
McDONALD  INSTITUTE  CONVERSATIONS

Making cities
Economies of production and  
urbanization in Mediterranean  
Europe, 1000–500 bc

Edited by Margarita Gleba,  
Beatriz Marín-Aguilera  
& Bela Dimova 



Making cities





McDONALD  INSTITUTE  CONVERSATIONS

Making cities 
Economies of production and 
urbanization in Mediterranean 
Europe, 1000–500 bc

Edited by Margarita Gleba,  
Beatriz Marín-Aguilera & Bela Dimova

with contributions from
David Alensio, Laura Álvarez, Giovanna Bagnasco Gianni, William Balco, 
Lesley Beaumont, Jeffrey Becker, Zisis Bonias, Simona Carosi, Letizia 
Ceccarelli, Manuel Fernández-Götz, Eric Gailledrat, Giovanna Gambacurta, 
David Garcia i Rubert, Karina Grömer, Javier Jiménez Ávila, Rafel Journet, 
Michael Kolb, Antonis Kotsonas, Emanuele Madrigali, Matilde Marzullo, 
Francesco Meo, Paolo Michelini, Albert Nijboer, Robin Osborne, Phil  
Perkins, Jacques Perreault, Claudia Piazzi, Karl Reber, Carlo Regoli,  
Corinna Riva, Andrea Roppa, Marisa Ruiz-Gálvez, Joan Sanmartí Grego, 
Christopher Smith, Simon Stoddart, Despoina Tsiafaki, Anthony Tuck,  
Ioulia Tzonou, Massimo Vidale & Jaime Vives-Ferrándiz Sanchez



 
Published by:
McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research
University of Cambridge
Downing Street
Cambridge, UK
CB2 3ER
(0)(1223) 339327
eaj31@cam.ac.uk
www.mcdonald.cam.ac.uk

McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research, 2021 

© 2021 McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research.  
Making cities is made available under a Creative Commons  
Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 (International)  
Licence: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

ISBN: 978-1-913344-06-1

On the cover: Urbanization of Mediterranean Europe powered by sails, by Kelvin Wilson. 

Cover design by Dora Kemp and Ben Plumridge.
Typesetting and layout by Ben Plumridge.

Edited for the Institute by Cyprian Broodbank (Acting Series Editor).



v

Contents
Contributors ix
Figures xiii
Tables xvii

Chapter 1 Making cities: economies of production and urbanization in Mediterranean Europe,  
 1000–500 bc 1
 Bela Dimova, Margarita Gleba & Beatriz Marín-Aguilera
 Definitions of urbanism 2
 Urbanism and textiles 2
 Contributions to this volume 3
 Cover illustration 4

Part I Eastern Mediterranean 
Chapter 2 Argilos: the booming economy of a silent city 9
 Jacques Perreault & Zisis Bonias

Chapter 3 Regional economies and productions in the Thermaic Gulf area 21
 Despoina Tsiafaki
 Thermaic Gulf economies and production 22
 Ancient Therme and its harbour 26
 Conclusion 34

Chapter 4 Production activities and consumption of textiles in Early Iron Age Eretria 39
 Karl Reber
 Eretria in the Early Iron Age 39
 Eretria’s economic situation 41
 The production and consumption of textiles 41
 Conclusion 45

Chapter 5 Productive economy and society at Zagora 47
 Lesley A. Beaumont

Chapter 6 Making Cretan cities: urbanization, demography and economies of production in the  
 Early Iron Age and the Archaic period 57
 Antonis Kotsonas
 Urbanization 58
 Demography 66
 Economies of production 69
 Conclusion 71

Chapter 7 Production, urbanization, and the rise of Athens in the Archaic period 77
 Robin Osborne

Chapter 8 Making Corinth, 800–500 bc: production and consumption in Archaic Corinth 89
 Ioulia Tzonou
 Eighth century, to the end of the Geometric period and the transition into the Early  
   Protocorinthian, 720 bc 95
 Seventh century, the Protocorinthian and Transitional period into Early Corinthian, 720–620 bc 97
 Sixth century, the Corinthian period, 620–500 bc 98
 Conclusion 100



vi

Part II Central Mediterranean 
Chapter 9 Making cities in Veneto between the tenth and the sixth century bc 107
 Giovanna Gambacurta
 Urbanization criteria 107
 Landscape and population 109
 Settlements 110
 Necropoleis 111
 Borders and shrines 112
 Inscriptions 114
 Myths 115
 Conclusion 116

Chapter 10 Attached versus independent craft production in the formation of the early city-state  
 of Padova (northeastern Italy, first millennium bc) 123
 Massimo Vidale & Paolo Michelini
 Materials and methods 124
 General patterns of industrial location 126
 Methodological issues 128
 The craft industries through time 130
 New craft locations: size and size variations through time 131
 Duration of urban craft workshops 132
 Ceramic, copper and iron processing sites: size versus duration of activities 133
 Discussion 134
 A historical reconstruction 138
 Onset of proto-currency and the issue of remuneration 141
 Conclusion 142

Chapter 11 Resource and ritual: manufacturing and production at Poggio Civitate 147
 Anthony Tuck

Chapter 12 Perugia: the frontier city 161
 Letizia Ceccarelli & Simon Stoddart
 Geology and culture 161
 History of research 163
 The emerging city from the rural landscape 165
 The topographical development of the city 166
 The city and its hinterland 168
 The rural settlements associated with the city 169
 Conclusion 172

Chapter 13 Tarquinia: themes of urbanization on the Civita and the Monterozzi Plateaus 177
 Giovanna Bagnasco Gianni, Matilde Marzullo & Claudia Piazzi
 Approaching themes of urbanization at Tarquinia 177
 On the positioning of the protostoric site of Calvario and its road links 178
 The Calvario village on the Monterozzi Plateau and its economic activities during the eighth  
   century bc  180
 The process of urbanization based on the evidence for the fortifications 185
 The limits of Tarquinia before its fortification, a theoretical approach 188

Chapter 14 Prolegomena to the material culture of Vulci during the Orientalizing period in the  
 light of new discoveries 195
 Simona Carosi & Carlo Regoli
 New data from Poggio Mengarelli Necropolis 195
 Conclusion 202



vii

Making cities: economies of production and urbanization in Mediterranean Europe, 1000–500 bc

Chapter 15 Defining space, making the city: urbanism in Archaic Rome 205
 Jeffrey A. Becker
 Making civic space – the Forum Romanum and its environs 206
 Monumentality 210
 Peri-urban evidence 211
 Discussion 214

Chapter 16 Commodities, the instability of the gift, and the codification of cultural encounters  
 in Archaic southern Etruria 219
 Corinna Riva
 Agricultural surplus and a new funerary ideology 220
 Oversize vessels and fixing the gift 221
 Codification in the encounter 222
 Conclusion 226

Chapter 17 The Etruscan pithos revolution 231
 Phil Perkins
 The pithos as artefact 232
 Making pithoi 236
 Using pithoi 240
 Socio-economic agency of pithoi 243
 Pithoi, economic development, and inequality 245
 Pithoi,  economic growth and cities 248
 Conclusion 250

Chapter 18 Birth and transformation of a Messapian settlement from the Iron Age to the Classical  
 period: Muro Leccese 259
 Francesco Meo
 The Iron Age village 259
 The Archaic and Classical settlement 266
 The Hellenistic period and the end of the town 276

Chapter 19 Indigenous urbanism in Iron Age western Sicily 281
 Michael J. Kolb & William M. Balco
 Settlement layout 282
 Demographic changes 286
 Production, consumption and exchange 288
 Ritual and cultic activity 290
 Conclusion 291

Part III Western Mediterranean 
Chapter 20 Colonial production and urbanization in Iron Age to early Punic Sardinia  
 (eighth–fifth century bc) 299
 Andrea Roppa & Emanuele Madrigali
 Colonial production and amphora distribution in Iron Age Sardinia 299
 Case studies: Nora and S’Urachi 301
 Discussion 305
 Colonial economies and urbanization 309

Chapter 21 Entanglements and the elusive transfer of technological know-how, 1000–700 bc:  
 elite prerogatives and migratory swallows in the western Mediterranean 313
 Albert J. Nijboer
 Movement of peoples and goods 314
 Iron 316
 The alphabet 319
 Early monumental architecture 321
 Discussion and epilogue 323



viii

Chapter 1

Chapter 22 Making cities, producing textiles: the Late Hallstatt Fürstensitze 329
 Manuel Fernández-Götz & Karina Grömer
 Monumentality, production and consumption: the settlement evidence 330
 Textile use and display in funerary contexts 336
 Conclusion 340

Chapter 23 From household to cities: habitats and societies in southern France during the Early Iron Age 345
 Éric Gailledrat
 A question of time 346
 A contrasted image 347
 From one Mediterranean to another 348
 The evanescent settlement 349
 The emergence of the fortified group settlement 351
 The oppida of the sixth–fifth centuries bc 354
 The house in the context of the group settlement 358
 Craftspeople, crafts and workshops 361
 Conclusion 363

Chapter 24 Urbanization and early state formation: elite control over manufacture in Iberia  
 (seventh to third century bc) 367
 Joan Sanmartí, David Asensio & Rafel Jornet
 The historical process 367
 Craft in its social context 369
 Conclusion 380

Chapter 25 Productive power during the Early Iron Age (c. 650–575 bc) at the Sant Jaume Complex  
 (Alcanar, Catalonia, Spain) 385
 Laura Álvarez, Mariona Arnó, Jorge A. Botero, Laia Font, David Garcia i Rubert,  
 Marta Mateu, Margarita Rodés, Maria Tortras, Carme Saorin & Ana Serrano
 The Sant Jaume Complex 385
 Production in the Sant Jaume Complex chiefdom 388
 Conclusion 392

Chapter 26 Not all that glitters is gold: urbanism and craftspeople in non-class or non-state run societies 395
 Marisa Ruiz-Gálvez
 Craftspeople and workshops in Iberia 395
 Workshops in Iberia 398
 The Iberians as a House Society 400
 Conclusion 404

Chapter 27 Urbanization and social change in southeast Iberia during the Early Iron Age 409
 Jaime Vives-Ferrándiz Sánchez
 Iberian urbanization: connectivity and dispersed territories 409
 Local economies into broader networks 411
 Agricultural intensification 412
 Urbanization, institutions and political authority 415
 Conclusion 420

Chapter 28 ‘Building palaces in Spain’: rural economy and cities in post-Orientalizing Extremadura 425
 Javier Jiménez Ávila
 Cancho Roano as a phenomenon 429
 The ‘post-Orientalizing’ world 432
 Post-Orientalizing economies 432
 Countryside and cities 438
 Final remarks 440

Part IV Conclusion 
Chapter 29 Craft and the urban community: industriousness and socio-economic development 447
 Christopher Smith



ix

Contributors
David Alensio 
Departament de Prehistòria, Història Antiga 
i Arqueologia, Universitat de Barcelona, C/
Montalegre 6-8, 08001 Barcelona, Spain
Email: davidasensio@ub.edu

Laura Álvarez Estapé
Independent scholar
Email: laura.alvarezestape@gmail.com 

Giovanna Bagnasco Gianni 
Dipartimento di Beni Culturali e Ambientali, 
Università degli Studi di Milano, via Festa del 
Perdono 7, 20122 Milano, Italy
Email: giovanna.bagnasco@unimi.it 

William Balco
Department of History, Anthropology, and 
Philosophy, University of North Georgia, Barnes 
Hall 327, Dahlonega, GA 30597, USA
Email: william.balco@ung.edu 

Lesley Beaumont
Department of Archaeology, Faculty of Arts & Social 
Sciences, The University of Sydney, A18, Sydney, 
NSW 2006, Australia
Email: lesley.beaumont@sydney.edu.au

Jeffrey Becker
Department of Middle Eastern and Ancient 
Mediterranean Studies, Binghamton University – 
State University of New York, 4400 Vestal Parkway 
East, PO Box 6000, Binghamton, NY 13902-6000, 
USA
Email: beckerj@binghamton.edu

Zisis Bonias
Ephorate of Antiquities of Kavala-Thasos, Erythrou 
Stavrou 17, Kavala 65110, Greece
Email: zbonias@yahoo.gr 

Simona Carosi 
Soprintendenza Archeologia Belle Arti e Paesaggio 
per l’area metropolitana di Roma, la provincia di 
Viterbo e l’Etruria meridionale, Palazzo Patrizi 
Clementi, via Cavalletti n.2, 00186 Roma, Italy
Email: simona.carosi@beniculturali.it 

Letizia Ceccarelli 
Department of Chemistry, Materials and Chemical 
Engineering ‘G.Natta’, Politecnico di Milano, Piazza 
Leonardo da Vinci 32, 20133 Milano, Italy
Email: letizia.ceccarelli@polimi.it 

Bela Dimova
British School at Athens, Souidias 52, Athens 10676, 
Greece
Email: bela.dimova@bsa.ac.uk 

Manuel Fernández-Götz 
School of History, Classics and Archaeology, 
University of Edinburgh, William Robertson Wing, 
Old Medical School, Teviot Place, Edinburgh,  
EH8 9AG, UK 
Email: M.Fernandez-Gotz@ed.ac.uk 

Eric Gailledrat
CNRS, Archéologie des Sociétés Méditerranéennes, 
UMR 5140, Université Paul Valéry-Montpellier 3, 
F-34199, Montpellier cedex 5, France
Email: eric.gailledrat@cnrs.fr 

Giovanna Gambacurta
Dipartimento di Studi Umanistici, Università Ca’ 
Foscari Venezia, Palazzo Malcanton Marcorà, 
Dorsoduro 3484/D, 30123 Venezia, Italy
Email: giovanna.gambacurta@unive.it

David Garcia I Rubert
Departament de Prehistòria, Història Antiga i 
Arqueologia, Universitat de Barcelona, Carrer 
Montalegre 6, 08001 Barcelona, Spain
Email: dgarciar@ub.edu 

Margarita Gleba
Dipartimento dei Beni Culturali, Università degli 
Studi di Padova, Piazza Capitaniato 7, Palazzo 
Liviano, 35139 Padova, Italy
Email: margarita.gleba@unipd.it 

Karina Grömer
Natural History Museum Vienna, Department of 
Prehistory, Burgring 7, 1010 Vienna, Austria
Email: karina.groemer@nhm-wien.ac.at 



x

Javier Jiménez Ávila
Consejería de Cultura, Turismo y Deporte – Junta 
de Extremadura, Edificio Tercer Milenio, Módulo 4, 
Avda. de Valhondo s/n, 06800 Mérida, Spain
Email: jjimavila@hotmail.com 

Rafel Journet
Departament de Prehistòria, Història Antiga 
i Arqueologia, Universitat de Barcelona, C/
Montalegre 6-8, 08001 Barcelona, Spain
Email: rafeljornet@ub.edu 

Michael Kolb 
Department of Sociology and Anthropology, 
Metropolitan State University of Denver, Campus 
Box 19, P.O. Box 173362, Denver, CO 80217-3362, 
USA
Email: mkolb5@msudenver.edu 

Antonis Kotsonas
Institute for the Study of the Ancient World, New 
York University, 15 East 84th St., New York, NY 
10028, USA
Email: ak7509@nyu.edu 

Emanuele Madrigali
Independent scholar
Email: e.madrigali@gmail.com

Beatriz Marín-Aguilera
McDonald Institute for Archaeological Research, 
University of Cambridge, Downing Street, 
Cambridge CB2 3DZ, UK
Email: bm499@cam.ac.uk 

Matilde Marzullo 
Coordinating Research Centre ‘Tarquinia Project’, 
Dipartimento di Beni Culturali e Ambientali, 
Università degli Studi di Milano, via Festa del 
Perdono 7, 20122 Milano, Italy
Email: matilde.marzullo@unimi.it 

Francesco Meo
Dipartimento di Beni Culturali, Università del 
Salento, Via D. Birago, 64, 73100 Lecce, Italy
Email: francesco.meo@unisalento.it

Paolo Michelini
P.ET.R.A., Società Cooperativa ARL, Via Matera, 7 
a/b, 35143 Padova, Italy
Email: paolo.mik@libero.it

Albert Nijboer
Groningen Institute of Archaeology, Poststraat 6, 
9712 ER Groningen, The Netherlands
Email: a.j.nijboer@rug.nl 

Robin Osborne
University of Cambridge, Faculty of Classics, 
Sidgwick Avenue, Cambridge CB3 9DA, UK
Email: ro225@cam.ac.uk 

Phil Perkins
Classical Studies, School of Arts & Humanities,  
The Open University, Perry C Second Floor, 25, 
Walton Hall, Milton Keynes MK7 6AA, UK
Email: Phil.Perkins@open.ac.uk

Jacques Perreault 
Université de Montréal C.P. 6128, Succursale 
Centre-Ville Montréal, QC, H3C 3J7, Canada 
Email: jacques.y.perreault@umontreal.ca 

Claudia Piazzi 
Coordinating Research Centre ‘Tarquinia Project’, 
Dipartimento di Beni Culturali e Ambientali, 
Università degli Studi di Milano, via Festa del 
Perdono 7, 20122 Milano, Italy
Email: claudia.piazzi2@gmail.com 

Karl Reber 
Université de Lausanne, Anthropole 4011, 1015 
Lausanne, Switzerland
Email: karl.reber@unil.ch 

Carlo Regoli 
Fondazione Vulci, Parco Naturalistico Archeologico 
di Vulci, 01014 Montalto di Castro (Viterbo), Italy
Email: caregoli@gmail.com

Corinna Riva
Institute of Archaeology, University College 
London, 31–34 Gordon Square, London  
WC1H 0PY, UK
Email: c.riva@ucl.ac.uk 

Andrea Roppa 
Independent scholar
Email: roppaandrea@gmail.com 

Marisa Ruiz-Gálvez
Departamento de Prehistoria, Historia Antigua y 
Arqueología, Universidad Complutense de Madrid, 
Edificio B C/ Profesor Aranguren, s/n Ciudad 
Universitaria, 28040 Madrid, Spain
Email: marisar.gp@ghis.ucm.es 



xi

Joan Sanmartí Grego
Departament de Prehistòria, Història Antiga i 
Arqueologia, Universitat de Barcelona, Carrer 
Montalegre 6, 08001 Barcelona, Spain
Email: sanmarti@ub.edu 

Christopher Smith 
School of Classics, University of St Andrews, Fife 
KY16 9AL, UK
Email: cjs6@st-and.ac.uk

Simon Stoddart 
Department of Archaeology, University of 
Cambridge, Downing Street, Cambridge  
CB2 3DZ, UK 
Email: ss16@cam.ac.uk 

Despoina Tsiafaki
Culture & Creative Industries Department, ‘Athena’: 
Research & Innovation Center in Information, 
Communication & Knowledge Technologies. 
Building of ‘Athena’ R.C., University Campus of 
Kimmeria, P.O. Box 159, Xanthi 67100, Greece
Email: tsiafaki@ipet.gr 

Anthony Tuck
Department of Classics, University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, 524 Herter Hall, 161 Presidents Drive 
Amherst, MA 01003, USA
Email: atuck@classics.umass.edu 

Ioulia Tzonou
Corinth Excavations, American School of Classical 
Studies at Athens, Ancient Corinth 20007, Greece
Email: itzonou.corinth@ascsa.edu.gr 

Massimo Vidale 
Dipartimento dei Beni Culturali, Università degli 
Studi di Padova, Piazza Capitaniato 7, Palazzo 
Liviano, 35139 Padova, Italy
Email: massimo.vidale@unipd.it 

Jaime Vives-Ferrándiz Sanchez
Museu de Prehistòria de València
Email: jaime.vivesferrandiz@dival.es 





xiii

Figures

1.1 Map indicating the volume coverage.   4
2.1 Argilos, aerial view.   10
2.2 Argilos, general plan.   10
2.3 Small furnace in building E.   11
2.4 View of building L.   12
2.5 Plan of Koutloudis area with buildings H, L, P, and Q.   13
2.6 Building L, press-bed in room 4.   13
2.7 Building Q, room 1.   14
2.8 Building L, room 11, crushed amphorae.   16
2.9 Dividing wall between L7–L8 with remains of clay over the lower courses of stone.   17
2.10 Building L, facades of L2–L3.   18
3.1 Thermaic Gulf region.   22
3.2 Iron sword, grave offering, Nea Philadelphia cemetery, late sixth century bc.   24
3.3 Miniature iron wagon, grave offering, Sindos cemetery, late sixth century bc.   25
3.4 Methone. Pottery kilns in Building A at Sector B.   26
3.5 Ancient settlement at Karabournaki, aerial view.   27
3.6 Ancient settlement at Karabournaki, storeroom with pithoi.   28
3.7 ‘Eggshell’ type vases made at the pottery workshop at Karabournaki.   29
3.8 Karabournaki settlement metal workshop.   30
3.9 Weaving tools from the Karabournaki settlement.   31
3.10 Loom weight with stamp depicting a satyr, Karabournaki settlement.   32
3.11 Karabournaki: distribution of textile production tools within the excavated area.   33
4.1 Map of Geometric Eretria.   40
4.2 Plan of the Sanctuary of Apollo in the eighth century bc.   40
4.3 Spindle whorl with dedication, from the Sanctuary of Apollo.   42
4.4 Cruche à haut col C41 (tankard) from the Aire sacrificielle.   42
4.5 Cruche à haut col C37 (tankard) from the Aire sacrificielle.   43
4.6 Fragment of linen from Grave 10 in the Heroon Necropolis.   44
4.7 Close-ups of wool weft-faced textiles from the Heroon Necropolis.   45
5.1 View of Zagora promontory from the northeast.   48
5.2 Plan of Zagora.   49
5.3 Aerial view of Trench 11, partially excavated.   52
6.1 Map of Crete showing sites mentioned in the text.   58
6.2 Plan of Karphi.   59
6.3 Plan of the Knossos valley.   62
6.4 Plan of Prinias.   64
6.5 Plan of Azoria.   65
6.6 Knossos North Cemetery: maximum and minimum number of cremation urns over time.   68
6.7 Knossos North Cemetery: number of cremation urns per year.   68
6.8 Fortetsa Cemetery: number of burials over time.   68
6.9 Fortetsa Cemetery: number of burials per year.   68
6.10 Reconstruction of the pottery workshop at Mandra di Gipari, near Prinias.   70
7.1 Attica, 1050–900 bc.   80
7.2 Attica, 900–800 bc.   80
7.3 Attica, 800–700 bc.   81
7.4 Attica, 700–600 bc.   81
7.5 Attica, 600–500 bc.   85
8.1 Map of the northeast Peloponnese showing sites mentioned in the text.   90
8.2 Corinth: Geometric Period multiphase plan (900–720 bc).   91
8.3 Corinth: Protocorinthian to Transitional Period multiphase plan (720–620 bc).   91
8.4 Corinth: Corinthian Period multiphase plan (620–500 bc).   92
8.5 Corinth: fifth century bc multiphase plan.   93



xiv

8.6 Corinth: multiphase plan up to 400 bc.   93
8.7 Corinth: Forum, all periods.   94
8.8 South Stoa, Tavern of Aphrodite Foundry.   99
8.9 Late Corinthian kraters from the sixth-century bc floor.   101
8.10 The Arachne aryballos, Late Early Corinthian or Middle Corinthian (600 bc).   102
9.1 Maps of Veneto.   108
9.2 Maps of cities with different orientations: a) Oderzo; b) Padova.   110
9.3 Este, clay andirons with ram’s heads.   112
9.4  Padova, funerary stone monuments: a) Camin; b) Albignasego.   112
9.5  Padova, via Tadi, boundary stone with Venetic inscription on two sides.   114
9.6  Padova, via C. Battisti, boundary stone with Venetic inscription on four sides.   114
9.7  Padova, via Tiepolo–via San Massimo 1991, Grave 159, bronze figured belt-hook.   115
9.8 Este, Casa di Ricovero, Grave 23/1993 or Nerka’s grave.   116
9.9 Isola Vicentina, stele with Venetic inscription.   117
10.1 Location of Padova and the study area in northeastern Italy.   124
10.2 Padova, general cumulative map of the craft locations, c. 825–50 bc.   125
10.3 Padova, location of the craft areas and workshops in the early urban core.   127
10.4 Padova, the extra-urban location of craft industries in Roman times.   129
10.5 New manufacturing areas per different craft.   131
10.6 Maximum total area occupied by craft production sites.   132
10.7 New craft areas activated in each period.   132
10.8 Frequency distribution of dimensional class of craft areas per period.   132
10.9 Padova, Questura, site 2, northeast sector.   133
10.10 Workshop size and duration of activity.   134
10.11 Padova, Questura, site 2. Ceramic tuyère.   136
10.12 Padova, Questura, site 2. Cluster of fine feasting pottery.   137
10.13 Padova, Questura, site 2. Antler combs from the metallurgical workshop.   137
10.14 Sherds of Attic pottery from workshop areas in Padova.   138
10.15 Padova, Piazza Castello, site 3: vertical kiln and modular perforated grid.   139
10.16 Part of an elite grave’s furnishings from Padova, end of the eighth century bc.   140
10.17 Vessels from the cemetery of Piovego, Padova, fifth century bc.   141
11.1 Map of central Italy.   148
11.2 Early Phase Orientalizing Complex Building 4 (c. 725–675 bc) reconstruction.   148
11.3 Orientalizing Complex (c. 675–600 bc) reconstruction.   149
11.4 Archaic Phase Structure (c. 600–530 bc) reconstruction.   149
11.5 Orientalizing Complex roofing elements.   150
11.6 Partially worked and complete bone, antler and ivory.   150
11.7 Unfired cover tiles with human footprints.   151
11.8 Distribution of variable sized spindle whorls.   152
11.9 Carbonized seeds from Orientalizing Complex Building 2/Workshop.   153
11.10 Fragment of statuette from Orientalizing Complex Building 2/Workshop.   153
11.11 Frieze plaque depicting banqueting scene, Archaic Phase Structure.   155
11.12 Elements of a banquet service from the Orientalizing Complex.   155
11.13 Compote with incised khi.   156
11.14 Map of Poggio Civitate and surrounding traces of settlements or other human activity.   157
12.1 Location of Perugia.   162
12.2 The immediate environs of Perugia with key sites.   162
12.3 The geological context of Perugia.   163
12.4 Plan of the city of Perugia.   166
12.5 Hierarchical relationship of Perugia to its territory.   169
12.6 Civitella d’Arna survey area.   171
12.7 Montelabate survey area.   172
13.1 Positioning of the structures of the Calvario.   179
13.2 Tarquinia and its territory around the middle of the eighth century bc.   180



xv

13.3 Plan of the Villanovan village on the Monterozzi Plateau.   181
13.4 Plans of some of the Villanovan huts.   183
13.5 Finds from the huts.   184
13.6 Walls, gateways and roads of ancient Tarquinia.   185
13.7 Tarquinia, Bocchoris Tomb, lid.   189
14.1 Location of the excavation area at Vulci.   196
14.2 Aerial photograph of the excavation (2016–2018).   197
14.3 General plan of the excavation (2016–2018).   197
14.4 Textile fragment from the ‘Tomb of the Golden Scarab’.   198
14.5 Detail of the grave goods from Tomb 35 during excavation.   199
14.6 Tomb 29 during excavation.   200
14.7 Tomb 29: detail of the traces of cloth on the lid of the sheet bronze stamnos.   201
14.8 Tomb 72: a textile with colour pattern of small red and white checks.   202
15.1 Plan of Rome’s territory in the Archaic period.   206
15.2 Area of the Volcanal and the Comitium in the seventh and sixth centuries bc.   207
15.3 Reconstructed plan of Rome within the so-called ‘Servian Wall’.   208
15.4 Sketch plan of the area of the Forum Boarium and Velabrum in the seventh century bc.   210
15.5 Phase 1 of the so-called ‘Auditorium site’ villa.   212
15.6 Phase 2 of the so-called ‘Auditorium site’ villa.   212
15.7 The Republican ‘Villa delle Grotte’ at Grottarossa.   213
16.1 White-on-red pithos with lid, Cerveteri.   223
16.2 Figurative decoration of the Gobbi krater.   224
16.3 Black-figure amphora, Vulci, side A.   226
16.4 Black-figure amphora, Vulci, side B.   226
17.1 Pithos types 1–6.   233
17.2 Distribution map of Etruscan pithoi within the study area in Etruria.   240
17.3 Comparison between the altitude of pithos find spots and the range of altitude.   241
17.4 Map of sample area.   242
17.5 Distribution of architectural terracottas, pithoi, amphorae, and tiles.   249
18.1 Muro Leccese and the other Iron Age settlements in the Salento peninsula.   260
18.2 Muro Leccese, find spots of Early Iron Age and Archaic ceramics and structures.   261
18.3 Muro Leccese, Cunella district, traces of two huts.   262
18.4 Muro Leccese, DTM with location of the Iron Age ceramics and structures.   263
18.5 Vases and decorative motifs characteristic of matt-painted ware from Muro Leccese.   264
18.6 Vases imported from Greece and Greek apoikiai.   265
18.7 The Messapian era road network in the Salento peninsula.   267
18.8 Muro Leccese, Palombara district.   268
18.9 Muro Leccese, Palombara district. Vases.   270
18.10 Muro Leccese, Cunella district. Plan of the residential building.   272
18.11 Diorama of the place of worship in the archaeological area of Cunella.   273
18.12 Muro Leccese, Masseria Cunella district. Tombs 1 and 2.   274
18.13 Muro Leccese, fourth century bc walls.   275
19.1 Map of Sicily, showing the Bronze Age sites mentioned in the text.   282
19.2 The defensive wall at Bronze Age site of Mursia, Pantelleria.   283
19.3 The Late Bronze Age excavations at Mokarta.   283
19.4 Monte Bonifato, showing its steep approaches.   284
19.5 Map of western Sicily showing the Iron Age sites mentioned in the text.   284
19.6 The urban layout of Eryx.   285
19.7 The urban layout of Segesta.   286
19.8 The orthogonal grid and Iron Age/Classical/Hellenistic finds of Salemi.   287
19.9 The archaeological sites of Salemi territory.   287
19.10 The temple of Segesta, facing west.   291
20.1 Map of Sardinia showing sites mentioned in the text.   300
20.2 Plan of Nora and the Punic quarter under the forum.   301



xvi

20.3 Main amphora types discussed.   302
20.4 Dating profiles of amphora types.   303
20.5 Plan of nuraghe S’Urachi and cross-section of the ditch in area E.   304
20.6 Dating profile of the amphora types from the case study at nuraghe S’Urachi.   305
20.7 Dating profiles of Phoenician amphora types.   306
21.1 Early iron and the distribution of Huelva-Achziv type fibulae on the Iberian Peninsula.   317
21.2 Three copper alloy bowls dated to the decades around 800 bc.   319
21.3 The Phoenician, Euboean, Etruscan and Latin alphabetic letters.   320
21.4 Early monumental architecture in Italy and Spain.   322
21.5 Provenance of ceramics from the ninth century bc, pre-Carthage Utica (Tunis).   324
22.1 Fürstensitze north of the Alps and selected sites in Mediterranean Europe.   330
22.2 The Heuneburg agglomeration during the mudbrick wall phase.   331
22.3 Indicative lifespans of selected Fürstensitze sites.   331
22.4 Aerial view of the gatehouse of the Heuneburg lower town during the excavation.   332
22.5 Large ditch at the south foot of wall 3 at Mont Lassois.   333
22.6 Reconstructed monumental building in the Heuneburg Open-Air Museum.   334
22.7 Fired clay loom weight and spindle whorls from the Heuneburg.   335
22.8 Comparison between grave textiles and other textiles.   337
22.9 Tablet-woven band, reproduced after a textile from Hochdorf.   338
22.10 Functions of textiles in graves.   339
23.1 Map of the south of France showing the main settlements of the Early Iron Age.   346
23.2 Mailhac (Aude).   350
23.3 Examples of apsidal floorplans of wattle-and-daub (a) or cob houses (b–d).   352
23.4 Examples of rectangular floorplans of houses with one or more rooms.   353
23.5 Pech Maho (Sigean, Aude).   355
23.6 Examples of functional combinations of apsidal and rectangular floorplans.   356
23.7 Early examples of urban planning combining blocks of houses with a system of streets.   357
23.8 a–c) Examples of rectangular floorplans; d–e) houses of La Liquière.   359
23.9 Montlaurès (Narbonne, Aude).   360
24.1 Map of northern Iberia showing the sites mentioned in the text.   368
24.2 Pottery workshop of Hortes de Cal Pons.   371
24.3 Bases of Iberian amphorae.   372
24.4 Les Guàrdies (El Vendrell).   373
24.5 Castellet de Banyoles.   375
24.6 Mas Castellar de Pontós.   376
24.7 Coll del Moro de Gandesa.   378
24.8 Sant Antoni de Calaceit.   379
24.9 Els Estinclells.   380
25.1 General location of the area under study.   386
25.2 View of Sant Jaume.   387
25.3 Plan of Sant Jaume.   387
25.4 Aerial view of La Moleta del Remei.   389
25.5 Aerial view of La Ferradura.   389
26.1 Tumulus ‘A’ at Setefilla.   396
26.2 Sample of matrices and tools from the so-called goldsmith’s graves at Cabezo Lucero.   397
26.3 Iberian tombs with grave goods connected with weighing metal.   398
26.4 Spatial distribution of tools in rooms of Iberian oppida.   400
26.5 Iberian funerary pillars crowned by heraldic beasts.   402
26.6 Enthroned Iberian ladies: a) Cerro de los Santos; b) Baza.   403
26.7 Reconstructions: a) La Bastida de les Alcusses; b) El Castellet de Banyoles.   403
26.8 Bronze horseman from La Bastida de Les Alcusses and reconstruction as a sceptre.   404
27.1 Map of the study area showing the main sites mentioned in the text.   410
27.2 Metallurgical workshop at La Fonteta.   412
27.3 Plan of Alt de Benimaquia and local amphorae.   413



xvii

27.4 Plan of El Oral.   414
27.5 The territory of El Puig d’Alcoi and the secondary rural settlements.   416
27.6 Different furnaces for iron metalwork from La Cervera.   416
27.7 Plans of walled settlements: a) Covalta; b) Puig d’Alcoi; c) La Bastida de les Alcusses.   417
27.8 Aerial view of the storerooms at La Bastida de les Alcusses.   418
27.9 Plan of Block 5 at La Bastida de les Alcusses.   419
27.10 Weapons ritually ‘killed’ in the West Gate, La Bastida de les Alcusses.   419
28.1 Cancho Roano: a) general plan; b–c) reconstructions of the external rooms.   426
28.2 Map of sites considered as post-Orientalizing palatial complexes.   427
28.3 La Mata.   428
28.4 Post-Orientalizing settlements: a,d) El Chaparral; b) La Carbonera; c) Los Caños.   431
28.5 Millstones and amphorae from post-Orientalizing sites in Middle Guadiana.   433
28.6 Storage building at the Orientalizing site of El Palomar, Oliva de Mérida.   434
28.7 Greek pottery from Cancho Roano, late fifth century bc.   436
28.8 Antique (sixth-century bc) goods in post-Orientalizing contexts.   437
28.9 The Orientalizing site of Medellín.   439
28.10 Ancient toponymy in southwestern Iberia.  440

Tables

7.1 Sites in Attica, late eleventh to seventh century bc.   78
8.1 Dates: abbreviations and chronology.   90
9.1 List of criteria for defining cities.   108
9.2 Inventory of houses and buildings with their shape, dimensions and chronology.   111
10.1 Variations through time of principal type of craft occupation.   128
10.2 Variations through time of the maximum area of all craft occupations.   129
10.3 Padova, average duration in years of the main craft occupations for each period.   129
10.4 Padova, the development of craft industries as monitored in 29 craft workshops.   130
10.5 Positive correlation between size and duration of activity of craft workshops.   134
10.6 The composition of funerary vessels in the earliest graves from Padova.   140
14.1 Types of tombs excavated at Poggio Mengarelli, Vulci (2016–2018).  196
17.1 Type 1.   234
17.2 Type 2.   234
17.3 Type 3.   235
17.4 Type 3A.   235
17.5 Type 3B.   235
17.6 Type 3C.   236
17.7 Type 4.   236
17.8 Type 5.   237
17.9 Type 6.   237
17.10 Chaîne opératoire of Etruscan pithos manufacture.   238
21.1 Number of iron artefacts per phase at Torre Galli (c. 950–850 bc).   318





205

approach a place like Rome, with its deeply embed-
ded mytho-historical backstory. This tangle of sources 
results in the formation of rather dogmatic intellectual 
camps that can alternately call for the wholesale 
abandonment of misleading textual sources to being 
persuaded to admit that the texts might contain some 
kernel of historical fact (see Claridge 2018 for comments 
on adopting what seems to be a radical, archaeology-
driven approach to Roman topography). Discussions 
of urbanism are not immune from this debate and can 
benefit from a consideration of the viewpoints offered 
by both the textual and the archaeological record. This 
intersection of source material calls attention to the 
importance of place and the definition of space in the 
earliest phases of the city. A consideration of space in 
the city – its use, delimitation and allocation – provides 
an opportunity to consider the dynamics of the life of 
the settlement all the while examining the means by 
which familiar nodes of activity come into being as 
they contribute to the making of Rome.

The story of any urban centre is by necessity 
concerned with space. Cities are dependent upon the 
allocation and tasking of space, the creation of bounda-
ries and plot divisions, the enforcement of ownership, 
the regulation of land – in short, the creation of an 
enforced sense of order that is meant to prevail over 
natural chaos. For this reason, one tends to think of the 
urbs perfecta as orderly, neat, regular – conditions that 
most city dwellers – both ancient and modern – will 
concede are illusory. Rome offers no such pretence. 
The Archaic city is a disorderly settlement that grows 
organically, and thus is neither neat nor orderly. Later 
writers and historians will attempt to convince us that 
various founder figures, Servius Tullius for instance, 
created order; all of these attempts build upon the 
original claim that Romulus himself created divinely 
sanctioned order by laying out the boundaries of the 
Palatine city, later encoded in Roman memory as Roma 

Roman realities can be frustrating. The city has long 
been treated as a paradigmatic example of Mediter-
ranean urbanism and, as a result, has become the 
ultimate laboratory for pontificating about the urban 
phenomena in the Mediterranean world of the first 
millennium bc. Rome is treated as urbs perfecta, while 
the poorly concealed reality is that she, like all other 
urban centres, can only ever be urbs imperfecta. When 
did the city of Rome become a Roman city? Too often 
we treat Rome differently than other ancient cities 
and, sometimes, that rarefied status can become an 
impediment to discussing fundamental issues related 
to the development of the city. At times, we might get 
the sense that Augustan Rome, for instance, appeared 
fully formed and was in effect a sort of urban mono-
lith. Similarly, we tend to lump cities together in ways 
that might prove less than helpful. Nicholas Purcell 
declared that Rome is just like Greek cities – but of 
which Rome does he speak (Purcell 2010, 579)? There 
are innumerable instances of the city of Rome, real and 
imagined, but it is in an awareness of this versioning 
that one might observe fundamental elements that play 
a role in shaping the city that goes on to receive, even if 
not always deservedly, the aforementioned treatment.

The archaic iteration of the urban locus classicus 
is one of the most fraught of all, sandwiched as it 
is between the vagaries of archaeology, history and 
mythology. The intellectual battles over the reading 
of early Rome and the sequences of significant events 
in the early centuries of the city’s existence continue 
to be fierce. This is not to say that a consideration of 
the Archaic city is without merit. Indeed, it seems as 
though the archaeology of Archaic Rome is constantly 
in need of reassessment. Rome during the Archaic 
period remains a notoriously challenging subject to 
approach, as the Archaic phase of the city exists at an 
evidentiary intersection that is permanently entan-
gled in debates about how scholarship ought to best 
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to the urbs, is instructive in terms of exploring the ways 
in which Archaic settlements in the ager Romanus are 
developing and the ways in which those sites demar-
cate space, exploit resources and engage in economic 
activity in both short- and long-range senses.

Making civic space – the Forum Romanum and its 
environs

Establishing the centre and appropriately sign-posting 
its social and cultural valence is an objective for elites 
in a complex society. In Rome’s case, the nearly kilo-
metre-long valley stretching between the Capitoline 
and Palatine hills represented a central focus, given 
its proximity to the river Tiber and its fluvial harbour 
in the area of the Forum Boarium (Fig. 15.1). Ancient 
voices offer us a variety of visions of this frequently 

quadrata (Tacitus Ann. 12.24). Livy tells us that maraud-
ing Gauls are indirectly to blame for Rome’s disorderly 
spatial composition, as eager Romans were too hasty 
in their zeal to rebuild following the Gallic sack (Liv. 
5.55). These spatial concerns lie at the heart not only 
of the city’s topographic identity, but also influence 
in a significant way the lifeways of those living at the 
site of Rome. The practices of creating boundaries and 
designated use areas, in fact, colour many elements of 
the city’s foundational folklore, and we must admit that 
the designation and tasking of space is an important 
aspect of making any Archaic city (see Bagnasco Gianni 
et al. in this volume). Throughout, we should beware 
of anachronistic projection and should be cautious in 
the assumptions we form about the nature and use 
of the Archaic city and its spaces. An examination of 
several classes of evidence, as well as sites peripheral 

Figure 15.1. Plan of Rome’s territory in the Archaic period (V. Herring, after Coarelli 2008, fig. 1).
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narrative is the process by which Romans deforested 
the slopes of the Capitoline hill in order to fill the val-
ley to make a plain on which the forum could be built 
and establishing the shrine of Vulcan upslope from 
that plain. The area of the shrine of Vulcan remained 
important in the sacred topography of the city, even 
though the last recorded public assembly occurred 
there under the decemvir Appius Claudius Sabinus in 
the middle of the fifth century bc (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 
11.39.1-2). The sacred area maintained its character, as 
Livy reports the observation of a rain of blood there 
as late as 181 bc (Liv. 40.19.2). 

The area Vulcani seems to lie in close proximity 
to the area Concordiae and ritual activity links these 
sacred areas early on, although they remained spa-
tially distinct (the aedile Cn. Flavius dedicated an 
aedicula Concordiae in 303 bc). There is an argument to 
be made, in fact, that the area Vulcani and the archaic 
Comitium may have coincided. The exact relationship 
between Volcanal and Comitium is debated, with both 
Coarelli and Carafa taking up different elements of 
the argument (Coarelli 1999; Carafa 2005). If Coarelli’s 
interpretation is followed, there is reason to believe 
that the Volcanal is effectively the shrine of the Com-
itium, thus making Vulcan the tutelary divinity of the 
popular assembly.

damp space that plays an outsize role in making the 
city of Rome. The pragmatic Plautus paints the picture 
of a forum square that is filled with the paragons of 
high and low culture, while the Ovidian version offers 
a pastoral reminder of the time before the forum was 
a bustling centre of civic and commercial activity (see 
Plautus Curculio 470–82 and Ovid Fasti 6.401–14). In 
considering the processes by which Rome becomes 
an urban centre in the Archaic period, these voices are 
useful in that they demonstrate for us the various ways 
in which the vital functions of the space of the forum are 
encoded in the Roman consciousness. But these later 
Republican voices can mislead us, as the Forum valley 
of the early city was a radically different place than its 
later iterations. One of the valley’s earliest nodes offers 
a glimpse, albeit enigmatic, of these earlier days.

In the narrative of Rome’s foundation, the shrine 
of Vulcan, commonly referred to as the Volcanal (Fig. 
15.2), plays a prominent role (Camassa 1984). The tex-
tual sources identify the Volcanal as a place of assembly 
and a location for conducting public business (Dion. 
Hal. Ant. Rom. 6.67.2, 7.17.2, 11.39.1). Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus discusses the accord between Romu-
lus and Titus Tatius and the activities they engaged 
in to both organize and expand the space of the city 
of Rome (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 2.50.2). Central in this 
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Figure 15.2. Plan of 
the area of the Volcanal 
and the Comitium in 
the seventh and sixth 
centuries bc (V. Herring, 
after Carafa 2005, fig. 6).
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This role is not insignificant in terms of considering 
the socio-economic valence of the space of the forum, 
the Comitium and the Volcanal. Literary sources link 
Augustus to both Numa and Servius Tullius, and 
thereby to Aeneas, in repeating the theme of sacred 
fire as well as in the discussion of Servius’ miracu-
lous birth from the hearthplace phallus of Vulcan 
(Littlewood 2002, 208; Flower 2017, 20). In this light, 
we might also consider that the Regia and the sanctu-
ary of Vesta might be seen as pendant to the Archaic 
Volcanal, as they occupy the downward slope of the 
clivus Palatinus at the opposite end of the valley, at a 
position that would place them above typical flood 
maximums. These pendant Archaic shrines serve to 
frame the emergent forum square.

The Comitium itself is an important nodal point 
in the urban landscape.1 Taken together with the 
institution of the curiae, the Comitium embodies the 
integrative forces that help to make the city coalesce. 
Curia refers both to Archaic civic groupings and to 
assembly points at which those groups could meet. 
The Comitium also facilitates the communal meeting 

There are interesting implications to such a read-
ing, in both the short and long term. The northwest 
corner of the Forum valley experienced radical trans-
formations in the later Republican period, such that 
remains of the Archaic landscape would have been 
scarce (Fig. 15.3). Dionysius confirms the position of 
the Volcanal itself, argues Coarelli, and it should be 
placed to the south of the Comitium along with the 
Rostra and the Graecostasis (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 
5.25.2; Coarelli 1999, 210). This key node of the early 
city would disappear in the Sullan period (c. 80 bc), 
as a project to re-pave the Forum would obliterate the 
sanctuary and cover the spot with black paving stones, 
yielding the famed Lapis Niger. It is interesting, then, 
that the memory of Vulcan and his cult’s contribution 
to the formation of the city centre was not forgotten. 
Augustus would dedicate an inscribed base to Vulcan 
in 9 bc (CIL 6, 457 = ILS 93), preserving the memory of 
this early and important locus of activity.

Foundation themes and spaces connected to 
them are vital to the Augustan program and Vulcan 
becomes a recurrent theme in Roman ktistic legends. 

Figure 15.3. Reconstructed plan of Rome within the so-called ‘Servian Wall’ (V. Herring, after Cifani 1997).
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ancient communication, both in terms of transporta-
tion and commerce, an understanding of this area of 
the city from both the archaeological and geological 
perspectives is important. It is worthy of note that the 
manipulation of the physical landscape at the site of 
Rome finds an interesting parallel in the urbanism of 
other central Italian centres, notably the Etruscan city 
of Veii and its extensive system of rock-cut cuniculi 
(Judson & Kahane 1963, 87-8). These deliberate and 
programmatic campaigns of landscape interven-
tion serve as important indicators of the processes 
of centralization by means of which these Archaic 
centres coalesced.

Scholarly opinion is mixed in terms of the timeline 
of human settlement and activity in the area of the 
Velabrum and the Forum Boarium from the Late Bronze 
Age to the Early Iron Age (Brock & Terrenato 2016; 
Ammerman 2018). What is clear is that the reclaiming 
of land in the area of the Forum Boarium and Velabrum 
represents another part of the Archaic operations to 
make usable spaces in valleys and floodplains. The 
activities connected with the build-up of the sacred 
area of Sant’Omobono and the Forum Boarium (Fig. 
15.4) are impressive in their scale and would continue 
beyond the Archaic period, reclaiming a significant 
area along the eastern bank of the Tiber (Ammerman 
2018, 407–8). 

The Velabrum itself may also be connected to the 
emergence of terracotta rooftiles at Rome. A tile fabric 
(labelled as Fabric A) that dates earlier than 600 bc 
has been identified in all of the samples studied from 
Rome during that period, and petrographic analysis of 
the Fabric A samples has linked them to a clay source 
in the Velabrum (Ammerman et al. 2008, 25–7). The 
emergence of tile-making and the sourcing of the raw 
materials locally in the seventh century bc has sig-
nificant implications for questions of technology and 
economy, especially since Rome is keeping pace with 
best practices in Etruria and elsewhere. The adoption 
of tile roofs would necessitate different architectural 
technology and materials, namely stone-built founda-
tions, at a time when the centre of Rome is achieving 
better definition in terms of architecture and the zoning 
of space. This required more local resource exploitation, 
namely the quarrying of squared blocks of tuff to use 
in foundation courses. These shifts in architectural and 
roofing technology at the end of the seventh century bc 
are extremely important for the developments that are 
to come in the sixth century, namely the monumen-
talization of key sites in the urban centre of Rome. The 
fact that these environmental results suggest the early 
exploitation of local materials is exciting in terms of 
Rome’s own urbanism and the developmental arc of 
technical sophistication among Romans.

of citizens, an institution that the sources ascribe to 
the Regal period. The physical Comitium located at 
the northwest corner of the Forum valley, adjacent 
to the Volcanal, becomes one of the key civic institu-
tions of the city, as well as one of the most difficult 
of topographic problems (Carafa 1997). Indeed, this 
building type is often viewed as canonically Roman, 
in spite of the poor preservation of the Republican 
Comitium at Rome and the relatively small number of 
derivative examples attested elsewhere. The process of 
civic gathering in this space is read as a fundamental 
element of Roman political identity (Humm 2005).

Questions about the Forum valley and the earliest 
activity there are practically as old as the discipline 
of Roman archaeology. The data produced by the 
excavations undertaken by Giacomo Boni (1903–1904) 
and continued by Einar Gjerstad in the late 1940s 
and early 1950s remain important to the debate that 
focuses on the origins of the forum space (Gjerstad 
1966, 358–63). Those excavations demonstrated that at 
least 29 anthropic horizons could be identified in the 
Forum basin as sampled in the vicinity of the Equus 
Domitiani, indicating that at least part of the valley had 
been deliberately filled. 

The filling of the Forum valley has been the focus 
of renewed and informed discussion since deep sound-
ings and cores were carried out by Albert Ammerman 
in the late 1980s. Ammerman’s environmental evi-
dence also proved useful for the reconstruction of 
the original relief of the terrain stretching from the 
Capitoline hill to the Palatine. The work conducted by 
Ammerman allowed not only for a reappraisal of the 
stratigraphic situation, but also for an investigation of 
the relief of the terrain prior to the landfill operations. 
This reconstruction demonstrated that a narrow shelf 
surrounded the basin and this shelf may have pro-
vided the location for early urban activity, notably at 
sites like the Volcanal (Ammerman 1990). This study 
of the basin also addressed the claims advanced by 
Boni and Gjerstad about a habitation stratum in the 
Forum valley, showing convincingly that what had 
been read as a habitation horizon was in fact another 
stratum of anthropic landfill (Ammerman 1990). The 
landfill project represents a serious investment in the 
central, collective space of the Archaic city. It is likely 
that this activity takes place at some point between 
650 and 575 bc, a period that is coincident with other 
significant activity on the Capitoline hill, in the Vela-
brum, and in the Forum Boarium (Ammerman 1990, 
643). The Velabrum is of particular interest and has 
been the focus of recent fieldwork that continues 
to reshape our knowledge of the history of this key 
sector of the city (Ammerman 1998). Since the east 
bank of the Tiber served as an important node of 



210

Chapter 15

1.56.2). Whether Livy’s commentary reflects Archaic or 
Republican realities, it is significant that the plebeian 
laments focus on the role of elites in tasking labour and 
material in order to fashion the monumental elements 
of the city of Rome (Palombi 2013). It is without doubt 
or contention that sixth-century bc Rome experienced 
a massive wave of monumentalization that produced 
key ritual centres, in addition to birthing the civic heart 
of the city. The Forum Romanum is treated rightly as 
a locus classicus when addressing any topic related to 
Roman urbanism but the development of this key space 
in its earliest stages should be scrutinized not just for 
its own purposes, but also as an index of the nascent 
urbanism at the site of Rome. These investments in 
urban infrastructure, including a series of stone-built 
fortifications, serve as key indicators of the collective 
power of the Roman tribes and their willingness to 
project that power through the urban centre (Cifani 
1998; Bernard 2012). The implications of these collec-
tive actions are transformative and far-reaching. Even 
though the continuum of development is not smooth 

Monumentality

Making the city in a sense required the Romans to make 
it larger. The scale of sixth-century bc achievements 
at Rome is striking, especially in a comparative sense. 
The achievements at Rome outpace other contemporary 
programs in central Italy. Many architectural com-
plexes reportedly receive significant renovation and 
restoration at the same time that landfill operations 
and the creation of the Cloaca maxima were transform-
ing the usable space of the Forum valley. These works 
were deemed virtually without equal, but the labour 
itself was viewed as odious (Liv. 1.56.3). Livy relates 
the plebeian lamentations of cives Romani compelled 
to excavate the great Cloaca maxima in the valley of 
the Forum Romanum and, in so doing, provides an 
oft-cited indication of the Archaic workforce in early 
Rome and, not surprisingly, this Livian remark reflects 
more about Rome’s struggles with class boundaries and 
social hierarchy than it does about the actual industry 
of construction as part of the productive economy (Liv. 

Figure 15.4. Sketch 
plan of the area of 
the Forum Boarium 
and Velabrum in the 
seventh century bc  
(V. Herring, after 
Lomas 2018, fig. 16).
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the Romans are in the process of defining themselves 
by means of their institutions. That these institutions 
survive political transformations that take place at the 
close of the so-called Regal period is telling in that it 
demonstrates the degree to which early spaces and 
their attached functions are at the basis of identity 
construction for people at the site of Rome.

Peri-urban evidence

The understandable impulse to focus on the centre of 
the city of Rome must be balanced by an awareness 
of the peri-urban evidence that pertains to key phases 
of Rome’s political and economic development. The 
role of peri-urban spaces must also be considered 
as the relationship between centre and hinterland is 
of utmost importance in Rome’s case from at least 
the Archaic period onward. While it is lamentable 
that the archaeological evidence for early peri-urban 
activity is scanty, the extant fragments do suggest 
the nature of this landscape during the Archaic and 
early Republican periods. One likely scenario involves 
landed elites who control large parcels of rural and 
peri-urban land. These landowners may have relied 
upon processes of clientage or dependency whereby 
tenant farmers occupied rural fattorie supplied to 
them by their patron (cf. Perkins in this volume). The 
small-scale rural farmsteads dating from the Archaic 
period suggest that those working the land lived mod-
est lives while landowners may have enjoyed a higher 
standard of living. Indeed, it is also true in Etruria that 
elites project their power in extra-urban contexts, as 
seems to be the case at sites like Poggio Civitate di 
Murlo (see Tuck in this volume). Modest farm sites 
such as Acqua Acetosa Laurentina and Torrino, both 
along the Via Laurentina in Latium, conform to fairly 
standard types for non-elite Archaic buildings and are 
comparable to other contemporary rural architecture in 
the Italian peninsula, including examples from south 
Etruria (Bedini 1980; 1981; 1984). 

While sites like Acqua Acetosa and Torrino rep-
resent an expected pattern of rural habitation in the 
Archaic period, the presence of hierarchy within 
settlement patterns and site types marks Rome’s peri-
urban landscape as even more interesting, since the 
rural landscape seems to correspond to the emergent 
social developments in the nascent urban centre. A 
small number of prestige sites in the rural hinterland 
of the city has thus far been identified, with the most 
important of these being the so-called ‘Auditorium 
site’ located within the Parco della Musica in the Pari-
oli district of Rome (Figs. 15.5–15.6). The unexpected 
discovery of this multi-phase archaeological site indi-
cates that the likelihood of rural seats for Archaic social 

and uninterrupted, the establishment of key institu-
tions in the Archaic period plays a significant role in 
shaping Roman identity.

The fluvial harbour on the banks of the Tiber 
served as a vital economic hub and thus can be consid-
ered as another key node in the making of the Archaic 
city. As with the Forum valley, this area was subject to 
regular inundation, a circumstance that would have 
likely complicated trade and other regular activities 
that occurred there, including the ritual activity that 
mediated trade activities (Brock 2017, 168). This media-
tion is evident in that the Archaic sanctuary located in 
the sacred area of Sant’Omobono faced the harbour, 
helping to welcome outsiders to Rome (Brocato & 
Terrenato 2017, 105). 

The development of the Sant’Omobono sanctuary 
is doubly important in considering the fashioning of the 
early city. The early phase of the sanctuary consisted 
of a mudbrick structure atop a stone podium, which 
is considered to be the earliest temple known in the 
city (Brocato & Terrenato 2017, 104; Diffendale et al. 
2016, 13–14 suggest a date of c. 580–570 bc). As this 
sanctuary developed during the course of the sixth 
century bc, it became increasingly more elaborate and 
more resistant to its flood-prone location (Diffendale 
et al. 2016, 11–12; Brock 2016, 15). These developments 
continued into the later sixth and early fifth centuries bc 
with more extensive landfill activity. This reminds us 
that these activities were not restricted to the Forum 
valley and underscores the fact that flood-prone areas 
were deemed worthy locations in which to invest both 
labour and material. Fieldwork at Sant’Omobono has 
demonstrated that some fills likely originate on the 
Capitoline hill where other massive Archaic works 
were underway (Diffendale et al. 2016, 24–5). The 
possible presence of these fills and sediments from 
the Capitoline hill could even cause one to consider 
the coordinated nature of such projects to realize the 
sanctuary at Rome’s fluvial harbour while simultane-
ously building the poliadic temple on the hilltop.

Atop the Capitoline hill, the construction of the 
temple of Jupiter Optimus Maximus is perhaps the 
clearest statement of Rome’s urban image. This temple 
would become Rome’s poliadic cult place and sets new 
trends for architectural scale in the Italian peninsula. 
The structure is so massive that it has been suggested 
that its inspirations are not to be found in the Italic 
world, but rather in the monumental sanctuaries of 
Ionia (Carafa 1996, 40). The temple is realized during 
the sixth century bc, a fact that both the literary tradi-
tion and archaeological evidence seem to confirm. 
Beyond the particulars of its plan, the Capitoline 
temple as the embodiment of the city and its collective 
sacro-civic identity arrives at an important time when 
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of Archaic Rome, as Terrenato has argued (Terrenato 
2011, 241–2). The Grottarossa villa is similar to the 
Auditorium site in having a multi-phase occupational 
sequence and an early origin, although the preservation 
of its earliest phases is poor (Becker 2006).

The status of these early prestige sites and their 
location along axes of overland communication also 
call to mind the evidence that pertains to territorial 
integration of Roman rural tribes as part of Rome’s 
state formation process, particularly during the Repub-
lican period. Lily Ross Taylor’s pioneering work on 
Rome’s tribal structure during the Republic attempts 
to understand and outline the nature of the tribes and 
the location (and limits) of their respective territories 
(Taylor 2013). The lay of the land in the Archaic period 
is perhaps less clear and is limited by evidentiary 
problems, but certainly issues of territorial integra-
tion were present. Christopher Smith argues that, in 
principle, there is a plausible argument to be made for 
the creation of rural tribes during the sixth century bc 

elites in the peri-urban spaces of the city of Rome is 
high and that these prestige sites should be considered 
alongside evidence for political centralization at the 
site of Rome. 

The Auditorium site has been interpreted as being 
among the earliest examples of villa architecture, as 
well as being considered as a prototype of the slave-run 
Republican estate (on the Auditorium site as a proto-
type of the villa, see Terrenato 2001; for other readings 
of the site, see Carandini et al. 2006). It is notable for 
the quality of its construction and appointments, as 
well as for its longevity. The fact that it endures for 
centuries as a peri-urban prestige site is itself notable, 
especially since a great many of the villas documented 
in Rome’s hinterland belong to the late Republican 
period or later (see Becker & Terrenato 2012; Volpe 
2012). While the Auditorium site is the best preserved 
and thus far most comprehensively studied of these 
early peri-urban prestige sites, there may be others in 
this category. The re-evaluation of other sites, particu-
larly the Villa delle Grotte at Grottarossa (Fig. 15.7), 
suggests that the Auditorium site is not a singleton 
and that Archaic urban elites used rural power as an 
asset in their participation in the political organization 

Figure 15.5. Plan of phase 1 of the so-called ‘Auditorium 
site’ villa (V. Herring, after Carandini et al. 1997).

Figure 15.6. Plan of phase 2 of the so-called  
‘Auditorium site’ villa (V. Herring, after Carandini  
et al. 1997).
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employing models like Thiessen polygons. Recent work 
at Crustumerium demonstrates that Rome’s territory 
outstrips that of its nearest Latin neighbours (Seubers 
2016). Marco Pacciarelli observes that the major centres 
of Latium are distributed in a reasonably even way 
in the landscape, averaging about 13 km distance 
between centres (Pacciarelli 2001, 120–8). Rome is the 
outlier here, in that it is about 20 to 25 km distant from 
other primary centres in Latium. Attempts at territo-
rial reconstruction vary, often being influenced by the 

(Smith 2006, 236–7). One factor that could have moti-
vated the organization of these tribes was Rome’s 
expansionist tendencies. The Regal period witnesses 
the establishment of councils and assemblies whereby 
the monarch could summon civic gatherings for politi-
cal and ritual purposes. 

Recent analyses of territorial catchments for sites 
in Latium highlight the unusual nature of Rome’s 
territory. Scholars have long sought to analyse the 
landscape of central Italy in terms of catchment size, 

Figure 15.7. Plan of the 
Republican ‘Villa delle 
Grotte’ at Grottarossa  
(V. Herring, after  
Stefani 1944).
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A persistent question in the archaeology of the 
city of Rome centres on what, if anything, makes 
Rome different from her Italic and Mediterranean con-
temporaries. The site of Rome itself must be counted 
among the factors contributing to Rome’s rise during 
the latter part of the first millennium bc. More than 
the geography of the site itself, it is the intentional 
human intervention in the site that pays enormous 
dividends. Iron Age settlement patterns in central Italy 
generally dictate hilltop living as the most effective 
and strategic choice. Happily, the geology of the Italian 
peninsula offers landforms that suit this mentality and 
we thus find many of the key settlements in Etruria 
and Latium occupying hilltops and volcanic plateaus. 
The Etruscan cities of Veii and Tarquinia undergo 
the processes of synoecism on volcanic plateaus but 
remain relatively confined by that volcanic terrain (on 
Tarquinia, see Bagnasco Gianni et al. in this volume). 
The Latin city of Gabii occupies the rim of a dormant 
volcanic crater, choosing visibility and defensibil-
ity over convenience (Becker et al. 2009). Rome, of 
course, famously occupies a number of hilltops and 
these hilltops play an outsize role in the Romans’ 
conscious construction of their own identity. It is in 
the valleys and margins, however, that Rome breaks 
the model. As Andrea L. Brock argues, the intent to 
modify floodplains and thereby transform the urban 
landscape is a key factor in Rome’s development as 
an Italian city that would go on to reinvent the city in 
the Mediterranean (Brock 2017). Early archaeological 
fieldwork gravitated toward the monumental ruins 
that would tell Rome’s story from a topographically 
oriented point of view, an urban narrative that relies 
on the locus as playing a key role in identity con-
struction and the history of institutions. While this 
approach is valid, when the environmental history is 
added to the picture, the story is even more nuanced 
and interesting. Whether Boni had a conscious interest 
in environmental history or not is debatable, but his 
stratigraphic documentation of the deep soundings in 
the Forum valley proved revelatory – not just for his 
generation, but for all subsequent ones. Boni’s work, 
added to that of Gjerstad, Ammerman, Brock and 
the latest project in the sacred area of Sant’Omobono 
(Diffendale et al. 2016), highlights the ways in which 
the active engagement with and transformation of 
the landscape of the city made Rome what it is. These 
interventions in filling the Forum valley, channeliz-
ing surface runoff and terra forming other parts of 
the city’s floodplains enabled activity to continue 
on hilltops and hillsides, but also to move into the 
spaces in between. 

This movement from hilltop to valley highlights 
one of the most important features of the landscape 

particular scholar’s stance on when the ager Romanus 
came into existence and what its extent might have 
been. Tim Cornell suggests that the average city-state 
in Latium Vetus had a territory of approximately 200 sq. 
km (20,000 ha), while Rome had a territory of 350 sq. km 
(35,000 ha) (Cornell 2000, 215). Francesca Fulminante, 
on the other hand, points out that on the basis of liter-
ary evidence alone, the ager Romanus antiquus should 
be measured at c. 191 sq. km (Fulminante 2014, 131). 
While the notion of the Romulean frontier marked by 
boundary sanctuaries has been largely debunked as not 
passing scrutiny (Ziółkowski 2009), there is evidence 
that Rome is projecting culture trends beyond its ter-
ritory, as well as assuming a leading role in central 
Italy (Edlund-Berry 2008). 

The early date for and extent of this territory is 
significant in terms of making the city of Rome come 
about. If the idea of the Roman territory that has its 
beginnings in the Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age is 
supported, then it underscores the significance of the 
cooperative decision to establish the urban centre in 
the middle of the eighth century bc, as an act not only 
of territorial integration but also one that underscores 
the importance of the site of Rome as a space that plays 
an important role in terms of mediation. The dynamics 
of human interchange within these landscapes informs 
urban institutions and rituals, from civic bodies, to 
sacred locations, to urban foundation ritual.

Discussion

The making of the city of Rome is part of an ongo-
ing continuum of human activity that realizes key 
accomplishments during the Archaic period. These 
accomplishments centre around two main categories: 
those that are related to the physical transformation 
of space so as to enable the daily life, commerce and 
activity of the city to transpire, and then those that 
are related to the institutional activity that centres 
around certain key nodes within that transformed 
landscape. The engagement, by means of ephemeral 
activity, with these nodes further aids and abets the 
processes of identity construction and other mecha-
nisms of collectivity. These engagements, although 
fleeting, establish a deep undercurrent of place-based 
identity that abides in the long term. The centralizing 
force of Rome as a place is a formidable one, whether 
confronted through the archaeological record or by 
means of literary and epigraphic sources. Among the 
challenges of confronting the Archaic period are cor-
pora of evidence that are either incomplete or distorted 
by transmission and reception. From the standpoint 
of making the city of Rome, however, these challenges 
can still serve to be advantageous. 
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In Livy’s history of Rome, Camillus delivers 
an impassioned speech as the Romans face the chal-
lenges of rebuilding their city following its sacking by 
marauding Gauls, even debating whether it might be 
more prudent to relocate the city to a more defensible 
location – the site of Veii, for instance (Liv. 5.53). In 
the arc of the Livian narrative it is possible that this 
episode from the early Republic mirrors contemporary 
Iulio-Claudian concerns about whether the centre 
of power should move elsewhere, perhaps to North 
Africa or Asia Minor (Cicero ad Att. 7.11.3; Horace 
Odes 3.3). Livy’s Camillus claims that his commit-
ment to rebuilding Rome is not simply derived from 
a love for her buildings and institutions, but from 
a profound attachment to the landscape itself (Liv. 
5.54). These claims of attachment remind us that the 
ancestral institutions of the Archaic city, rooted in 
tradition and ritual, do not wish to be moved and 
would prefer to endure in the traditional place and 
in the traditional way.

The city of Rome occupies a venerable place 
in the archaeology of Mediterranean urbanism. The 
processes that form Rome are as much about insti-
tutionalization as they are about centralization. The 
decisions made during the Archaic period that result in 
concerted and coordinated efforts to create designated 
spaces within the urban landscape are momentous 
ones. The creation of these public spaces contributes 
much needed mechanisms of identity construction 
to the urban landscape, and the centralizing forces 
of ritual observance also hold significant implications 
for the Archaic centre of Rome. These spaces improve 
upon the natural terrain and many of them move, by 
stages, toward monumentality. This infrastructure and 
its scale sets Rome apart from other Archaic centres 
and the debate can continue about whether this is the 
result of ambition, genius or simply good fortune. 
Regardless, the urban achievements of the Archaic 
period establish sacro-civic places that are key nodes 
of both spatial and social mediation within Rome’s 
urban landscape. In this way, it is easy to see why 
famous and ordinary Romans would, for centuries 
to come, work to make use of these storied spaces as 
each, in their own turn, worked to make Rome.

Note

1 The Comitium was the open-air space for public assem-
bly in the city of Rome and hosted the Curiate assembly 
in the earliest phases of Rome’s history. In terms of 
institutional history, the comitium represents an early 
and fundamental mechanism of state formation at Rome. 
Located at the northwest corner of the Forum Romanum, 
the form and orientation of the earliest phases of the 
Comitium remain elusive.

and topography of the city of Rome, as the landscape 
itself is a factor in Rome’s ritual and institutional his-
tory. Making spaces requires intent, and the earliest 
evidence for sacro-civic institutions at Rome reflects 
this theme of integration and mediation through 
public space. The institution of the Comitium and 
the various curiae echoes the diverse makeup of the 
Roman civic body. These intentionally made spaces 
provide the venues in which that diverse body can 
interact cooperatively while still maintaining some 
degree of autonomy.

These institutions do not simply serve to link 
hilltop and valley but also to advance territorial inte-
gration within the ager Romanus. Rome differs from 
her neighbours in this respect as well, in that Rome’s 
territory is substantially larger than those of her peers. 
While the debate as to the precise chronological and 
geographical definition of the ager Romanus is a com-
plicated discussion, it is clear that Rome’s territorial 
catchment outpaces that of its peers (Fulminante 2014, 
130–2 summarizes the debate). Even more important 
than sheer size is the projection of Roman hegemony 
and cultural influence into this territory, a circum-
stance that is measurable in the archaeological record.

The emergence of Rome’s Archaic landscape, 
replete with its reminders of place-based identity 
and urban history, establishes a dynamic that links 
rural territory and urban centre, cementing social 
and political ties in the process. The processes of 
state formation echo these bonds and compromises. 
Beginning with agreements – whether tacit or explicit 
– about the zoning of space within the centre, Rome’s 
elites orchestrate the formation of the city’s landscape. 
This entails establishing conventions, for instance 
dictating where adult burials should be deposited, 
that dictate the course of events in the lived life of the 
city. The decisions made by elites to undertake the 
Forum landfill project, to create the Cloaca Maxima, 
to carry out work at the Forum Boarium, and so on, 
have effects that are of both immediate and long-range 
significance. In the short term these projects facilitate 
the city’s commercial and ritual concerns, in addition 
to granting definition to the emergent public spaces 
that connect the disconnected hilltops. In the longer 
term, these decisions create the urban framework of 
the Roman state which will remain relatively con-
sistent and stable, even as the political process and 
social processes experience the expected upheavals. 
The intentionally orchestrated urban nodes are so 
durable that some will live long enough to be arcane 
and poorly understood reminders of the venerated 
past of which Romans are so enamoured. In short, 
the making of the city enables and facilitates the 
construction of identity.
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