, but its masonry presents close 

correspondences with that of the other city gates, thus allowing a fairly reliable reconstruction of the 

evolution of its appearance and the dating of its phases. The building appears to be composed of the 

usual three masonry types that can be arranged in chronological order based on comparative evidence. 

The first visible phase corresponds to the early Samnite period (end of the 4
th 

c BCE) when the city 

defenses were built in ashlar masonry of Sarno limestone and included an agger abutting the city-walls: 

the gate featured a bottleneck created by two protruding bastions, a wider internal corridor, and another 

bottleneck where the door was placed. Flanking the outer sides of this structure, two stairways 

permitted to reach the wall-walk, the top of the internal corridor, and the bastion.
1067 

As evidence of 

this phase one can still see the eastern and western bastions and the bottom three rows of Sarno blocks 

on the eastern side of the corridor. During the middle Samnite phase, the gate probably did not change 

1067 
Just like the cases of Porta Stabia and Porta Nota, in this period two stairways were built between the outer flanks of the 

gate and the agger to reach the top of the internal corridor and the bastions from where to bombard the invading enemy 

forces. These two stairways are still visible (especially the eastern one). 
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in shape, but some of its portions were rebuilt in ashlar masonry of tuff, as still visible in the western 

bastion: this period likely corresponds to the end of the second century BCE and the modifications are 

connected to the Second Punic War, which was waged also along the Sarno valley.
1068 

Finally, in the 

late Samnite period came the use of concrete masonry with the construction in opus incertum of lava of 

both the archway and the doorjambs:
1069 

the previous defensive structures in this portion of the city 

gate were demolished, and the resulting blocks of Sarno limestone and tuff were reused to erect the 

corners of the new entryway. The use of the opus incertum of lava is associated with the construction 

of the city-wall towers and well dated to the period of the Social war. 
1070 

The Roman period of Pompeii 

did not see any change in the structure of the gate itself, but it is agreed by scholars that the road 

surface in its proximity was lowered in order to create a more comfortable gradient for the traffic 

passing through this city gate: 
1071 

the modification exposed also the foundations of the gate that were 

strengthened by a facing in opus incertum of lava.
1072 

4.4.4.2Structure 

The gate appears much more imposing than the others because of the lowering of the road 

surface, making the archway look exceptionally tall. In reality – when the gate still had a prominent 

defensive function – the path approaching it from the countryside was steeper, and the appearance of 

the area probably resembled that at Porta Nola, with the tall bastions imposing on the approaching 

traffic. 

The structure itself is among the simplest ones, like those of Porta Stabia and Nola: it features 

one single archway, a roofless corridor and two protruding bastions. 

1068 
Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 30; Maiuri 1930: col. 218. 

1069 
Exactly like the case of Porta Stabia and Porta Marina, and probably Porta Vesuvio. 

1070 
Maiuri 1930: col. 219; Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 30. 

1071 
D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 24; Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 33–4; D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1987: 200. 

1072 
This reinforcement in opus incertum belongs evidently to the Roman phase as it partially covers the paving stones of the 

street surface. It also seems consequential that the moat in front of the city gate was filled at this same time, just like in the 

case of Porta Stabia (where the road surface was raised and the moat filled: see “Porta Stabia. 4.2.3.1 History” 
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Right under the archway there are still the two stone bases likely supporting the door hinges, and 

the central stone permitting a straight closure of the two shutters: this locking system was evidently 

rebuilt in phase with the repaving following the lowering of the street surface, and it is thus a piece of 

evidence supporting the fact that—regardless of this modification—Porta Nocera could still be closed— 

thus retaining a function that , if not fully defensive, was at least of potential traffic control. 

4.4.4.3Guidance 

The lack of interest in the guidance of pedestrian traffic is first discernible in the absence of a 

sidewalk passing through Porta Nocera: in fact, the pedestrian paths flanking Via Nocera—both in its 

urban and suburban sections
1073 

—interrupt in correspondence of the structure of the gate. 

In theory this absence seems difficult to justify: the existence of just seven city gates is by itself 

an indication that they could all be all busy with traffic. In the case of this specific city gate, the theory 

is supported by archaeological evidence: deep wheel ruts on the street surface denote heavy cart 

traffic,
1074 

proving that this passage was often chosen—probably because of it connected with the 

thoroughfare leading to Nocera, the via Nuceria-Pompeios.
1075 

For this same reason many pedestrians 

would select this route, and thus their movement could be improved and guided by the presence of a 

sidewalk within the city gate – just like in all other city gates of Pompeii.
1076 

Thus, such absence does not seems caused by a lack of pedestrians, and – on the other hand—it 

was probably neither due to a lack of space: objectively—with their width of only 3 m – Porta Nocera 

1073 
Whereas the suburban western sidewalk is well visible, the existence of the eastern one has not been determined clearly: 

a line of curbstones is present for a couple of meters until the first guard stone, then they disappear. Besides, there is no 

sidewalk surface, just sloping ground covered in grass. It seems unlikely that this sidewalk surface has not been excavated 

yet: the one to the west is well visible and thus there are no clear reasons why the excavators would have disregarded one 

side of the road over the other. And this is the situation described in the RICA map of Pompeii and in the most recent 

cartography of the site. Van Der Poel 1984: fol. IV; Morichi et al. 2011. 
1074 

Tsujimura 1991; Tsujimura 1993; Poehler 2009: 68–83. 
1075 

This road is composed by the southern ring roadand by its continuation to the east. Conticello De’Spagnolis 1994. 
1076 

An hypothesis of the consequences of the substantial but intermittent traffic generated by the amphitheater games is 

provided in the “Conclusions” of this section. 
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and Porta Nola are the narrowest gates of Pompeii,
1077 

and yet Porta Nola was retrofitted with a 

sidewalk 0.80 m wide, thus reducing the carriageway to 2.20 m. Although such narrow lanes for 

wheeled traffic are present only in these two city gates, they are not that unusual in the Pompeian street 

web (for example in vicolo del Lupanare, Vicolo di Eumachia, the long and important Via degli 

Augustali).
1078 

Certainly such a reduced space was not helpful to the establishment of a sidewalk, so it 

may be considered a contributory cause, but it was not an outright impediment. As a consequence it is 

possible to argue that this absence was intentional: if the Pompeian authorities really wanted a sidewalk 

they could have built it, all the more so in conjunction with the new repaving of the street following the 

lowering of its surface.
1079 

It can also be added that the sidewalks along Via di Nocera (especially in its portion between Via 

Abbondanza and Via Castricio) are very narrow compared to other thoroughfares taking out of the city, 

and they stop before the city gate. To be more precise, the southern extremity of the eastern sidewalk 

follows the gradient of the street, 
1080 

but ends in correspondence of one of the portals that grants access 

to the Amphitheater Plaza, located right before the city-walls. The form of this arrangement indicates 

that it was created with two scopes in mind: 1) the sloping sidewalk allowed those walking in front of 

Insulae I.20 and II.8
1081 

to reach this portal protected from the cart traffic and the water runoff, 2) the 

pedestrians entering from Porta Nocera could easily step on this low curb as the first step to enter the 

portal. On the other hand, the western sidewalk does not conform to the street slope but continues 

horizontally, supported by a terracing wall in opus incertum that – right before the city gate – is more 

than one meter high, an impossible climb for those entering the city: consequently, a pedestrian coming 

down walking on the western sidewalk could either step down onto the carriageway 20 m before the 

city gate, or continue and reach the inner ring roadtaking to Porta Stabia. 

1077 
Porta Sarno is the second narrowest (3.43 m). 

1078 
See Kaiser for a discussion of street dimensions and cart dimensions. Kaiser 2011d: 56–8.. 

1079 
See supra “4.2.4.1 History”. 

1080 
The street was lowered in correspondence of the city gate during Roman times: see section “4.2.4.1 History”. 

1081 
It is assumed that the inhabitants of each insula would have used the closest of the eight portals. 
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Moreover, a few other obstacles actually hampered the use of these narrow and interrupted 

sidewalks, denoting an evident disregard for pedestrian needs and their guidance: 1) there are no 

stepping stones, neither in correspondence of the crossings with Via Castricio and Via Palestra, nor 

anywhere along Via Nocera; 2) a compital with its adjacent fountain (the fountain of Iuno
1082

) fully 

obstructs the western sidewalk of the northern third of Via Nocera,
1083 

3) and the wall of a house 

occupies the eastern sidewalk of the northern third of Via Nocera.
1084 

Regardless of the possibility that 

this latter enlargement was the result of a private action (maybe illegal?), the obstruction caused by the 

altar and the fountain was evidently the result of public decisions.. The absence of stepping stones is 

even more conspicuous if one consider how Via Nocera was supposed to take away not only the excess 

water from the fountain of Iuno, but also the run-off from Via Castricio, Via Palestra, Via Ifigenia 

(northen part of Via Nocera), part of the western section of Via Abbondanza, and even some streets in 

region III, an area termed “Nolana drainage basin”.
1085 

In addition, there are no stepping stones, 

creating an environment unattractive to pedestrians who wished to pass through this area of the city: 

unless one had to walk through Porta Nocera for a specific reason, Porta Sarno and Porta Stabia were 

much better equipped to provide a more fluid and pleasant stroll (wider urban sidewalks, stepping 

stones, and a sidewalk passing through each gate). 

1082 
The female head decorating the fountain feature a diadem and has thus been identified -with some doubt – with Iuno by 

Eschebach. Eschebach and Schäfer 1983: 23. 
1083 

These two elements are located at the junction of Via Nocera with Via Castricio. The fountain is evidently a later 

addition as it abuts the plaster of the compital, and blocked the northern sidewalk of Via Castricio. Clear signs of wear show 

that most users were fetching water from the southern side walking on a narrow makeshift sidewalk (made of reused paving 

stones and beaten dirt laid above the street surface) built along the southern side of the fountain in order to keep the feet 

away from the carriageway that was carrying the overflow coming from the fountain itself. 
1084 

The western wall of bar II.1.1 – located at the crossing between Via Nocera and Via Abbondanza – evidently expanded 

and interrupted the northern end of the eastern sidewalk. 
1085 

Poehler 2009: 377. Poehler noticed this abnormal lack of stepping stones, and wondered if it was due to a “desire to 

keep tighter control on movement in area of the amphitheater after the AD 59 riot”. 
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The combined influence of these obstacles and lack of proper crossing facilities indicate that 

pedestrians were forced to step down to walk on a carriageway not only busy with traffic – as the wheel 

ruts seem to indicate – but also drenched by a substantial amount of water run-off.
1086 

The pedestrian environment outside Porta Nocera was equally unfriendly: there was a sidewalk 

on the western flank of the road, but it stopped before reaching to the ring-road. On the eastern side 

instead, one had to walk on an inclined and irregular dirt surface – not a real sidewalk—limited by 

curbstones only for a couple of meters. In addition, the reverse position of the urban and suburban 

sidewalks at Porta Nocera probably caused further disruption: in fact, not only pedestrians walking 

towards the city on the western suburban sidewalk had to eventually step down on the roadway (as 

there was no sidewalk passing through the city gate), but also they needed to cross to the eastern urban 

sidewalk because – as described earlier – the western one was more than one meter above the road 

level.
1087 

The poor sidewalk situation and the lack of stepping stones may not only suggest a lack of 

interest in managing pedestrians,
1088 

but a complementary desire by the civic authorities to facilitate the 

passage of carts through the this specific city gate and along its street. 
1089 

This hypothesis receives 

additional ground if one considers a notable modification: as explained in the “History” of the city gate, 

its foundations were exposed to lower the road and achieve a reduced gradient.
1090 

Such new gradient 

made the carriageway less steep and therefore more accessible: this modification seems directed more 

to the advantage of wheeled than pedestrian traffic because the eastern sidewalk, on the one hand, was 

1086 
Tsujimura 1991: 79–83; Tsujimura 1993. 

1087 
As explainedsupra, right within the city the western urban sidewalk was built on a terracing wall too high to climb. 

1088 
The only instance of the management along Via Nocera – as mentioned – is the conclusion of the eastern sidewalk in 

correspondence of one of the portals to the Amphitheater Plaza. 
1089 

Tsujimura and Poehler both agree on the heavy use of Via Nocera by cart traffic, as implied by the deep wheel ruts. 

Tsujimura 1993; Poehler 2009: 376. 
1090 

Such lowering starts in front of house II,8,5: there one can observe a bulge in the street surface directing the runoff 

water toward a channel embedded into the western sidewalk and leading to the water conduit in ashlar masonry of calcare 

del Sarno passing through the gate (a Roman modification also present in other gates: Porta Stabia, Porta Sarno and Porta 

Nola). An careful assessment of the modifications in the management of the water run in the area of the Forum following 

the earthquake of 62 CE was done by Poehler. Poehler 2011a. 
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the only one following the new sloping ground, but on the other did not pass through Porta Nocera. In 

fact—as already hinted to—this new repaving of the road could have been seamlessly coupled with the 

construction of a sidewalk—easier than a retrofit onto an already paved road—but no area reserved for 

pedestrians was created, stressing once more how the main intended users were expected to be carts 

and haulers, being them humans or animals. This intervention is also directly linked to improvements 

done to the suburban road taking to Nocera
1091

- of which the outer ring road section Porta Stabia-Porta 

Nocera was a portion:
1092 

it seems that the Romans, in order to normalize its incline, cut through the 

uneven terrain and slightly reoriented it compared to the irregular Samnite road.
1093 

This modification 

has been dated to the post-colonial phase of Pompeii based on the facts that the earliest tombs of the 

necropolis of Porta Nocera belong to late republican period and are positioned to match this new street 

level.
1094 

This chronology works well with the hypothesis that a more “rational” and careful 

management of Pompeian traffic – ambulatory and wheeled alike—started with the direct Roman 

control of Pompeii. 

In conclusion, the situation at this gate and the approaching Via Nocera seems to indicate that the 

civic authorities consciously neglected the creation of features providing explicit guidance to the 

pedestrians moving through this area: no invitation to laterality (no sidewalk passing through the city 

gate), no stepping stones, and only small and hindered sidewalks. Complementary to this, there was 

probably a desire to facilitate road traffic along Via Nocera, as the lowering of the gradient of the road 

suggests – and the removal of the sidewalk at the intersection with the ring road(see next section). It is 

important to emphasize that such lack of pedestrian guidance did not mean that this area became 

pedestrian-free or was intended to be pedestrian free, but rather that the civic administration was simply 

1091 
A study of the road Nuceria-Pompeios and of its archaeological evidence has been presented in Conticello De’Spagnolis 

1994. It contains also a summary of the structures found in proximity of the ancient Pompeii along this road, and a history 

of the discovery of this suburban road. 
1092 

See section in the chapter “Ring-roads of Pompeii”. 
1093 

A small portion of this Samnite road was found by Ciro Nappo under some Roman tombs of the necropolis of Porta 

Nocera. Conticello De’Spagnolis 1994: 18 and figure 10. 
1094 

D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 24; D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1987: 200. 
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unconcerned with directing foot traffic. Like everywhere else in the street network, pedestrians were 

free to move as they pleased: here they simply would have found a built environment less supportive of 

their needs and well-being. 

4.4.4.4Exploitation 

This absence of guidance and care along Via Nocera was not meant to scare pedestrians away—in 

fact there is no active deterrent to their presence 
1095 

—but probably it was intended to invite a specific 

group of them—the traffic through people—to use a different route, in what can be defined a case of 

“negative” guidance. The archaeological evidence seems to suggest that the type of traffic was here 

different than along the other thoroughfares leading directly to the city gates, a fact that can be 

connected with the success of this hypothetical “negative” guidance: in fact, there are comparatively 

less commercial establishments on Via Nola than on any other similar street, with most of them relying 

on regular costumers (=movement to), while only one – a bar (II.8.2-3)—was directed to passers-by, 

suggesting how this street was more a destination for regulars than a place for people on their way to 

somewhere else (=movement -through). 

The low intensity of the pedestrian movement through can also represent a justification for an 

anomaly in the funerary landscape of Pompeii: the tract of Via Nocera outside the city gate is devoid of 

any tomb, whereas equivalent spaces outside the other city gates were donated by the decuriones for 

tombs in honor of benefactors of the community.
1096 

The first tomb one was to meet on the way out of 

the city was located at the crossing with the ring-road, and it was a schola tomb. 

1095 
Or, at least, there is no active deterrent visible in the built environment of this area. 

1096 
Exceptions to this practice are Porta Marina and Porta Nocera, but in the former the tombs were probably demolished to 

make room to the Suburban Baths and the imperial villa, while in the latter there was simply no room available for a 

funerary monument. 
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4.4.4.4.1 Commercial Enterprises 

The nature of commercial enterprises opening on Via Nocera indicates reliance not on passers-

by, but mainly on regular costumers (movement to). 

According to Ellis only one bar existed on Via Nocera: his identification of these food and drink 

outlets is based on the presence of counters, 
1097 

and only II.8.2 meets this condition, featuring also the 

stepped display system so common in other Roman bars. The counter is oriented in order to be 

especially well visible to those entering the city, and it should not come as a surprise that it is placed 

along the eastern sidewalk: in the previous section it was explained that this is the first sidewalk that 

can be stepped on once inside the city (the other side is too high), becoming thus the most used by 

incoming pedestrians. Ellis reckons other three bars in the area, 
1098 

but their doors open onto Via 

Castricio and Via Palestra, and – although two of them are located at the crossing with Via Nocera – 

their counters are all oriented in the same direction: they suggest that most pedestrians were walking on 

these two other streets (and not on Via Nocera) and that they were more likely coming from the east— 

as rightfully argued by Ellis.
1099 

Moreover, as all these counters flank the northern sidewalk, it seems 

possible to argue for a northern laterality of foot traffic, mainly on Via Castricio.
1100 

At any rate, the 

staggering difference in bar number between Via Nocera and Via Castricio
1101 

suggest at least an equal 

difference in the amount of pedestrian traffic, and probably also in the quality of such traffic,
1102 

with a 

prevalence of traffic to over traffic through. 

1097 
For a list of the food and drink outlets as identified by Ellis see Ellis 2004. 

1098 
I.13.10, I.13.13 and I.14.15 

1099 
Ellis 2004: 381 and fig. 7. 

1100 
This northern laterality seems confirmed by other five bars along Via Castricio (I.7.14, I.8.15, I.9.11, I.11.11 and 

I.12.12) 
1101 

One against seven, and with Via Nocera roughly 260 m long, and Via Castricio 210 m long. 
1102 

Other commercial activities bordering Via Nocera seem to have been dependent on returning costumers. The oil lamp 

shop at I.20.2 was evidently catering to returning customers and not to customers who happened to walk by chance in front 

of it. A few vineyards and wine productions sites feature one masonry triclinium in the garden, and thus are thought to have 

doubled as bars (I.20.1; II.1.8-9; II.9.5; II.9.4) however, one has to wonder if the profit from a single triclinium – hosting the 

standard number of nine people - is enough to sustain a business: more likely wine wholesale made up the bulk of the profit. 

At any rate, the amount of time spent while eating on a triclinium is evidently longer than what one would take if grabbing 

food from a street counter, so the clientele of the bar-with-counter and the vineyard-with-triclinium had to be different, with 
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The street leaving Porta Nocera (i.e. the suburban Via Nocera) does not present entrances to any 

building: the only structure flanking it was accessible probably from the ring-road.
1103 

However, no 

clear function has been so far assigned to this construction: the structure is made up by a long 

rectangular open area over the space of the former moat (that evidently was here backfilled to the level 

of the ring road), limited by a northern terracing wall under the city fortifications, by an eastern 

terracing wall supporting the suburban part of Via Nocera, and by a very long southern boundary wall 

skirting the ring-road. Maiuri, who found it in 1956, considered it a stable, and so did D’Ambrosio,
1104 

but in reality there seems to be no sound reasons for such identification—even after more recent 

excavations.
1105 

It seems – however—that by 79 CE this building—just like the nearby schola tomb (see 

infra)—had already been partially demolished, and thus was no longer in use: 
1106 

it is plausible to 

connect its destruction to the recovery of public land enacted by Suedius Clemens, as indicated by the 

nearby cippus,
1107 

but once again there is no way to prove it. 

In conclusion, it may be argued that the presence of only one bar, of only one proper restaurant 

and of only one specialized retail shop indicate that this area of the city saw less pedestrian traffic 

through and more traffic to: pedestrians were coming to this area to reach known destinations, and 

were not using Via Nocera to enter or leave the city. It is more a difference in quality than quantity of 

the latter more likely made by costumers who went there (traffic-to) because they knew that the winery was also a retail 

establishment. Only one building can be defined with good reason a restaurant: in fact, II.8.5 features seven u-shaped 

masonry benches and one masonry triclinium. The benches suggest a meal whose duration was longer than one taken at a 

bar-counter, but shorter than one on a triclinium. II.8.5 did not have a street counter, but was still located along the favored 

eastern sidewalk, so it was probably catering to both passers-by (traffic through) and regulars (traffic-to). For the most 

recent study of the spaces of insulae I.20; II.1; II.9 see RStPomp 1987 and 1988. Otherwise one has still to rely on 

Eschebach catalogue. Eschebach, Müller-Trollius, and Eschebach 1993. 
1103 

This entrance has not been found, but it can be logically located toward the only road accessible, namely the ring roadto 

the South. 
1104 

Maiuri calls it “Un ampio stallaggio che fiancheggiava l’erta”; D’Ambrosio similarly “ricovero dei mulattieri 
(muliones)”. Maiuri 1960: 178; D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 24. Outside Porta Nocera Maiuri found also four bodies 

whose casts are now under two modern roofs built within the “stallaggio”. However, from Maiuri’s description it appears 
that the place of their original recovery does not correspond to their present location that is probably dictated by the need to 

protect the casts: one man was found just outside the city gate to the west, the couple midway between the gate and the first 

tower to the west, the last one next to the couple. Maiuri 1959: 85–95. 
1105 

Varone 1988: 144. 
1106 

Varone 1988: 144. 
1107 

The marker is still visible in its original location, in the middle of the crossing between suburban Via Nocera and the 

ring road. 

288 



 

 

    

  

  

       

       

        

 

   

      

      

        

        

        

         

       

                                                 
 

              

                

               

             

  

    

     

                

                  

              

              

 

  

pedestrian traffic, and it can be assumed to be the result of the built environment of this street, 

intentionally created without guidance and care for foot movement. 

4.4.4.4.2 Tombs 

The anomaly of the absence of tombs along the suburban tract of Via Nocera is somehow 

puzzling: spaces outside the city gates were usually prime locations for memorial structures on honor 

of former local magistrates
1108 

and other influential characters, as visible at all other Pompeian city 

1109 
gates. 

A couple of scholars have in the past tried to justify this inconsistency: D’Ambrosio believes that 

a belt of public land (100 roman feet wide)
1110 

encircled the city-walls and that, contrary to all the other 

gates, the decuriones decided not to grant its use in correspondence of Porta Nocera possibly because 

unsuitable.
1111 

This hypothesis certainly has some ground when it identifies a buffer zone of public 

ownership surrounding the entirety of Pompeii,
1112 

but it fails to explain why the local senators may 

have been considered it unsuitable just here, and it is also partially contradicted by the later discovery 

of the remains of a schola tomb (see infra).
1113 

More recently Campbell connected the anomaly with 

“some effort by the ordo to control the potential for loitering in and around the amphitheater by 

1108 
Campbell 2014: 202. 

1109 
The area outside Porta Marina has not revealed any tomb structure, but it was fully occupied by structures (Suburban 

Baths, Villa Imperiale, a few shops, the suburban terrace) that – according to Richardson – had obliterated earlier tombs: see 

note 939. Right outside Porta Nola the corner of land - hemmed in between the runoff drain and the sidewalk – was too 

small for a tomb, but tombs were built within the public buffer at the crossing between Via Nola and the ring-road, see the 

chapter “Porta Nola” infra). 
1110 

roughly 29 m. 
1111 

“inadatta”: D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 25,29. 
1112 

100 Roman feet (about 29,6 meters) in Pompeii as evaluated by Stefano De Caro in connection with the location of the 

markers of Suedius Clemens (in D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 25.) It is still debated if such area can be identified as 

pomerium - within which any funerary deposition was forbidden (with some exceptions, like the case of emperor Hadrian in 

Rome) – or if it was established to prevent a possible enemy from taking advantage of structures placed nearby the city 

walls. 
1113 

Varone 1988: 144. 
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limiting places in which to do so, such as tombs”,
1114 

but strangely she does not account for the 

existence of the schola tomb.
1115 

The topography of the area allowed for the erection of funerary monuments because, despite the 

presence of a Samnite vallum between the city walls and the outer ring road,
1116 

the Roman 

modifications to Via Nocera not only resulted in a more gentle gradient (see supra), but also caused the 

partial fill of this deep ditch (just like outside Porta Stabia), thus—in the worst case scenario—terracing 

walls could be built to support the back of the tombs, as it was done in the adjacent necropolis (see the 

Northern side of the ring roadin the direction of Nocera
1117

), and even for those tombs right outside 

Porta Ercolano and Nocera—built over a steep incline and donated by the decuriones.
1118 

There must 

have been something peculiar about this specific suburban road to prevent that same exploitation for 

funerary monuments: could this be another consequence of the scarcity of pedestrian traffic? 

In reality, one schola tomb was built, but as distant from the city gate as possible, only at the very 

end of the suburban Via Nocera
1119 

– in correspondence of its crossing with the ring road– and oriented 

so to offer its front more to the people walking on the ring roadthan to those travelling through the city 

gate. In fact, this funerary monument occupies the north-eastern corner of the intersection at an angle of 

1114 
Campbell 2014: 36. 

1115 
Campbell includes an outline of the schola in her map of the necropolis, but says that at Porta Nocera “there are no 

bench tombs to be found here”. Following an email exchange, Campbell seems to believe that the remains found are not of a 

schola tomb. Campbell 2014: 210–1. 
1116 

A moat was also present right outside Porta Stabia, and like here it was backfilled to allow the construction of the 

Roman road. 
1117 

The backs of these tombs needed terracing walls because they were encroaching into the city-wall moat (so much that 

during earthquakes [62 or 79 CE?] one of the tombs capsized backward into that ditch). See the tomb catalog in 

D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983a. 
1118 

The three schola tombs, the tomb of Istacidii and that of Marcus Vetius outside Porta Ercolano, and the schola tombs of 

Aesquilia Polla and of the anonymous priestess of Caeres (?) were all built on platforms created by terracing walls. 
1119 

The schola tomb was found relatively recently - in the years 1987-8. Maiuri – who excavated this area in the 1950s -did 

not find it (the city gate was found in November 1952, the necropolis in 1953). The haste of the excavation (more a 

disinterment than a proper archaeological excavation) may have caused Maiuri to leave this corner untouched (but he dug 

all the areas nearby and found the so call “stallaggio”). This bizarre situation brought many scholars to believe that here 

there was no schola tomb (and still in 1983 D’Ambrosio wondered why). Strangely, Campbell in 2014 does not mention this 
structure in her book catalog, whereas its outline is present on the map of the necropolis. See note 1115. It also seems that 

the latest map of Pompeii by the Soprintendenza Speciale of Pompei does not map it. Maiuri 1960: 178; Varone 1988: 144– 
5; D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 26; D’Ambrosio n.d.; Morichi et al. 2011. 
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59 degrees, suggesting how it was built not to show its facade equally to the two streets 
1120 

– but with a 

preference for the southern road (otherwise the angle should have been of 45 degree): as a comparison, 

one can observe that outside Porta Nola – where two schola tombs occupy two corners of a street 

intersection – they were built to occupy uniformly those triangular spaces. Besides, this same tomb was 

not built parallel to one of the two roads because that would have made it observable only to the traffic 

of that one road—diminishing substantially its visibility: in fact, an inclined alignment at the corner of 

crossroads allows for the greatest visibility as the monument becomes noticeable to the traffic of both 

roads. This schola tomb is also remarkable for other two reasons: (1) it is the only tomb of this 

typology in the entire necropolis of Porta Nocera; (2) by 79 CE it had already been partially 

demolished. What is left is indeed just the curved core in opus incertum of trachyte,
1121 

and the usual 

row of blocks of tufa closing off the semicircular area. 
1122 

All the tufa slabs that were dressing the seat 

have been removed, and – understandably – no dedicatory inscription was recovered.
1123 

Whereas at 

the time of its discovery Varone was unsure, 
1124 

it seems more likely that the tomb poor state was 

generated by spoliations and not by unfinished construction: in fact, the central step presents a very 

deep wear—visible already at the time of the first excavation—evidently caused by the many people 

who climbed that step to sit on the funerary bench. Still, it is possible that people sat on the cement core 

of an unfinished tomb, but it seems less unlikely that such situation would have appealed to many. 

These people – it is argued in this dissertation – were walking along the ring roadand moving from the 

1120 
The outer ring road and the suburban Via Nocera. 

1121 
In fact, opus incertum is the core of all the other scholae tombs (see Campbell 2014.). All the stones of the opus 

incertum have been repointed in modern cement, but its actuall appearance is very similar to the one recorded in the photo 

done at the moment of discovery (see Varone in note 1119). The scholae tomb typology had been popular during two 

periods: the Augustean times and after the half of the first century CE (see Campbell 2014: 73–4.). One of the walls 

belonging to a stable (see Maiuri note 1104) or a mule-drivers’ depot (“ricovero dei mulattieri (muliones)” in D’Ambrosio 
and De Caro 1983b: 24.) leans against this tombs and is therefore of an earlier but not-identifiable time. At the moment – 
without excavations – it is not possible to determine to which of the two periods this tomb belongs. 
1122 

The row connects the two ends of the semicircular bench. 
1123 

Its identification is based on strong architectural similarities in dimensions and design with other scholae tombs, and on 

archeological ones based on a similar masonry technique and materials (see note 1121). The lack of a decorative program 

and inscription do not seem enough to refute this identification. 
1124 

Varone 1988: 144. 
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very busy Porta Stabia toward Nocera—and vice-versa—along the so called Via Nuceria-Pompeios
1125 

(but not along the suburban Via Nocera). 

The nearby cippus of Suedius proves that also in this suburban area the city of Pompeii got back 

her public spaces illegally seized by privates
1126 

– and to this act it may hypothetically be connected the 

partial demolition of the schola tomb, but only if it had been illegally built: the presence of identical 

cippi outside Porta Ercolano, Vesuvio and Stabia did not correspond to the destruction of any schola 

tombs nor of any tomb within the newly re-marked public boundaries. In fact, all these latter tombs 

were located on lots donated by decreto decurionum – as indicated by their official funerary 

inscriptions—and therefore legally occupying the buffer area of 100 roman feet encircling the city-

walls. The lack of such inscription in the case of the schola tomb of Porta Nocera can either be due to 

its illegal construction or more likely to its partial demolition (see supra). Three separated fragmentary 

inscriptions referring to plots donated by decreto decurionum have been discovered in the area, but in 

secondary use. 
1127 

One of them – though anonymous—was actually found reused within a tomb 

opposite to the schola tomb: the topographical proximity of these funerary monuments suggests that the 

latter one could well be the original location of the fragment. In addition, the tomb where this partial 

and anonymous “…O EX D D” inscription was found dates to the last 25 years of Pompeii,
1128 

that is 

after the Augustan area during which schola tombs were built: this allows to theoretically imagine that 

the piece was reused here. 

1125 
Part of the outer ring road along the southern side of Pompeii corresponds to this road between Pompeii and Nocera, 

object of a careful in Conticello De’Spagnolis 1994. 
1126 

Surprisingly this marker was inserted in roughly 60cm of debris covering the paving of the intersection between the 

suburban Via Nocera and the ring road(see D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 25.), a fact that has been originally interpreted 

as evidence of abandonment of the ring-road, but that has been lately challenged and with good reason (see Conticello 

De’Spagnolis 1994: 17–19.) Other Suedius’s markers have been found outside porta Ercolano, Vesuvio and Marina (in this 

last case connected to a public square in front of the Suburban Baths, for no tombs are to be found in this area because 

probably demolished: see note 1109). Such markers are yet to be found at Porta Sarno, Stabia and Nola: the limited 

extension of the excavations outside these gates may be the cause for their absence. 
1127 

These three inscriptions were found by Varone in secondary deposition, so he believes that they cannot be associated to 

a specific monument (D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 25 and note 19.) However, Campbell associates the one for Lucius 

Sepunius Sandilianus to the tomb where it was found, but she does not mention the opposite opinion by Varone. The 

inscriptions with names were found in tombs 32EN=PNc16, 11ES=PNc29, the anonymous one in 5OS=PNc37. Campbell 

2014: 95–6, 227-8,242–3, 253–4; D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983a: fol. 32EN, 11ES,5OS. 
1128 

D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983a: fol. 5OS. 
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The absence of a sidewalk in front of this funerary monument is yet another characteristic 

suggesting the preference given to wheeled traffic: whereas before all the other schola tombs there is a 

proper walkway, here the road has been extended to the sepulcher’s front – removing most of the north-

western corner of the intersection. A good explanation for this modification resides – evidently—in the 

desire to facilitate the turning of carts, and corresponds to a disregard for the care and protection of 

pedestrians: both carts exiting Porta Nocera to turn toward Porta Stabia, and those coming from Porta 

Stabia to turn toward Porta Nocera had here the advantage of navigating through a wider area and 45 

degree turns instead of a 90 degrees. A similar enlargement of the street (but slightly smaller) is also on 

the opposite side – the north-eastern corner of the crossing. There can be little doubts that these 

adjustments did not take into consideration pedestrian movement, but were instead meant to facilitate 

only vehicular traffic. 

Finally, it cannot be argued that the lack of funerary monuments right outside Porta Nocera was 

caused by the general indifference toward the area to the south of this city gate: in reality, the density of 

tombs in the Porta Nocera necropolis implies the opposite, showing that there was an evident 

appreciation for the funerary plots along the ring roadand its continuation as the Via Nucerina—the 

road leading from Porta Stabia to Nuceria.
1129 

In fact, the tomb of Eumachia—the biggest and most 

original of all Pompeian tombs—was built here. 

In sum, the tract of Via Nocera outside the city gate was only minimally exploited for the 

construction of funerary monuments, probably as a consequence of the low pedestrian traffic generated 

by the absence of structures facilitating the movement of pedestrians along the full extent of this road – 

both within and without the city. 

1129 
For complete study of this thoroughfare, see Conticello De’Spagnolis 1994. The necropolis extended further to the east, 

in the direction of modern Scafati, as the discovery of tombs by Varone in 1983 has proven. Outside the limits of the 

archaeological park, other tombs were found in the Fondo Pacifico and Fondo Prelatura. (Conticello De’Spagnolis 1994; 
D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1987.) 
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4.4.4.5Conclusions 

Via Nocera and Porta Nocera represent a unique case in Pompeii, where it can be argued that the 

low quality of pedestrian facilities implies a lack of interest by the civic authorities in the assistance 

and guidance of pedestrian traffic—unlike what done at other city gates: A) stepping stones were not 

built,
1130 

B) sidewalks were narrower than any other thoroughfares leading in and out of the city, C) a 

compital altar with an adjacent public fountain interrupted a sidewalk, D) and—contrary to all other 

cases—Porta Nocera did not have a sidewalk passing through it. 

Such built environment would have probably invited pedestrians to use other city gates, and thus 

would have indirectly caused a decrease in foot traffic—especially of the traffic through quality—in 

what can be defined a case of “negative” guidance. Consequently, the activities on Via Nocera that 

could be able to exploit this diminished and qualitatively different traffic should be different from those 

nearby the other city gates: indeed, along this street there is only one bar—featuring a very short 

counter—whereas in all other instances there is at least twice as much for the same length.
1131 

The unusual absence of funerary monuments outside Porta Nocera—along the suburban section 

of Via Nocera—needs an explanation too. The presence of one schola tomb at the very end of this road 

suggests two things: 1) this area was not subject to any official prohibition to the construction of burial 

places, 2) its construction at the junction with the ring road and its distinctive orientation indicate that it 

was built with the purpose to enhance its visibility to those moving along the ring-road, but not to those 

along Via Nocera. On the other hand, the many funerary monuments next to the ring roadand its 

continuation as Via Nucerina-Pompeios – with the Eumachia’s being the biggest and most unique of all 

– indicate how the southern area of Pompeii was in fact of considerable value for display. It is thus 

1130 
This absence is even more conspicuous if one consider how Via Nocera was supposed to take away not only the excess 

water from the fountain of Iuno, but also the run-off from Via Castricio, Via Palestra, Via Ifigenia (northen part of Via 

Nocera) and part of the western section of Via Abbondanza, defined as the “Nolana drainage basin”. See Poehler 2009: 377. 
1131 

I used the survey of bars done by Ellis and followed his catalog of bars - identified using masonry counters. Via Nocera 

( from the city gate up to the junctions with Via Abbondanza) is roughly 260 m long: Via Marina has – for the same length 

– two counters with cooking facilities (certainly bars) and other two without (thus for some other form of retail). Via Nolana 

has three bars, all the others streets leading directly to the city gates have four or more. 
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possible to argue that it was the low memorial value of that specific short stretch of road that caused 

such absence, which in turn seems possible to connect with to the low number of pedestrians that 

would have used this route to enter and exit from Pompeii as a consequence of the uninviting built 

environment. 

Some modifications done to this street actually suggest how the civic authorities – even if 

disinterested in pedestrian movement – wanted to advantage cart traffic: the reconstruction of part of 

Via Nocera with a smoother gradient, and the unusual expansion of the road up against the walls of the 

schola tomb – not allowing room for a sidewalk – can be interpreted in this sense. 

In conclusion, it seems reasonable to maintain that along Via Nocera and at Porta Nocera the low 

quality of facilities for pedestrian traffic was intentional. Even if no structure was built to actively 

prevent pedestrians from using that route, no feature was built to facilitate or guide traffic through. On 

the other hand, pedestrian traffic to could still use the sidewalks along Via Nocera. Modifications done 

to the very structure of Via Nocera seem also to suggest that the civic authorities intended for this to be 

the “most drivable” street of Pompeii. The probable lower flux of pedestrian traffic through is reflected 

in the almost absence of bars and in the disregard of the adjacent space for funerary monuments. 

A final note: scholars have claimed that this gate and Porta Sarno were the busiest entrances 

during the days of the games, and at a first glace this idea seems to undermine one of the arguments of 

this dissertation, namely that the civic authorities wanted to managed pedestrian traffic to decrease 

chances of pedestrian congestion: thus, one would expect some sort of pedestrian guidance in this 

apparently busy area. However, when one considers that the roads and sidewalks were features meant 

to be used daily, whereas the games were not a daily event, it is possible to counter-argue that this 

intermittent traffic was probably not considered a reason sufficient enough to call for modifications of 

the street features. On the other hand, its magnitude was likely deemed worth some modifications of 

the built environment: in fact, all the entrances to the Amphitheater Plaza – the obvious destination of 
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the game crowd—were retrofitted with masonry portals to control access. This modification will be 

analyzes in a following section (“The PORTALS of the Amphitheater Plaza: crowd control and cart 

guidance.”), but it can already be anticipated here that these portals were likely meant to control the 

exceptional flux of people coming to the games, and not to guide standard pedestrian traffic.
1132 

Additionally it should not be forgotten that the spectators of the games could have entered the city also 

through Porta Sarno
1133 

(and thus using Via Abbondanza), whose little relevance in the modern 

scholarship may be caused more by its poor state of preservation and its limited knowledge
1134 

than its 

real use. 

4.4.5 The PORTALS of the Amphitheater Plaza: crowd control and cart guidance. 

The Amphitheater Plaza of Pompeii
1135 

– the open space between the amphitheater and the 

palestra—was an area that probably from Augustan time was designated especially for pedestrians, with 

only a one access open to carts. See Figures 4.4.5.a to h. 

In fact, in Roman times all the alleys of Regio II along Via Abbondanza and Via Nocera were 

equipped with portals, and moreover all but one (Vicolo Anfiteatro) were given only to foot traffic as 

they were blocked by the extension of the curblines along those streets, thus creating a continuous 

southern sidewalk along this section of Via Abbondanza and along the eastern side of Via Nocera (but 

here much narrower and likely less used by pedestrians: see previous section “Porta Nocera”). 

Whereas the existence of most of these portals and the pedestrian nature of this area were noticed 

1136 1137
by Maiuri and only partially noticed by Kaiser, there has been so far no specific study that was 

1132 
The topic of the urban, suburban or countryside origins of the people using the Palestra has not been explored in this 

dissertation. 
1133 

On this possibility also Campbell agrees (Campbell 2014: 55.) 
1134 

For example, we do not know for certain how and if the road leaving Porta Sarno was connected to the Via Nuceria-

Pompeios (departing from Porta Stabia). A direct or indirect connection (by the ring road) would have drastically influenced 

the level of its fruition. For a study of this ring roadsee the chapter “Ring-roads of Pompeii”. 
1135 

In this dissertation it is used the word “plaza” following the terminology of connective architecture as described by 
MacDonald, with the difference that in this case it was actually a cul-de-sac. Also, it is referred to as “the Amphitheater 

Plaza” because the construction of the amphitheater predates the construction of the first palestra, the former in the first 

years of the colony, the latter at the time of Augustus. MacDonald 1986. 
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able to take all these portals into account and thus frame well the consequences for both pedestrian and 

wheel traffic in this area of Pompeii. This chapter of the dissertation would like to partially address this 

lacuna. 

Within the purposes of the dissertation, this analysis is also necessary to better frame and 

understand the characteristics of the traffic passing through Porta Sarno and the easternmost part of Via 

Abbondanza – up to the crossing with Via Nocera.
1138 

4.4.5.1Discovery - Location - Description 

The existence of the first of these portals was initially recorded in 1917 by Spinazzola during his 

excavation of Via Abbondanza: at the beginning of Vicolo Loreio Tiburtino
1139 

(between II.4 and II.5) 

he observed the existence of an architrave in opus incertum covered by a gable roof. However, it was 

Maiuri who discovered all the other portals along Via Abbondanza (in opus vittatum of Nocera tuff), 

and noticed that only one alley (Vicolo Anfiteatro) was open to wheeled traffic. He also speculated the 

presence of a similar arrangement along Via Nocera – which he then found during the early 1950s 

excavations. He was the first to associate these features to a controlled access to the Amphitheater 

Plaza during the days of the games.
1140 

After Maiuri, Gesemann mentioned these portals but he neither described nor analyzed them. 

Very recently Kaiser has paid closer attention to these gates and their influence on traffic, but seems to 

1136 
Maiuri 1939: 196. At the time of this publication, Via Nocera had not been excavated yet, but Maiuri still imagined the 

presence of other portals over there (ibid. note 1). The portal on Via Nocera were found by Maiuri during the excavation of 

this area of Pompeii in the first years of 1950s. 
1137 

Kaiser 2011d: 98. Kaiser seems not have noticed all of them (see infra). 
1138 

The decision to limit the analysis up to this crossing is a consequence of the extent of the plaza and of the fact that both 

stretches of these two streets (Via Abbondanza and Via Nocera) are uncommonly without stepping stones (for his last 

characteristic see the section “Porta Sarno”). 
1139 

This alley is also called the Vicolo Octavio Quartio. Spinazzola 1917: 254. Vicolo of Loreio Tiburtino was 3.75 meters 

wide at the beginning, and “era attraversato ad una certa altezza da una muratura in opus incertum trovata in situ assieme ad 

una tettoia a due spioventi. Dell’una e dell’altra di provvede al restauro, si vanno esaminando la funzione ed il legame con 

in due edifizi cui si appoggia. Per ora occorre rilevare che, immediatamente al di sotto dello spiovente di tettoia rivolto al 

nord e’ apparso nel settembre, sgombrando il vico dalle terre alte, un castellum aquae, alto m. 1,60, largo nei sui lati m.0,90, 

fatto di piccolo blocchi di tufo di Nocera”, then Spinazzola talk about the recovery of the lead basin on the top of the water 

tower. 
1140 

See note 1136. Also Della Corte mentions the portal at Vicolo Loreio Tiburtino as something in connection with the 

games in the amphitheater, but nothing more. Della Corte 1965: 367. 
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have overlooked some evidence that eventually tainted his conclusions: for example, he noticed the 

presence of only three portals
1141 

and thus expressed uncertainty on their function because “one could 

simply have gone down a block to a street lacking a gate and thus circumvented these obstacles”.
1142 

1143 1144
Apparently Kaiser missed Maiuri’s report, overlooked a note by Gesemann and did not see 

Garcia y Garcia’s book that reproduces a photo of the portal at the beginning of Vicolo Anfiteatro 

(before it was damaged by the bombing of 1943.
1145

) Not to mention that still nowadays remains of 

these portals – however damaged – are visible. 

But the portals are only one of the elements characterizing this plaza. In fact, the field survey 

done for this dissertation has established that: (A) the only interruption to the continuous sidewalk 

encircling Regio II can be found at Vicolo Anfiteatro that was therefore passable to carts (as seen by 

Maiuri
1146

); (B) portals – in different degree of preservation—are visible at the beginning of all 

alleys
1147 

(Vicolo Anfiteatro, Vicolo di Giula Felice, Vicolo della Venere, Vicolo di Octavio Quartio, 

Vicolo di Castricio) except Vicolo della Palestra: in this last case it is very likely that the door system 

granting access to the Palestra from this alley (and under control of its ostiarius)
1148 

doubled also as 

closure for the plaza (see note 1152);(C) other two portals – generally unnoticed by scholarship—are 

1149 1150
located adjacent to Porta Sarno and Porta Nocera immediately within the city, and regulated 

1141 
Kaiser apparently only saw two gates along Via Abbondanza and one along Via Nocera (Kaiser 2011d: 98.) 

1142 
Kaiser 2011d: 98. 

1143 
For example, Kaiser wonders if Vicolo Anfiteatro was dug fully, whereas Maiuri (p. 196) clearly says that his 

excavation reached the street surface that was “rimessa completamente in luce”. 
1144 

Kaiser thinks that Gesemann consider also Via Anfiteatro closed to carts, whereas a note in Gesemann says that such 

alley was open to carts. Kaiser 2011d: 223 note 90; Gesemann 1996: 69 note 134. 
1145 

García y García 2006: 48. 
1146 

For Maiuri see note 1136. Also Laurence noticed the fact that only one alley was open to cart traffic, but did not 

mention the existence of the portals. Eric Poelher instead considered also Vicolo Anfiteatro closed to carts based on the 

presence of pock marks on the paving stones. In reality, the low traffic and consequently low wear of a cul-de-sac can 

explain why these pock marks had not disappeared. Poehler does not seem to consider the clear description of the first 

excavator of the area, Maiuri. Laurence 2007: 171; Poehler 2009: 59, note 100. 
1147 

Some are fully reconstructed with architrave and gable roof (Vicolo di Castricio), others features posts and architrave, 

others just the posts, and finally in some cases just the foundations. 
1148 

Van Der Poel 1986: 54. In this way the ostiarius of the Palestra could freely enter and exit the palestra without the extra 

passage through a portal. 
1149 

Unluckily the path next to Porta Sarno is still partially covered by the unexcavated area above which one can see the old 

custodian house. The portal is present, but seems to have been completely rebuilt (the door post are in a opus vittatum of 
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access to two pedestrian paths along the city-wall agger (possible vestiges of the Samnite ring 

roadbetween Porta Sarno and Porta Nocera). 

These portals present uniformity both in building technique and appearance, 
1151 

and there are 

enough data to allow a complete reconstruction: two door jambs of opus vittatum of grey tufa (on a 

foundation of conglomerate of lava chunks and mortar), a wooden lintel supporting an upper wall of 

opus incertum covered by a gable roof, and metal hinges for the two door-panels secured into two lava 

blocks lodged next to the door jambs.
1152 

Based on the identity of building technique (opus vittatum) and consistency in their location (at 

the beginning of alleys), it can be safely deducted that these portals were part of a single project 

developed to control access to the plaza. That such project was specifically intended for pedestrians can 

be inferred from the fact that all the alleys of Regio II but one – Vicolo Anfiteatro—were closed off to 

cart traffic by the extension of the curbline along Via Abbondanza and Via Nocera, thus creating a 

continuous and encircling sidewalk from Porta Nocera to Vicolo Anfiteatro. 

It is also evident how these curbline extensions were an addition that excluded the passage of 

carts: 
1153 

not only these curbs are made up of stones of different shape and dimensions (limestone 

yellow tuff bound by modern mortar, and the architrave was built in reinforced concrete, all probably dates to sometime 

before the last excavation of Porta Sarno in 1971: see next section). 
1150 

Ciprotti is the only one who has noticed the portal next to Porta Nocera: he thinks that it was connected to the 

management of the crowd during the game days. Ciprotti 1961. 
1151 

The dimensions of the doorways are not all identical, with those on Via Castricio and Vicolo dell’Anfiteatro much 
bigger (roughly 4.3 m) than the others (between 2 and 4 meters). 
1152 

Sometimes only one of the expected two hinge-bases (lava block with infixed metal hinges) or door jambs have been 

identified at the beginning of all the alleys. In case the archaeological remains were not well preserved or visible at the time 

of the fieldwork, a further confirmation came from the reports in García y García, Laurentino. Danni di guerra a Pompei 

and from the maps in Van Der Poel, The Insulae of Regions I-V. The only exception is Via della Palestra at whose eastern 

end the door system closing access to the Palestra probably doubled as a closing system for the alley: a system of door is 

still visible, but no thresholds or hinge bases could be detected (Maiuri himself does not mention threshold or a closing 

system). A light clearing of this section failed to remove the thick, natural accumulation of debris falling from the umbrella 

pines. The bombing of Pompeii in 1943 during the second War World destroyed the door jambs of Vicolo dell’Anfiteatro 
(only one was reconstructed, see García y García 2006: 46–48.) and those of Vicolo di Octavius Quartio (one of the pillars 

for water distribution doubled as one of the door jambs of the portal located here; see García y García 2006: 44.) Maiuri 

confirms that all the alley from Via Abbondanza had these gateways made of tufa blocks, but he did not describe those 

along Via Nocera because not yet excavated (Maiuri 1939: 196. 
1153 

As noted also by Koga (Koga 1992: 68–69.) However, Koga connects this extended sidewalks to rainwater management 

but does not elaborate on why sometimes runoff water management was done with ramps, and other times with sidewalks: 

they are indeed both effective at blocking runoff but their different nature points to two different functions, one to create a 
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blocks and lava boulders) compared to those of the rest of the sidewalks
1154 

(nicely cut grey-tufa blocks 

and lava block), but they were also evidently superimposed over earlier wheel ruts
1155 

and worn out 

corner curbstones.
1156 

These facts seem to logically entail a suppression of streets open to carts and thus a modification 

of wheeled traffic, additionally combined with an enhanced control (but not guidance: see infra) over 

pedestrians. In conjunction with the extended sidewalk, the ground level of the now-blocked alleys was 

1157 1158
raised to match that of these extensions in order to create a fairly levelled pedestrian plaza. 

4.4.5.2Date 

As already mentioned (see supra), the identity in building technique and the consistency in their 

location allow the conclusion that these portals were built all at the same time, as part of a unified 

modification to the access system of the plaza. Moreover, also the hinge blocks are identical and 

pedestrian route while blocking water, the other to block water while allowing carts to access a road The continuous 

presence of extended sidewalk all along the insulae encircling the amphitheater seems to point more to a concern for 

pedestrian traffic by the way of preventing cart traffic rather than water management (that could be achieved with ramps 

instead). 
1154 

These trachyte pieces appear to be small paving blocks reused as curbstones, supporting the hypothesis that the blocked 

alleys were stripped of their paving. Without an excavation it is impossible to establish how the length of the original paving 

and the extent of its removal. least some of these alleys were originally paved but then stripped of their paving. As already 

stated, the extension curbs are not homogenous in materials and dimensions: sometimes small paving stones are used, other 

times pieces of curbs of lava, other times roughly shaped blocks of Sarno stone. The sidewalks flanking the insulae show a 

relative material homogeneity within the same city-block front or property limit (see Saliou 1999. 
1155 

There is clear evidence that two alleys were busy with cart traffic: at the beginning of Vicolo di Loreio Toburtino / 

Octavio Quartio wheel ruts are clearly interrupted by this superimposed curbline extension. The same also happened on Via 

di Castricio for its section that gives access to the Amphitheater Plaza from Via Nocera (see also Tsujimura 1993.) 
1156 

This wear was caused by the rubbing of the cart wheels while turning a corner: an analysis of these marks on the corner 

curbstones was carefully done by Poehler Erik in his dissertation (Poehler 2009.). These wear marks are present in all the 

alleys but Via della Palestra. 
1157 

This raise seems to have been obtained by levelling soil taken from household garbage dumps (based on the writer’s 
surface survey: presence of broken bones, broken pottery, bone hinges for furniture; no building materials) that possibly 

concealed the previous pedestrian features of these alleys (see footnote 1158): in fact, parts of what appear to be earlier 

sidewalks slightly stick out of the beaten earth pedestrian surface. A channel connected to the water discharge of fountains 

of the House of Octavius Quartius (II.2.2) follows the western side of the insula and was supposed to be covered by the 

raised pedestrian pathway (modern episodes of erosion have now exposed what was supposed to be underground). Maiuri 

noted this increase in level and the walling up of some side entrances of the nearby insulae. Maiuri 1939. 
1158 

Some of the alleys may originally have had sidewalks that were later covered by this raise of the walking level: there are 

instances in Vicolo di Octavius Quartius of structures below the modern walking level, and some of them parallel to the 

walls of the insulae. The clearest case is visible in correspondence of the side entrance II.4.10 to the Praedia Iulia Felix: it 

was indeed possible to walk to this entrance on a sidewalk starting from the corner of the insula adjacent to the 

Amphitheater square. The curbstones were in Sarno limestone and they continue towards beyond entrance 10, toward 

entrance 11. However, the raised groundlevel does not allow to understand the full extent of this sidewalk. 
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inserted into the new, higher ground level (see supra), confirming how both the portals and the double-

door system are contemporaneous modifications in service of a specific goal: pedestrian control and 

wheeled traffic limitation. But when did these modifications take place? 

The foundation of none of these portals has been excavated, so we are lacking archeological data 

that can help directly with dating. It is therefore necessary to resort to comparisons and relationships 

with other structures. 

The portal doorposts in opus vittatum of Nocera tuff are comparable to the nearby door posts of 

the Palestra that date to its first construction at the time of Augustus.
1159 

Jean-Pierre Adam believes that 

the water towers in the same masonry technique are as well from the time of Augustus.
1160 

This dating hypothesis has been recently challenged at least for the eastern doorpost of Vicolo 

Loreio Tiburtino / Octavius Quartius: its original function was that of water tower whose structure was 

then used to support the lintel of the portal. This structure was in opus vittatum - as shown both by the 

1161 1162
photo taken by Tatiana Warsher and the description done by Maiuri of all the portals —but it was 

later damaged by the 1943 bombing and then reconstructed. The level of its reconstruction is however 

undetermined, to the extent that Dybkjaer-Larsen actually does not count it in his analysis of the water 

towers. 
1163 

Heres however claims to have been able to identify in this water tower a few joints with 

Roman mortar that she dates to a post-62 reconstruction based on its characteristics.
1164 

As mentioned in the previous section, on Vicolo Palestra the closure system of the Palestra was 

likely doubling as closure system for the alley itself. However, its visible structures appear to be a post-

62 CE reconstruction as they are made of brickwork for the doorjambs and opus incertum of lava for 

the walls. It can be speculated that before 62 CE an analogous structure was in place. 

1159 
The post-62 restorations of the Palestra are distinguished by extensive use of brick work. Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 

75. 
1160 

Adam 1990: 148; Adam 2007: 107–8. 
1161 

See García y García 2006: 44. 
1162 

The water tower was making up the left doorjamb of the portal. 
1163 

Dybkjaer-Larsen 1982: 51,55. The differences in dimensions of this water tower pre and post 1943 bombing are – 
according to Dybkjaer – telling of an improper unreliable reconstruction. 
1164 

Heres 1992: 50–1. 

301 



 

 

      

     

  

   

        

    

        

   

         

  

        

      

        

      

 

          

          

          

        

    

         

                                                 
             

    

    

  

           

     

Leaving aside these specific ambiguities, it seems safe to consider these portals built at the time 

of Augustus, right after the construction of the aqueduct and probably in phase with the palestra, whose 

northern entrances are actually in axis with these pedestrianized alleys. 

4.4.5.3The Function of the Portals 

It is thus well established that all eight accesses to the Amphitheater Plaza had a closing system, 

and that only one was open to carts, whereas all the others were reserved to pedestrians. Consequently, 

at certain times, all these doors could be closed off, and admission to the plaza completely barred to 

any kind of traffic – pedestrian, cart etc. 

Since this appears to be the only documented closure system for the Amphitheater Plaza of a 

Roman city,
1165 

there are no comparanda for the definition of its mode of use. 

Four are the hypotheses that can be proposed for these Pompeian portals: 1) closure of the area as 

a consequence of the riot in the amphitheater of 59 CE, 2) closure during the night; 3) closure at the 

times of the games in order to implement a controlled filtering process at the portals; 4) creation of a 

pedestrian area for the enjoyment of the inhabitants of the city. Whereas there is little ground for the 

first, the last three proposals can be supported with some good arguments. 

If the ban on gladiatorial games—decreed by Rome’s Senate following the riot of 59 CE
1166 

—had 

been the reason for these portals,
1167 

then their influence would have gone beyond the stated purpose. 

First, the ban was only on that specific type of event, not on the use of the amphitheater or the entire 

plaza. Second, it is hard to consider as a realistic option that the civic authorities planned a 10 year 

closure of this entire space—even if in reality the ban was lifted between 63-65
1168 

– given that it would 

have hampered the use of another public building. In fact, the palestra has eight doorways opening onto 

1165 
However, in Pompeii this was not the only pedestrian space that could be closed off: also the central forum and the 

triangular forum feature door systems. 
1166 

Tacitus, Annals 14.17 
1167 

Poehler 2009: 262. 
1168 

Pesando summarizes the different opinions and then suggest year 64 CE as the appropriate date based on the 

architectural restorations made to the amphitheater. Pesando 2001: 188. 
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this plaza and only one independent western entrance 
1169 

from Via Palestra, and it thus seems 

implausible that its accesses would have been so severely limited, and that the entire plaza would have 

been sealed off from the rest of the city 

Finally, we know that venationes were still happening during the time of the ban:
1170 

the structure 

of the amphitheater was probably the venue for these events and therefore was not closed: as mentioned 

supra, it was a specific type of entertainment to be prohibited (gladiatorial games), and not on the use 

of this structure. 

A night closure of the plaza seems in theory possible, as it would not have caused the interruption 

of any major roads (at most of some pedestrian routes) and it could have been easily bypassed. 

However, this plaza is different from the main Forum and the Triangular Forum of Pompeii: those were 

housing only public buildings, here instead there appear to be at least one private shop and house, plus 

a number of secondary entrances to private houses and vineyards.
1171 

A prohibition to using these 

secondary doors during the night closure of the plaza may be theoretically imagined, as movement 

would still be possible through the main entrances facing Via Abbondanza or Via Nocera. However, 

this could not work for the spaces located at the south-eastern corner of insula II.3: 

 II.3.8 – CTP considers it is a small house; Eschebach thinks it is the house of the potter. 

 II.3.7 – CTP considers that this one and entrance 9 are both for an officina vasaria or caupona 

(but he admits that he could see them only from outside). Eschebach thinks it is the side 

entrance to an external triclinium with table, altar and fountain. 

 II.3.9- CTP considers it is like II.3.7. According to Eschebach this is the entrance to the pottery 

kiln and a shelving area. 

1169 
The one likely used by the ostiarius of the Palestra. See note 1148. 

1170 
Pesando 2001: 189. For example see CIL IV 7989a in Cooley 2004: 63. 

1171 
For this area the CTP maps are followed, as still the most accurate and reasoned in their numbering. These secondary 

doors are: II.1.7, 7a, 7b, 8 (gardens of private houses); II.2.5 (backdoor to the House of Loreio Tiburtino); II.3.6 (garden of 

house II.3.4); II.4.8, 9, 10, 11 ,12 (entrances to the house and garden space the baths of Iulia Felix), II.5.5 (vineyard); II.9.7 

(vineyard). 
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fresco see http://pompeiiinpictures.com/pompeiiinpictures/R2/2%2003%2009.htm 
1173 

The identification of this area as a pottery workshop seems based especially on a façade fresco 

showing a potter working around a potter’s wheel,
1172 

and on the potter kiln mentioned by Eschebach 

(but not by others). 

It seems thus clear that there were at least two private spaces that could only be accessed from the 

plaza: a house (II.3.8) and a restaurant/potter workshop (II.3.7,9). A night closure could theoretically 

work for a restaurant/potter workshop, but it would conflict with the movement of those living in the 

house. 

As a side note – but with no influence on this specific reasoning – it can be added that sometimes 

the amphitheater games were held at night, if the term lumina found in some inscriptions from the 

seating areas of the amphitheater is actually referring to lights provided to illuminate night shows.
1173 

The last and most likely possibility connects these portals to a controlled access to the plaza 

during the days of games both in the Palestra and the Amphitheater, as first stated by Maiuri: 

“Ma v'erano anche in occasione di ludi, di feste e luminarie, speciali norme 

restrittive della circolazione stradale; tale funzione dovevano avere i pilastri e cancelli 

che si osservano all'ingresso delle strade che dalla grande arteria di Via 

dell'Abbondanza conducevano all'Anfiteatro e al campo sportivo della Palestra; 

dovevano servire a cioè a regolare e disciplinare la grande massa di pubblico che aveva 

diritto di accedere gratuitamente agli spettacoli, incanalandola e distribuendola nei vari 

settori della cavea. Ed erano le circostanze in cui la piazza dell'Anfiteatro, una piazza 

erbosa e ombreggiata da grandi platani si trasformava in una piazza di mercato come in 

una fiera di paese, con rivenditori di bevande, di pane biscottato e di dolciumi, 

alloggiati o sotto le arcate dell'anfiteatro (con regolare licenza degli edili - loco dato), o 

con banchi improvvisati all'ombra di quei platani".
1174 

Scholarship has generally followed what Maiuri imagined,
1175 

but has not provided a full 

analysis of the reasons and significance of these barriers. 

1172 
The painting was removed from the wall and is in storage (SAP Inventory number 21631). For some photos of this 

CIL 10. 854, 5653a,5653b, 5653b. Strangely, Laurence seems not consider this evidence when he writes that “The end 

of the games in the evening can also be deduced”. Laurence 2007: 107. 
1174 

Maiuri 1959: 191; Maiuri 1939: 195–6. 
1175 

Ciprotti 1961; García y García 2006: 44. Castagnoli is the only one who actually thought that these portals were 

blocking access to areas of the city still lacking urban development as the nearby insulae still had to be built, an idea that 

evidently cannot longer be maintained (and that was already difficult to maintain in 1959). Castagnoli 1956: 31. 
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Implementing controls at the beginning of alleyway—and not only at the proper entrances of the 

amphitheater
1176

or Palestra—would provide a substantial relief to the physical pressure of throngs of 

spectators: 
1177 

this pressure would be broken up among eight spaced-out and wider entrances. Not to 

mention that with less crow-pressure the filtering of those who could and could not see the shows 

would have been easier to do. 

As an additional but unconfirmed hypothesis, restricted access to such a substantial plaza could 

be connected also to the works done before and during the munera: the plaza could be temporarily 

closed off to facilitate the movement of not only gladiators and wild beasts, but also workers and beasts 

of burden, and machinery. Imperial amphitheaters were later built with subterranean structures to store 

animals and men before the shows, so as to allow streamlined fights and a more impressive 

scenography. Therefore, it seems safe to assume that—even if the Republican period could provide a 

less sophisticated apparatus—the issue of preparing the amphitheater and storing animals and other 

necessities was likely to be met somehow: the amphitheater of Pompeii does not possess any store 

rooms under the cavea 
1178 

or underground, so hypothetically the plaza – or part of it—could be used as 

a deposit not only in preparation of the games but also during the games. Maiuri himself wondered 

where the animals and the apparatus for the game would be stored, and thought that the still-non-

excavated north-eastern insula II.5 was going to be used for that purpose, considering how it had a back 

1176 
Bottleneck areas like the actual entrances of the amphitheater could only take a certain amount of people, not to mention 

that the stairways to climb to the maenianum medium and summum were not of monumental dimensions. All these features 

would have slowed down people, with a rippling effect on the entire pedestrian movement in the area. 
1177 

One may remember how during the night Caligula was disturbed by the noise produced by those trying to get first to the 

seats in the Circus Maximus (Suetonius, Caligula 26) Pompeii is not Rome, but the same amount of excitement for the 

shows was likely present, as shown by the amount of graffiti related to gladiatorial fights littering the city within and 

without. 
1178 

Small rooms to at the end of the ramps leading to the arena have been interpreted as spoliaria or infirmary for wounded 

gladiators. Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 74. 
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1179 1180
door very close to one of the main entrances of the amphitheater : unluckily, when the insula was 

excavated by Jashemski it turned out to be one of the largest vineyard within Pompeii.
1181 

Contra this hypothesis goes the fresco of the riot of 59 CE that— even if depicting a bird’s eye 

view of the plaza, the amphitheater and the Palestra – does not depict any storage facilities, but just a 

few temporary kiosks shaded with canvasses. This fresco cannot – however – be taken as a realistic and 

objective represent of the event and its surrounding, and it cannot either be interpreted in light of other 

frescoes of the same typology: whereas paintings with stock monumental structures and human 

figures
1182 

had been common since Augustus, the representation of a riot within a real building had no 

precedents,
1183 

and therefore the artist could not follow model books, but had to create a unique product 

– probably following the specific desires and biases of the client.
1184 

For example, Clarke has noticed 

how there are no depictions of actual gladiators, and that the fight is isolated in the upper part, whereas 

in the lower the kiosks seem to continue their retail activities without any distress.
1185 

We also know 

that vendors placed their stands under the blind arches of the amphitheater thanks to nominal permits 

issued by the aediles—as proven by painted texts found during the excavation of the building:
1186 

the 

absence in the fresco of stands in those locations is noteworthy, mining once more the inference that 

this was a real life “photo” of the event. Besides, the permits also suggest that the most desirable spaces 

in the plaza—probably those in the most lucrative locations – were the object of rulings by the civic 

authorities. On the other hand, it is theoretically possible to imagine that the stands under the blind 

arches were set up only during the market days and not during the games – thence their absence in the 

1179 
Maiuri 1939: MANCA LA PAGINA. 

1180 

1181 
Jashemski and Jashemski 1979: 201–18. 

1182 
For a representation of gladiatorial games in Pompeii - following a common roman representation - see the drawings by 

Mazois of the stucco work from the tomb of Umbricius Scaurus/ Festius Ampliatus outside Porta Ercolano. Mazois’s table 
can be seen in Cooley 2004: 57–58. 
1183 

Pesando 2001: 186–7. 
1184 

However, the painter resorted to repetition of the “assailant” and “victim” figures to represent some of this 

unconventional fight between Pompeiians and Nucerians. Pesando 2001: 187. 
1185 

Clarke 2003. 
1186 

CIL IV 1096, 1096a, 1096b, 1097, 1097a, 1097b, 2485. All these painted texts are now lost. 
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fresco—but then one is left to wonder: if there was enough business to attract other kiosks on the plaza 

during the munera,
1187 

why didn’t the owners of the stands under the arches try to tap into this market? 

It seems therefore that the riot fresco is a filtered representation of what happened in 59 CE and cannot 

be taken at face value: for the purpose of this research, the presence of scattered vendors in the plaza 

and the absence of those under the arches can be used to generally assume that a temporary market was 

set up during the days of the games, but that the actual locations of the stalls cannot correspond with 

those visible on the fresco. One last comment relates to the time of its creation: according to Magaldi, 

the painting was created not right after the riot, but as a kind of votive offering to emperor Nero 

following his decision to lift the ten-year ban on gladiatorial games caused by the riot itself.
1188 

Mourtisen and Gradel dated this lift between 63 and 65 CE,
1189 

and Pesando – based on archaeological 

evaluations
1190 

– believes the date to be closer to 64 CE, as noted by other scholars based on Neronian 

celebratory inscriptions.
1191 

Therefore, if we follow Magaldi’s theory, in the best case scenario this 

fresco was made at the earliest 3 years after the riot or in the worst scenario 5 years after. If it was 

painted by a local artist, one may wonder if he was in Pompeii the day of the riot and if he actually saw 

it. 

As a last point, it can be noted that—regardless of the closure or less of the portals—this plaza 

was a pedestrian space: except in front of Vicolo Anfiteatro, a continuous sidewalk was blocking cart 

access to the plaza that can thus be defined as a cul-de-sac for wheeled traffic. Simply put, carts would 

not pass through this plaza on the way to a destination: the plaza had to be the destination. Thus, if the 

presence of wheeled traffic cannot be ruled out, it was likely light and non-disruptive of pedestrian 

movement. This section of Pompeii represents the second biggest pedestrian area of the city: the plaza 

1187 
As the riot fresco seems to indicate. 

1188 
Magaldi 1936. 

1189 
Mouritsen and Gradel 1991. 

1190 
Pesando 2001: 190–1, and note 63. 

1191 
Franklin 2001: 124–5. 
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itself counts for 6000 square meters, 
1192 

and when combined with the alleys it becomes a 9000 square 

meter space. Just for comparison the square of the main Forum of Pompeii counts for 6100 square 

meters, and the Triangular Forum for 4400 square meters. 
1193 

However, it is clear that the nature of this 

pedestrian area was different from that of the Forum, and on the other hand probably similar to the 

1194 1195
Triangular forum: if the Forum was the political, religious and commercial center of the city, the 

Triangular Forum represented an area where leisure was the main character (still with some references 

to the ancient religiosity of Pompeii).
1196 

Its leisurely nature is clearly indicated by a number of 

features: the porticus surrounding the space (inviting to stroll under a sheltered area), the schola bench 

(inviting to sit and look at the landscape from this scenic point
1197

), the lack of paving, a marble 

labarum hit by a jet of water, the accesses to the theaters, the possible training area (the so called 

“stadium line”), and the adjoining Samnite Palestra. The religiosity was represented by the Doric 

temple, but if this had already been in ruins for centuries before the eruption,
1198 

it was more part of the 

Graeco-roman sentiment towards ruins than a functioning religious building.
1199 

Similar leisurely traits 

are present also in the Amphitheater Plaza: a big expanse where to walk under the shade of tall plane 

trees 
1200 

away from cart traffic, featuring an amphitheater and a palestra (that was used by other 

1192 
In this measure the alleys and the pedestrian boulevard flanking the northern wall of the Palestra has been excluded. 

This pedestrian boulevard measures 1500 square meters. 
1193 

These measures have been calculated from the digitized map of the “Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping Project”. 
1194 

Even if the exact identification of the function of the so called civic buildings along the southern side of the Forum is 

not certain, it is quite sure that they had neither a religious nor a commercial function. Also the basilica opens onto the 

Western side of the forum. Dobbins 2007. 
1195 

The so-called macellum is connected to retail selling, and the frescoes from the praedium iulia felix have been 

confidently interpreted as representing some commercial activities happening in the forum of Pompeii: representations of 

temporary stalls selling shoes, metal containers and textiles (with one trial, a school scene, some carts pulled by horses). 

Nappo 1989; Dobbins 2007; Olivito 2013. 
1196 

Coarelli 2001. 
1197 

Mau 1902: 135–136. 
1198 

Waele 2001: 337. 
1199 

See Papini 2011. 
1200 

Maiuri made the plaster casts of the plane trees surrounding the outer walls of the Palestra: he found two huge root 

cavities to the east of the Palestra and a row of six along its northern front. One cast is still clearly visible nowadays at the 

south end of the plaza, not far from the southeastern door of the Palestra. Maiuri 1939: 194. 
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activities than simply athletics).
1201 

Therefore, it is possible to see this plaza as an expansion of the 

smaller Triangular forum, possibly connected to the Roman appreciation for walking in regulated 

pedestrian spaces. 
1202 

However, one difference needs to be appreciated: whereas the central forum and 

the triangular forum were public spaces onto which only public structures opened, the Amphitheater 

Plaza was a public space with gates to both public (palestra, amphitheater, city walls and streets) and 

private structures (the vineyards with triclinia and the pottery workshop, see supra and next section). 

At any rate, whatever the reason behind the creation of these portals, they represent a clear 

instance of crowd-control enacted by the modification of the built environment. It seems therefore that 

regulating the movements of masses during the games 
1203 

was more paramount than their guidance and 

smooth flow on a daily base. 

4.4.5.4The exploitation of movement in the plaza. 

The low and intermittent frequency of pedestrian activity on the Amphitheater Plaza can also be 

argued on the base of two observations: the almost complete absence of permanent retail activities but 

the presence of temporary stalls aimed to that same business. 

This unusual characteristic was noted by the first excavator of the area, Maiuri: 

“il carattere che ebbero tutte queste vie destinate a servire esclusivamente di 

accesso all’area chiusa della Palestra e dell’Anfiteatro, e sottoposte pertanto a special 
servitù pubblica di limitazione di accesso e di transito, rende pienamente ragione 

dell’aspetto che presenta l’abitato sui due lati prospicienti quell’area. Nessun 

prospetto di abitazione, nessuna bottega di vendita, ma solo poche e rade porticine di 

orti, e, solo, come mostra l’insegna dipinta che si s’è scoperta lungo il muro 

dell’insula VI, un’officina di vasaio.”
1204 

As mentioned supra, there is evidence of only one pottery workshop facing onto the plaza, 

whereas all the other doorways either bring to houses or to vineyards. Between one and two triclinia 

1201 
It is well know the graffito of the teacher wishing good luck to the students who paid him. This and other graffiti have 

been early on collected and studied by Della Corte. Della Corte 1939. 
1202

A study of the performative value of walking among the Romans can be found in O’Sullivan 2011. 
1203 

Fuhrmann has recently proposed which “police” force would have been in charge of crowd control and of preventing 
the riot of 59 CE. Fuhrmann 2012: 83–4. 
1204 

Maiuri 1939: 195. 
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were found in these private spaces: their low numbers makes clear that—even if during the days of the 

games temporarily retail of drink and food was theoretically possible – they cannot be considered the 

main source of income for the owners of those spaces. In the case of the vineyards, wine wholesale was 

what made those spaces profitable. 

In fact, the most notable absence in this plaza are the bars selling food and drinks
1205 

—so 

common along the thoroughfares of Pompeii—an absence made even more evident by the presence of 

at least seven counters 
1206 

along the parallel road to the north – Via Abbondanza – and along the same 

distance.
1207 

On the other hand, the commercial attractiveness of this specific location cannot be dismissed: 

vendors were setting up temporary stalls in this plaza, as both shown by their representation on the 

fresco riot and the painted permits found under the blind arches of the amphitheater, as discussed 

sopra.
1208 

Besides, these permits also clarify that the most desirable spaces in the plaza—probably those 

in the most lucrative locations – were the object of rulings by the civic authorities: after all, as Ellis 

notes, 
1209 

the Digest reports that temporary stalls required retail licenses (Digest 18.1.32). The painted 

nature of these Pompeian authorizations also shows that the stalls were not a permanent feature of the 

plaza, that is they were temporary: their text was direct not only to those in charge of controlling the 

legal occupation of the space, but also to other vendors that may have desired to occupy that same 

space if they saw it empty. This would not have been necessary if the stalls were always there: it is 

1205 
The absence of bar in this plaza was noted by Ellis in his survey of Pompeian bars. Ellis 2004. 

1206 
II.1.1,6; II.2.1,3; II.3.5; II.4.5,7; II..5.1; III.6.1. It has been decided to add II.5.1 to Ellis’s list of six bars for this section 

of Via Abbondanza because Jashemski’s excavations made clear that a counter with the stepped shelving space for the 
display of food and drinks was found in that location. 
1207 

For the presence of only one bar along the road parallel to the west - Via Nocera – see full discussion in the sub-section 

“Exploitation” within “Porta Nocera” section. 
1208 

See the section “The Function of the Portals” about the “riot fresco” and the comment on the presence of painted texts 
granting specific spaces to specific people by the order of the aediles. 
1209 

Ellis 2004: 383. 
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possible to imagine that they could be set up not only during the days of the games, but also at markets 

days, though we are lacking any direct evidence to support the latter.
1210 

Thus, the absence of bars, the presence of temporary kiosks and of only one permanent shop – the 

potter’s – need to find a justification. 

Pesando believes that the gladiatorial ban caused a decrease of business in this area, and that— 

even when the ban was lifted—there was no recovery because of the earthquake of 62 CE.
1211 

What – 

however—is missing from this hypothesis is the proof of the existence of previous commercial actives 

“in one of the most chaotic but profitable areas of the city”.
1212 

This dissertation would like to offer a different but complementary answer based on the analysis 

of the traffic that the amphitheater, the market, and the Palestra would have generated. It can be easily 

argued that the munera in the amphitheater would have brought a movement of people relevant in 

quantity but irregular in nature: during the days of the games this plaza was probably very busy, but we 

know that these games were not a daily event – with a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 12 days per 

month.
1213 

Whereas we are sure that that a market took place in the main forum of Pompeii,
1214 

we can 

imagine that it happened also in this plaza, but have no direct evidence. The only indirect one is based 

on the fact that the nundinae - the fairs held every eight days – “were located on the outskirts of towns, 

close to and sometimes outside the city gates”,
1215 

so it is possible to speculate that such open market 

was taking place in the Amphitheater Plaza given its proximity to two city gates. Even so, one has to 

1210 
The “riot fresco” permits to speculate on the presence of these stalls during the days of the amphitheater games, but we 

have no evidence of stalls or markets in the Amphitheater Plaza. See infra for some indirect evidence for the nundiae – the 

eight-day market. 
1211 

Pesando 2001: 188–9. 
1212 

Translation by the author. Pesando 2001: 189. 
1213 

See the chart by Cooley 2004: 51. 
1214 

Thanks to the frescos found at the Iulia Felix complex, convincingly interpreted as a representation of vendors’ stall in 
the Forum. Nappo 1989; Olivito 2013. 
1215 

See this same work for a collection of references about the peripheral nature of nundinae. Malmberg and Bjur 2011: 

365–6. 
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take into account the competition from the temporary and permanent shops (macella) in the Forum 

when imagining how many people could have come here. 

The Palestra seems to have been used for more than physical practice – at least from what it can 

be understood from the graffiti – and so would have enjoyed diversified groups of patrons. However, 

its location – along the western side of the plaza, that is in the direction of the city center –means that 

for most Pompeians it was unnecessary to pass through the plaza itself. Besides, not only we have no 

numbers for the Pompeians who used the Palestra, but also we have no idea of how many people from 

the suburb of Pompeii would have come to this facility. These elements of uncertainty make it an 

element difficult to factor in. 

In conclusion, the transient nature of market days and munera days probably generated a relevant 

but intermitted pedestrian flow that could not permit the survival of bars or other retail shops of the 

type relying on casual costumers. In fact, the potter’s workshop – as the oil lamp shop on Via 

Nocera
1216

- was catering to regular customers: on a very simplistic level, one does not buy pots every 

day, but one needs food every day. And when eventually one needs a pot, this one usually knows where 

to go and does not wander through the streets looking for this type of shop. Besides, it is not possible to 

assume that the potter’s workshop relied only on retail, it could have been as well a wholesale activity. 

Finally, this plaza of Pompeii – because of its location and portal construction – was not crossed 

by any thoroughfare but was especially a pedestrian area, and thus fairly segregated from the rest of the 

street network.
1217 

4.4.5.5Conclusions 

The Amphitheater Plaza – with its 6000 square meters—represents the second biggest pedestrian 

area of the city. This was the result of a single project of probable Augustan age that changed Regio II 

1216 
“4.4.4.4.1Commercial Enterprises” 

1217 
According to Kaiser, Greeks were placing shops in the agora, in the harbors and nearby areas. Iberians did not have 

permanent shops. Romans instead placed the shops on primary roads leading to the city gates or to the forum 
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by the contemporaneous addition of (A) eight portals at the beginning of all the alleys leading to the 

Amphitheater Plaza,
1218 

and (B) barriers to wheeled traffic in front of all but one of those same 

alleys.
1219 

These can be interpreted as intentional modifications of the built environment done in order 

to – respectively – control the access of pedestrian crowds and to limit significantly wheeled traffic in 

an area that became a cul-de-sac. Whereas the latter was a permanent measure, the former was possibly 

enacted at specific times, and it has been argued that the portals would have been closed during the 

days of the games as a way to diffuse crowd pressure away from the amphitheater entrances and to 

facilitate filtering of the spectators. 

The presence of temporary stall of vendors in the plaza was certainly a feature of game days, and 

probably of market days – if this space was ever used as such (the Forum was already accommodating 

a market – as visible in the frescos from the Praedia Iuliae Felicis). The owners of the temporary stalls 

competed to gain the best spot where to set up shop, as the painted lease notes on the amphitheater 

blind arches seem to suggest. 

What is unique to this space, compared to the other pedestrian areas of the Forum and the 

Triangular forum, is that it was enclosed by private dwellings. And thus it is even more surprising that 

no bar and almost no retail business were facing this plaza: only one potter’s workshop and a couple of 

vineyards featuring one or two triclinia, suggesting that they may have catered to the needs of the game 

spectators. On the other hand, the vineyards were profitable business thanks to the wine wholesale, and 

it cannot be excluded that a substantial part of the potter’s income was from bulk sale too: retail 

purchase by those going to the amphitheater or passing by was unlikely the main source of income. The 

other doorways onto the Amphitheater Plaza were backdoors to private houses. 

1218 
Two portals were built also at the beginning of the pedestrian paths right within the city gate Sarno and Nocera, giving 

access to the pedestrian ring roadsection. Apparently, there was no portal in correspondence of Via Palestra because the 

closure system of the Palestra probably doubled as closure system for the alley itself. See “4.4.5.2 Dat”. 
1219 

Wheeled traffic was blocked by the extension of the curbline in front of the entrance of all these alleys. 
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To try to explain this surprising absence of retail activities, Pesando has proposed that the 59 CE 

ban first, and the 62 CE earthquake later brought down business in this area. However, the presence of 

bars along the parallel stretch of Via Abbondanza seems to suggest a different explanation. 

This dissertation would like to propose that it was the location and the type of traffic generated by 

the public buildings and activities – by the amphitheater especially – that was not enough to be 

exploited by private entrepreneurs of retail. 

First of all, the blockage to cart traffic of all but one of the alleys taking to the plaza meant the 

dis-integration of this space from the street network: carts would not be able to pass through here on a 

destination to somewhere else. 

During normal days the Palestra acted as the attractor of pedestrians – a place where other 

activities beyond sports were happening, as indicated by the graffiti found there. However, to arrive 

there – due to its position toward the city center and the number of its entryways—most Pompeians did 

not need to pass through the plaza: there was actually an entrance controlled by the ostiarius directly 

from Via Nocera. In reality we are unaware of “if” and “how” the 10 doorways to the Palestra were 

managed. It is also unclear how many people from the suburb would have come to this facility. 

Pompeians had the possibility to use this plaza also as an place to relax and stroll under the tall plane 

trees, in a similar way as the Triangular forum (that it had too a Palestra bordering it – the Palestra 

Sannitica), but without the scenic view.
1220 

During the games and market days, there was likely a dense but temporarily limited number of 

locals and non-locals using this plaza but these events did not happen every day. 

1220 
Laurence too considers this plaza as a place for otium. Laurence 2007: 171. In addition, it has been generally agreed that 

the nearby roman Palestra was the new places where the roman iuventus was going to be trained, in opposition to the 

Samnite nature of the Triangular Forum and the connected Samnite Palestra. Is possible to connect also the space of the 

Amphitheater Plaza to some of the activities done by the iuvenes? For this opposition and bibliography see Coarelli 2001: 

100.For the plane trees in the Amphitheater Plaza see note 1200. 
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In conclusion, it is possible to suppose that the quantity and frequency of pedestrian flow through 

this plaza was not enough to be commercially exploited, and therefore did not engender the creation of 

either bars selling drink and food or other retail activities. 

4.4.6 Porta Sarno 

Porta Sarno is the worst preserved of all Pompeian city gates, and the one whose funerary 

necropolis has been only minimally subject to exploration. See Figures 4.4.6.a-e. 

The first condition—just like in the case of Porta Vesuvio—is the result of its ruinous state 

already in 79 CE,
1221 

the second it is a consequence the adjacent edge of the archeological park and the 

Circumvesuviana railroad, circumstances that have prevented an unimpeded advance of the 

excavations. On the other hand, in 1998-1999 plans for the expansion of this railroad permitted to 

intercept parts of the outer ring-road, the city gate’s necropolis, and the suburban Via Abbondanza.
1222 

The funerary area featured one damaged monumental tomb on a high podium and two bases with 

stelae, plus a precinct with evidence of some building activity at the time of the eruption. The 

recovered tombs were facing the suburban part of Via Abbondanza and not the outer ring road, 

probably pointing to the fact that most of the traffic was going in the direction of Sarno.
1223 

1221 
Reference here to its ruinous state (maybe in Trere? See Pesando’s guide about city walls and the Rivista Studi 

Pompeiani article about insulae of Regio I and II) PAH 2 (see Eschebach for reference) 
1222 

About Porta Sarno Necropolis and outer ring road see D’Ambrosio 1999. About a nearby Roman necropolis (with three 

Sanmite burials): Antonio D’Ambrosio, “Scavi e scoperte nel suburbio di Pompei,” Rivista di Studi Pompeiani, 1998. 
1223 

Interestingly, however, these suburban parts of Via Abbondanza and the outer ring road were still paved, whereas the 

outer ring road outside porta Nocera and the connected Via Nucerina-Pompeios had had their paving stones partially 

removed. Conticello seems to have convincingly demonstrated that this southern ring road to Nocera was functioning in 79 

CE. D’Ambrosio wavered between seeing this road as out of use or operative in 79 CE: for the street still in use in 79 see 

D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1987: 201. For the same road not longer in use see D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983b: 25.For the 

most recent analysis of this road see Conticello De’Spagnolis 1994. 
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4.4.6.1History 

The original name of this city gate is not known: a lacuna in the eituns inscription (Vetter 28) 

from the House of the Moralista (III.4.2-3) probably coincided with its appellation.
1224 

The Porta was identified in 1815 but then completely unearthed only in 1972—the most recent 

time this structure was subject to an archaeological exploration.
1225 

No pre-79 levels were ever 

excavated. 

Even if most of its northern section is absent—it was probably damaged by the earthquake of 62 

and removed by the Pompeians themselves
1226 

– there is enough of the southern half to be able to argue 

that also this gate passed through the same phases of Porta Vesuvio, Nola, Nocera and Stabia: it was 

first built in Sarno ashlar masonry (early Samnite?), then partially rebuilt in tuff ashlar masonry 

(middle Samnite? II c BCE?), and then finally reinforced in opus incertum of lava that was also used to 

build an archway in correspondence to the doors – like in Porta Nola, Porta Nocera and Porta Stabia 

(late Samnite or early Roman phase). 

4.4.6.2Structure 

Even if – as just mentioned – for Porta Sarno we only have its Southern section, the street is 

instead preserved. At the time of the field work (June 2013) a layer of debris and modern gravel was 

covering its surface, preventing a full assessment. Thanks to the cleaning of small area at the south-

west corner of the northern pier it was possible to partially confirm what recorded on different 

1224 
Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 148–9; Vetter 1953: 57. Vetter however believed that Porta Sarno was Porta Urublanu 

(for the identification followed in this dissertation see the section “Porta Nola”). For a summary of the vexata questio about 

the name of this and other city gates see Iorio 1992: 23–4; Sakai 1992: 8–10. 
1225 

‘Attivita’ archeologica - Pompei’ 1975: 246. In this publication it is mentioned that the city gate had been damaged by 

the bombing of 1943 during WWII, but there is no trace of such damage in the publication García y García 2006. Eschebach 

considers it damaged by bombs as well. Also it is unclear why Eschbach writes that it was excavated also in 1976 since the 

„Cronache Pompeiane“ of that year do not mention any wok done at the gate (Jashemski was working in the adjacent II.5) 

Eschebach, Müller-Trollius, and Eschebach 1993: 11. 
1226 

What is left is part of the inner corridor wall in opus incertum of lava, and one row of Sarno blocks of the northern pier, 

and a couple of rows of Sarno blocks belonging to the channel built next to the northern pier to let the wastewater out of the 

city (like in Porta Nola, Porta Nocera and Porta Stabia). 
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Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping Project (http://digitalhumanities.umass.edu/pbmp/); Eschebach et al. 1995. 

Pompeiiinpictures.com : the wheel ruts are 

maps: 
1227 

a northern sidewalks was passing through the gate. It was thanks to photos dated 2005 that it 

was possible to prove the presence of both street paving in basoli of lava
1228 

and of a sidewalk for the 

entire extent of the city gate. Not long after 2013 the city gate and the part of Via Abbondanza up to 

Via Anfiteatro were made inaccessible because of restoration works: this situation persists even 

nowadays (July 2017). 

The city gate sidewalk is not connected to the northern sidewalk along Via Abbondanza due to 

the interruption caused by the inner ring road coming from the north. This same ring roaddoes not 

continues to the south as its place was occupied by one of the portals delimiting the Amphitheater 

Plaza
1229 

and giving access probably to a pedestrian path flanking the agger from here to the 

amphitheater.
1230 

Also, the southern sidewalk of Via Abbondanza flanking Regio II.5 reaches the 

southern pier of the city gate. 

The curbstones of the city gate sidewalk are made of lava blocks and delimit a narrow sidewalk 

of roughly 0.77-78 m of width, leaving a 2.65 m wide street. A sidewalk of these dimensions can 

accommodate only one person at a time, while the difference in height between the sidewalk and street 

surface is only of a few centimeters, permitting an easy descent and ascent in case of a pedestrian 

standoff. 

Moreover, what is left of northern gate-pier was protected by a semicircle of blocks
1231 

put in 

place to avoid collision with carts, and oriented so to direct the waste water into the channel passing 

under the left part of the gate.
1232 

1227 

1228 
For the full set of photos see in these photos well visible. Not even 

Tsujimura seems to have recorded the presence of these wheel ruts under this gate. Tsujimura 1991. 
1229 

This portal is the result of a total reconstruction as visible from the workmanship and the use of reinforced concrete. It 

was probably the brainchild of Maiuri as this reconstruction is visible in 1970 photos predating the 1972 excavations – in 

Pompeiiinpictures.com. http://pompeiiinpictures.com/pompeiiinpictures/Gates/Gate%20Sarnus.htm However, it was not 

possible to find any reference to this portal in Maiuri’s works. 
1230 

This narrow corridor between insula II.5 and the city walls has not been excavated because of an old custodial house 

built on top of it. 
1231 

At the moment, there are two block of limestone and three irregular pieces of lava, one of which with indentations for 

hinges: the lava blocks are all spurious, as it is clearly visible in a photo by Jashemski 
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A small and isolated section of a necropolis, located roughly 30 m from the city gate, has been 

identified along the suburban continuation of Via Abbondanza (see note 1223). This limited “window” 

does not allow for a precise analysis of the directionality and laterality of the traffic, but it is 

noteworthy that the principal faces of the only three funerary monuments discovered were all turned 

toward the suburban Via Abbondanza—and not the outer ring road – suggesting that most circulation 

would have continued along it. This may suggest that the suburban Via Abbondanza – and not the outer 

ring road – was the most popular roads of this area. As for the outer ring road from Porta Sarno towards 

Porta Nocera, there is quite little archaeological evidence that it existed.
1233 

4.4.6.3Guidance 

The presence of a city gate sidewalk flanking the northern side of the passageway seems to 

suggest an interest in guiding pedestrian traffic through to move along that side of Via Abbondanza. 

This observation seems strengthen by the location of the two fountains of this area along the southern 

sidewalk. The first fountain is distant 150 meters from the city gate, the second one roughly 250 m: 

both of them belong to the group of fountains with the second biggest area. 
1234 

The first shows minimal 

signs of wear, and it appears to have been built after the sidewalks (it abuts against the sidewalk) and 

after the most recent paving of the road.
1235 

It is located on the same side of and next to the Praedia 

Iuliae Felicis. The second has visible wear on either side of the fountain head, suggesting an identical 

use on either sides but more substantial compared to the first one. 
1236 

This built environment would 

(http://pompeiiinpictures.com/pompeiiinpictures/Gates/Gate%20Sarnus_files/image009.jpg). This same photo shows how, 

below the modern debris accumulation, the paved road is actually present, and the guards stones are actually taller. 
1232 

Northern part. In this case I prefer the use of relative coordinates as providing a more immediate comprehension of the 

location of the features. 
1233 

See the relevant section in the chapter ‘Ring-roads of Pompeii”. 
1234 

Nishida 1991: 91–96. 
1235 

This fountain was opening a gap into the curbstones. Wheel ruts show how the carts changed trajectory once the 

fountain was built. The fountain head of this fountain is no longer present, but according to Parslow it was depicting 

Dionysus head crowned with grapes (first drawn by Mazois, vol. II, Plate III) and it was removed and brought to the Royal 

Palace of Portici. According to Eschebach this Vertumnus (?) portrait comes from Insula Occidentalis. Parslow 1998: 

121,168,283; Eschebach 1982: 22–3. 
1236 

The fountain head bear the relief of a bull/cow head with short ears and short horns. 
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apparently guide pedestrians toward a northern laterality for the movement through (the city gate), and 

a southern laterality for the movement to (to the fountains): the separation of these two types of 

movement would have ideally created less pedestrian traffic jams, and therefore a smoother flow. 

Surprisingly there are not stepping stones in this eastern section of Via Abbondanza from Porta 

Sarno to Via Nocera – that is the section flanking Regio II. According to a careful analysis of the water 

catchment basins of Pompeii, their absence in this very area “can be explained by the lack of need for a 

dry passage across the street. The lower density of urban development combined with the gentle slope 

of the terrain in this area meant that water could be more easily be absorbed into the ground”.
1237 

It is 

probably true that this area of the city had less waste water to manage compared to others, but still 

some good amount had to be present: beyond the discharge from the two fountains,
1238 

this seems 

suggested by the presence of the usual drainage channel next to the city gate and passing through the 

city-walls—just like at Porta Nola, Porta Nocera and Porta Stabia, but not at Porta Ercolano and Porta 

Vesuvio (that thanks to their higher position were not used to let discharge water out of the city). In 

fact, this street sector is the recipient of the so called “Sarno basin” that – even if smaller than the 

others – still collected water from at least half of Regio III.
1239 

However, it needs to be considered that 

almost all Regio III and relative streets have not been excavated: it is possible that Via Media was so 

important for the cart traffic
1240 

– as recently supposed – that it was actually paved, thus less prone to 

absorb water and in need of a proper discharge. 

So, it may be that this absence of stepping stones was more intentional than thought: this would 

suggest that the civic authorities were trying to keep the movement through along the northern 

sidewalk. However, other evidence does not support this hypothesis: the northern sidewalk is 

1237 
Poehler 2009: 258. 

1238 
It appears like Poehler might have not factored in the aniconic fountain as it is not present on his Map 4.1 showing the 

distribution of the fountains. 
1239 

The closure of the alleyways for the creation of the pedestrian Amphitheater Plaza would have forced all the surface 

water from Regio III to follow Via dell’Abbondanza toward Porta Sarno (Koga 1992: 67–71.). Of the same opinion is 

Maiuri. Maiuri 1939.See Poehler for the ‘Sarno Basin”. Poehler 2009: map 3.1. 
1240 

Poehler 2017a. Also see the section “Inner Ring Road Porta Nola – Porta Sarno” in the chapter “Ring roads of 
Pompeii”. 
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intersected by the N-S alleys of Regio III but in correspondence to these intersections there are no 

stepping stones helping to cross. 
1241 

This note is particularly relevant when compared to the continuous southern sidewalk
1242 

that 

instead allowed a seamlessly and thus more comfortable stroll all the way up to Via Nocera, and thus 

attracting more pedestrian, probably also those who were just passing-through this area. However, this 

feature – as discussed in the previous section – is the result of a later (Augustan?) modification: 

originally also this sidewalk was cut by crossroads. Was this an unintended consequence following the 

creation of the Amphitheater Plaza? 

In conclusion, the city gate sidewalk seems to suggest a northern guidance for pedestrian traffic 

through just at Porta Sarno, whereas the absence of stepping stones may indicate a disinterest in 

pedestrian guidance along this stretch of Via Abbondanza. 

The later unification of the southern sidewalks – part of the modification to make the 

Amphitheater Plaza a pedestrian area – may have attracted pedestrians, thus weakening even more an 

already weak guidance. 

4.4.6.4Exploitation 

If the city authorities had expected pedestrian traffic through to follow the “weak” invite of the 

built environment (the city gate sidewalk) and thus move along the northern sidewalk, they were 

probably disappointed. In fact, what the locale of exploitation for the pedestrian traffic is actually the 

opposite: all bars but one are located along the southern sidewalk, indicating that most pedestrians were 

1241 
In the map of Van Der Poel 1986: 65. a stepping stone is drawn in the road between insulae 4 and 5 of regio III. Such 

stepping stone is present on Eschebach’s map (Eschebach, Müller-Trollius, and Eschebach 1993. and in Gesemann’s city 
plan (Gesemann 1996: 306. However neither Spinazzola nor Maiuri recorded it. At the moment (2016) a custode’s wooden 
cabin is located on the spot, therefore it is not possible to establish which map is correct. Eric Poehler survey did not record 

it either. The on line GIS map of the Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping project – directed by Poehler – doe not indicated 

such stepping too (Poehler n.d.). 
1242 

Discussed in the section The PORTALS of the Amphitheater Plaza: crowd control and cart guidance. 
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walking here, regardless of their destination.
1243 

On the other hand, the “weak” invite may actually 

suggest that the civic authorities were not that concerned with the management of the foot traffic in this 

area. 

This “confusion” in the use of the sidewalks came to be worsened by the creation of the Bath of 

Iulia Felix that started to act as a strong attractor of clientele. According to recent research this complex 

was built quite late in the history of Pompeii, after 62 CE, “by joining two insulae originally separated 

by a street, which was then eliminated and incorporated into the property.”
1244 

An analysis of the built environment suggests that the manager of the baths in the Praedia Iuliae 

Felicis decided to modify the built environment to probably attract and facilitate the entrance of 

pedestrians. In fact, as for the costumers walking along the southern sidewalk, it can be observed that 

the raised entrance 
1245 

could be reached by a ramp – if one was coming from the city gate – or climbing 

a step – if one was coming from the city. The ramp may indicate an extraordinary level of assistance, 

allowing to speculate that a higher percentage of costumers was expected to arrive from Porta del 

Sarno; instead, those coming from the city center were given a less comfortable access by having to 

climb a high step. As for the clients from the opposing northern sidewalk,
1246 

three steps protruding 

from the southern sidewalk into the carriageway (illegally?) facilitated an easy climb to the high 

landing in front of the entrance. 

The creation of this bath complex was then followed by other modifications that tried to exploit 

the new pedestrian flow in the area: two food and drinks outlets
1247 

were built adjacent to entrance of 

the baths, evidently positioned to take advantage of the crowd going to this new establishment: both of 

1243 
Bars to the south: II.1.1,6; II.2,3; II.3.5; II.4,5-7, II.5.1 (this last one has not been considered at all by Ellis, but its 

existence is confirmed by a masonry counter with dolia and stepped shelving area excavated by Jashemski, as reported by 

the RICA map). To the north only III.6.1 has a masonry counter for food and drinks 
1244 

Nappo 2007: 358. 
1245 

second phase raised the level of the entrance These new features were built using blocks of Sarno limestone that both 

abutted against the base and the stylobate of the semi columns of the remarkable gate (two semi-columns and a pediment in 

careful brickwork), and insisted on the tufa curbstones of the primitive sidewalk. 
1246 

Pedestrians could wait sitting masonry benched on both sides of the entrance 
1247 

II.4. 5 and 7 
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them featured masonry counters – to sell food and drinks to passers-by – but one (II.4.7) had a masonry 

triclinium and two sets of U-shaped masonry benches (with a masonry table in the center) – evidently 

for clients who wanted to spend more time in this restaurant section of the structure .
1248 

In addition, the mutually opposite direction of the L-shaped counters suggests that one bar was 

trying to get the attention of clients coming from the city, whereas the other of those entering from the 

city gate: evidently the bath complex was a strong attract of customers from both sides. 

However, the pedestrian “attraction” that this structure had was probably limited to the Insula of 

Iulia Felix: in fact, in the next insula toward the city gate, another small bar (II.5.1) shows a counter 

oriented to catch the eyes of those leaving Pompeii, and not going toward the Praedia. 

4.4.6.5Conclusions: Porta Sarno, the Amphitheater Plaza and Via Abbondanza 

The built environment of this area of the city presents different approaches to managing 

pedestrian traffic: on the one hand guidance was minimal, on the other hand control was high. 

Few structures were initially built to create a low level of pedestrian guidance: the opposing 

location of the city gate sidewalk and fountains suggest a northern traffic through and a southern traffic 

to. Noteworthy is the absence of stepping stones, features that ideally could have been placed to help to 

solidify traffic through. 

This “weak” guidance was later altered by the creation of a continuous sidewalk along the 

southern side of Via Abbondanza (in phase with the portals to the Amphitheater Plaza). Due to its 

uninterrupted nature, it probably attracted any pedestrian (regardless of their destination) and thus bars 

concentrated here to exploit such flow. 

Eventually, probably after 62 CE, the construction of the Bath of Iulia Felix contributed to attract 

even more pedestrians to this latter sidewalk. 

1248 
II.4.7 is similar in its offer to the other restaurant (without counter) nearby Porta Nocera (II.8.5) that had double the 

number of triclinia and benches (see under “Porta Nola” the section “4.4.4.4.1Commercial Enterprises”). 
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The portals to the Amphitheater Plaza were instead built probably in Augustan times to enhance 

control over pedestrian access, probably in connection with the crowds generated during the days of the 

games in the amphitheater. High but intermittent number of people requires more control than 

guidance, and it appears that the built environment of this area was modified for exactly this purpose. 

4.4.7 Porta Nola 

What is nowadays known as Porta Nola was likely called “Veru Urublanu” at the time of the 

Social war, at least according to an interpretation of one of eituns inscriptions (Vetter 28)
1249 

found on 

the front of the Casa del Moralista (III.4.2-3).
1250 

The same inscription provides us with a couple of 

other toponyms: the road parallel to the south of Via Nola was called Viu Mefi(r)u (Via Media in Latin) 

and it ended at the Tiurris Mefira (Turris Media in Latin).
1251 

The Oscan name of the gate was finally 

Latinized into Porta Urbulana (the city gate of the city) as there are a number of electoral inscriptions 

in Regio III and IX referring to the urbulanenses as the inhabitant of those areas.
1252 

For this discussion, see Figures 4.4.7.a to h. 

4.4.7.1History 

The dating of this gate is, however, controversial: apart from the agreement on the fact that the 

primitive fortification in pappamonte was not passing here—and probably was located more to the west 

– according to Chiaramonte Trere the gate first construction could be associated with the fortification 

th 1253
in double curtain of limestone blocks at beginning of the 5 c. BCE (contemporaneous to the 

section between Porta Ercolano and Porta Vesuvio), whereas Pesando and Maiuri believe that the 

earliest visible element can be dated to the agger fortification system of the end of the 4
th 

century 

1249 
Vetter 1953: 57. 

1250 
NdS 1916, pp. 155-158. Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 148–9. For a summary of the vaxata questio on the names for 

the gates and towers based on this and other inscriptions see Sakai 1992; Iorio 1992. 
1251 

Varone 1989: n. 23,25. 
1252 

Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 17, 147. For different opinions and a summary of the research see note 1250. 
1253 

The presence of four rows of travertine blocks under the gate is the only element supporting this dating. Chiaramonte 

Treré and Università di Milano 1986. 
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BCE.
1254 

At any rate, it seems clear that the earliest phase was in ashlar masonry of Sarno 

limestone.
1255 

This was followed by a reconstruction of the internal part with block of Tufa stone dated 

by Maiuri to 300-180 BCE.
1256 

Finally, a reconstruction in opus incertum of lava of both the gate arch 

and the south-eastern corner of the city walls was completed in the years preceding the Social war. 

What is unique about this gate is that we know who built it: during its first excavation an inscription on 

marble was found next to the Minerva keystone,
1257 

embedded into one of the tufa blocks reused in the 

opus incertum reconstruction of the arch. The writing—visible from the city—was in Oscan and was 

saying that “Vibius Popidius, son of Vibius, meddix tuticus, commissioned and approved (it)”:
1258 

as 

correctly Maiuri thought,
1259 

this inscription originally featured in the tufa phase of the gate – during 

which the arch was made of tufa blocks – and then it was reinserted in the same location when the arch 

was redone in opus incertum. The possibility that this inscription was part of an earlier phase is 

suggested by a few considerations: A) the analysis of the language points to the second century 

BCE
1260 

whereas the opus incertum cannot be dated earlier than the end of second ccentury BCE; B) 

the slab is evidently broken along its left side, but the recess into which it finally stood was cut to fit the 

damaged slab, thus showing that the damage predates the opus incertum phase. It can thus be 

reconstructed that the Pompeians had that original inscription reset in the last reconstruction of the 

structure so that everybody could still see the name of the city gate’s original builder.
1261 

What is 

1254 
Maiuri 1930: col. 216. 

1255 
With a subpahse in indentical masonry for the addition of an extra angular bastion on the N-E corner of the older 

bastion. 
1256 

Maiuri 1930: cols 217–8. 
1257 

The inscription is at the British Museum of London, where Scotto di Freca performed its most recent autoptic 

examination. Scotto di Freca 1999. 
1258 

Pompei 8 = Ve 14. Vibius Popidius is the same officer that built a porticus according to Vetter 13. Scotto di Freca 1999: 

210. 
1259 

Maiuri 1930: col. 213. 
1260 

Scotto di Freca 1999: 211. 
1261 

As a mere conjecture one could think that the person who restored the gate was a member of the same Popidia family. 
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unusual for a Samnite inscription of that period is that it was carved in marble,
1262 

a material rare for 

the time. 

4.4.7.2Structure 

The structure of the city gate is quite simple: starting from inside the city, it features a central 

archway followed by an open-to-the-sky corridor, at the end of which there are two defensive bastions 

connected to the outer curtain of the city walls. Under the arch are still visible the lava hinge-bases for 

the two door-shutters. The two city-side piers supporting the arch are protected from contact with carts 

by a set of lava bollards arranged in a semicircular position on the right side, and by a wide block of 

Sarno stone on the other. The street passing through it is paved, and according to Maiuri it was lowered 

in Roman times to allow an easier access.
1263 

4.4.7.3Guidance 

The modern aspect of the gate may be deceiving as it stands at the end of an area of Pompeii 

devoid of tourists and little studied, both phenomena caused by the fact that the last half
1264 

of Via Nola 

stand between two unexcavated areas, thus lacking both in the spectacular or archaeological qualities 

that may attract more interest. However, this was not the condition of the area in 79 CE. Poehler has 

argued for an importance of this gate for wheeled traffic based on the concentration of stables right 

1265 1266
within the city, and Tsujimura has seen deep wheel ruts all along it. Besides, in this dissertation, 

the conclusions reached on the state of the ring-roads support that evaluation—that should also be 

expanded to pedestrian movement: in fact, the lack of a complete outer ring road, coupled with an inner 

1262 
The material has been positively identified following the most recent autoptic examination by Scotto di Freca. Scotto di 

Freca 1999. 
1263 

Maiuri 1930: col. 217. 
1264 

Roughly 230 m, against a length of 450 m calculated from the Quadrivius of Orpheus. 
1265 

Poehler 2009: 285–86. 
1266 

Tsujimura 1991. 

325 



 

 

        

   

       

         

     

     

    

     

     

      

        

      

   

     

          

      

    

         

         

                                                 
              

   

              

   

                  

        

              

              

                

            

 

ring road between Porta Vesuvio and Porta Nola, theoretically make this latter gate the shorted exit for 

any eastbound wheeled traffic entering either from Porta Ercolano or Porta Vesuvio. 

The effort that the Roman civic authorities enacted to provide guidance to this pedestrian traffic 

is visible in the creation of a sidewalk passing through the gate along the its northern side, and the 

location of the closest fountain on the opposite side. The lack of excavations in the area does not permit 

to eliminate the possibility that a Samnite sidewalk was originally present here, but—even if that were 

the case—the fact that when the Romans lowered and paved the street 
1267 

they decided not to eliminate 

it seems meaningful: either it represents an acknowledgement of flows already in place, or an 

awareness that such arrangement worked. On the other hand, the fountain placement is a Roman act. 

The sidewalk within the city gate follows the road in a straight line but with irregular width, varying 

between 0.33 m to 1.30 cm: 
1268 

it could be argued that the curbline was created to made the roadway 

regular, but 0.33 m would not make a difference as then the street still would be between 2.85-2.95 m, 

thus allowing the passage of only one single cart.
1269 

However, it is the relationship between the gate-sidewalk and the nearby fountain that supports a 

case of guidance – though at a lower degree than what seen at Porta Marina, Porta Vesuvio and Porta 

Stabia. On the one hand, here too it appears that the intent was to reduce causes of pedestrian 

congestion by the separation on opposite sidewalks of the traffic-though the gate from the gathering 

caused by the water reservoir.
1270 

On the other hand, the fountain does not abut the city gate like the 

case of the Stabian gate—but it is still in its close proximity (140 feet, 42 meters)—and the city gate 

1267 
If Maiuri is right, and the street was lowered in Roman time, then there would be no traces of the earlier Samnite paving 

and possible sidewalk. Maiuri 1930: col. 217. 
1268 

The narrowest point of 33 cm is caused by the presence of a hinge-bases, whereas the widest correspond to the inner 

courtyard of the gate. 
1269 

The axel of a cart, include hubs, is considered to be 1.85 m, thus two carts would occupy 3.70 at the very least. For a 

recent assessment of these carts measures and comparison with street size see Kaiser 2011d: 56–8. 
1270 

The fountain was probably not working in 79 CE as the fountain head (where the sprout is located) was missing at the 

time of the excavation (see photo Soprintendenza D1695) and because it is lacking both the metal brackets to hold the slabs 

in place and the cocciopesto waterproofing at the bottom of the basin. This is a condition in which other Pompeian fountains 

were at the moment of the eruption. It is certain that the fountain had been in use in the past as traces of wear are clearly 

present. 
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sidewalk does not carry on uninterrupted as it is intercepted by the inner ring road joining Via Nola, 

creating a small plaza 11 m long. There are also no stepping stones inviting to cross this plaza and thus 

to remain on the same northern side. The southern border of Via Nola right within the city is 

problematic: at the moment it is blocked by a modern wall to support the unexcavated dirt, but both 

Mazois’s and the RICA maps feature a set of two stepping stones 1271 
in correspondence to the last N-S 

alley and a sidewalk curb in front of the ring roadPorta Nola and Porta Sarno,
1272 

closing it to wheel 

access – but not pedestrians. In sum, it would appear that there was also some pedestrian traffic 

continuing into the ring-road, thus the creation of those stepping stone. However, at the moment the 

evidence is not solid enough, thus this idea is just a conjecture and not a claim. 

Another element that can be interpreted in favor of this guidance is the one set of stepping stones 

along the eastern half of Via Nola, a few meters from the city gate. 
1273 

Poehler has connected the 

presence of stepping stones to the management of the waters, claiming that this street has less of them 

because it was the recipient of less runoff :
1274 

if that is the case, this presence has to be meaningful. 

Firstly, it can be noted that this set is placed upstream from the fountain, thus its location was not 

connected with the intent to cross over the fountain water discharge. It is then possible to argue that 

these stepping stones were placed in order to allow both pedestrians exiting the city to move to the 

northern sidewalk before they got to the fountain, and those entering the city along the northern 

sidewalk to cross the street only after that congregation point, and finally helping those going to the 

fountain to cross to the southern side well before the commotion that was likely tainting the city gate. 

This is the same tactic that it has been described as used along Vicolo dei Vetti. 

In sum, it may be argued that Porta di Nola saw a tripartite pedestrian flow that the central 

authorities tried to guide to decrease chances of jams: 1) the one intent to passing through the city gate 

1271 
But not present in Mazois’s map. 

1272 
This situation has been analyzed in the chapter about the ring roads of this dissertation. 

1273 
Roughly 60 meters. 

1274 
Poehler 2009: 258. Via Nola features five sets of stepping stone in its western half, and one in its eastern one. 
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was invited to stay on the northern sidewalk, 2) the one resolved to use the Porta Nola- Porta Sarno 

inner ring roadwas invited to the south (thus both avoiding to cross the plaza before the city gate and 

being granted the use of the stepping stones to cross the first N-S alley), 3) and, finally, the traffic to 

the fountain was helped in reaching the southern sidewalk by a set of stepping stones that, being 

located almost at the end of the road, could be used by all those living in Regio IV while being still 

away enough from the Porta. 

4.4.7.4Exploitation 

This area may actually be a case in which guidance did not work as planned by the aediles, or did 

not continue outside the city gate, where pedestrians possibly scattered in different directions and did 

not stay along the northern side of the road. In fact, contrary to Porta Stabia and Porta Ercolano—where 

all schola tombs are on the same side of the road—here they occupy supplementary angled spaces 

created by the crossing of the suburban Via Nola with the ring road (Figure 4.4.7.f): the tomb of 

Aesquilia Polla is located at the north-eastern corner, whereas an anonymous one (of the Priestess of 

1275 1276
Ceres? ) is located on the opposite corner. However, the excavations stopped right at these tombs, 

thus it is unknown how the situation would have developed beyond. Still, based on the clustering of 

these two tombs, it seems possible to argue that the suburban Via Nola was more important than the 

northern outer ring road because – even if excavated for more than 40 m.
1277 

– it features only the 

monumental tomb of Obellius Firmius.
1278 

On the other hand, it is noteworthy that the two schola tombs are occupying corners and thus 

creating small triangular plazas in front of them: in this way they are achieving maximum visibility not 

only thanks to their location, but also by the generation of spaces that would have attracted number of 

1275 
Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 254. 

1276 
Spano 1910: 385–93. 

1277 
De Caro 1979. 

1278 
On the opposite side - right below the city-walls - a few simple markers for Praetorians cinerary urns were located and 

excavated, but they have nothing monumental. D’Ambrosio and De Caro 1983a: 85–95. These Pretorian tombs have been 

the subject of new excavations by the British School of Rome in 2017. Kay 2017. 
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pedestrians, multiplying the visibility effect (the square and the benches). In sum, of all the schola 

tombs, these may be the most carefully crafted as they take advantage of pedestrians flows coming 

from multiple directions. 

However, the location of these tombs may also have been dictated by the lack of available land 

right outside the city gate: in fact the space flaking the sidewalk is actually limited by a masonry water 

channel funneling the waste water of the city that comes out from the underground channel of the gate 

(Figure 4.4.7.g). This limited space, in addition to the steep incline,
1279 

may have suggested to choose 

the more convenient wider area beyond the ring-road. 

At any rate, the location of the schola tombs is not in opposition to the theorized northern 

guidance, and it could be caused either by the physical necessity of a sizable lot to build them, or to by 

the higher flow of pedestrians along the outer ring road– a fact that does not contradict the guidance 

within Porta Nola. 

Other evidence seems to support how the planned guidance did not work as expected—at least for 

the incoming pedestrian traffic. The only bars along the final stretch of Via Nola are located nearby the 

fountain
1280 

along the southern sidewalks, and not along the northern one – corresponding to the side of 

the city gate sidewalk. Besides, based on the orientation of their counters, it seems that they exploited 

the traffic of people coming into the city from the east, 
1281 

thus making this an area of possible 

conflation with the flow of Pompeians coming to fetch water from the west.
1282 

1279 
The incline per se was not a problem as the tomb of Aesquilia Polla is supported by a terracing structure to regularize an 

equally slanted terrain, as well visible in a 1910 photo in García y García 2006: 106 fig. 404. 
1280 

The bars are only two: III.10.6 and III.11.5 
1281 

Ellis 2004: 382. 
1282 

This fountain has two insulae to the east (beyond which there are the city-walls), but at least four to the west from which 

- based on the location of the next fountain – people would have come to this fountain. 
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It seems however that those leaving Pompeii by Porta Nocera were actually walking along the 

northern sidewalk for most of the western half of Via Nocera – as again indicated by the bar and their 

1283 
counters. 

4.4.7.5Conclusions 

Apparently the civic authorities tried to invite traffic through the city gate to use the northern 

sidewalk: this is suggested by the interrelationships generated by the position of the city gate sidewalk, 

the nearby fountain and the only set of stepping stone of this area. However, not all built environment 

was working toward this effect: the ring roadcoming from Porta Vesuvio was interrupting the 

continuity of the northern sidewalk and creating a small square that had to be crossed without the help 

of stepping stones. 

This guidance was probably not fully successful because the location of the schola tombs and of 

the bars nearby the city gate seem to suggest a more dispersed movement of pedestrians. 

4.4.8 Porta Vesuvio 

The pedestrian situation around Porta Vesuvio is similar to that of Porta Ercolano: pedestrian 

guidance was enacted to generate a western laterality both for the city gate itself and for Vicolo dei 

Vettii. Exploitation of this flux is similarly visible also outside the city: the only schola tomb and all the 

other tombs are located along the western suburban section of Via Vesuvio. 

Excavations done by Maiuri, and then confirmed by the recent work of the Istituto Germanico di 

Roma,
1284 

established that also this gate was first built in ashlar masonry of limestone (300-200 BCE), 

then partially rebuilt and expanded with an ashlar masonry of Nocera tuff (200-80 BCE). In these 

phases, the gate was likely composed of an arched passage followed by an open courtyard, and finally 

1283 
Ellis 2004: 382. 

1284 
Seiler et al. 2005. 
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another arched passage. The later modifications made in correspondence to the Social war and those by 

the Romans have been proven difficult to distinguish, as explained in the next section. 

See Figures 4.4.8.a to g to better visualize the structures discussed in this section. 

4.4.8.1Structure 

In its most recent phase, the gate displayed two different facades: the one toward the countryside 

featured a double entrance—with an archway for pedestrians to the west, 
1285 

and a central passage for 

the remainder traffic to the east – and a single one toward the city—as shown not only by the 

archaeology, by also by the relief depicting the effects of the 62 CE earthquake
1286 

—in an arrangement 

strikingly similar to Porta Marina. The creation of the independent entrance for pedestrians is a later 

modification whose dating has not yet been clearly established: according to Maiuri this gate in 79 CE 

was still in reconstruction following the earthquake of 62 CE,
1287 

and it was during this unfinished 

phase that the independent pedestrian passage was added. Instead, according to Van Buren
1288 

– based 

on the wear he noticed on the corners of both the pedestrian and the vehicular passages – this double 

passage system had been used for a long time, and that time may have begun in conjunction with the 

modifications due to the Social war, as indicated by the conspicuous presence of opus incertum of lava 

in the elements making up this double entryway (a masonry comparable to that of the city towers and 

the creation of the pedestrian passage in Porta Marina: see section). Besides, Van Buren points also to 

the existence of painted electoral notes on the area that – according to Maiuri – was still in 

construction. A last analysis by the Instituto Archeologico Germanico considers the double passages of 

1285 
0.9 m wide. 

1286 
The relief from the lararium of the House of Caecilius Iucundus. For an analysis of the image of the relief and the 

implicaions fort the city gate see Maiuri 2002: 17–9. 
1287 

Maiuri 1930: col. 169. 
1288 

Van Buren 1932: 36–8. 
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Roman time.
1289 

Chiaramonte Trere deems that Porta Vesuvio was “destroyed by the earthquake of 62 

and never rebuilt”, but does not provide a context for this statement.
1290 

These problems have been 

worsened by the damages of the WWII bombs that hit the road in the vicinity of the gate. 
1291 

At any 

rate, it is here tentatively proposed that the pedestrian passage may be more meaningfully associated to 

an early Roman or pre-Roman modification – and not to a post 62 CE date—because archeological 

evidence suggests that the sidewalk servicing this pedestrian passage was created after 80 BCE:
1292 

if 

that was not the case – and thus Maiuri were right – between 62 and 79 CE the Pompeians had not 

finished the piers for new pedestrian archway but had already built the sidewalk curbline around them– 

certainly a possibility, but less sensible than what proposed. This suggestion, just like Van Buren’s, 

does not deny Maiuri’s idea that Porta Vesuvio was still being reconstructed following the earthquake 

of 62 CE. 

4.4.8.2Guidance 

The importance of Vicolo dei Vettii as an alternative to Via Stabiana to reach the central Regio 

VII and the other side of the city
1293 

has been recently reaffirmed by the GIS study of Pompeii of 

Poehler, but had already been suspected by Laurence.
1294 

An analysis of the pedestrian features leads to 

believe that the Vicolo, the city gate and the Suburban part of Via Vesuvio all presented a guidance in 

favor of a western laterality: one could walk protected from carts on an almost uninterrupted western 

footpath all the way from the necropolis to the end of Vicolo dei Vettii. In fact the suburban Via 

Vesuvio has along both sides a line of lava bollards behind which pedestrians could find a safe space 

1289 
Also the Istituto Archeologico Germanico seems to be uncertain because in note 9 it is stated that it is not possible to 

provide an absolute chronology for these structures, but then in note 14 it is instead written that they belong to the 

reconstruction of 62 CE. Seiler et al. 2005: 223. 
1290 

Chiaramonte Treré 2007: 143. 
1291 

García y García 2006: 33. 
1292 

Seiler et al. 2005: 232–3. Besides in the photo 14 at page 228 – of the excavation of the sidewalk of the city gate - it is 

visible a bollars abutting the city gate wall, showing that the driveway was reaching up to that point, and thus denying the 

existence of an earlier sidewalk of pre-roman times. 
1293 

Vicolo dei Vettii, Vicolo Storto, Vicolo di Eumachia, Vicolo dei Dodici Dei. 
1294 

Poehler 2017a: 190. 

332 



 

 

     

       

    

         

      

   

           

     

   

       

      

        

      

       

       

       

        

 

  

      

 

                                                 
        

 

            

             

          

          

for vehicles could not pass in-between, and probably were also forbidden to do so. The cippi to the 

west were not only protecting the tombs of the necropolis and the fronting footpath, but also the 

underground aqueduct channel
1295 

from the weight of wagons, but given their presence also on the 

opposite side – and also along the outer ring road between Porta Vesuvio and Porta Ercolano
1296 

– their 

proper function was to segregate the roadway from the footpaths. Once reached the vicinity of the city 

gate, one could step on the sidewalk that – coming out from the gate itself – was turning to the west and 

following the outer ring road for a short space. Then one could enter the city gate walking on the 

sidewalk and passing through the pedestrian archway. Once inside the gate—at the level of the door 

hinge—the sidewalk narrowed to the extent of one line of curbstones, but it then widened back and 

reached the plaza at the back of the gate: very likely one was forced to walk on the paved road for a 

few steps. The sidewalk finished at the end of the city gate, but there a line of bollards to west was 

marking a section of the castellum plaza to pedestrian movement in the direction of the western 

sidewalk of Vicolo dei Vettii.
1297 

Once on this alley it is possible to observe the same interest in 

separating different types of traffic: just like for Porta Nola the fountain is located on the eastern 

sidewalk, and the stepping stones appear only after it,
1298 

meaning that those moving-through this alley 

were invited to stay on the other sidewalk and segregate themselves from the traffic to the fountain, or 

to cross the alley upstream to the flow of traffic to, that so was the only traffic in the vicinity of the 

fountain. 

4.4.8.3Exploitation 

As noted by Ellis the direction of the bar counters of Vicolo dei Vettii were especially catering to 

those entering the city. It is also now possible to add that their location is compatible with the described 

1295 
The Castellum aquae of Pompeii is located right next to Porta Vesuvio. 

1296 
Maiuri 1943: 277. 

1297 
Maiuri noted the existence of this pedestrian area but associated it to the protection of a public fountain that was meant 

to be adjacent to the castellum: no fountain basin was found during the excavation, just a marble faucet. Not all scholars 

agree on the existence of a fountain in this location. Maiuri 1931: 562–3. 
1298 

“After” for those entering from Porta Vesuvio. The stepping stones are South of the fountain. 
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guidance, in the sense that they were taking advantage of the flow of pedestrians as suggested by the 

built environment: in fact the first two bars for those entering the city were located along the western 

sidewalk, and the other two were located on the eastern one only after the first set of stepping stones. 

In addition, also in this necropolis the schola tomb is located to take advantage of the pedestrian 

traffic passing along the western footpath. In this case, however, the location of this tomb may have 

caused by the fact that it was only the eastern plot available for funerary purposes: 
1299 

in fact all the 

tombs are located in this area, and none has been recovered on the opposite side.
1300 

4.4.8.4Conclusions 

The continuity of the pedestrian infrastructure seems to support the hypothesis that pedestrians 

were guided to use the western sidewalk of the street, both outside and inside the city. Once reached 

Vicolo dei Vetti the stepping stones were located in such a way that traffic through was invited to cross 

to the other side only after 25 m from the fountain, thus creating along the eastern sidewalk a buffer 

zone intended for the traffic to such water feature. 

4.5 Final Conclusions about Guidance in Pompeii 

The study of the city gates of Pompeii and of the built environment surrounding them has led to 

believe that there is enough evidence to propose that the civic authorities carefully thought on how to 

modify the street-fabric to try to guide and control the flow of pedestrian traffic. There were no police 

forces to implement rigid regulations, but it was a careful placement of pedestrian features inviting, 

separating or discouraging people’s flow. 

The local officers were aware of the advantages that a decreased pedestrian density would have 

had on the flow, and so tried to optimize it at least in the areas that were more likely subject to 

1299 
All the tombs were built on land donated by the decuriones. The nearby stelae of Suedius Clemens testify to the public 

nature of this area. 
1300 

However, the western side of the suburban Via Vesuvio has been excavated only partially. 
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pedestrian congestions: the city gates. This optimization was realized by designing a built environment 

that was guiding toward a topographical separation of traffic through and traffic to. With this objective 

in mind, they created continuous sidewalks, positioned the sidewalk passing through the city gates on 

one side of the street and the fountains on the opposite one, while the stepping stones were built so to 

allow both a separation and a fusion (according to the direction of the flow) of these two movements 

after at a proper buffering distance. Fountains were not only destinations of the traffic to, but also 

represented areas of congregations and thus had a higher congestive value determined not only by the 

high number of people walking to them, but also by the people lingering in their vicinity. 

The desire to exploit the flows of pedestrians for celebratory (tombs) and/or commercial (bars) 

purposes caused modifications to the built environment of Pompeii whose analysis can be used to show 

that at times that planned public guidance was successful and other times either too weak or plainly 

unsuccessful in managing people. 

Porta Ercolano, Porta Vesuvio and Porta Stabia illustrate cases of clear and effective guidance: 

the traffic through these city gates was flowing along one sidewalk, whereas traffic to the fountains 

was on the other sidewalk,
1301 

while sets of stepping stones acted as filtering devices by allowing 

people to cross the street in locations that would have preserved and enhanced their different 

movement. The success of this guidance can be measured by the presence of bench/schola tombs and 

bars along the same sidewalk. 

Porta Nocera represents a case of “negative” guidance: the lack of a city gate sidewalk, the very 

narrow street sidewalks and the lack of stepping stones were likely inviting pedestrian traffic through 

not to walk along Via Nocera to enter or leave the city. Cart traffic instead was very dense as 

1301 
As described in the section about Porta Ercolano, the fountain in this case is quite far from the gate itself so it is likely 

that its influence was minimal. Still it was located on the opposite side of the eastern continuous sidewalk. Also, adjacent to 

this gate there was a bar bench occupying the sidewalk that – it has been speculated – was carrying less traffic. Finally, it 

has been conceded that for Porta Ercolano the already existing built environment may have had more influence in the 

determination of the side of pedestrian traffic through: the western sidewalk was continuous because there were no streets 

coming from that side. For a full discussion of singular characteristics of Porta Ercolano see “4.4.1 Porta Ercolano.” 
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demonstrated by the deep wheel ruts on the paving stones. The lack of bars, the existence of only one 

caupona and one retail shop (oil lamps), the absence of funerary monuments in the available lot right 

outside of the gate – usually a priced space – seem to confirm that Via Nocera was not a chosen 

pedestrian route. 

Porta Sarno and Porta Nola are instead cases where the calculated guidance did not work well: in 

fact, it seems possible to detect conflicts between guiding features and exploitative structures. It is 

actually likely that—at least for Porta Sarno—there was less interest in managing pedestrian 

movement: the lack of stepping stones in locations that would have helped maintain traffic through 

along one side is indicative. At the same time, it is clear that these two city gates were the recipients of 

less drainage, making stepping stones less necessary—but not less useful.
1302 

Two later modifications— 

one public and one private—along Via Abbondanza likely contributed to confuse the planned guidance 

near Porta Sarno: the creation along the southern side of both a continuous sidewalk
1303 

and—after 62 

CE—of the Bath of Iulia Felix attracted pedestrians from the opposing sidewalk, a sidewalk that was 

earmarked to carry traffic through this area (at least as suggested by the location of the city gate 

sidewalk). If the first feature—an uninteerupted sidewalk with no crossings—may have appealed to 

pedestrians from the opposing side, the Baths of Iulia Felix may have not disrupted traffic though 

substantially: these baths were a destination (like fountains) but did not invite pedestrians to walk in 

front of them to the way to another destination. Also, two bars occupied either sides of the baths 

entrance to take advantage of the new influxes of the people coming to this establishment. If anything, 

the new traffic to the Baths would have increased the congestion of the southern sidewalk, likely used 

also by traffic through because of the convenience of its lack of crossings. The fact that most people 

preferred to walk along the southern sidewalk is expressed by the presence of at least seven bars, 

whereast only one is located along the northern one. 

1302 
Not all stepping stones in Pompeii are located in areas where water was passing: the example of the set to the north of 

the Terme Centrale, located at the top of the watershed of this section of Pompeii is emblematic. 
1303 

A consequence of the establishment of a quasi-pedestrian Amphitheater Plaza. 
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Also at Porta Marina there are clear indications that pedestrian traffic through was guided to walk 

along the northern flank of the street: originally, a wide urban sidewalk joined a slanted ramp passing 

through the city gate, and then connected to a suburban covered walkway (Via Tecta) leading to the 

Suburban Plaza and its baths. It is interesting to observe that the covered walkway stops at the 

Suburban Plaza, probably the main attractor of pedestrian traffic to outside the city gate: in fact, after 

that the road has no sidewalks, sign that there was apparently no interest in managing and caring for 

pedestrians afterward. Also – maybe following the earthquake of 62 CE—part of the urban sidewalk of 

Via Marina was taken over by a tall terraced portico, forcing pedestrians to walk for roughly 30 m on 

the carriageway: does it suggest that now Via Marina was fully pedestrian, or that the civic authorities 

did not care anymore that ambulatory, animal and wheeled traffics were going to clash in 

correspondence of this bottleneck? 

In conclusion, the arrangement was not always ideal—and at times it could have theoretically be 

better designed—but the purpose of this chapter was not to demonstrate that Pompeian authorities had 

created the perfect system, but rather that they were aware of the presence of pedestrians and interested 

enough in achieving a good flow that strategic modifications of the pedestrian built environment were 

made with this purpose in mind. 
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5 Conclusions 

This dissertation has evaluated evidence related to pedestrian care, management and guidance. 

The questions driving this inquiry were not so much focused on the re-creation of the movement of 

pedestrians, but rather to understand the rights of pedestrians, the regulations of pedestrian traffic, and, 

especially, if and how the built environment was modified to direct, control and take advantage of 

pedestrian flow. 

5.1 How Did the Romans Feel about Pedestrian Traffic? Was It Bothersome? 

The feelings about street crowding in antiquity resemble our own: grievances about the 

inconvenience of congestion and the annoyance caused by their noise are present in the writings of 

ancient authors. 

Horace, Martial and Juvenal all complain of the clamor of people in the streets, and how it keeps 

them awake day and night.
1304 

They also comment on the density of pedestrians as a damaging force 

that crushes those who are caught in the middle: “as I hurry along, the wave ahead gets in the way and 

the great massed ranks of people behind me crush my kidneys” says Juvenal,
1305 

to which Seneca 

echoes: “consider this city, in which the throng that streams ceaselessly through its widest streets is 

crushed to pieces whenever anything gets in the way to check its course as it streams like a rushing 

torrent.”
1306 

In late antique Antioch, Libanius observes that “people who were in a hurry to go 

somewhere were impeded by the crowd which broke up those who came toward it, just as a ship is 

hindered in its course by the waves which press on to meet it.”
1307 

1304 
Horace Epistles. 2.2.72-80; Martial 4.64 and 12.57; Juvenal Satire 3.232-238. 

1305 
Juvenal Satire 3.243-245. Loeb translation. 

1306 
Seneca De Clementia 1.6.1. Loeb translation. Cicero too talks of the crowd in the Roman forum as a pushing turma 

Cicero. Pro Plancio 7.17. 
1307 

Libanius, Oratio XI.172. Translation from Downey 1959: 671. 
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However, there is one text that considers how a great quantity of people can actually improve the 

perception of a city: at the end of the third century CE, Achilles Tatius describes Alexandria of Egypt: 

“two things struck me as especially strange and extraordinary—it was impossible to decide which was 

the greatest, the size of the place or its beauty, the city itself or its inhabitants; for the former was larger 

than a continent, the latter outnumbered a whole nation. Looking at the city, I doubted whether any race 

of men could ever fill it; looking at the inhabitants, I wondered whether any city could ever be found 

large enough to hold them all. The balance seemed exactly even.”
1308 

In other words, when the space of 

a city effectively accommodated its population, sheer population numbers could be sees as positive. 

It can be concluded that pedestrians were not perceived as a problem or a nuisance per se—after 

all within a city most people walked.
1309 

In reality, it was pedestrian overcrowding that agitated these 

authors, and this agitation spread – it can safely be assumed – to the other inhabitants of any busy city – 

civic authorities included. 

If this is correct, then were strategies put in place to try to avoid congestion and to dissolve thick 

crowds of pedestrians? How would they—to continue Libanius’s simile—move the waves away from 

the incoming ship? Were there specific regulations? Were there Roman laws that restricted pedestrian 

movement to sidewalks only? 

5.2 Lack of Laws 

It can be summarized that Roman laws defended pedestrian rights, but at the same did not 

regulate pedestrian traffic (for a complete discussion see Chapter 02 “Pedestrian Laws and 

Punishment.”) 

An analysis of the Digest, and colonial and municipal charter allow for the understanding that 

walking was not considered a trivial matter: in fact, Roman codes established iter—the right of people 

1308 
Achilles Tatius 5.1.6. 

1309 
Unlike today, when even one person crossing the street can generate animosity on the part of the car drivers that have to 

stop. The feelings of ancient muleteers toward pedestrians are not recorded, but—based on the general low speed that these 

vehicles had to maintain within a city – probably they were not as negative as today’s. 
339 



 

 

     

    

     

   

         

        

     

 

       

   

       

    

    

       

 

    

     

  

      

     

                                                 
         

             

   

              

               

        

        

 

              

     

1310 1311 
to walk (ambulare) —and itinera—the legal term for the spaces where one had the right to walk. 

All public spaces—via, streets, roads, squares, alleys etc.—were itinera. Consequently, laws were 

created to defend pedestrian movement and traffic flow: roadways, porticos, public spaces and—by 

extension—footpaths/sidewalks needed to be freed from obstacles and maintained at their normal and 

original conditions. The pristinum statum 
1312 

has to be maintained because it is the public usage of 

public spaces that is at stake (publicam utilitatem).
1313 

Fines were levied on those who actively 

damaged streets or blocked the way—including sidewalks, it is supposed—as well as on aediles who 

were negligent in their care for the streets.
1314 

Maintenance, repaving and modifications of the urban streets were regulated by the aediles, but it 

was the owners of the houses flanking the streets who had to pay for the execution of the aediles’ 

instructions.
1315 

None of these regulations intended to enhance pedestrian flow, rather they simply 

sought to preserve the established conditions. The single case of the Tabula Heracleensis—instructing 

to pave the semitae (footpaths) of Rome and Heraclea with stones —is not repeated in other municipal 

or colonial charters, nor, indeed, can it be proven to be a common practice in the archaeological 

record.
1316 

However, the Romans did engage in the regulation of heavy vehicles transporting goods and 

people within cities, as well as forbidding horse riding. All this was done with the scope—it is 

argued—to ameliorate the flow of traffic by removing its most cumbersome agents. 

No regulations of this sort were ever attempted for pedestrian traffic, which was therefore subject 

to no regulations: there was no obligation for people to walk on sidewalks or to cross at specific points 

1310 
Iter also included the right to ride a horse, a litter or a sedan chair. 

1311 
The plural form seems to be significant. See chapter “2.1.2.1 The Digest Book 43: Interdicts, and Iter vs Itinera.” 

1312 
D. 43.2.8.43-44. 

1313 
Ibidem. Utilitas is better translated with “use” following the root (utor) than with “wellbeing.” 

1314 
This care – at least in Pompeii – included also avoiding overtly dangerous conditions on the sidewalk. See chapter 

“3.3.2.1 Avoiding negligence in context: the fountain of Vicolo della Regina.” 
1315 

In the countryside private and public roads were managed in a different way. Chevallier 1976; Radke 1981; Laurence 

2011a. 
1316 

Most sidewalks in Pompeii are not paved, but when they are it is generally with cocciopesto and not with stone slabs. In 

Ostia and Norba stone slabs are used, but in a sporadic manner. 

340 



 

 

     

     

       

    

 

  

  

    

    

 

        

       

    

         

         

        

 

       

           

    

    

       

                                                 
           

            

   

(for example, at stepping stones). Contrary to the norms in modern western cities, it appears that on 

public roads Roman pedestrians could legally walk anywhere they wanted. This lack of direct 

involvement by the authorities need to not be mistaken for indifference: the civic officials probably 

recognized that pedestrians chose the most effective route, and that this was based on the convenience 

of pedestrian features; hence, rather than imposing regulations, modifications of the built environment 

could be a more effective approach in their management.
1317 

5.3 Methodology: Pedestrian Route Selection 

One important—though obvious—consideration to start with is that pedestrian movement is 

unlike vehicular movement. Their more meaningful differences reside in the fact that people have a 

much higher maneuverability, that physical contact is not a bringer of congestion, and that pedestrian 

flow can have more than one direction. Consequently, the manner by which pedestrians and vehicles 

choose routes is different, and hence strategies for managing these–should one wish to–need to be 

different as well. Thus, reaction to the built environment will differ between a cart and a pedestrian: the 

stepping stones in Pompeii could be seen as assisting in crossing a road, but a nuisance for cart drivers 

who needed to carefully negotiate the safe passage of their wheels. A complete discussion of the 

following summary can be found in Chapter 1.5 “Methodology and Modern Theories on Pedestrian 

Traffic.” 

The aim of this research was to try to establish if guidance of pedestrian traffic was ever applied 

in Pompeii. Given that increase in the efficiency of pedestrian flow can be assumed to be one of the 

reasons to enact such guidance, the built environment was analyzed to recognize cases where it was 

modified with this purpose or—in a complementary way—to decrease the chances of pedestrian 

overcrowding. As areas of scrutiny were established those considered more prone to congestion, acting 

1317 
It is important to note here that there were also other reasons that lead to the modification of the built environment. 

Guidance was just one of them; private exploitation was another. Practices of social display have been also illustrated in 

Hartnett 2017; Dey 2014; Hartnett 2011a. 
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as the bottlenecks of pedestrian traffic: the city gates of Pompeii and the surrounding areas. During the 

research other cases of management were discovered: the control of access to the Amphitheater Plaza, 

and the placement of stepping stones intended to either keep pedestrians away from, or move them 

closer to, the entrances of some houses.
1318 

In order to perform this analysis models were borrowed from modern theories of pedestrian 

movements, complemented with models original to the thesis that specifically address Pompeii 

 From a theoretical point of view, one can distinguish between movement to and movement 

through: within a relatively defined space, people are either passing through it (traffic through) 

or their destination is within it (movement to). This difference becomes relevant when putting 

them in relationship to fountains and city gates: the former were destinations of movement to— 

and capable of generating congestion in their vicinity—the latter were areas of forced movement 

through. 

 Pedestrian jams are situations in which the congestion is so high that movement is severely 

impeded or impossible. Unlike vehicles, the different qualities of pedestrian flow make a full 

standstill an improbable occurrence: except in paroxysmal cases, pedestrians are able to dodge 

obstacles more quickly than vehicles. 

 Empirical observations have proven the ability that pedestrians have to self-organize when part 

of multidirectional flow: in fact, the creation of dynamic lanes maintains an effective flow. In 

the case of two-directional flow, it has been observed that it is only after a certain density that 

this phenomenon is disrupted. The areas in the vicinity of the city gates in Pompeii are locales 

where two-directional flows (in and out of the city) were prominent. 

1318 
This latter phenomenon was identified in a couple of instances only, but a full analysis of its occurrence was not 

performed. Stepping stones were not located with only one purpose in mind: they could be used for composite ends. See ch. 

04 “Evidence used.” A study of their occurrence has been made by Poehler in his dissertation, but – since the parameters of 

evaluation were “protection from water” and “status display” he was not able to explain all correlations with building 

doorways – 14 instances of stepping stones were deviant. Considering pedestrian guidance (positive and negative) can likely 

provide a complementary explanation for the aberrations – as briefly discussed for the case of the House of the Faun at the 

beginning of ch. 04. Poehler 2009: 256–274. 
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 Segregating different types of movement into different areas can be an effective strategy to 

avoid an increase in density that would impair the dynamic-lane formation. Once pedestrians 

have been persuaded, by the convenience and safety of these features, to use sidewalks, the 

density of people can be reduced by guiding them to use specific sidewalks of the same street: 

for example—it is argued in this dissertation—in the vicinity of Pompeian city gates traffic 

through was guided on one side, traffic to the fountains on the other. 

 Pedestrian laterality is a concept that was developed for this dissertation; it is based on the 

recognition that the two sidewalks flanking the same street see different density of pedestrian 

use. This phenomenon has been assumed to be at work also in Pompeii, and to be a 

consequence of the route chosen by the pedestrian (see below). 

One assumption at the base of this research is that the behavior of ancient Pompeians can be 

equated to that of modern pedestrians. Though the one mention in Terence of a route chosen as short 

and easy is helpful, it cannot be presumed to be a pattern, and hence the thesis makes use also of 

anthropological considerations. Route choice may be informed by composite evaluations based on cost 

and convenience, that is, on the least amount of energy and the comfort provided by the infrastructure. 

For the case of Pompeii, it was established that—for this dissertation—pedestrians were choosing an 

itinerary giving preference to: 

 the shortest path 

 areas of segregation from animal and vehicular traffic (pedestrian areas, quasi-pedestrian 

areas, and sidewalks—with a preference for the widest ones) 

 avoidance of crowds and congestion 

 continuous infrastructure (avoiding the use of too many stepping-stones, or too many 

interrupted sidewalks, or to step on the roadway) 

 lowest numbers of street turns (lowest depth) 
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Other factors would also have the power to influence the choice, but they are very difficult to 

reconstruct and have not been included in the present analysis: cultural choices and matters of security 

were not factored in. 

Also, the prototypical pedestrians of this research had to be generalized compared to real ones: all 

of them are walking with a destination in mind
1319

, there is no age/gender/age difference, they all move 

at the ideal speed based on the circumstances, and they are familiar with the streets of Pompeii and 

have a clear mental map of it. 

This methodology and these assumptions have been used to inform the “pedestrian” choices both 

in selected areas of Pompeii and in dealing with specific street features with the aim of discovering if 

traces of management and exploitation could be detected. 

5.4 The Ring Roads of Pompeii, and a “New” Pedestrian Gate 

In order to permit an analysis of the pedestrian movement in the areas around city gates, an 

evaluation of the extent of both the inner and outer ring road of Pompeii was made: if these routes were 

present, they would modify the integration of portions of the street network, thus allowing the 

hypothesis that pedestrians used them as shortcuts or to by-pass the city completely (see Chapter 03 

“The Ring Roads of Pompeii” for a complete discussion, and Appendix A “Evidence for the Inner Ring 

Road of Pompeii” for an analysis of the archaeology). This last possibility is also connected with the 

argued ban of passenger transport and horse within cities during the time of Claudius: could Pompeii be 

bypassed? 

After a review of the scholarship and excavation reports, it was possible to conclude that neither 

the outer nor the inner ring road were complete—at least in 79 CE—and only some sections were open 

to traffic (Figures 3.2; 3.3). One of the most relevant consequences was that the city could not be by-

1319 
Walking for pleasure and for engaging in philosophical discussions was more the mark of secluded spaces—public (like 

the porticus) and private alike (the villa’s gardens and gymnasia)—performed by the elite members of society. Walking 

along the streets of a Roman city had also a performative political/social agenda. O’Sullivan 2011; Hartnett 2017; Hartnett 

2011a; Hartnett 2008; Macaulay-Lewis 2011. 
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passed, forcing all traffic to go through it: in fact, this dissertation argues for the absence of the outer 

ring road between Porta Vesuvio and Porta Nola, between Porta Stabia and Porta Marina, and between 

Porta Marina and Porta Ercolano.
1320 

This suggests that at least certain traffic would have sought to 

pass through the city of Pompeii as quickly as possible and to avoid congested routes, thus affirming 

the prominent role played by the existing ring road sections. 

It is also argued that a pedestrian inner ring road existed from Porta Vesuvio to Porta Nocera, 

Porta Sarno and Porta Stabia: this establishes a more integrated role for the north-south alleys of the 

eastern section of Pompeii, and suggests—in agreement with Poehler—that Vicolo delle Nozze 

D’Argento and Via Mefira/Mediana had a much more relevant role both in the pedestrian and vehicular 

movement. 
1321 

It is further suggested here that the permanence of sections of the inner ring road was 

due to the absence of a complete outer ring road. Between Porta Vesuvio and Porta Ercolano, 

pedestrians had access only to two short inner sections—skirting the first two insulae from either 

gate 
1322 

—hence making them relevant only to the locals living around those same insulae. As for the 

section between Porta Stabia and Porta Marina—even if a proper ring road was not detected
1323 

—it was 

acknowledged that the presence of a pedestrian shortcut existed from Porta Stabia to Vicolo della 

Regina passing through the quadriporticus and the triangular forum. Pedestrians on this route were also 

guided to keep an eastern laterality along Via Stabiana, then cross in correspondence to a carefully 

placed group of stepping stones to reach the quadriporticus, and eventually guided also to keep a 

southern laterality along Vicolo della Regina. 

1320 
These areas without ring road would likely still be crossed by local streets—maybe to the harbor, or to the storage areas 

or to the pagi—that could feature funerary monuments, as seems to be suggested by old records mentioning tombs to the 

west of Porta Stabia. For a study of the necropolis of Porta Stabia see Emmerson 2010. It is also possible that there was a 

public pedestrian path leading from the Suburban Baths to Porta Ercolano. 
1321 

Poehler 2017a: 190. 
1322 

A more detailed appraisal, also with a reconstruction of the sections open to wheeled vehicles, is told in the chapter 

about the ring road (Chapter 3). 
1323 

The disappearance of the city-walls under private houses and the terracing structures of the Temple of Venus prevent 

such an analysis. 
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Another interesting discovery—quite controversial—is that of a “new” entrance to Pompeii: a 

public pedestrian tunnel through the Sarno Baths appears to have allowed pedestrians in and out of the 

city. In its first phase this tunnel was a Samnite posterula in the city-walls, later embedded in the 

structures comprising the Sarno Bath Complex. One of the consequences is that the integration of Via 

delle Scuole and Via Regina in the street network of Pompeii is greatly increased. 

Between Porta Marina and Porta Ercolano the inner ring road corresponds to the combination of 

the Vicolo del Gigante, Via dei Soprastanti, Vicolo del Famacista and Via Consolare (Vicolo del 

Farmacista was also a cul-de-sac with a consequent low presence of vehicles and pack animals). Such a 

route exhibited a marked western laterality thanks to the presence of an uninterrupted sidewalk from 

city gate to city gate. 

Important for the changing patterns of pedestrian movement is the evidence indicating that at the 

time of Augustus/Claudius the Porta Occidentalis—a public pedestrian passage original to the early 

Samnite phase of the city walls—was occupied by an extension of the House of Fabius Rufus. This was 

also the time that saw a marked evolution of the western suburb of Pompeii, with the creation of the 

Villa Imperiale, the Suburban Plaza and its baths. These changes seem to imply a decreased interest in 

the traffic of this suburban area and conversely an increased exploitation of its panoramic value, as 

suggested by the construction of the scenic Suburban Baths right outside the city-walls, and the 

extension of the Villa Imperiale, of the House of Rufus, and of the other houses of the Insula 

1324 1325
Occidentalis over and beyond the city-walls. These changes also led to the creation of private 

walkways from these villas toward the seaside, which in turn were probably also connected to a north-

south footpath, marked by the LPP cippi found in the Suburban Plaza, that may have continued to the 

north, toward Porta Ercolano. (Figure 3.3; 4.4.2.a and 4.4.2.s). There are also signs that in the last 

1324 
Insula Occidentalis corresponds to VI.17 and VII.16. 

1325 
Grimaldi 2014: 41–2. 
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years of the city Suedius Clemens returned to public ownership sections of these gardens from these 

urban villas that had extended beyond their legal limits. 

5.5 Guidance and Exploitation in Pompeii 

It is worth stressing again that Roman laws and regulations were not demanding the creation of a 

pedestrian-scape conducive to smooth movement, but were simply protecting whatever street-scape had 

been created and the normative flow passing through it, be it vehicular, animal or ambulatory. To put it 

simply, there were no laws demanding the construction of stepping stones or sidewalks to 

accommodate pedestrians, but—once these features were built—they were protected by the law. Why 

then were sidewalks built? Why go through the process of creating a space just for pedestrians? Who 

would have bothered with these extra elements of infrastructure, and why, given that they seem to 

simply provide convenience? 

This dissertation adopts an approach more nuanced than the correct, but somewhat incomplete, 

proposal that sidewalks were created to shelter pedestrians and house entrances from the mire of the 

streets, and it adds complementary evidence to the more developed analysis that interprets the 

placement of Pompeian stepping stones as associated both with streets with excess water with a desire 

to increase the house owner’s status. 1326 
One just needs to appreciate that, in fact, there are sidewalks 

and stepping stones also in areas where there was no water or where the passage of vehicles would 

have been minimal, just as there are no stepping stones or sidewalks where one would need them. Why 

this apparent contradiction? 

Further, according to Roman laws and policies (see Chapter 02), modifications and even 

improvements to the streets could only be made following instructions from the aediles, not based on 

1326 
This excess water would have originated with the construction of the aqueduct in colonial times. See Poehler 2009: 

256–62. 
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private intuition. As a consequence, the pedestrian-scape—as part of the street-scape—should be seen 

as a highly regularized space—though, of course, not one exempt from instances of illegal occupation. 

If this is correct, one may wonder why the Pompeian civic authorities would build something for 

the well-being of pedestrians. One of the reasons—it has been argued in Chapter 2.3.3.1—may have 

been to avoid charges of negligence (as in the case of fountain in Vicolo della Regina), but this was 

likely an occasional occurrence, and would have resulted only in limited modifications of what already 

built, not in an architectural system designed to deal with pedestrian movement. 

Indeed, providing general well-being or a pleasant experience does not seem to have been a 

primary concern. The creation of porticated streets is a late phenomenon in many Roman cities,
1327 

especially at work in the eastern empire, and part of a prestige competition among different metropoleis 

that used architectural elements to outdo each other. In this case, public well-being was not the 

motivation, but an unintended—though welcome—consequence. 
1328 

Instead, the creation of short 

porticos in the front of houses—whether authorized or not—was a private act done either to increase 

the floor areas of the estate or to enhance the perception of the house owner, but not to provide shelter 

to pedestrians. Only a few instances of this phenomenon appear in Pompeii
1329

, of which the most 

visible is the so-called Porticus Tulliana.
1330 

This portico extends only for part of insula VII.4— 

suggesting a private and not public agency—and very likely supported at least a second floor, and 

perhaps even a third one. In form and structure, it is strikingly similar to the multi-story porticus 

flanking the northern side of the Decumano Massimo of Herculaneum.
1331 

It seems possible to 

speculate that Marcus Tullius was legally allowed to build this colonnade with its upper floors in 

1327 
Greek cities and Hellenistic cities had featured porticated streets more prominently from the second century BCE. 

1328 
Zaccaria Ruggiu 1995: 279–285. 

1329 
For a list of these structures in Pompeii, see Maiuri 2002: 176 note 1. To this list, Spinazzola adds two further possible 

reconstructions along Via Abbondanza. Spinazzola 1953: vol. 1, 122–3. 
1330 

Present on half of the western front of insula VII.4. For its name and description see Maiuri 2002: 176–7. 
1331 

In both porticos the same system of brick semi-columns-with-central-pilaster is used. The Herculaneum structure 

supported a second and a third floor. Given that the Porticus Tulliana in Pompeii has almost identical dimensions, it 

probably had also an identical elevation. Maiuri believed that the Porticus Tulliana had two phases, one pre-earthquake of 

62 CE and one post. The Decumano Massimo of Herculaneum was excavated in the 1970s. and Maiuri was not alive then, 

thus he could not to draw such connections. Maiuri 2002: 177; Pesando and Guidobaldi 2006: 385–6. 
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thanks for his construction of the adjacent Temple of Fortuna Augusta. Coincidentally, Marcus Tullius 

was also honored with a schola tomb outside Porta Stabia. The porticated footpath along the suburban 

portion of Via Marina—the so-called Via Tecta (covered walkway)—represents an interesting 

intermediate element: it was built neither to support a second floor
1332 

nor for status display, but to 

guide pedestrians to the Suburban Baths thanks to its convenience. In fact, the Via Tecta ends exactly 

in correspondence to the entrance of the Suburban Plaza (even if Via Marina continues beyond without 

sidewalks), and it actually encroaches into the lot of the Suburban Baths—subtracting space that could 

have been otherwise used for the baths complex itself, and not for a public walkway (Figures 4.4.2.s-

v). It can be argued that it was the awareness that convenience lead people to take a specific route that 

brought about its creation. 

The following table summarizes the purposes and uses of porticus in Pompeii and Herculaneum. 

1332 
The pilasters follow the steep inclination of the terrain, and no evidence of stairways to upper floors was found in the 

adjacent structures. Soricelli 1995. 
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Structure 

Purpose for its 
construction 

Why would 
one use it? 

Example 

Additional space 
over the 
sidewalk 

Extension of the 
surface of the 
upper floor( s) 

apartments 

Porticus on the 
Decumanus M. 
of Herculaneum 

Porticus 

I 
Enhance the 
visibility of 
one's house 

Status display 

Porticus 
Tulliana in 
Pompeii 

Guidance 

Convenience of 
architeture 

Via Tecta 
outside Porta 

Marina 

Table 17: purposes and the uses of porticus in private buildings in Pompeii and Herculaneum 

The same reasoning can be applied to sidewalks and stepping stones (Chapters 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 

offer an exhaustive analysis of the functions and uses of these features). Sidewalks were not created 

primarily to provide convenience, but to create segregation between pedestrians and vehicular-

ambulatory,
1333 

because such segregation would increase the efficiency of the traffic flow. Then, people 

would use sidewalks because of their convenience.
1334 

In other words, would anybody use resources to 

plan sidewalks, build them and reduce the space of the streets just to provide convenience to 

pedestrians? It is more likely that the advantages of traffic segregation had already been empirically 

appreciated, and that those advantages suggested to the civic authorities the creation of a pedestrian-

1333 
Laurence 2008: 87. 

1334 
In fact, even nowadays it can be argued that sidewalks are built as much to protect pedestrians as to enhance traffic 

flow. In fact, even if by some magic spells no pedestrian could be hurt by cars, it is likely that sidewalks would still be built 

because they allow a smoother flow of traffic thanks to their segregating qualities. 
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built environment
1335 

that—by its convenience—would have been naturally chosen by pedestrians; in 

turn they would be indirectly guided by its presence. It was a matter of guidance, not of convenience. 

Of course—as mentioned earlier—the presence of water and mire on the streets suggested the creation 

of raised sidewalks too. 

The same reasoning can—once again—be applied to stepping stones: they too represent 

convenience, but why would the Pompeian civic authorities build them? As a favor to pedestrians? This 

question is especially meaningful when one appreciates how these features were actually an exception 

and not a practice within the urban landscape: only a few Roman cities have them, and their most 

extensive presence is actually in Pompeii. As noted above, the research by Eric Poehler has correctly 

connected the existence of stepping stones with waste water and as a way to provide display of status 

by placing them at the entrance of some houses. However, Poehler himself admits that there are some 

aberrations that could not be explained by those premises.
1336 

It is here proposed that their placement— 

just as for sidewalks—was suggested also by the attraction that their convenience would have 

generated to pedestrians: stepping stones too could direct route choice, and thus their placement could 

be made in order to guide pedestrian movement to cross streets in specifically chosen locations. 

Another element of the street-scape that was deemed worthy of attention were the public 

fountains. They were not only generators of movement to, but also represented areas of 

congregations—important for the social life of a neighborhood, but disruptive for the ease of movement 

through. Is there evidence that their placement was made keeping these factors in mind? 

It was decided to focus attention on areas where pedestrian traffic would have been consistently 

critical to the extent that the civic authorities would have tried to manage it. Such a choice was done 

with the hope that traces of the officials’ interventions would still be discernible in the built 

1335 
However, sometimes sidewalks could be built by private decision in order to enhance the status of the house owner, 

and—just like the case of the porticus – this is discernable when the sidewalk is discontinuous or flanks only the façade of a 

house and not the entire insula. See for example, house VI.7.3 on a map, and a discussion in Hartnett 2011a. 
1336 

Poehler 2009: 273. 
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environment of Pompeii. The areas around the city gates were selected as the prime locale for this 

study: thanks to their controlling qualities, those structures represented the bottlenecks for any 

movement in and out of a city, and thus they could cause congestion that affected their vicinity, even 

for those who did not walk through them. 

The choice of these areas brought into focus another feature, whose esthetic uniqueness and 

epigraphic attributes had previously undermined the appreciation of their fundamental pedestrian 

nature: the monumental bench-tombs, known to modern scholarship as schola tombs. Their architecture 

clearly shows that they were built to allow people to sit: the fact that their semicircular space opens 

onto the public sidewalks (and not—for example—onto an enclosed private space) indicates that they 

were intended for pedestrians. What is exceptionally important for the investigation of pedestrian 

management is that their location seems directly related to the busiest of the sidewalks: if this is 

correct, this type of tombs may be used to confirm the guidance enacted at the city gates. Besides, 

scholarship has established that these peculiar funerary structures were popular for a very short 

period—first at the time of Augustus and then in the last years of the city:
1337 

this fact indicates that the 

guidance was applied at least since that period. 

The remainder of Chapter 04 discusses these elements of the pedestrian-scape in order to discern 

the level of management and exploitation present at the city gates. 

1337 
Campbell 2014: 49. 
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The following table associates to each city gate the pedestrian features under analysis. 

Table 18: pedestrian facilities per city gate area. 

Sidewalk 

within the city 

gate 

Porta Stabia Yes 

Porta Vesuvio Yes—but 

shortly interrupted 

within the city gate (by 

the door hinge) 

Porta Nola Yes—but 

interrupted inside the 

city (by the ring road) 

Porta Ercolano Yes—on both 

road sides 

Porta Sarno Yes—but 

interrupted inside the 

city (by the ring road) 

Porta Marina Yes—but 

interrupted within the 

city (occupied by a 

terraced portico after 62 

CE? ) 

Porta Nocera No 

Stepping 

stones nearby 

(<60 m) 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

Yes—but put 

out of use after 62 CE 

No 

Fountain 

nearby (< 60 m) 

Schola 

tombs 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes—but 

located not along the 

laterality generated by the 

sidewalk city gate 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

necropolis 

explored 

minimally) 

No 

(but the 

has been 

only 

No Yes—but 

overlooking the nearby 

ring road. 
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For every city gate, this table shows the interest in pedestrian movement as a combination of 

certain pedestrian features. As such, it displays two “pedestrian poles”: at Porta Nocera the absence of 

those pedestrian features indicates a very little interest in pedestrian management, whereas their 

presence at Porta Stabia and Porta Vesuvio suggests a higher attention. 

However, more significant insights are obtained by connecting the guiding qualities of these 

features with their size, locations and with the characteristics of the streets. 

One general characteristic is that all but one city gate were fitted with an inner sidewalk (in this 

dissertation called city gate sidewalk): Porta Nocera is the only one without. Instead, Porta Ercolano 

has two city gate sidewalks passing through two pedestrian archways: its Roman re-construction 

clearly was meant to create a more monumental city gate able also to accommodate the flow of 

pedestrians. However, it is important to note that in a few cases the city gate sidewalks were quite 

narrow; for example, one short portion within Porta Nola consisted only of curbstones. Such a fact 

indicates that the city gate sidewalks were a deliberate choice, built even when not necessary or 

apparently very useful. This dissertation argues that such a choice was made in order to invite 

pedestrians, who were going to pass through the city gate (traffic through), to stay on one side of the 

road: even a narrow curb can provide some convenience—especially if the roadway is busy or slippery 

with water. This does not mean that people had to walk where guided, but it suggests that the civic 

authorities hoped for it. Also, pedestrians are likely to use a sidewalk that is continuously present— 

from the city, through the city gate to the suburb—rather than one interrupted before or after the city 

gate. 

This last notion, can be combined with the previous argument: nearby city gates, stepping stones 

are an invitation to cross in specific locations, whereas fountains are generators of movement to and 

areas of congregations. The combination of these qualities allows us to distinguish some specific 

approaches to the management of pedestrian traffic in the vicinities of the city gates. 
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At Porta Stabia (Figures 4.4.3.a-m) the continuity of the eastern sidewalk seems to invite traffic 

through to remain on the western sidewalk, whereas the eastern sidewalk was used by the traffic to the 

fountain. Also, the nearest stepping stones are located in order to create a 25 meter buffer zone 

available only for those going-to and congregating-around the fountain. Schola tombs—and the newly 

found quadruple-bench tomb
1338 

—were also built along the sidewalk where guidance was leading 

pedestrian traffic through, showing that in this case the use of pedestrian features to guide people 

actually worked. Based on excavations by the Porta Stabia Project, the gate had been provided with a 

sidewalk from the end of the second century BCE, but it was only in Romans times when pedestrian 

guidance was developed, as demonstrated by the inter-related placement of the fountain, the stepping 

stones, and the creation of a continuous eastern sidewalk. 

Porta Vesuvio (Figures 4.4.8.a-g) presents the same characteristics, with the difference that the 

footpath is briefly interrupted in two locations (by one of the door hinges, and in correspondence to the 

outer ring road). The combination of pedestrian features seems to indicate that traffic through was 

guided to walk on the western sidewalk in the area of the necropolis, inside the gate, behind the 

castellum aquae and in Vicolo dei Vettii. Along this alley the relative placement of the fountain and the 

stepping stones is analogous to that of Porta Stabia, suggesting that the traffic through the city gate was 

invited to cross Via Vesuvio 25 m away from the fountain, thus creating a buffer area intended for 

those going to fetch water. 

Porta Nola (Figures 4.4.7.a-h) seems to illustrate one of those cases where guidance was only 

partially successful, in this case probably because the pedestrian features were not substantial enough 

to counterbalance the influence that the established street network already had. The position of the city 

gate sidewalk, the nearby but opposite fountain, and the one set of stepping stones in this area suggests 

a northern guidance for traffic through and a southern guidance for traffic to. However, not all of the 

1338 
The tomb was found in July 2017 during operations meant to reinforce the foundations of one of the buildings of the so-

called San Paolino complex, destined to be the new library of the Soprintendenza. 
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built environment was working toward this effect: not only the ring road coming from Porta Vesuvio 

interrupted the continuity of the northern sidewalk, but no stepping stones were provided to cross such 

interruption. Vice-versa, stepping stones were provided to cross the continuation of the ring road to the 

south along the southern sidewalk—creating some ambiguity as to the most convenient path to follow. 

This unexpected circumstance may be connected to the function that the inner ring road had for those 

pedestrians just passing through Pompeii on their way to/from Sarno or Nocera—located to the south 

east of Pompeii. Indeed, it is possible to theorize that those passing through Porta Nola were directed 

toward Nola—located to the north. Various elements suggest that the northern guidance was, on the 

one hand, not that successful and that, on the other hand, that a more dispersed movement of 

pedestrians characterized the terminus of the urban Via Nola: (1) the presence of bars along the 

southern sidewalk only, all with their counters oriented toward people entering the city gate (or also 

those arriving from the southern inner-ring road); (2) the location of the two schola tombs on either 

side of the suburban Via Nola shows that they were trying to take advantage of pedestrian flows 

coming from multiple directions. 

At Porta Ercolano (Figures 4.4.1.a-f), even with the presence of two equally inviting pedestrian 

passages, the continuity of the western sidewalk—from the necropolis all the way to Porta Marina— 

suggests a western flow for the movement through, confirmed in its existence by the presence of two 

schola tombs and a niche tomb with benches along this sidewalk. The closest fountain is 100 meters 

away and on the opposite sidewalk; even with its substantial distance, it is possible to argue that its 

presence and the lack of stepping stones crossing Via Consolare suggest an interest in keeping traffic 

through separated from the local traffic to the fountain. 

Porta Sarno (Figures 4.4.6.a-e) has one sidewalk along the northern wall of its single 

passageway. However, this sidewalk is interrupted at a point corresponding to the inner ring road, and 

the latter had to be crossed—without stepping stones—to reach the sidewalk flanking the insulae along 
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the northern side of Via Abbondanza. This area seems to represent a case of weak guidance, or— 

better—of indifference to the guidance of pedestrian traffic, as indicated also by a number of features 

with contrasting guidance: there are no stepping stones for the first 250 meters of Via Abbondanza, the 

northern sidewalk is interrupted by crossings without stepping stones (making it less desirable to 

pedestrians), whereas the southern sidewalk is mostly continuous (more desirable), but also 

accommodates the first fountain (a place of congregation and congestion) 150 meters away from the 

city gate. So, on the one hand, the city gate sidewalk and the lack of stepping stones on Via 

Abbondanza seem to indicate a northern guidance for traffic through; on the other, the interrupted 

northern sidewalk and the continuous southern sidewalk would have implicitly led pedestrians to the 

south (an uninterrupted sidewalk had a higher pull-force on pedestrians than an interrupted one). 

Besides, the flow of traffic through would here have conflicted with the congestion created by the 

fountains along the southern sidewalk (though the first one is 150 m away, and does not show much 

wear at all). However, it is also evident that the continuous southern sidewalk (like the northern one) 

was originally interrupted by crossings that were eventually closed off by the extension of its curbline, 

very likely during the construction of the pedestrian portals to control access to the Amphitheater Plaza, 

which—based on their masonry—are tentatively dated to the Augustan phase/early empire, and 

therefore clearly postdate both the sidewalks along Via Abbondanza and the city gate sidewalk of Porta 

Sarno. So, even if one can argue for an initial northern guidance at Porta Sarno, it seems that the civic 

authorities showed no interest in its continued preservation: improving the southern sidewalk of the 

eastern end of Via Abbondanza was the indirect result of the increased control over the accesses to the 

Amphitheater Plaza, but it was not balanced by improvements to the northern sidewalk—as one might 

expect had there been a real desire in keeping pedestrian movement through on that side of Via 

Marina—allowing us to deduct a disinterest in the management of the pedestrian movement of the area. 

Traffic to the southern sidewalk was increased after 62 CE by the establishment of the Baths of Iulia 
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Felix and by the two bars serving food that flanked it. The congestion along the southern sidewalk was 

probably very high as here both traffic to and traffic through would be attracted by the built 

environment. 

The area nearby Porta Marina (Figures 4.4.2.a-x) had initial pedestrian architecture showing a 

strong northern laterality: in the first decades of the 1
st 

c CE a person leaving the city could use a 

1339 1340
continuous northern walkway —even partially porticated—all the way from the Forum to the 

Suburban Plaza. This plaza also marked the end of the guidance, as the walkway stopped there, and no 

sidewalk has been located beyond this point.
1341 

However—likely after the earthquake of 62 CE—the 

construction of a terraced portico for insula VII.16 occupied a section of the sidewalk and forced 

pedestrians to step into the roadway. This suggests that starting from Claudian times this area of 

Pompeii– following the abolition of a suburban road
1342

, the contemporaneous creation of leisure 

architecture
1343 

and the post-62 pedestrianization of the Forum—saw a decrease in traffic of goods. In 

this way pedestrians—even if forced to walk for a short tract on the roadway—were likely not 

disrupting excessively the movement of other road-users—maybe at this time composed more of 

porters and pack animals than carts. 

At the other end of the pedestrian spectrum is Porta Nocera (Figures 4.4.a-i) where the built 

environment was likely modified to discourage pedestrian traffic through and favor vehicles, in a case 

that can be defined as “negative” guidance. In Roman times the part of Via Nola that passed through 

the city gate was lowered to decrease its gradient, and thus ease the movement of carts. Besides, both 

sidewalks stopped before the gate, and only one followed the new incline whereas the other remained 

1339 
The only crossing in correspondence to Vicolo del Gallo was conveniently eased by a stepping stone. 

1340 
Made up by the sidewalk, then the pedestrian ramp of the city gate, and then by the Via Tecta of the Suburban Baths. 

1341 
However, the excavation of the suburban Via Marina is not complete and not well documented. 

1342 
The Via Antiqua. See Chapter 3.3.1.6. 

1343 
The Villa Imperiale and the Suburban Baths were built as private and public leisure structures respectively, thanks to 

their ocean view. 
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high above it. The city gate was wide enough to accommodate at least one sidewalk
1344

, therefore its 

absence must be considered a conscious choice and one not dictated by objective limitations. 

Moreover, the sidewalk outside the city gate was on the opposite side to the sidewalk that followed the 

decline in the street, thus inviting pedestrians to uncomfortably cross the street while passing through 

the city gate. Indeed, pedestrians had to face other features detrimental to their movement, like no 

stepping stones along Via Nocera
1345

, and—especially in the northern third—the blockage of the 

eastern sidewalk by the wall of bar II.1.1, and the blockage of the western one by the only fountain of 

this street. The resulting scarcity of pedestrian traffic through seems also indicated by the presence of 

just one bar for the entire length of Via Nocera
1346

, and by the lack of any tombs along the suburban 

tract of Via Nocera. In fact, the anonymous schola tomb and all the other funerary monuments were 

oriented toward the intercepting ring road section Stabia-Nocera and its eastward continuation to 

Nuceria. Therefore, it would seem that Via Nocera was selected by the Pompeians to especially be a 

thoroughfare for vehicles,
1347 

whose smooth movement was assured by the scarce presence of 

pedestrians ensured by the lack of features facilitating their movement. 

The portals to the Amphitheater Plaza (Figures 4.4.5.a-h) represent a different way of 

managing pedestrian flows: whereas the city gates were places for guidance, these doorways were built 

for pedestrian control. In fact, all the alleys going to the amphitheater
1348 

(including the two pedestrian 

paths along the city-walls) were equipped with portals of opus vittatum supporting two shutters that 

1344 
The narrowest point within the city gate measures 3.00 m, a measure very similar to that of Porta Nola which did have a 

sidewalk 0.80 m wide, thus reducing the carriageway to 2.20 m. 
1345 

There is one set of stepping stones where Via Nocera meet Via Abbondanza, but that feature was meant for pedestrians 

along Via Abbondanza. 
1346 

Popina II.8.2-3 has a counter much shorter than usual. I.20.2 was likely a pottery shop with a small kiln and a counter 

for selling its merchandise (among which were oil lamps), not a bar. Other bars are located along the E-W streets (Via 

Palestra, Via Castricio, Via Abbondanza) at their crossing with Via Nocera (I.14.15; I.13.10; II.1.1/13) suggesting a higher 

presence of pedestrian traffic along those routes. Via Nocera is roughly 260 m long. For the location and classification of 

bars see Ellis 2004.. For the pottery shop see Eschebach et al. 1995: 181, fig. 62; Peña and McCallum 2009: 64–72. 
1347 

The high frequency of vehicles is witnessed by the deep wheel ruts and the visible rearrangement of worn out paving 

stones. 
1348 

Vicolo della Palestra does not seem to have had a portal because at its end one could find the doorways to the entrances 

to the Palestra and to the room of the gatekeeper. These doorways doubled as the closure system for the alleys itself. 
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could be closed at times of need: this could isolate completely Regio II from the rest of the city. The 

use of opus vittatum for all of them suggests that they were built all together as a single project during 

Augustan times. This hypothesis is corroborated by the fact that the nearby Palestra—soundly dated to 

the time of Augustus—uses the same building technique for its doorways. It is not possible to connect 

the existence of the portals to the 59 CE riot because the resulting ban was only on gladiatorial games: 

venationes were still fought in the amphitheater which consequently could still be reached from those 

alleys. The most likely reason that brought about the construction of these gateways was the vast crowd 

trying to reach the amphitheater during the days of the games: controlling the inflow of pedestrians at 

the beginning of the plaza would have divided their physical pressure among eight spaced-out portals, 

in turn decreasing the pressure on the actual entrances of the amphitheater. A large, but intermittent, 

quantity of people requires more control than guidance, and it appears that the built environment of this 

area was modified exactly for this purpose. 

In addition, the Amphitheater Plaza became essentially a pedestrian area: all but one of the alleys 

not only featured portals but were also blocked to wheeled traffic by the extension of the curbline of the 

sidewalks on Via Abbondanza and Via Nocera. The seclusion and the absence of political or religious 

buildings suggests that this space could also be used for relaxation and otium, strolling under the 

shadow of the big plane trees beautifying the area. 
1349 

5.6 Summary 

The analysis of Roman laws leads to the conclusion that though pedestrian rights did exist and 

pedestrian spaces were legally protected, no regulations were created to direct foot traffic within the 

cities. This fact, however, did not imply a disinterest in pedestrian movement, but simply a different, 

non-legal approach. 

1349 
Maiuri did casts of the roots of the trees in this area, and considers the plane trees a characteristic trait of an athletic 

space. Maiuri 1939: 194. 
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As a consequence, it was decided to study the pedestrian-scape of Pompeii in order to identify the 

features that could have influenced the behavior of the street users. Because the city gates are the 

natural bottle necks of urban traffic, their vicinities were analyzed based on the principle that the 

resulting constant congestion would have attracted the attention of the city officials and that these 

officials hence might have tried to manage traffic flow by modifications of the built environment. It 

was considered that these modifications might be visible in the archaeology of the city, and thus could 

be analyzed to decode their intended purpose and ascertain the existence of patterns to suggest the 

existence of a physical system of pedestrian management 

Such a study required an accurate knowledge of all the streets contributing to the traffic passing 

through the city gates. A review of the excavation reports, maps, and photographs, combined with an 

autoptic study, was completed in order to provide the first reasoned reconstruction of the outer and 

inner ring roads of Pompeii: whereas the outer ring road never surrounded the city completely, some 

portions of the inner one started to be eliminated from late Samnite times (namely, since the 

construction of the terrace houses on the western panoramic cliffs of Pompeii; for example, the House 

of Mara Spurius). These conclusions not only indicate that most traffic had to pass through Pompeii but 

also suggest that this traffic could use the remaining sections of the inner road as shortcuts to leave the 

city, thus avoiding the need to engage with the traffic of the major thoroughfares. It is also maintained 

that it was for this reason that those sections were preserved. In addition, such a reconstruction is 

supported also by a recent space syntax analysis:
1350 

Via Mediana and Vicolo delle Nozze D’Argento 

result much more integrated into the street network thanks to their connections with the surviving 

portions of the inner ring road. In sum, this thesis has reexamined the existence and reassessed the 

1350 
Poehler 2017a: 190. In his analysis, Poehler created a theoretical reconstruction of the inner ring road (he calls it “inner 

pomerial street”),but did not provide a reasoned evaluation for the existence of its different portions. Poehler also missed 
one of the pedestrian portals to the Amphitheater Plaza, the shortcut to the Triangular Forum (an unpredicted omission since 

Poehler himself studied the Quadriporticus through which the shortcut passes) and the Posterula of the Sarno Baths. In 

addition, the analysis neither took into account the outer ring road sections nor differentiated the flow of the two parallel 

sidewalks of any street. Regardless of these issues, the article is an excellent example of how to use GIS network analysis to 

visualize possible pedestrian routes, and Poehler himself points to some of the limits of his study. 
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functions of the ring roads of Pompeii: contrary to long-standing assumptions, traffic could not bypass 

Pompeii because no complete outer ring road ever existed. It is also argued that the traffic passing 

through Pompeii could combine the portions of the outer ring road with the remaining sections of the 

inner ring road to create shortcuts to quickly leave the city and to avoid the busy thoroughfares. 

The analysis of the city gates and the area in their immediate vicinity led also to the study of the 

monumental portals added to the pedestrian alleys leading to the Amphitheater Plaza. It was possible to 

conclude that they had been created by the civic authorities of Pompeii to facilitate crowd control 

during the days of the games, as already suggested by their first excavator, Amedeo Maiuri. However, 

the absence of bars and inns in the Plaza denotes the lack of costumers to sustain such businesses. 
1351 

Therefore, it is possible to conclude that the plaza saw an intermittent presence of pedestrians—large 

during the game days, but small during regular days. This type of crowd needs more control than 

guidance, and the built environment was here modified exactly for this purpose. 

As a final point, this dissertation proposes that in Pompeii a system of pedestrian guidance was 

implemented using the strategic inter-positioning of selected elements of the street-scape: pedestrian 

“facilitators” (sidewalks, stepping stones) and pedestrian “attractors” (fountains) were located so that 

their spatial relationships would guide pedestrians to different but parallel sidewalks according to their 

affinity with either movement through or movement to. In fact, it is argued that the traffic leaving the 

city through the city gates was encouraged to use the sidewalk opposite that used by the people going 

to the fountains (which are also generators of crowding). This caused a separation of dissimilar fluxes 

and a diminished pedestrian density on the sidewalks, resulting in a reduction of the probabilities of 

congestion. Whether this guidance was successful can be measured by the presence bars (popinae) and 

schola tombs, structures built to exploit the flow of pedestrians. In fact, schola tombs were 

characterized by a monumental bench for pedestrians to sit on, and popinae needed to sell food and 

1351 
As visible in Ellis’s map of the bar and inn locations in Pompeii. Ellis 2004: 375. 
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drinks to as many passers-by as possible. It can be concluded that they were built to take advantage of 

pedestrians traffic, and thus they can be used as the proxy evidence for its existence. The parallel 

placement of schola tombs and bars along the same side of the street—both within and without the city 

of Pompeii—indicates which sidewalks were used by traffic through, and indeed these correspond 

exactly to those proposed based on the spatial relations between sidewalks, stepping stones and 

fountains. For example, at Porta Ercolano, Porta Vesuvio and Porta Stabia the movement through was 

on one side, whereas the movement to the nearby fountains was located on the opposite side. At the 

other end of the spectrum stand Porta Nocera: here the absence of city gate sidewalks,
1352 

stepping 

stones, fountains, schola tombs, combined with extremely low density of bars, suggest that the city 

authorities had successfully designed this area to dissuade pedestrian presence in favor of an 

unimpeded flow of vehicular traffic. 

It is argued that these modifications were purposely created by the civic authorities in order to 

achieve an enhanced pedestrian flow; in other words, to reach for what in our modern language is 

defined as efficiency.
1353 

In conclusion, pedestrian movement was so impractical to regulate using written rules that none 

were ever issued. In fact, contrary to vehicular traffic, its “fluid” nature called for a diffuse and 

impractical presence of enforcers who might control the respect of those rules (see “Conclusions” in 

chapter 2). The study of the street elements present in specific congested areas of Pompeii—namely, 

the vicinities of the city gates—indicated that selected physical features of the pedestrian-scape— 

namely, sidewalks, stepping stones, and fountains—were organized in repeated patterns. It was 

determined that these patterns were created with the goal of inviting pedestrian movement to and 

1352 
As explained in chapter 04, a “city gate sidewalk” is the sidewalk that passes through the archway of a city gate. 

1353 
These conclusions are in partial disaccord with Van Tilburg’s conclusions, though these are more directed toward 

vehicular than pedestrian traffic: “But which answers did the Roman governments give to traffic congestion? The answer is 

short: as good as nothing.” van Tilburg 2007: xx. 
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movement through to occupy opposing but parallel sidewalks, thus decreasing congestion, and in turn 

resulting in a more efficient flow of pedestrians. 
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Appendix A: Evidence for the Inner Ring Road of Pompeii 

It was decided to create this appendix to collect the detailed but cumbersome evidence used for 

the reconstruction of the inner ring road discussed in Chapter 03 “The ring roads of Pompeii”. 

The term inner ring road is abbreviated with IRR. For a better understanding, see Figures 3.2 

and 3.3. 

A.1 Introduction 

In the Samnite period a complete inner ring road was likely bordering the agger to allow soldiers 

and military machinery to move quickly where most needed along the city walls. However, already in 

the 2nc c BCE a few houses had started to occupy the panoramic sections of the city walls built on the 

cliffs of Pompeii, (i.e. House of Mara Spurius VI.16.12)), thus interrupting the ring road course. The 

establishment of the Roman peace intensified this process that by 79 CE saw also the seizure of non-

scenic portions of the agger as a result of one’s desire to expand one’s house (i.e. House of the 

Vestals). By that same time the scenic sections had fully disappeared after being absorbed into terraced 

houses and urban villas (Insula Occidentalis VI.17 and VIII.2). 

Nevertheless some portions of the inner ring road survived and were open to carts and/or 

pedestrians in the first century CE. In some cases they could be used as shortcut to pass quickly 

through the city or to reach a urban location: some were open only to pedestrians who thus in some 

instances could avoid the congestion of some streets. 

A.2 IRR Porta Ercolano and Porta Vesuvio 

This section represents the portion for which we have much information, both diachronically and 

synchronically, of which the most important are a result of the following excavations: A) in 1913 Della 

Corte cleared a few spots along this area to identify the inner ring road, B) in 1926-27 Maiuri’s 
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excavations of the city walls
1354 

intercepted a number of pre-Samnite and Samnite road levels, C) at the 

end of 1990s Ohligh – looking for a water channel from Porta Vesuvio to Porta Ercolano—cleared one 

transept between the back of insula VI.11 and the agger, thus intercepting a complete section of such 

ring road; D) in 2007 the team of the Universita’ Orientale di Napoli excavated the north limit of insula 

VI.2 finding here too remains of the Roman version of the ring road. The combination of these 

elements provide the most complete assessment of the situation between post-sullan time and 79 CE, 

with some hints to its former state. The Universita’ di Napoli excavations in insula VI.2, however, 

create some dissonance (see infra). 

The analysis will first treat Porta Ercolano, then move to Porta Vesuvio and finally try to join 

these two extremities. 

Porta Ercolano is the most recent of all the Pompeian city gates – dated to the Flavian period
1355 

– 

and as such it took the place not only of a Samnite, but also of a pre-Samnite one: Maiuri’s excavations 

noted how the last building phase had destroyed large parts of the old layers, but he was still able to 

identify patches of pre-Samnite and Samnite inner ring(?) road right next to the doorway.
1356 

The final 

Flavian reconstruction was the last one in a sequence of modifications of the defensive space, and it 

had little meaningful effects to an already defunctionalized ring road section as all the most destructive 

changes had already taken place. In fact, in the early years of the colony the peristyle of the House of 

the Vestals (VI.1.7-25) was extended
1357 

into both the ring road and the adjacent massive Samnite 

stairway taking to the top of the city walls, thus cutting them in two sections. 

This brought about three consequences: A) wheeled traffic was obviously no longer able to pass 

along the north of Insula VI.1 ; B) animal traffic probably had the same problem; C) pedestrians were 

1354 
Maiuri is the Soprintendente who has singlehandedly excavated most of the city walls: he has exposed not only the 

external part of the Porta Ercolano-Vesuvio section (Maiuri 1943.), but also all the southern edge of Pompeii, from the 

amphitheater, to Porta Nocera (found by Maiuri himself), to Porta Stabia, to the Sarno complex, to the terracing for the 

temple of Venus (Maiuri 1960.). 
1355 

Chiaramonte Treré 2007: 143. 
1356 

Maiuri 1930: cols 131–132. 
1357 

Dobbins and Foss 2007: 395–8; Jones and Robinson 2005. This extension is also connected to a raise in the level of the 

space before the monumental stairway (Maiuri 1930: 136–7.) 
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hindered but still could still climb one side of the stairway, then walk on the wall-walk, and finally 

descend the other side of the stairway—not an impossible task but clearly more inconvenient than 

walking on the earlier ring road.
1358 

It is thus possible to conclude that 1) the defensive relevance of the 

city wall stairway and of the ring road had sensibly decreased, and that 2) pedestrian traffic along this 

ring road section was not significant enough. Indeed, these two factors were not generating a “force” 

influential enough to prevent the owner of the domus from expanding, an act that—given the size and 

the location of the expansion – was probably legally sanctioned. Point 1 is likely connected to the 

“pacifying” control that the Romans obtained over Italy, and point 2 was a logical consequence of point 

1 as there was no longer need of a defensive ring road that could be used by those familiar with the 

built environment as a short-cut to get to the Northern insulae of Regio VI—a residential area with no 

entertainment or public buildings, and thus a weaker attractor of pedestrian traffic compared to the fora 

or baths. 

This occupancy of public land
1359 

was followed by another one: in the first century the “casa del 

triclinio” (VI.1.1)—either a caupona or a small private house
1360 

—was built adjacent to the western 

side of the Vestals’ peristyle, taking over yet another section of the defensive stairway and ring road. 

Nonetheless, a substantial part of the defensive stairway
1361 

and its contiguous ring road were 

preserved next to the city gate: this latter space could be access by the wide entryway VI.1.1, and 

1358 
Della Corte 1913: 295. 

1359 
There is no doubt that the stairways were loca publica as they are an intrinsic and original part of the defensive system 

of the city. 
1360 

VI.1.1 “Casa del Triclinio”: Fiorelli and Mazois consider it originally a house, but it seems no longer tenable. The 
architecture is not definitive and the site was bombed during WWII. The location near a city gate is appropriate for a private 

business, and the presence of a garden triclinium in the only courtyard of such a small building seems to point to an interest 

in taking advantage of all available open space for dining. Contra this last model goes the fact that one small room was 

occupied by an “unproductive” sacrarium (see Mazios) and the lack of a latrine according to Hobson’s survey (but Fiorelli 

write that there was latrine nearby). Besides, the entrance from Via Consolare does not show a ramp but a continuous curb 

and then a lava threshold, so the open space in front of it could not be used to house carts/wagons. One small room was 

clearly acquired from the adjacent popina-caupone (VI.1.2) with which there is no direct connection: this purchase was done 

to increase the size of either a business or a house. According to Cool, this is an open dining area created in the mid of the 

first c. CE. According to DeFelice it was a caupona. Cool 2016: 9; Dobbins and Foss 2007: 477; Mazois et al. 1824: 47, vol 

2; Jashemski and Jashemski 1979: 119, vol 2; Fiorelli 1875: 76; Hobson 2009; García y García 2006: 66. 
1361 

Roughly 19 meters out of the original 80 meters. 
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become basically a public pedestrian courtyard.
1362 

The evidence in favor of this “public” identification 

– that seems apparently to conflict with the private nature of the “Casa del triclinio” (VI.1.1) occupying 

part of this courtyard – is argued on the following evidence: A) a public well right next to the defensive 

stairway
1363 

seems to have been always operational, B) no gate system to shut off access to the 

courtyard has been identified, C) the curbstones
1364 

of the sidewalk in front of this opening were laid 

down by the city
1365 

as they belong to the same set used for Porta Ercolano that did not continue in 

front of private buildings. The sum of the archaeology seems thus to point to a continued public 

ownership – but ever decreasing – of this space. However, there is no clear answer as to why this 

happened: it would seem more logic that, given the two episodes of private occupations (House of the 

Vestals and House of the Triclinium), other private citizens would have pushed to acquire such 

adjacent space – especially based on the value that such a location had in the hospitality business 

thanks to its vicinity to the city gate. 
1366 

Considering that this “break” was simply caused by the 

presence of a public well seems to be contradicted by the opposite outcome for the public well near 

Porta Stabia.
1367 

On the other hand, the attitude toward public wells in Pompeii was not consistent: 

1362 
This entryway does not have a ramp, but it has a raised threshold and is fronted by the sidewalk curb, it is therefore 

impossible that it was used to accommodate carts. Besides, no wheel ruts are visible on the top of the curbstones. 
1363

It has been impossible to locate direct references to this well, but both Maiuri and Mygind plotted its existence on their 

plans. Maiuri 1930: fig. TAV I; Mygind 1917. For Mygind see figure 44,2 in Eschebach et al. 1995. It is worth noting that 

two other public wells have been recently identified: the first was still in use and located at the crossing between Via Media 

and Via Stabiana (IX.2.1-29 previously mis-identified as a sacellum), the second was at the beginning of Via Stabia. In this 

latter case the well lost its public function, was privatized and became part of one of the rooms of caupona of Epagatus 

(I.1.1). Ellis et al. 2011; Pender 2008. 
1364 

Nicely cut lava blocks with identical dimensions. 
1365 

For an assessment of the contracting system for the restoration and paving of streets see the chapter “Pedestrian Law 

and Punishment”. 
1366 

As it has already noted by scholars, most of the urban buildings next to the city gates were devoted to this type of 

business. In this particular location (Porta Ercolano), the area along the western side of Via Consolare was completely taken 

over by the hospitality businesses (addressed 1 to 5 of VI.17 Insula Occidentalis,) that had not only occupied and destroyed 

the agger, but also the inner curtain of the city walls and the inner embankment. For the location of inns see Poehler 2011b: 

202–203. For the destruction of the inner curtain and agger see Maiuri 1930: cols 147–148. 
1367 

See note 1363. 
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some were obliterated,
1368 

some were still functioning in 79 CE (even when located next to a 

fountain).
1369 

In sum, there is no clear answer, but what seems fairly evident is the public nature of this space – 

even if ever decreasing in dimensions. After the Roman conquest of the city, its function as a 

pedestrian passage became, however, quite negligible but it cannot be completely ruled out: the private 

structures that had taken over both the ring road and the monumental stairway were forcing pedestrians 

to an uneasy climb and descent of the city fortifications,
1370 

a fact that would have dissuaded general 

foot traffic, but not the one seeing this as a shortcut to the Northern insulae of Regio VI (nevertheless 

probably quite irrelevant compared to the traffic along Via Consolare). 

However, past the fortification stairway, the inner ring road was not a clear path: by 63-79 CE it 

had lost all its value for vehicle traffic but could still be used partially by pedestrians. 

For an analysis of the space between Vicolo di Narciso and Via di Mercurio included – along the 

northern border of Insula VI.2—we are indebted to the test pits done by Della Corte and recently by the 

University of Naples.
1371 

For the area between Vicolo del Fauno and the Castellum Aquae/Divisorium, 

Della Corte’s research has been supplemented recently by Ohlig’s.
1372 

All this is going to be tested 

against visible evidence: unluckily, some of the results are conflicting. 

The northern perimeter of Insula V.2 is an area of contention: Della Corte’s excavation in the NE 

room
1373 

seems to have found a hard surface that is claimed to be the remains of the ring road 

incorporated into the extension of Casa dell’Edicola (VI.2.18,19). An excavation in the same area by 

1368 
The well south of the castellum aquae (VI.16.21-24) excavated by MaiuriMaiuri 2002. Amedeo Maiuri, L’ultima Fase 

Edilizia Di Pompei (Testo Originale in Edizione Anastatica), Edizione Anastatica (Napoli: Arte tipografica, 2002) The well 

in IX.2.1 was still open and available to the public, but the one at the southern tip of insula I.1 was open as well, but had 

become part of a private building (see Chapter 4 “Porta Stabia”). 
1369 

For this latter case see the aniconic fountain at the Southern tip of insula VI.1, that was located in close proximity to a 

big public well covered by a dome. 
1370 

We do not know how accessible the city walls were to the general citizenry in times of peace. If city gates were left 

open, one may argue that also the access to the fortifications was not impeded (see also the northern door in the inner court 

of Porta Stabia, walled up only in modern times). Della Corte 
1371 

Della Corte 1913; Panzetti, Garzia, and Turco 2010. 
1372 

See below. 
1373 

Test pits L and M. 
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the University of Napoli established that the northern perimeter of house was actually created in the 

late Samnite period, thus denying the expansion by Della Corte (who probably took a beaten earth floor 

of the house for a road surface).
1374 

Besides, Della Corte considers the wall now closing-off the 

adjacent Vicolo di Modesto to be a modern rebuilt on ancient foundations, but he is probably 

wrong: 
1375 

in fact, beyond this wall the Uni. Napoli has excavated a post-Sullan wall supporting the 

agger 
1376 

and the remains of a dirt ring road of the same period with no wheel ruts continuing along the 

northern limit of VI.2.
1377 

This same road had some post-Augustean middens, but seems to have been 

kept in use until sealed by the 79 CE eruption.
1378 

Della Corte was probably mislead by his principle 

that the ring road was at a constant distance from the city walls, whereas it was likely getting closer to 

them in the vicinity of Porta Ercolano, a phenomenon that can be connected to the fact that the Smanite 

monumental stairway was narrower than the agger.
1379 

Or it could be, as Coarelli argues, that also here 

the occupation of the agger (or just the ring road? author’s note) had started in Samnite times,
1380 

1374 
One of reason that brought Napoli di excavate here was that—according to a wealth of early maps—a paved (!) section 

of the ring road was still present along the north side of insula 2: starting from Bibent [1824], passing though Overback-

Mau (Overbeck and Mau 1884. and continuing down to Fiorelli’s Tabula coloniae veneriae corneliae Pompeis [1870]. 

Also, one of Gell’s plates (plate 84) and the 1845 Bonucci’s site map shows the space between this insula and the city walls: 
it is visible a partially buried terracing wall supporting the agger (discernible also at present on google imagery and on 

Eschebach map), with no road next to it. Starting from around 1900, drawings showing a paved road tend to slowly 

disappear. Regardless, no eighteen century map shows a closing wall at the end of Vicolo di Modesto. Unluckily the 

detailed analysis by the RICA group was interrupted before getting to this insula. Bonucci’s map is available at 

old wall, and the field observation supports at least with the idea of a reconstruction: the masonry technique appears to agree 

more with the so called “opus borbonicus” than with Roman building techniques. The excavation by U.Napoli suggests 
instead a full modern construction. 
1376 

Terracing walls have been located in a similar in position in correspondence of the city towers along the norther side of 

Pompeii: the construction of the towers seems to have required a new inner wall to support the agger. See Maiuri 1930. 
1377 

Excavations have not gone below the post-Sullan ring road, thus there is no information on the location of the Samnite 

phase. 
1378 

It appears that the excavation stayed parallel to perimeter wall of VI.2, thus not exploring the location of a possible ring 

road sidewalk against such perimeter wall. This same team established that the buttresses supporting the northern perimeter 

wall of insula VI.2 are modern, thus their existence does not conflict with the existence of a ring road. 
1379 

The stairway is narrower than the width of the agger: the stairway is 10 m wide, the agger is 19 m. The ages is the built 

in the second and third Samnite period, whereas the stairway is the first Samnite period but was kept operational until the 

end of the city. See Maiuri 1930: cols 160–168. 
1380 nd

Coarelli argues for a 2 c BCE occupation of the agger (and ring road?) by the extension of insula VI.2. Comparing this 

situation with that between Porta Vesuvio – Porta Nola it is possible to think that, nonetheless, the Samnite occupation did 

not destroy the ring road that was simply shifted to the North. Coarelli 2005: 99–100. 

http://arachne.uni-koeln.de/books/Bonucci1845 
1375 

The wall closing off this Vicolo was considered by Della Corte a modern reconstruction along the lines of the original 
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similarly to the Insula Occidentalis (see “3.2.8 IRR Porta Marina and Porta Ercolano (Insula 

Occidentalis)”) 

Still, Della Corte seems correct for the remained of his claim: by 79 CE insula VI.5 had spread 

into the ring road and occupied it. In fact, this insula extended beyond the extremity of the Roman 

sidewalks of Vicolo di Modesto,
1381 

and his excavations inside the house VI.5.2 found there traces of 

the surface of the ring road.
1382 

In addition, according to Della Corte, one could reach the agger at the ends of both Vicolo di 

Narciso and Vicolo della Fullonica because they were not closed off by a wall.
1383 

The case of Via di Mercurio is different: in 79 CE the street had become a cul-de-sac, thanks to 

the extension of the adjacent insulae (in this case VI.7 and VI.9) into the ring road and up to the wall 

supporting the agger.
1384 

It is to note that the lava paving of Via Mercurio originally extended a little 

into the ring road to prevent erosion of the beaten earth surface by the rain water, a fairly common 

practice in Pompeii. One can see how the northern side of insula VI.7 extended beyond the end of the 

sidewalk along Via di Mercurio into the paving of the ring road.
1385 

The sidewalk on the other side of 

Via di Mercurio does not end at the same point: it continues north along the front of insula 9 but it ends 

1381 
However, there is probably a partial mistake by Della Corte who claims to have seen the sidewalk curbs on either side at 

the end of Vicolo di Modesto turning into the fronts of the insulae 2 and 5, as if these insulae had extended northward over 

the ring road. These observations do not match completely with what visible now: the western sidewalk in front of VI.2 

continues until the closing-off wall (disagreeing with Della Corte, but agreeing with U.Napoli), whereas the eastern one 

ends earlier—right after entrance VI.5.1 (agreeing with Della Corte). 
1382 

Test pit K in Della Corte. It seems possible to think that there may have been a partial Samnite occupation of the ring 

road, and then a later Roman one. In fact, if the sidewalks are of Roman times, a building extension beyond and above them 

would provide a good terminus post quem. However, the sidewalk in front of the central house VI.5.5 has been dated to the 

2
nd 

c BCE. For this see: Pesando and Coarelli 2007. 
1383 

The observation that the northern end of Vicolo della Fullonica was not closed by a wall clashes with the wall visible 

right now that – however – it is likely a modern reconstruction because in appearance it is very similar to the opus 

borbonicus closing the Vicolo di Modesto. In addition, it is not present in Eschebach’s map, or any other map. 
1384 

See note 1376.Originally this closing wall was in opus incertum of lava and had in its center a neighborhood altar, now 

completely disappeared because of the WWII bombing of Pompeii: the altar’s lower remains are barely visible in a pre 
WWII 1938 photo by Tatiana Warsher. Another photo by Warsher (probably done before the excavation by Maiuri of 

Tower 11) shows the closing wall standing at full height (apparently beyond 2 meters) but with at least its top half of 

restoration. The altar is for “sacrifizi compitali”, as mentioned by Fiorelli (Fiorelli 1875: 118.). Warsher 1937. 
1385 

Della Corte excavated the northern rooms of VI.7.26 and found the Roman ring road (test pits G adn H). Beyond 

VI.7.26 there is the artificially sunken garden of the House of Apollo whose construction during Roman times likely caused 

the full removal of both the ring road and the sidewalk. 
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before reaching the wall supporting the agger.
1386 

This difference in the limit of the two opposite 

sidewalks may be explained by imagining that insula 9 had extended northward and narrowed the ring 

road before via Mercurio was paved and the sidewalks built. Lastly, both the final extension of insulae 

VI.9 and VI.7 closed off the ring road and abutted the agger wall (creating the cul-de-sac).At any rate, 

in 79 CE Via di Mercurio was not connected to any section of the ring road. 

The agger between Vicolo del Fauno, Vicolo del Labirinto and Vicolo dei Vettii—basically the 

northern side of insulae 11 and 15—has recently been object of exploration by Olhig,
1387 

who can 

supplement and complete the observations by Sogliano in 1897 (Notizie degli scavi) and Della Corte in 

1913. To start with, the wall separating the unpaved Vicolo del Fauno from the agger is a modern 

construction: no map shows it, and its technique resembles the other modern walls of this area with 

similar separating function. In fact, also at the end of Vicolo del Labirinto there is a modern 

construction, a fact clear not only from the 1913 statement of Della Corte “il vicolo che separa le due 

isole non e’ sbarrato”,
1388 

but especially from the 1897 report about of the excavation of this alley and a 

photo of the area. 
1389 

The same report also says that a little portion of the pomerium – probably 

intending the ring road (as it is partially visible in the photo) – was discovered, as well as an ancient 

earth ramp climbing the agger to get to tower 10. The existence of a portion of the ring road is further 

supported by the same report that clearly mentions excavations done in an alley located to the north of 

insula VI.15
1390 

—evidently the ring road. The photo also shows the lower remains of the wall 

supporting the agger. Della Corte notes in this case too how the paving stones of Vicolo del Labirinto 

extended slightly into the ring road that was, like in all other instances, made of beaten dirt with clear 

1386 
Instead, in the cork model of the city the sidewalk reached the closing-off wall. Maiuri excavated the area behind this 

wall and found not only traces of a Samnite ring dirt-road, but also the remains of a pre-samnite city gate (Maiuri 1930.) 
1387 

Ohlig strangely does not mention Della Corte’s work neither in his dissertation nor in a later article. In both works Ohlig 
presents his idea about the phases of the inner ring road behind insula 11, but he seems not to know that the areas that he 

had cleared correspond exactly with “Saggio C” of Della Corte: “A tergo dell’isola XI, e nel punto medio”. 
1388 

Della Corte 1913: 293. 
1389 

NdS 1897, p. 152-3 
1390 

NdS 1897, “continuati gli scavi negli strati superiori del lato settentrionale e del vicolo, che a settentrione rasenta l’isola 
XV della Regione VI” p. 391, and “gli scavi sono stati rivolti allo scoprimento del vicolo che rasenta l’isola a settentrione” 
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marks left by cart wheels
1391 

(these paved extensions were very likely done to prevent the erosion of 

the beaten earth ring road). In total, Della Corte cleared two areas to the north of insula VI.11, one of 

which was cleared again by Ohligh, but for a wider stretch: Della Corte’s area measured 2.50 x 2.70 m 

(with 2.70 as being the distance from the wall of insula 11 to the tufa wall supporting the agger), 

whereas Ohlig more than doubled it to 6.5 m, but kept it narrower to 1.20 m. Della Corte reported only 

of a roadway with wheel-ruts, Ohlig instead saw a different situation: a sidewalk made of beaten dirt 

(1.50 m wide ) next to which there was a shallow gutter to collect rainwater coming from the agger 

(1.20 m wide), limited by a line of tufa blocks (0.75 m wide) supporting the agger, 
1392 

but no ring road. 

So, based on Ohlig’s observation, the wheel ruts of Della Corte did not exist, and they probably 

correspond to the horizontal grooves of the drainage channel (made of stomped chalk-sand with little 

rocks). Deeper excavations by Ohlig also found out remains of what is interpreted as the earlier ring 

road: apparently the gutter and the tufa blocks were built over it. In sum, Ohlig sees a primitive ring 

road composed of a beaten earth surface (3.25 m wide) flanked to the south by a sidewalk (1.50 m 

wide). In a second phase, in connection with the extension of the castellum divisorium at the time of 

Augustus, the ring road was reduced to a sidewalk flanked by a new water channel, next to which 

eventually a new low terracing wall of tufa blocks was built – supporting the lower end of the agger. It 

appears that Della Corte described what Ohlig considers to be the second phase, with the additional 

difference that Della Corte believes it was still open to carts, whereas Ohligh thinks it was only 

pedestrian. If the 1897 identification of an ancient earthen ramp at the end of the Vicolo del Labirinto is 

correct (see supra), then Ohlig is probably correct in considering this part only available to pedestrians. 

Furthermore, Ohlig’s measurements for the sidewalk and gutter (tufa blocks excluded) correspond 

exactly to Della Corte’s dirt road – 2.70 meter wide. 

1391 
Test pit B and C. 

1392 
Ohlig 2005: 292. Ohlig has found remains of he thinks is the earlier ring road, later covered by the 
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All this brings in its train the question whether pedestrians could reach this pedestrianized ring 

road (ring-sidewalk?) from the castellum aquae: where this access should be, now there is a wall. This 

wall—extending from the north-eastern corner of insula VI.15 toward the agger—flanks the castellum 

and creates a corridor leading to the castellum only entrance. However, this is probably another case of 

modern reconstruction, almost indistinguishable from the original masonry. Della Corte leaves no 

doubts in this sense: “Fra il Castellum aquae e l’angolo nord-est dell’Isola XV, al 79 d. Cr. non 

potevano passare che solamente i pedoni” given that the opening was only 2.35 m wide, and that carts 

were also impeded by the step created by the sidewalk curb.
1393 

Besides, in the earliest photo of the 

castellum dated 1902 
1394 

(from the Nds 1903) there is no wall present. Ohlig—though unaware of 

these observations by Della Corte—nonetheless reached similar conclusions based on drawings, partial 

textual contradictions and a masonry analysis of the wall:
1395 

the western wall of the entrance corridor 

is an act of modern reconstruction, especially in its southern half. In addition, Della Corte added that, in 

his excavation of the agger, he found traces of both the ring road and a guard stone placed at the corner 

of the insula VI.15. An autoptic analysis of the eastern sidewalk of insula VI.15 detected that its last 

curbstone is a block of lava – commonly used as a corner curbstone – showing traces of wear, like if 

wheels had rubbed against it. This last evidence shows how, quite certainly, there had been cart traffic 

along this inner ring road supposedly until the Augustean castellum was built, blocking this type of 

traffic – but not pedestrians. An obstacle to wheeled traffic is much more evident in the presence of a 

line of guard stones in the castellum plaza: they created a space accessible to foot traffic,
1396 

and 

blocked cart access to the ring road. However, it is unclear when they were actually erected: 1) they are 

a Roman feature, but they do not belong to the early Roman phase because the wear at the corner-

1393 
Della Corte 1913: 292. 

1394 
NdS 1903, p. 28 fig. 3. 

1395 
Ohlig 2001: 254. 

1396 
Directly connected to the sidewalk through Ports Vesuvio (see section in Chapter 04) 
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curbstone of VI.15 indicates that such Roman sidewalk saw the passage of carts; 2) they were present 

in 79 CE. In conclusion they were likely built between these two points in time. 

The autopsy of the area has also shown how the urban street paving in the little plaza was redone 

in conjunction with the rebuilding of the southern part of the castellum from its foundations,
1397 

probably after its collapse caused by the earthquake of 62 CE.
1398 

At any rate it seems clear that the ring road was open to carts until the Augustan time, when the 

reconstruction of the castellum transformed its portion north of insula VI.15 into a pedestrian route. 

A.3 IRR Porta Vesuvio – Porta Nola 

Research on this portion of the ring road has concluded that this street had different 

characteristics at its two extremities: at Porta Nola it appears that the ring road was subject to no 

modification of its size and location. On the other hand, to the east of Porta Vesuvio, the ring road was 

narrowed down to roughly 3 m by the extension insula V.6 and by the late Samnite construction of the 

1399 1400 
a dry wall to support the expansion of the agger and– at least based on the Maiuri’s opinion and 

the alignment of the symmetrical insulae in region VI. However, the expansion of V.6 is hard to date as 

the doorways of V.6.15,16,17,18 are in opus vittatum mixtum (post 62 CE?) whereas the part of the 

façade visible is in opus incertum, that Maiuri considers of late Samnite time (end of the second c 

.BCE).
1401 

At any rate, the inner ring road was not abolished. In Roman times a few more substantial 

modifications eased the movement of carts in this area: A) the eastern inner portion of Porta Vesuvio 

was partially demolished to allow for an easier eastern turn for carts, and its new end was marked by 

1397 
The paving stones abut against the new foundations. 

1398 
It is possible that the castellum had three phases: 1) first, small Roman castellum connected to the Avella spring; 2) 

bigger Augustean castellum connected to the Serinum aqueduct (whose western foundations appear to still rest on the 

paving stones of the first paving of the small Porta Vesuvio square – at this point still open to the wheeled traffic), 3) 

unfinished reconstruction of the front of the Augustean castellum post 62 CE earthquake (with foundations going below the 

level street level, thus causing as repaving of the front area) and closure of the ring road to the wheeled traffic by the way of 

the guard stone (as Maiuri strongly believed). Ohlig sees only two phases, though. 
1399 

The phase with the “grande muro a sacco” dated to the end of the second c. BCE. Maiuri 1930: col. 183. 
1400 

Maiuri 1930: col. 187. 
1401 

Maiuri 1930: fig. Tav VI. 
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two guard stones;
1402 

B) the level of the ring road was raised (0.65 m) dumping soil containing Roman 

coarse ware and “materiali sporadici di ogni genere”.
1403 

According to Maiuri this ring road was not 

much used because of the presence of ruins and materials from the demolition of the city walls. It is 

however unclear to which demolition he refers: the 62 CE earthquake? The result of Sulla’s siege? Or 

the dismantlement of the city walls following Roman domination? The location of Maiuri’s ring road 

does not match that of the portion between Porta Ercolano-Porta Vesuvio (as seen by Della Corte and 

Ohlig) because Maiuri’s is twice closer to the city walls: (1) to the east of Porta Vesuvio, the wall of 

the insula V.6 is 13 meters away from the front of the city walls; to the west of Porta Vesuvio, the 

distance 22.5 meters; (2) to the east of Porta Vesuvio, the Pompeians decided to maintain the ring road 

so to be able to continue to travel next to the agger; to the west of Porta Vesuvio, they chose to partially 

abolish it.
1404 

The continuation of the ring road in the direction of Porta Nola is supported by the excavations 

done by a Japanese team in the area of the supposed Porta Capua – in reality tower 9. They provide an 

even more differentiated scenario: the dry wall identified by Maiuri to the east of Porta Vesuvio seems 

to continue as it reappears nearby tower 9
1405 

—roughly 200 m. away – but this time it supports an 

agger on the top of which the ring road (3-4 meters wide) has been relocated!
1406 

Where one would 

have expected the ring road, there is instead a narrow pedestrian path (0.7-0.9 meters wide) running 

between the agger and the boundary wall of two newly-identified insulae:
1407 

the idea that this was a 

pedestrian path is presumed by its size, by the that fact it had no wheel ruts, and because a doorway of 

the western insula was opening onto it. The ring road was used mainly by cart traffic as proven by the 

1402 
t-t’ on Maiuri’s plan (Maiuri 1930: fol. VI.). 

1403 
Maiuri 1930: 187. 

1404 
If Della Corte is correct, pedestrians could still by-pass the House of the Vestals climbing the monumental Samnite 

stairway. 
1405 

Etani 1998: 120–127; Etani et al. 1999: 124–133. 
1406 

Etani 1998: 129–131. 
1407 

Etani, Sakai, and Ueno 1996: 55-59 and plates 5–8. In fact the Japanese excavation identified part of the northern 

boundary wall of two unnumbered insulae separated by a dirt road (the prosecution of Vicolo di Lucrezio Frontone). None 

of these features has been excavated. 
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frequent wheel ruts on its surface, and it runs parallel to the city walls to the west and east of tower 

9.
1408 

Contribution to the wheeled traffic was also coming from the prosecution of Vicolo di Lucrezio 

Frontone
1409 

—running between the newly-identified but unnumbered insulae: wheel ruts have been 

identified on the ramp connecting this alley with the ring road, whose marks show a more prominent 

western turn.
1410 

No exact dating was provided for this road, but it is clear that both the ring road and 

the pedestrian path were working in 79 CE as they were covered only by the lapilli of the eruption. 

However, it is not understood if the narrow pedestrian path represents what was left of the original ring 

road: was it partially occupied by an extension of the newly identified insulae like near Porta Vesuvio? 

And was this the action that caused its migration onto the agger? Or was the ring road independently 

moved to the agger so that its width could be expanded? One certain fact is that neither the ring road 

nor the pedestrian path was paved in any part: both of them consist of beaten dirt, suggesting how the 

traffic was not considered relevant enough to call for public
1411 

paving. A relative dating for the 

creation of this raised ring road can be argued on the base of a few details: (1) the ring road sits above 

the soil dumped against the door of the tower, closing it completely; (2) such decommissioning of the 

tower has been dated to post-Sullan times
1412 

and followed (or was caused by) the creation of an 

underground channel right under the eastern foundations of the tower. 
1413 

Based on the fact that the 

surface of the raised ring road was all homogenous and did not bear traces of cuts-and-fills 

1408 
Ibidem. According to the Japanese team the tower had three phases: 1) built as one of the other towers in the wake of 

the Social war; 2) rebuilt following the siege of Sulla using bricks and used as storage area; 3) creation of subterranean 

channel under the eastern part of the tower, and closure of the entrance to the tower room by dumping dirt and creating the 

ring road on the top of it. Sakai and Iorio 2005. 
1409 

It seems to be the continuation of Vicolo di Lucrezio Frontone. This alley to its Southern end presents a unique paving 

in Pompeii: little sub-square blocks of lava and limestone reaching at least up to House of Lucretio Fronto. However, a line 

of lava blocks cut through the junction between this alley and Via Nola: they are not big enough to prevent the movement of 

wheeled traffic, but they still represent a little step hindering a smooth drive. 
1410 

This ramp is visible in Opuscula Pompeiana VI, plate VI as overlapping the possible pedestrian path and higher than the 

threshold of the backdoor of the newfound insula. Etani, Sakai, and Ueno 1996: fig. plate 6. 
1411 

It had to be paid by the city institutions as the agger was a public space. 
1412 

See note 1408. 
1413 

Satoshi Sakai and Vincenza Iorio, “Nuove ricerche del Japan Institute of Paleological Studies sulla fortificazione di 
Pompei,” in Nuove ricerche archeologiche a Pomepei ed Ercolano, Studi della Soprintendenza Archeologica di Pompei 10 

(Napoli: Electa Napoli, 2005), 328–29. This channel does not continue beyond the wall as it does not appear in the external 

moat: as such it cannot be the secondary aqueduct channel observed by Ohlig outside Porta Vesuvio. Ohlig 2005: 279; 

Matsui et al. 2009: 1. Still Ciarallo believes it was connected to the aqueduct. Ciarallo, Pescatore, and Senatore 2003. 
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corresponding to the underground channel,
1414 

we can referrer its creation to a post-Sullan age as well. 

Traces of an earlier lower road reaching the then open door of tower 9 from Vicolo di Lucrezio 

Frontone have been also identified. 

At Porta di Nola an autoptic analysis of the urban road network is quite difficult: only Via Nola 

has been excavated, and none of the alleys and the insulae nearby the city gate have been fully 

explored. What is actually visible at present is less than what on the maps of the Corpus 

Topographicum Pompeianum: a number of modern terracing walls have been erected to prevent the 

unexcavated land from collapsing into Via Nola, a street that because of it at times resemble a gully. It 

is therefore necessary to rely mainly on already published materials: the CTP maps of Regio IV 

represent the most up to date synthesis of the situation.
1415 

An short stretch of what may well be the 

southern end of the ring road toward Porta Vesuvio departs from the plaza behind Porta Nola: it is 

1416 1417
mapped as paved (4-6 meters wide), with sidewalks and running parallel to the city walls. The 

distance between the outer curtain of the fortification and the western limit of the road can be 

calculated to be roughly 20 meters, rather close to the 22.5 meters of the ring road between Porta 

Ercolano and Vesuvio. Also, it is unknown how far the street paving actually went. 

A.4 IRR Porta Nola—Porta Sarno 

In this case too we have uneven evidence for the presence of the ring road: most of the street 

network of this part of the city is still underground, and this dissertation’s arguments rely on what was 

documented in the Corpus Topographicum Pompeianum (CTP), plus what actually visible in proximity 

of the two gates (Porta Nola and Porta Sarno). Moreover, the modern terracing walls (supporting the 

1414 
Whereas the agger below had been cut and filled. 

1415 
Van Der Poel 1986. 

1416 
The Rica map shows this and the other alleys as paved, but an autoptic exam has not been able to confirm this 

information: all the alleys are interrupted by a modern wall a few meter within two meters from Via Nola. 
1417 

Unclear if one or two. 
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http://pompeiiinpictures.com/pompeiiinpictures/R3/3%2007%2007%20p2.htm 

unexcavated soil) were built before the limits of the excavations, thus hiding part of the unearthed 

archaeology: in this instance, maps and past descriptions can tell more than an autoptic exam.
1418 

Right before exiting Porta Sarno, to the north, maps show the beginning of a paved street that 

should be running between the city walls and the eastern wall of insula III.7
1419 

and that, because of its 

position, can be identified as the one of the extremities of the ring road. Currently only the final portion 

of the wall of the insula is visible, and its direction is compatible with what recorded on the maps. 

However, lack of identification of the other insulae closest to the city walls does not allow to 

understand if the piece of ring road near Porta Sarno continues all the way to the Porta Nola.
1420 

In 

1954-1955 part of the north eastern corner of insula III.7.7 and of the nearby unnumbered insula 

(behind tower 7) were quickly cleared to sell the lapilli to a contractor in Salerno, according to 

Jashemski :
1421 

her excavations in 1976 managed to recover an open-air triclinium and raised garden 

rows with traces of plant roots.
1422 

The structural elements she identified are plotted in the RICA maps, 

but apparently there are no official publications of the 1950s excavations.
1423 

Porta Nola presents a different situation: nothing of the ring road is visible as hidden behind the 

modern terracing walls, but maps show that the eastern wall of insula III.12 runs parallel to the city 

walls—roughly 20 m away – consistent with the existence of a ring road in between. However, where 

this road joins Via Nola there is a continuous sidewalk, as consistently recorded by Mazois and the 

CTP maps,
1424 

hinting that this portion of the ring road was closed to carts but open to pedestrians. Its 

1418 
See RICA map for the extent of the excavation of these road portions. 

1419 
Van Der Poel 1984. 

1420 
The Rica maps of 1982 mark (Plate IV) mark the estimated location of this part of the fortifications with a dotted line, 

but in Cronache Pompeiane of 1975 it is claimed that already in 1972 the fortifications had been excavated from Porta 

Sarno to Porta Nola, but no map or measure was provided. Van Der Poel 1984: fol. IV; ‘Attivita’ archeologica - Pompei’ 
1975: 246. A new map of the city of Pompeii has been recently done under the aegis of the Soprintendenza (Morichi et al. 

2011. Also, also in this latest map the line of the city walls immediately to the north of Porta Sarno appear as estimated. 
1421 

Jashemski 2014: 243. 
1422 

Jashemski and Jashemski 1979: 230 and Appendix II. 
1423 

Van Der Poel 1986: 64–65. A great collection of photos of the 1976 by Jashemski are available in 

1424 
Mazois et al. 1824: vol. 1. Van Der Poel 1986: 67. 
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existence is partially supported by the presence of a doorway (III.12.A) for a shop (?)
1425 

opening onto 

this sidewalk: given that most pedestrians would have taken advantage of the opposite city gate 

sidewalk to pass through Porta Nola,
1426 

then an opening on this side suggests the presence of other 

pedestrians, probably those using the inner ring road. 

A.5 Partial summary: inner ring road from Porta Vesuvio to Porta Sarno via Porta Nola 

The ring road from Porta Vesuvio all the way to Porta Sarno was very likely accessible to 

pedestrians for its entire length. On the other hand, cart traffic could ride the ring road between Porta 

Vesuvio and Porta Nola, and only incompletely between Porta Nola and Porta Sarno: in this latter case 

the northern stretch was only for pedestrians, whereas the southern one was open to carts too – and 

probably connected to Via Media. 

This reconstructed route can then be combined with the remainder street network of Pompeii to 

speculate on the quality of influence that it would have had on the traffic patterns. 

On the one hand, local traffic – commercial and private alike, pedestrian and wheeled alike – 

could have theoretically
1427 

combined the inner ring road Porta Vesuvio-Porta Nola with the 

southbound alleys of Regio IV and V into a shortcuts avoiding to pass through the congestion of Via 

Stabiana, if one wanted to reach Via Nola – or any place along those routes. Besides, such paths could 

continue also toward Via Abbondanza thanks to the N-S alleys south of Via Nola. Thus, such itinerary 

would combine the inner ring road with a combination of N-S alleys: it comes out that – because of the 

shape of city street network – this option is on average 10% shorter
1428 

than the route Via Stabiana-Via 

1425
It could be a shop based on the size of the doorway, and Eschebach wonders if it were a statio. Eschebach, Müller-

Trollius, and Eschebach 1993: 115. 
1426 

The existence of a sidewalk passing throughout a city gate is an indication of the management of pedestrians in 

correspondence of these “bottle necks”. For a full discussion see the section about Porta Nola in Chapter 4. 
1427 

The street network of the insulae to which this inner ring road belonged is only marginally available: Regio III, IV and 

V have been excavated respectively only for their 4.2, 5.2 and 29.2%. But, based on the expected regular and straight 

streets, it is possible to reconstruct with a good degree of accuracy the street network. However, it is not known if they 

joined the inner ring road and how their physical structure was like (paved? Not paved? Sidewalks? Etc.) 
1428 

Shorter of 90 meters. 
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Nola or Via Abbondanza, but only when driving onto the alleys to the East of the insula of Chaste 

Lovers (IX.12), that is using the alleys of Regio III and IV. However, this mathematical analysis does 

not explain why the following ring road between porta Nola and Porta Sarno was closed to cart 

movement: if a cart could drive all the way from Porta Vesuvio to Porta Sano on the ring road, this path 

would substantially decrease the distance of roughly one fifth, around 18% compared to the option Via 

Stabiana – Via Abbondanza.
1429 

To provide an answer to this question it is better to start from another 

evaluation: the different combination of the northern (Porta Vesuvio – Porta Nola) inner ring road
1430 

with one of the N-S alleys in Regio III or IV would not only reduce distance – as already mentioned – 

but also bring to economically relevant parts of the city (along via Nola and Via Abbondanza) avoiding 

congested streets. Therefore, if the forces guiding the choice of a route for wheeled traffic were 

distance, lack of congestion and economical gain, then this last combination would have satisfied all 

three of them. The exception to this decision may come from those who had no interest in stopping in 

Pompeii, but were forced to pass through the city by the lack of complete external ring road: indeed, 

the external ring road was probably not present between Porta Vesuvio and Porta Nola, and neither 

between Porta Ercolano and Porta Stabia
1431 

(see in Chapter 03 thee section “ERR Porta Vesuvio-Porta 

Nola”). Using the inner ring road all the way from Porta Vesuvio to Porta Sarno would have still 

brought to some congested areas and narrow alleys, whereas the combination of the inner ring road 

Porta Vesuvio-Porta Nola with the external ring road Porta Nola-Porta Sarno would have avoided the 

congested Via Abbondanza and its urban city gate (Porta Sarno), and actually increased the route of no 

more than 20 meters: once more the inner ring road Porta Nola-Porta Sarno was not providing major 

advantages, and its removal from the cart route would not have caused major inconveniences. 

1429 
1100 meters vs 910 meters. 

1430 
The inner ring road Porta Vesuvio – Porta Nola. 

1431 
The excavation by the Japanese team in front of Tower 9 have identified first the defensive moat of the city and then a 

farmed field, but no traces of a road. It is possible that the external ring road is located beyond the farmed field, but there is 

lack of comparanda for it 
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The case of pedestrians moving along these routes is slightly different: it is reasonable to assume 

that foot workers were generally used for commercial short hauls with Pompeii as destination, whereas 

long hauls were done by carts. This assumption entails that the inner ring road was not much of interest 

for commercial foot traffic, because one can apply the same reasoning already done for cart traffic. 

On the other hand, the blunt of pedestrian traffic would have been composed of locals and 

travelers who may have used this inner ring road as a shortcut if they had entered the city by one of the 

three gates directly connected to this inner path (city gates Vesuvio, Nola, Sarno) and were to leave the 

city by another of these same three gates. Otherwise, moving through the major thoroughfares would 

have extended the urban route of roughly 16-18%.
1432 

The lack of an external ring road between Porta 

Vesuvio and Nola would probably prompt this choice. Pedestrian travelers may also choose to enter the 

city to take advantage of the hospitality business that instead seems to have been scarcely present 

outside the city.
1433 

The distance to the nearest most populous city, Neapolis, is of 26 KM and could be 

covered in slightly less than 5 hours by foot, meaning that for most of the travelers Pompeii could 

represent a break almost at the end of the day travel plan, but not necessarily a night stop. 
1434 

If places 

providing food were the target of these travelers, they could be found in the vicinity of the city gates, 

with no need to use the ring road to reach them. Besides, it is arguable how many non-local travelers 

would have known of the shortcut that the ring road sections were providing. When it comes to local 

pedestrians, instead, surely they were knowledgeable of the urban street network, thus they could use it 

to its full extent—inner ring road included—to shorten their route, 
1435 

as not being bound by one-way 

1432 
Route Porta Vesuvio-Sarno by Via Stabia and Via Abbondanza is roughly 1100m vs 900 m with the inner ring road; 

route Porta Vesuvio-Nola by Via Stabiana and Via Nola is 682m vs 568 m by the inner ring road. 
1433 

Along Viale dei Sepolcri at most three popinae have been identified, but no hospitia. 
1434 

Pedestrians could cover between 30 and 40 km per day depending on the nature of the area (see Travels in Cancik et al. 

2002: 14.871.) See also the Stanford GIS Orbis Project to visualize routes through the empire: Orbis provide the figure of 

0.9 day to reach Pompeii from Napoli, agreeing with our evaluation. http://orbis.stanford.edu 
1435 

Until the advent of the modern GPS navigation software, very few people knew the exact length of roads or distance to 

a destination: most of the spaces were measured based on the experience on the road, and therefore they were as precise as 

the experience and attitude of the single individual. We need necessarily to think that in Roman times the situation was the 

same (we know of no street city map available to singular individuals, and even the public Forma Urbis did not display 
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streets, or commercial evaluations. In addition, it is likely that pedestrians were “guided” to walk along 

streets that were making their itinerary more secure and clean (not only shorter): this could be achieved 

by using sidewalks and stepping stones, making them the proxy evidence to be included in the 

pedestrian “equation” deciding the route, not to mention the size of the sidewalks, the obstacles on 

them, the presence of hospitality businesses, habits, familiarity with the street network, personal 

preferences, and – of course – pedestrian congestion. Unluckily, if we can theoretically reconstruct the 

street network of the still unexcavated insulae, we cannot theoretically reconstruct the pedestrian 

proxy-evidence for the same unexplored areas: its presence and typology cannot be predicted, but only 

archeologically proven. Thus, the only argument that for this portion of Pompeii may have some 

ground is based on the fact that the ring road – combined with the N-S alleys—would have provided a 

shortcut to pedestrians, especially to those knowledgeable of the street network: however, it is 

impossible to evaluate the qualities and volume of this phenomenon without proper evidence. 

The effects that Vicolo Nozze Argento and Via Media cold have onto traffic when combined with 

tracts of this ring road are described in Chapter 03. 

A.6 IRR Porta Nocera – Porta Stabia 

In Roman times the two extremities of this ring road were closed to wheeled traffic: both at Porta 

Nocera and Porta Stabia barriers prevented carts but not pedestrians (or animals) from accessing it. At 

Porta Nocera this situation resulted from a lowering of the level of Via Nocera, and at Porta Stabia 

from the continuation of the sidewalk curb in front of the ring road. 

Why did the Romans limit cart access within this portion of the inner ring road? 

street distances). As a consequence, even if the Pompeiians did not know the exact measures of their urban streets, they 

could still be able to make an experienced evaluation of the distances (either based on travel time or eyeballed measures). 
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It may be argued that the presence of the paved outer ring road connecting Porta Stabia with 

Porta Nocera was making this inner one superfluous,
1436 

not to mention how this latter one had lost its 

raison d’etre when in Roman times the city walls decreased in importance, thus reducing the need for 

access and movement. 
1437 

If it is reasonable to postulate a low passage of vehicles, then the abolition of 

this route in Roman times was likely void of major repercussions on the urban flow. It could well be 

that, when Via Nocera was lowered to allow an easier movement of carts in and out of the city,
1438 

it 

was reputed not necessary to connect this new road level with the old inner ring road. 

A different reason may have instead informed the placement of the curbstones and sidewalk in 

correspondence of Porta Stabia: here the convenience and seamless flow of pedestrians through this 

city gate might have been considered of higher importance than the modest cart traffic moving along 

this portion of the inner ring road,
1439 

a portion that anyway could be reached taking less direct streets. 

At any rate, it appears that this pedestrianization did not bring in its train a higher quantity of foot 

traffic, at least judging not only from the complete lack of bar counters, but also from the presence of 

only one doorway opening onto the inner ring road: door I.1.10 is the secondary entrance of the 

caupona of Hermes (I.1.1) just off Porta Stabia. The other 4 excavated insulae next to the agger have 

no openings onto the path in exam and, even if there are at least other three unexcavated insulae 

frontages that may contribute to the sample, nonetheless it seems unlikely that the picture may change 

drastically. In fact, the excavated areas of the city-blocks adjacent to the possible ring road are 

consistently gardens: we can thus imagine a similar situation also for the unexplored zones. 

1436 
Entering and exiting from the gates could be a long affair: it makes sense that it was avoided as often as possible. See 

the conclusions of this chapter. 
1437 

A similar process likely caused the extension of three insulae into the ring road in the section between Porta Vesuvio 

and Porta Ercolano (see A.2IRR Porta Ercolano) 
1438 

See in Chapter 04 the section about Porta Nocera. 
1439 

In correspondence of Porta Stabia, the curbstones impeding cart access to the ring road are made up by a sequence of 

blocks of lava that proceed South through Porta Stabia creating the only sidewalk passing through the city gate. This 

identify suggests that – just like the area of the city gate – also the area of the ring road was publicly owned. Excavations 

done under the city gate sidewalk by the PARPS team date the creation of this sidewalk to Roman time. However, it is 

unclear if the lava curbstones belong to the first or the second Roman phase: a trench for modern pipes was dug along the 

entire length of the sidewalk curbstones, removing all physical associations between the Roman sidewalk floorings and the 

curbstones. Ellis and Devore 2008a: 12. 

384 



 

 

 

       

       

    

       

        

       

     

         

         

       

        

      

       

 

                                                 
                

            

  

    

                   

                  

             

     

                 

            

               

             

           

   

In an earlier time the situation was different—at least in the House of the Tanner (I.5.2): its 

garden shows five/six walled up openings along the perimeter wall next to the inner ring road, whose 

walking level in 79 CE was higher than the garden’s.
1440 

It can thus be inferred that these five 

doorways corresponded to five rooms opening onto the earlier inner road at a lower level – implying 

also a different inner arrangement of this insula, and possibly a busier inner ring road: in fact, a recent 

archeological analysis of this house have determined that the garden was created during the first half of 

1
st 1441

the c. CE from the destruction of two houses whose doors were contextually closed-off. 

However, this idea of a lower ring road conflicts with the lack of other walled-up doorways in the other 

insulae along the same inner ring road
1442 

(unless they are located below the current surfaces and thus 

have not been identified). Also, if we postulate the existence of a lower inner ring road near Porta 

Stabia, it is not known if and at which level it reached Porta Nocera. At least for the area near Porta 

Stabia, we can assume that – like many other instances in Pompeii
1443 

—the road level around the insula 

was artificially raised and the doorways walled up, but without a correspondent elevation of the surface 

of the garden in I.5.2. It is not known why this part of the inner ring road was raised, when and for 

which length. 

1440 
The French team identified six walled up doors (see next footnote), whereas the earlier reports say five: Van Der Poel 

1986: 2–3; Mau 1874: 275. According to Mau “5 porte, larghe m. 0,70, distanti l'una dall'altra, 1,4—1,45. Siffatte porte però 

si trovarono murate.” 
For a photo see http://pompeiiinpictures.com/pompeiiinpictures/R1/1%2005%2002%20p8_files/image017.jpg 
1441 

The two houses in the southern part of the insula existed from late Samnite period until the creation of the big garden in 

the first half of the 1
st 

c CE (first a pottery shop and then tanning vats for the tannery I.5.1. The garden in 79 CE featured a 

big cavity originally used to quarry basalt for reconstruction, but then used as dump side for the refuse of the tannery 

(bones, horns etc). Brun 2008: 63; Brun 2006: 363. 
1442 

Regio I, insulae 20, 21, 22 cfr. Van Der Poel 1986: 36–39; De Simone et al. 1988. In insula 1, next to opening 10, there 

is a walled up doorway, but it is at the same level of the inner ring road of 79 CE. 
1443 

For instance, the back entrance of the House of Apollo (VI.7.23) on Vicolo della Fullonica was walled up in conjunction 

with the raising level of the alley. Also the House of the Centaur (VI.7.9) had an earlier phase at a lower level, 

corresponding to the Samnite level of the grid at that time. The same also happened to the House of Granduca Michele 

(VI.5.5). Befani 2007; Pesando 2006: 50. 
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A.7 IRR Porta Stabia—Porta Marina 

A.1.1 A pedestrian shortcut to Via Regina 

As for the irregular shape of the small corridor taking from the Triangular Forum to Via 

Regina,,
1444 

it can be deducted that the reason of its creation was to have a portico with regularly 

parallel structures, instead of using the slightly off-centered wall of the house of Joseph II – that acted 

as a part of the western boundary wall of the Triangular Forum: as such, the corridor primary purpose 

was not that of a pedestrian path.
1445 

Nonetheless the presence in it of the aforementioned short 

stairway leaves little doubts about its secondary function—even as if an afterthought. These 

conclusions are based on direct reconnaissance of the area, but they do not match with those of the only 

and the earliest author who included an explanation for this narrow space: Mazois identified it as tour 

d’echelle, ou isolament pour recevoir les eaux pluviales des l’edifice voisin du portique et les conduire 

ensuite ver la mer. 
1446 

Mazois does not see this as a pedestrian passage, but just as a service area or a 

water channel: nonetheless, his own drawing of the space shows a completely closed off area with 

neither openings (therefore no serviceable) nor elements connected to a possible water channel or 

marine sewer. 
1447 

Besides, its characterization with lines parallel to the long wall of the porticus is left 

unexplained and does not correspond to the way he represented water or water-related features. We are 

left with the doubt why this element was not well understood by Mazois
1448 

and not mentioned by any 

other scholar – though its small dimension and the insufficient interest for pedestrian activity may be 

two of the reasons. Noack in 1936 included this passage – including its steps—in the plans of his 

1444 
This corridor has the shape of an irregular trapezoid as none of the walls is parallel to each other: its construction was 

clearly due to a desire to have the back wall of the portico parallel to the line of the columns. The public nature of this 

passage is implicit in the fact that it connects two public spaces (street and forum) and that there are not traces of doorways 

connecting it to the adjacent house of Joseph II 
1445 

Besides, such a narrow passage is wide enough for one, maybe two persons. 
1446 

Mazois et al. 1824: vol. 3., p. 22-23. 
1447 

Mazois et al. 1824: vol. 3, Tav. 19bis. 
1448 

Even if in this table (table 19bis of vol 3) the bordering property (house of Giuseppe II) appears unexcavated (that may 

justify the inconsistency), though in the previous volume of the same work (volume 2) Mazois has a full plan of the house 

down to its lower floors. 

386 



 

 

        

 

   

  

   

     

        

       

     

       

      

      

     

        

      

        

       

     

                                                 
                

       

                 

             

               

       

           

  

         

careful study of the terrace houses of Regio VIII, therefore it seems unlikely to be a modern 

construction.
1449 

A.1.1 The Posterula of the Sarno Baths 

1.6.1.1An external ramp in front of the terracing structure of the Sarno Baths 

Kolowski first noted that the 1950s over-excavation
1450 

of the foundations of the terracing 

structure supporting the Sarno Bath had caused the destruction of “the large block-faced (sic) concrete 

structure, probably a solid footing for a stair or ramp once descending to a path to the Sarno river form 

the baths
1451

”: this appears to be a single square pier of little height at the moment of the excavation. It 

is difficult to imagine where this ramp/stair was descending from: at ground level, the placement of this 

ramp/stairway was awkwardly located right in front of the only entrance to the storage area under the 

baths. The baths themselves do not feature any doorway in its correspondence, only windows. It could 

be possible to imagine that the ramp was parallel with the terracing structure and was descending from 

the private apartments above the baths,
1452 

but then the difference in height (10 meters) would needed 

another pier to support the ramp, whose remains were not found during the excavation, which thus 

probably never existed. On the other hand, it is true that the modern excavations were done in haste, 

but it seems difficult that one pier was recorded and the other hauled away without much concern. 

Maybe the ramp had been damaged by the 63 CE earthquake and not yet restored by 79 CE.
1453 

Whatever the solution, we are left with the uncertainty if this was a private ramp allowing suburban 

1449 
Noack and Lehmann 1936: fol. 3. Noack’s plan does not add any detail to what has been observed on the ground: no 

threshold or any other form of closure was depicted. 
1450 

Organized by Maiuri in the 1950’s, they have never been fully published. A quick review can be found in Maiuri 1960.. 

These over-excavation was done to isolate the Roman storage rooms: in fact it was decided to transform them into a deposit 

for archaeological materials to be kept safer thanks to this artificially created difference in height. For references to the 

over-excavation of this area, see Kolowski (note Koloski-Ostrow 1990: 12. 
1451 

Koloski-Ostrow 1990: 12. The foundations of the storage area are in fact exposed for roughly 3.70 m 
1452 

Koloski-Ostrow 1990: 29. 
1453 

Restoration works were in progress in the baths (Koloski-Ostrow 1990: 50–53.) 
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access only to the private apartments and the Sarno baths,
1454 

or if it was public and granting also 

access to the city – an option that Kolowski did not discuss. On the other hand, instead of a ramp it 

could have been a buttress built, following the earthquake of 62 CE to support the original terracing 

1455 
structure . 

A.8 IRR Porta Marina—Porta Ercolano (Insula Occidentalis) 

The occupation process of the fortifications along Insula Occidentalis was long—started already 

in the second century BCE
1456 

—and methodical enough to have concealed them so carefully that 

scholars disagreed for years on their typology and even existence.
1457 

Maiuri himself was not able to 

put this dispute to rest with his meticulous but incomplete work on the city walls: he found the remains 

of a double curtain city wall south of Porta Ercolano, but not all the way to Porta Marina because of a 

lack of excavations.
1458 

Finally by the early 2000s their presence in this western edge of the city 

1459 1460
(generally referred to as Insula Occidentalis ) was soundly established: the double curtain wall 

from Porta Ercolano was following the edge of the plateau until the House of Castricius (VII.16.17), 

after which it descended toward the base of the natural cliff to became a tall terracing wall enclosing 

the semicircular natural protrusion north of Porta Marina. This terracing structure had no agger, but 

was likely crowned by a “monumental” stone parapet, a short section of which has been identified by 

Cassetta and Constantino in the enigmatic wall decorated with semi-columns and Doric capitals at the 

western end of Vicolo dei Soprastanti.
1461 

This section of the vicolo can thus be considered a vestige of 

1454 
Avoiding the longer route through Porta Marina or Stabia. 

1455 
This suggestion was provided by Prof. Kolowski-Ostrow during a personal conversation, whom I thank. 

1456 
See notes 1460. 

1457 th
Van Buren provides a summary of the opinions at the beginning of the 20 c., before Maiuri’s study. Buren 1925: 106. 

1458 
Maiuri 1930: cols 139–148. 

1459 
In reality the Insula Occidentalis is made up by two insulae belonging to two different regions: VI.17 and VII.16. 

1460 
Cassetta and Costantino 2008; Pappalardo, Ciardiello, and Grimaldi 2008; Aoyagi and Pappalardo 2006: vol. 1. 

1461 
Cassetta and Costantino 2008: 202. It is not clear how the Pompeian soldiers would have been able to deploy their 

weapons from behind a parapet much higher than a person. The triangular window visible between the third and fourth 

semicolumn has been interpreted as a lookout to control the straight section of the city walls in the direction of Porta 

Ercolano. Pappalardo agrees on the function of this triangular window as a lookout that he also connects to the presence of 

the Posterula Occidentalis (see Chapter 03). 
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the Samnite inner ring road
1462 

as it flanks this monumental parapet created to protect the Pompeian 

combatants. It is however unclear if Via Consolare-Vicolo del Farmacista and Vicolo Gigante can be 

interpreted likewise: their distance from the city walls is much bigger than the dimensions of any 

agger, thus suggesting that they were not part of the initial ring road. Moreover, the antiquity of Via 

Consolare was proven by Maiuri’s discovery of the street’s Samnite phase,
1463 

and confirmed recently 

by Jones and Robinson who noted that the walls of the insula VI.1 were already aligned with this street 

before the second century BCE:
1464 

Via Consolare appears thus to be an original feature of the area and 

not a new street created following the occupation of the nearby inner-ring road by private dwellings 

built over the city walls. 

The earliest instance of private occupation of the defensive system has been dated to the end of 

the second century BCE, thus allowing the consideration that also the inner ring road came then to be 

partitioned into interrupted sections. In fact, this phenomenon is dated not only thanks to the presence 

1465 1466
of residential walls built in Samnite building techniques and decorated with First Style frescos, 

but also thanks to the Oscan inscription eituns Ve. 25 found in this area and usually dated to the time of 

Sulla’s siege: the text indicates two houses as the limits of the city wall section that the conscripts were 

supposed to defend,
1467 

thus suggesting how certainly by the end of the second century BCE private 

individuals had encroached onto the public city defenses.
1468 

It is unclear whether soldiers were granted 

access to these private houses during war times,
1469 

or if they moved around leaving a small section of 

1462 
Cassetta and Costantino 2008: 202. 

1463 
Maiuri 1973: 98. 

1464 
Jones and Robinson 2007: 390. 

1465 
Aoyagi and Pappalardo 2006: vol. 1. 

1466 
Cassetta and Costantino 2008: 204. 

1467 
The houses are named in the Oscan text as those of Maio Castricio (VII.16.17) and Mara Spurio. Cassetta and 

Costantino identify the House of Mara Spurio with VII.16-12-14, whereas Grimaldi with one of the old houses destroyed by 

the later construction of the House of Fabius Rufus (VII.16.21-22). Cassetta and Costantino 2008: 202–204; Grimaldi 2014: 

41. 
1468 

About the questions raised by the construction of private properties over res sanctae (like the city walls) see Jacobelli 

2001: 31–4. 
1469 

This is what Noack supposed for the houses built onto the southern fortifications of Pompeii – Regio VIII (Noack and 

Lehmann 1936.) 

389 

https://VII.16.17


 

 

    

    

         

  

    

    

    

       

         

        

       

      

   

        

         

  

                                                 
  

              

            

                  

                 

             

             

              

           

               

               

 

the walls unmanned. In addition, this occupation did not happen due to a lack of tactical importance of 

the area: a number of projectiles recovered during recent excavations of the garden of Fabius Rufus
1470 

imply that that this side too was attacked by the Romans, probably because of the presence of a 

pedestrian city gate, the so-called Posterula Occidentalis (see Chapter 03). 

Once this process started, the ring road was first partitioned and then completely occupied, 

leaving only the western end of Vicolo dei Soprastanti and its Doric semicolumns as its visible 

remains. On the other hand, this vestige was coupled—probably from the beginning—with Vicolo 

Gigante, Vicolo del Farmacista and the Via Consolare into a sequence that allowed a direct pedestrian 

connection between Porta Ercolano and Porta Marina. The likelihood of a pedestrian use for this route 

– especially after the removal of the inner ring road—is suggested not only by its topographical 

continuity, but also by its features: besides the presence along Vicolo della Fortuna of a tall and wide 

pedestrian platform interrupting wheel and animal traffic,
1471 

an continuous sidewalk along the western 

side facilitated the movement of people, and thus invited them to use this very path. Such invitation 

was even more evident as the opposite sidewalk on Vicolo del Farmacista was for long traits 

interrupted by a sequence of flashings to protecting the base of the walls from humidity, just as visible 

around the house of the Vettii (for this feature see the subsection “Sidewalks” within Chapter 4). 

1470 
Grimaldi 2014: 24–6. 

1471 
This wide and tall platform was built in front of the house of Fabius Rufus and created a small pedestrian plaza 

occupying the width of Vicolo Farmacista for the extent of the house façade. The difference in height between this “bridge” 
and the street paving implies that not even beasts of burden could not climb up and down, thus effectively allowing the 

movement of only pedestrians. This platform was created to allow dry passage in an area whereto surface water from Via 

Consolare, Vicolo di Modesto and part of Vicolo del Farmacista was directed: six arches open along its sides to allow water 

to fall into an underground drain still operational (it passes below the house of Rufus). The size of the platform is much 

bigger than necessary: two sets of stepping stones would have sufficed to allow a convenient crossing. Thus, given its 

correspondence with the facade of the House of Rufus, it seems likely that it was the house owner who was allowed to 

modify the built environment to increase the visibility of his domus both by disruption of traffic and creation of a small 

pedestrian plaza. For the drain see Overbeck and Mau 1884: 60. For the use of hindrances to increase visibility see Hartnett 

2011a. 
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Figure 2.3.2.1.a (top) the Fountain of Vicolo della Regina 

Figure 2.3.2.1.b (bottom) detail of the iron railing marks 
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Figure 2.3.2.1.c: reconstruction of the railing of the Fountain of Vicolo della Regina (Mazois et al. 

1824, vol. 2, Plate 5) 

Figure 2.3.2.1.e: plan of Via Regina with its fountain (courtesy of Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping 

Project) 
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Figure 3.4 (top): Pedestrian route and shortcut through the Triangular Forum (modified from 

Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping Project) 

Figure 3.5 (middle left): Portico at the entrance of the Small Theater (emphasis in yellow) 

(modified from Mazois et al. 1824, vol. 4, Plate 28). 

Figure 3.6 (middle right): Lower level of Sarno Baths with window for the Posterula 

(Superintendency Photo D3140, early 1950s) 

Figure 3.7 (bottom): reconstructed pedestrian route through the Sarno Bath (modified from 

Koloski-Ostrow 1990, plans 1-5) 
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Figure 4.3.2.a (top): concrete wall flashing with bollards along Casa dei Vettii – Vicolo Mercurio 

(courtesy of Pompeiiinpictures.com) 
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Figure 4.4.1.a Porta Ercolano Map (modified from Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping Project) 
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Figure 4.4.1.b.c.d.e.f. Porta Ercolano and Schola tombs (courtesy of Pompeiiinpictures.com) 

415 

https://Pompeiiinpictures.com


 

 

          

 

  

 

Figure 4.4.2.a Porta Marina Map (modified from Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping Project) 

N
a

v
a

li
a

 ?P
a

th
 t
o

 P
o

rt
a

 E
rc

o
la

n
o

 ?

Suburban Baths 

416 



 

 

            

           

  

       

 

  

 

Figure 4.4.2.b: (top) Porta Marina before 2nd WW (García y García 2006) 

Figure 4.4.2.c: (bottom left) Porta Marina right after September 20, 1943. (Foto SAP, A380 

[Ex A385]) 

Figure 4.4.2.d (bottom right) Schematic map of Porta Marina (from Mau 1884) 

` 
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Figure 4.4.2.e (top) Porta Marina in 2013 

Figure 4.4.2.f (bottom) Pedestrian entrance 
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Figure 4.4.2.g (top) Pedestrian ramp (lower part) within city-gate 

Figure 4.4.2.h (bottom) Pedestrian ramp (upper section) within city-gate 
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Figure 4.4.2.i (top) Via Marina passing through Porta Marina 

Figure 4.4.2.l (bottom) Via Marina – Section B 
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Figure 4.4.2.m (top) : terracing wall for  portico of VII.16 

Figure 4.4.2.n (bottom) terracing wall of the temple of Venus (note the difference in masonry between 

its lower and top sections) 
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Figure 4.4.2.o: (Top) Terracing wall of the Temple of Venus with later restorations 

Figure 4.4.2.p (Bottom) Terraced portico leaning against the structure of Porta Marina 
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Figure 4.4.2.q (top) Via Marina: the bottleneck caused by the temenos of the temple of Venus 

(courtesy of Pompeiinpictures.com) 

Figure 4.4.2.r (bottom) junction between Via Marina and Vicolo Gigante 
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Figure 4.4.2.s (top): Plan of the Suburban Plaza with the LPP cippi (modified from Jacobelli 2001: 

40) 

Figure 4.4.2.t (bottom): Suburban Plaza: the Via Tecta is visible to the left of Via Marina, and so 

the step in the middle of the road (courtesy of Pompeiinpictures.com) 
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Figure 4.4.2.u (top) Via Tecta 

Figure 4.4.2.v (bottom) end of Via Tecta (to the right) and landing to the Suburban Plaza 
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Figure 4.4.2.z (top) Suburban terracing structures (under the shaded the area a possible abolished 

tomb) 

Figure 4.4.2.x (bottom) step in the middle of the suburban Via Marina, and lack of sidewalks 
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Figure 4.4.3.a: Porta Stabia Map (modified from Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping Project) 

Red lines: traffic-through 

Green lines: traffic-to 

The black cross represents the Samnite well in I.1.1 
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Figure 4.4.3.b (top): Porta Stabia Map (Maiuri 1930: tav. 7) 

Figure 4.4.3.c (bottom): Porta Stabia in a 1926 photo (SAP archivio fotografico Negativo 7268) with 

the miliarium CIL 10.1064 clearly visible 
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Figure 4.4.3.d (top) Schola Tomb of Marcus Tullis (courtesy of Pompeiiinpuctures) 

Figure 4.4.3.e (bottom) Partially buried boundary marker of the tomb of Marcus Tullius (EE-08-01, 

00330 = EE-08-01, 00857d) (courtesy of Pompeiiinpuctures) 
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Figure 4.4.3.f (top) schola tomb of Marcus Alleius Minius (courtesy of Pompeiiinpuctures.com) 

Figure 4.4.3.g (bottom) tomb podia found in 2001 (D’Ambrosio 2001: 220) 
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Figure 4.4.3.h (top) Fountain at Porta Stabia (view from the east) 

Figure 4.4.3.i (bottom) Fountain at Porta Stabia (view from the north) 
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Figure 4.4.3.L (top) Drain, sidewalk area and fountain at Porta Stabia (Ellis and Devore 2005: 9) 

Figure 4.4.3.m (bottom) Porta Stabia and its sidewalk (Warsher 1937) 
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Figure 4.4.4.b (top) Porta Nocera from outside 

Figure 4.4.4.c (bottom) Porta Nocera and Via Nocera from inside 

434 



 

 

        

        

 

 
  

Figure 4.4.4.d (top) end of sidewalks along Via Nocera 

Figure 4.4.4.e (bottom) detail of end of sidewalks 
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Figure 4.4.4.f (top) fountain on Via Nocera (easet view) 

Figure 4.4.4.g (bottom) fountain on Via Nocera from south 
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Figure 4.4.4.h (top) Anonymous schola tomb of Porta Nocera 

Figure 4.4.4.i (bottom) back of the anonymous schola tomb 
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Figure 4.4.5a (top left) map of the portals (modified from Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping Project) 

Figures 4.4.5.b.c.d: photos of the portals (1) 
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Figures 4.4.5.e.f.g.h: photo of the portals (2) 
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Figure 4.4.6.a Porta Sarno Map (modified from Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping Project) 

Yellow area: Baths of Iulia Felix 

Red areas: bars (popinae) 
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Figure 4.4.6.b (top) Porta Sarno from within the city 

Figure 4.4.6.c (bottom) Via Abbondanza and sidewalk through Porta Sarno in 2005 (courtesy of 

Pompeiiinpictures.com) 
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Figure 4.4.6.d (top) State of the sidewalk at Porta Sarno in 2013 

Figure 4.4.6.e (bottom) The extra raised sidewalk at the Bath of Iulia Felix (II.4.2-8) 
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Figure 4.4.7.a Porta Nola Map (modified from Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping Project) 

Red line: traffic-through 

Green line: traffic-to 

Yellow line: secondary traffic-through 
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Figure 4.4.7.b (top) Porta Nola 

Figure 4.4.7.c (bottom) fountain at Porta Nola 
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Figure 4.4.7.d (top) Porta Nola (da Maiuri 1930: fig. 27) 

Figure 4.4.7.e (bottom) necropolis of Porta Nola 
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Figure 4.4.7.f (top) map of the Necropolis of Porta Nola (from De Caro 1979: 62) 

Figure 4.4.7.g (bottom) plan of the city gate and the necropolis (from Maiuri 1930: tav. 10) 
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Figure 4.4.7.h (top): city-gate sidewalk of Porta Nola (west view) 
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Figure 4.4.8.a Porta Vesuvio Map (modified from Pompeii Bibliography and Mapping Project) 

Red line: traffic-through 

Green line: traffic-to 

Orange areas: bars with counters 
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Figure 4.4.8.b (top) Porta Vesuvio – detail map (modified from Seiler 2005) 

Red lines: possible traffic-through paths 
Figure 4.4.8.c (bottom) Necropolis of Porta Vesuvio NdS 1910: 400) 
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Figure 4.4.8.d (top) city-gate sidewalk 

Figure 4.4.8.e (bottom) extremity of city-gate sidewalk 
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Figure 4.4.8.f (top) bollards creating a pedestrian passage on the roadway 

Figure 4.4.8.g (bottom) Vicolo Vetii with the fountain and the first set of stepping stones 
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