
The oldest traces that indicate a Roman presence
in the Netherlands are from the Augustan era when
the area of Nijmegen was selected as a military
base for campaigns against the Germanic tribes
(12 BC-AD 16). The praetorium, the encampment
commander’s house on the so-called Kops Plateau,
is the oldest large-sized building that was fully
excavated (figs. 1-2). It was built in approximately
10 BC.1 It has been presumed that the camp served
as a command post and that the praetorium
accommodated the Roman supreme commander:
Nero Claudius Drusus, son of Livia and stepson of
Augustus.2

In Italy stone had been the predominant build-
ing material for an extensive period of time, yet
the praetorium on the Kops Plateau was built in
timber framework. Nevertheless, features well
known to us from Mediterranean architecture,
such as a colonnaded courtyard and an atrium-
like central hall, characterized the commander’s
residence (figs. 3-4). The apparent relationship
between military residences in the northern
region and hometown domestic architecture has
been an issue of previous scholarly exploration.
Siegmar von Schnurbein,3 Johann-Sebastian Kühl-
born4 and Martin Pietsch5 all noticed the striking
resemblance between the Mediterranean atrium
complex and Augustan praetoria built along the
river Lippe.6 Reinhard Förtsch more specifically
examined the relationship between these complexes

and contemporary luxury architecture, especially
villas in Italy.7 Apparently, the Roman officers, who
came from wealth, brought elements of their life-
style to the northern provinces.

The praetorium’s presumed special status and
its immediate relation to elite Roman society point
towards the need for a detailed study of its archi-
tectural nature. At a glance, rooms resonant of those
found in the Mediterranean can be distinguished
in the praetorium on the Kops Plateau. Earlier
archaeologists had observed the presence of a tri-
clinium (24) and a porticus.8 On the building’s west
side a tetrastyle atrium (9) anticipated by fauces (1)
can be discerned, while a colonnade in the center
of the complex can be identified as a three-sided
peristyle (35).

To arrive at a detailed explanation of the prae-
torium’s architectural characteristics and enable a
reconstruction of the complex, Museum Het Valk-
hof commissioned the author to conduct a com-
prehensive analysis.9 If, as it seemed, those who
built the praetorium drew upon their hometown
domestic architecture, what exactly did they quote
and for what purposes? This analysis depended
upon a process of comparison. The links between
the praetorium and contemporary fortresses built in
what is present day Germany are unquestionable.
However, defining the praetorium’s relationship
with contemporary domestic architecture in the
Mediterranean is more complex because Pompeii,
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the richest source of late Republican and early
Imperial domestic architecture, is not unanimously
accepted as providing a representative impression
of this tradition.10 Therefore, a closer comparison
of the praetorium with the houses of Pompeii is
only meaningful if Pompeii can be proved to
reflect common Roman practice.

The same applies to the most important written
source: Vitruvius’ De Architectura.11 Vitruvius did
not write about praetorium buildings explicitly, but
his recommendations for domestic architecture and
interior design are relevant because the Augustan
praetorium was in part a spacious residence set
within a military context. De Architectura constitutes
an important point of comparison if one can prove
that Vitruvius’ recommendations were a reflec-
tion of common practice. If Vitruvius’ recom-
mendations can be considered representative of
his time and Pompeii reflects more than a locally
bound tradition, each source may be used to
explain the other. This has been a topic of fre-
quent scholarly contention.12

It will be demonstrated that, although it was
built far away from Rome, the praetorium on the
Kops Plateau was located, spatially conceived and

worked out in detail according to Mediterranean
practice. The complex was obviously affected by
early Augustan architectural features and there is
every reason to believe that the complex was
intended for those of the highest-rank. The fol-
lowing comparison will reveal that Nijmegen,
Pompeii and Vitruvius as three different archaeo-
logical sources all speak to the same architectural
development. All three embody a transitional
stage in the early Augustan period that greatly
impacted domestic architecture and interior design.
During the last decades before the beginning of the
Common Era, the theory behind Vitruvius’ treatise
can be seen in the architectural practice found in
Pompeii and the praetorium of Nijmegen.

A COMMANDER’S POST IN THE HINTERLAND

The oldest remains of a Roman presence in the
Nijmegen area go back to the Augustan era. During
this period, Nijmegen played an important role in
Roman military operations aimed at establishing
permanent supremacy over Germanic territory
across the river Rhine.13 The Nijmegen area was
optimal for achieving this goal, because of its
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Fig. 1. Nijmegen during the Augustan era. 1 = fortress on the Hunerberg, 2 = commander’s post on the
Kops Plateau, 9 = Oppidum Batavorum (drawing Rob Mols / Bureau Archeologie Nijmegen).



strategic location at the head of a glacially pushed
ridge that rose over 40 meters above the Waal
River basin.14 For the western flank of the mili-
tary operations, the ridge offered the last oppor-
tunity to billet in a spot that overlooked enemy
territory in the distance.

Around approximately 16 BC Nijmegen accom-
modated an invasion army of 12,000 soldiers. This
estimate is based upon the size of the fortress built
on the Hunerberg. It measured 42 hectares, which
is twice the size of a legionary fortress. Less than
a decade later, a considerably smaller fortress of 4.5
hectares was built on the Kops Plateau. The two
fortresses were located close together on the same
glacial ridge and were separated from one another
by a hollow route that provided access to the Waal
River basin. The main street of the Hunerberg
fortress (via principalis) continued towards the east
and crossed the via principalis of the Kops Plateau
fortress just outside the encampment’s fortified
boundaries. To the best of our knowledge, the
Hunerberg fortress was abandoned by the time
the encampment on the Kops Plateau was built,
or immediately thereafter. The question is what
specific purpose did both encampments serve?
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Fig. 2. Kops Plateau at Nijmegen. 
A = praetorium, B = storage, C = principia, 1 = double ditch belonging to the encampment in its initial

layout, 2-3 = ditches belonging to later phases (drawing Rob Mols / Bureau Archeologie Nijmegen).

Fig. 3. Encampment on the Kops Plateau, the praeto-
rium was the only building excavated on the Kops
Plateau that deviated from the grid-like urban plan
(drawing Frederike Schipper/Bureau Archeologie
Nijmegen).



The reason for Roman presence on the Huner-
berg seems obvious. Troops were gathered there
just before they were sent into enemy territory.15

The fortress may have served as a military hub
over the course of several seasons. Attention grad-
ually shifted to the area farther northeast until the
Danube-Elbe ambition was abandoned in AD 16.
Whatever the purpose of the Kops Plateau fortress,
it fulfilled its function by the time the invasion
army had left or was about to leave the Nijmegen
area. Therefore, and because of the restricted size
of the camp, it seems implausible that additional
troops with the same objectives as those on the
Hunerberg, were stationed there. Apparently, the
camp on the Kops Plateau was built for a differ-
ent reason.16 The archaeological evidence sub-
stantiates this opinion.

During the excavations that were carried out
by the National Service for the Archaeological
Heritage (ROB) between 1986 and 1995, the en-
campment’s original layout was documented.
Within a double ditch and a rampart made of

wood and earth, two gravel streets intersected at
right angles in front of the camp’s headquarters,
the principia.17 A system of similar secondary gravel
roads subsequently subdivided the encampment’s
enclosed area. Traces of more buildings were
found including wooden soldiers’ barracks, a gra-
nary, accommodation for officers, and also the
workshops of a blacksmith, a bronze caster and a
potter.18 Furthermore, a large-scale complex was
uncovered - this was the only building excavated
on the Kops Plateau that deviated from the grid-
like urban plan. It was built in alignment with the
non-fortified northeastern edge of the plateau and
was surrounded by an open area (fig. 3).19 From
the outset, this complex has been identified as the
office and residence of the camp’s commander,
the praetorium. A strip of rectangular insulae with
narrow streets in between separated the praeto-
rium from the road (via praetoria) that lead from the
principal east gate (porta praetoria) to the main
entrance of the headquarters, the principia.

Considering the size of the camp, one would
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Fig. 4. Praetorium on the Kops Plateau, plan (drawing Marla Smith, Austin TX).



assume it was an auxiliary fortress. The praetorium,
however, measured 1732 square meters. These
dimensions roughly correspond to the size of con-
temporary praetoria of legionary fortresses in
Germany, like Oberaden (2420 m2) and Haltern
(2120 m2).20 Unlike the encampment on the Kops
Plateau, though, these German camps enclosed a
considerably larger area. Clearly, the Kops Plateau’s
praetorium was oversized. This observation that
suggests the praetorium was of special importance
is further substantiated by the disproportionally
large number of the officers’ accommodations, both
in relation to the physical area of the fortress and
the limited number of soldiers’ barracks. In addi-
tion, the importance of the praetorium is indicated
by a striking abundance of luxury pottery (terra
sigillata) found in the camp.21 For these reasons, it
seems that the fortress on the Kops Plateau was
a command post in the hinterland from which the
Romans coordinated part of their operations
against the Germanic enemy.22

These military actions proceeded according to
a pincer movement with storm troops operating
out of the insula Batavorum (Maas-Rhine delta in
the center of the present Netherlands including
the Nijmegen area) and the deltas of the eastern
tributaries of the Rhine River, especially the Lippe
where the Oberaden fortress was located (in pre-
sent day Germany).23 The actions on the west
wing could have been coordinated from the Kops
Plateau under the command of Augustus’ stepson
Nero Claudius Drusus, and after his death in 9 BC
his successors Tiberius, Varus and Germanicus.24

The encampment on the Kops Plateau retained
its original appearance until the complete reorga-
nization immediately after the defeat of Varus in
AD 9. A slightly larger camp with more or less the
same characteristics replaced the fortress. From
the mid-thirties onward the camp no longer func-
tioned as a command post in the hinterland. A
new encampment was built in the same location,
in which a cavalry division was stationed until
the Batavian Revolt in AD 69-70.25

EXPLORING THE PRAETORIUM

To gain a better understanding of the praetorium’s
functional and architectural characteristics a de-
tailed analysis of the archaeological evidence was
necessary. Using the excavators large-scale plan
(1:100), we focused first on establishing a more
detailed layout of the complex (fig. 4). 

From the praetorium building (approximately
32.7x61.9 m) the excavators discovered post-holes
as well as other traces indicating that the complex

was built in timber framework. Although the post-
holes give an impression of the building’s original
plan, they do no justice to its precision. What was
found were traces of the building’s foundation
consisting of wooden piles. In general, these were
dug into continuous trenches. Only free-standing
posts, like those of the colonnaded courtyard (35),
were erected in individual pits.26 For the analysis
of the building it is important to explore the rela-
tionship between the foundation piles and the
wall sections that once were visible above ground
level, but have left no traces.

From buildings in Germany originating from the
first two decades of the Common Era we know
that wooden framework was executed in various
ways.27 Some evidence indicates the existence of
timber walls that consisted of piles that stretched
continuously from the bottom of the foundation
trench to the plate on top of them. The latter sup-
ported exposed rafters. The gaps in between the
piles were filled in with wattle-and-daub, on top of
which a loamy finish was applied.28 An alternative
construction process also consisted of foundation
piles that were dug into trenches, but at ground
level these piles had horizontal beams between
them.29

Looking at the plan of the praetorium, one
notices that most rooms have foundation piles on
all four sides that were set close together. This, of
course, does not indicate the absence of doorways
in the building. It only suggests that at foundation
level the location of doorways (and floor bound
windows) was irrelevant. This implies a building
technique featuring a soleplate that was attached
to the top of the foundation piles. After all, putting
foundation piles directly in front of major room 42,
which for obvious reasons must have faced the
colonnaded courtyard 35, would have been use-
less if a continuous horizontal beam supporting
a wooden threshold had not been applied (fig. 5).30

The actual timber framework was erected upon
the soleplate using uprights. These uprights were
probably cut and placed more carefully than the
foundation piles which only served to support
the soleplate. Only in places where major and
minor openings that did not require thresholds
were intended, like the north side of room 24 and
both short sides of corridor 1, the system of foun-
dation piles was interrupted. Here cost-effective-
ness was privileged over structural stability.

On the whole, the archaeological evidence did
not help to locate the positions of doorways and
windows. This complicated the process of creat-
ing detailed identifications of the various rooms.
Nevertheless, even without specific comparisons
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to Mediterranean examples, the plan itself provides
sufficient information that enables us to draw
important initial conclusions.

At first glance, the building seemed to be com-
posed of two separate areas: a large and relatively
square section on the west side, and a smaller,
elongated part on the east side. In between there
was a colonnaded courtyard, which looked out
onto the river valley. During initial discussions,
we believed the west side of the complex was
used for formal representation and administrative
purposes, while the smaller structure on the east
side of the courtyard was the residential area.
Closer examination of the plan, however, altered
this first interpretation.

Continued inspection of the plan revealed that
the western square shaped part of the complex
consisted of three separate structures instead of
only one (fig. 4 and 6). The largest was located on
the building’s far west side and enclosed a central

space (9). The other two volumes were laid out next
to the first one leaving narrow spaces between
each building (25). The gap in between the build-
ings functioned as a drainage that discharged into
a cistern at the front of the building.31 A second
drainage (26) separated the smaller volumes.

The remains of the complex indicate the presence
of at least two entrances. The wider provided access
to corridor 1. The other entrance was located at the
far eastern side and entered into the considerably
smaller corridor 36. Its relatively impressive width
and its propinquity to the principia highlight the
western entrance as the formal one that offered
access to the praetorium’s formal-representative
area. This formal area of the complex featured a
large room (24) with a narrow corridor on three
sides, while the fourth side was left open. This
made room 24 the only place where a visitor had
a panoramic view of the river valley and, more
importantly, a view of the Germanic territory in
the distance. If from the commander’s brief the
implementation of a room had been required,
suitable not only for receiving guests, but also for
making them constantly aware of the purpose
and significance of the Roman presence, room 24
could not have complied better.

The next question that arises is what purpose
did the other buildings in the western part of the
complex serve? In the northern part (27-31) a large
room (27) featured six free-standing wooden posts.
In the middle of the room a cellar of approximately
1 m deep was preserved. The orientation of the
room itself and the arrangement of the posts in
two rows along the sidewalls both indicate that
the relatively spacious room was facing the colon-
naded courtyard. Room 31 must have faced the
courtyard too, since its north and west walls were
completely built-in and its south wall was erected
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Fig. 5. Praetorium on the Kops Plateau, plan east
wing (drawing National Service for the Archaeolo-

gical Heritage ROB).

Fig. 6. Praetorium on the Kops Plateau, roof plan
(reconstruction Kees Peterse, computer still Marla

Smith, Austin TX).



along the drainage system (26). The presence of
two large rooms (27 and 31) both facing the court-
yard seems to suggest that the northern part of
the complex acted as living quarters.

Before exploring the remaining southern section
of the complex’s western part, it is interesting to
note the striking resemblance between the north-
ern part just mentioned and the complex’s east
wing. In the east wing we also find a large room
(42) that featured six free-standing wooden posts
along its sidewalls. At first, based on the traces
on the field drawing, it appears that the wooden
posts continued along the short sides of the room
forming a yoke-like construction of three posts on
both ends. However, the traces of the wooden
posts found near the axis of the room do not
belong to the original framework structure. They
were composed differently and were less deep.32

Besides, close observation reveals that these traces
were located so far off-center that no regularized
yokes consisting of three posts could be formed.
On the axis of room 42 and enclosed by the four
westernmost free-standing wooden posts, a shal-
low cellar was found that would have originally
been covered with a hatch.33 In this respect as well,
rooms 42 and 27 were counterparts.

The adjacent elongated room 40 resembles
room 31 on the opposite side of the courtyard
both in its overall dimensions and in its location
facing the peristyle. Most likely, this section of the
complex also was composed of rooms that were
intended to accommodate domestic life. A com-
parison between the two domestic areas reveals
that the eastern structure not only consisted of
more rooms, but also featured an entrance (corri-
dor 36) that made the eastern wing accessible
directly from the fortress’ inner space.

The appearance of identical features indicates
that the domestic suites, rather than complement-
ing each other, provided similar facilities. It seems
likely that one of the domestic suites accommo-
dated the commander, while the other housed
high-rank official visitors passing through.34 Later
in the article, we will return to the question of
who was accommodated in which suite.

Finally, we will look at the southern section of
the western part of the praetorium. It consisted of
three interrelated rooms (32-34). Room 32 was
completely built-in facing the drainage system on
two sides and therefore could not have served the
complex’s formal-domestic function. The large-
scale room 34 could have been an important room
intended to serve domestic purposes if it had been
orientated towards the peristyle. This seems not
to have been the case, though, since in Roman

domestic architecture the principal rooms within
a peristyle arrangement generally face the colon-
nade with one of their short sides, which, as a
rule, contains the main entrance to the room.35

Room 31 is an example of such an arrangement.
The main entrance to room 34 should therefore be
located in the building’s façade, rather than in it’s
east wall. Room 33 could have been accessible
from the adjacent room 32. Based on these obser-
vations it seems justified to interpret rooms 32-34
as a more or less independent area accommodat-
ing either service rooms or additional offices that
were accessible directly from the space in front of
the building. Since room 34 most likely could be
entered directly from this public area it possibly
served as the private stable or storage area for
carriages belonging to the commander and his
staff. Outside the encampment a larger stable for
common use was unearthed.

ARCHITECTURAL REFERENCES

Although at least some of the rooms reflect Medi-
terranean domestic architecture, the praetorium
varies from hometown houses and villas in Italy
in the way it was built. At the beginning of the
Common Era, Roman residences were constructed
using stone techniques, whereas the praetorium at
Nijmegen was made in timber framework, a tech-
nique that some have regarded as primitive. If
this qualification were justified one would hardly
expect the presence of more sophisticated aspects
of Roman architecture. The archaeological and
historical evidence, though, points to precisely
this intermixture of timber framework and more
evolved elements of Roman architecture.

During the Augustan era only the impover-
ished people in the capital and probably other
major cities lived in houses and insulae that had
upper stories and balconies constructed in the
wooden framework technique (opus craticium).36

According to Vitruvius (2.8.20) half-timbered walls
were used as a result of haste, poverty or because
the construction of overhangs constituted a struc-
tural necessity for them. Vitruvius wished the
technique had never been invented, because it
considerably increased the risk of fire. Wooden
framework could catch on fire much like a torch.37

In his opinion it was better, therefore, to pay for
costly tile rather than expose oneself to the dangers
of timber framework.38 Vitruvius’ statements imply
that within the context of Augustan urban settle-
ments, wooden frameworks were considered infe-
rior to stone, and were primarily applied because
of their cost-effectiveness. Though Vitruvius men-
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tioned overhang constructions, he paid little
attention to other beneficial structural aspects of
wooden framework such as load reduction and
resistance against seismologic impact.

Vitruvius’ clear disapproval of timber framework
technique most likely did not apply to the Augustan
military buildings in the northern region seeing
as they all readily utilized this technique. The
newly arrived Roman forces, who found them-
selves amid hostile terriority, needed to quickly
erect various accommodations from scratch.
Often there was no time for long-term building
projects because troops, like the legions billeted
on the Hunerberg, had to move on to battlefields
farther north. Moreover, in the Nijmegen area the
only building material available was timber from
a nearby oak forest. Quarries providing specific
kinds of limestone and tufa were located at least
a hundred kilometers to the south and at the out-
set the area lacked any type of brick industry.39

Importing durable materials and conducting
large-scale building activity with such materials
would have required an economic and logistic

infrastructure that had not yet developed.40 It
wasn’t until the Flavian era that circumstances
permitted the construction of Nijmegen’s first
stone buildings in the castra on the Hunerberg
and in the civil settlement called Oppidum Bata-
vorum.41

Therefore, the wooden framework technique
constituted the most sophisticated option for the
Nijmegen praetorium. This technique was applied
also for the Augustan praetoria and other contem-
porary buildings all over the northern region,
including the legionary fortresses along the banks
of the Lippe such as Oberaden, Anreppen and the
slightly later Haltern.42 To make the timber build-
ings resemble stone and to reduce flammability
the exterior walls were lime-washed or plastered.43

The buildings probably had wooden floors and
since we have found no remains of terracotta
tegulae, their roofs must have been covered with
wood shingles (scandulae). At the time the praetorium
on the Kops Plateau was built, wooden shingles
were the most common solution in the northern
region.44
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Fig. 7. Praetorium of Oberaden (D), plan, 
A = entrance, B = atrium, D = large room facing the

courtyard, E = corridor (after Kühlborn 1991).

Fig. 8. Praetorium of Anreppen (D), plan, 
A = entrance, B = atrium, C = tablinum-like room

facing the atrium, D = large room facing the
peristyle, E = corridor (after Kühlborn 1991).
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In addition to the presence of wooden frame-
work, less sophisticated building options were uti-
lized. This becomes apparent from the excavations
at Neuss where we see that within a sequence of
Augustan-Tiberian fortresses it took until the
third phase (C) before timber framework replaced
tents or modest barracks.45

Although the Kops Plateau complex is obvi-
ously Roman and therefore inevitably inspired by
hometown traditions, it appears on first glance
that only a limited number of rooms reflect Medi-
terranean domestic architecture. Many remaining
rooms are not recognizably derivatives of Roman
house architecture due to their non-specific char-
acteristics. This leaves open the possibility that
the complex was composed in part of aspects that
quoted villas or townhouses and in part of ele-
ments that only existed in a military-utilitarian
context. Through a process of juxtaposition that in-
cludes contemporary praetoria as well as domestic
architecture (both villas and townhouses) in the
Mediterranean we seek to determine which Medi-
terranean rooms were incorporated in the praeto-
rium and whether these quotations appeared in
fixed patterns.

CONTEXT OF AUGUSTAN PRAETORIA

The first part of the comparison focuses upon
complexes that were built in the northern region
and served in the same war against the Germanic
tribes that lasted until AD 16. In Nijmegen, traces

of an extensive luxury residence were found only
in the large-scale fortress on the Hunerberg and
on the Kops Plateau.46 The Hunerberg complex
was built south of the encampment’s via princi-
palis. Although its plan is very fragmentary the
complex seems to have featured a central hall,
long corridors and an extensive colonnaded
courtyard. According to the late Jan-Kees Haalebos
this building could have been the Augustan prae-
torium.47 Unfortunately, the scattered traces do not
reveal the complex’s original plan to a degree that
allows for detailed comparison. Down stream on
the Rhine River in the Valkenburg fortress, a prae-
torium could positively be identified. This complex,
however, was not built during the Augustan cam-
paign, but half a century later.48 This makes the
praetorium unsuitable for our purpose.

A number of fortresses that were built on the
banks of tributaries of the river Rhine in what is
presently Germany provide a better opportunity
for juxtaposition. Along the Lippe River traces of
the wooden praetoria of Oberaden, Anreppen and
Haltern were found, while the praetorium of Markt-
breit was built on the banks of the river Main.49

The first two complexes, Oberaden and Anreppen,
so obviously share common features that Kühlborn
believes it is plausible they were built by the same
team (figs. 7-8).50 The fixed pattern that becomes
apparent from these praetoria can to a certain ex-
tent also be recognized in the praetorium of Haltern
(fig. 9). It shows a centrally located entrance cor-
ridor with rooms measuring approximately 4x6 m
on both sides. The entrance offered access to the
complex’s largest, if not only, central hall, generally
called the atrium. The central hall had adjacent
rooms on both sides. At the back of the central
hall two corridors flanking a large room provided
access to the courtyard. The large room opened
onto the courtyard. Only in the Anreppen com-
plex was the large room subdivided into two
individual spaces of which the smaller faced the
central hall. The courtyard, generally labeled the
peristyle, was located in the central axis of the com-
plex directly behind the atrium area. The courtyard
was closed off from the encampment’s public space,
and the rooms that surrounded the courtyard on
at least three of its sides generally were facing
inwards.

Beyond the general characteristics present in all
three complexes other important features should
be mentioned. In the praetorium of Oberaden the
main atrium (approximately 10x14 m) was left
empty, while the adjacent hall (approximately
7x10 m) on both sides featured four free-standing
wooden posts. At variance with the main atrium

171

Fig. 9. Praetorium of Haltern (D), plan, 
A = entrance, B = atrium, D = large room facing the
courtyard, E = corridor (after Von Schnurbein 1974).
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of Oberaden, the principal halls of Haltern (ap-
proximately 10.5x16 m) and Anreppen (approxi-
mately 11x18 m) had free-standing wooden posts:
six in Haltern and eight in Anreppen. In the adja-
cent halls of Oberaden traces of a drainage sys-
tem were found, therefore the atria must have
been covered with an inward sloping roof.51 It
seems obvious that this was supported on four
corners by the free-standing wooden posts.
Although these posts considerably reduced the
original span (10-11 m), I believe their presence was
not necessary for structural reasons. The atria of
Anreppen, Oberaden and Haltern are of roughly
the same size, especially since, from a structural
point of view, their widths are the key determin-
ing factor. If structural necessities had played a
predominant role, free-standing wooden posts
would also have been used in the main atrium of
Oberaden. Apparently the free-standing wooden
posts were erected for primarily aesthetic reasons.
The structural advantage was implicit, but not the
determining factor.

Different from what is observed in Oberaden,
the additional central hall in the praetorium of
Anreppen was shifted towards the perimeter
walls. It is not entirely clear how its inner space
was subdivided by wooden posts. The additional
central halls provided access to a whole range of
relatively uniform rooms measuring approximately
4x6 m. If we accept the combined appearance of
spatial uniformity and repetition as an indication
of non-domestic use, the area(s) surrounding the
central hall(s) represent the formal and adminis-
trative part of the complex.52 The central atrium
most likely functioned as the nucleus of the com-
plex much in the way central halls in contempo-
rary public buildings do.

A far greater spatial variety is present in the
courtyard zone. In Oberaden the offices seem to
have penetrated into the courtyard area on both
sides. Only the rooms at the back of the courtyard
seem to reveal a domestic arrangement. A monu-
mental central room (7x11.5 m) formed part of the
complex’s central axis. On its left, or west side,
four rather large rooms (approximately 5.5x7 m)
were built for unknown purposes. According to
Kühlborn, one of them could be heated. Traces of
the oven were found directly outside the core
building.53 East of the principal room, a number
of rooms of various sizes organized on two sides
of an L-shaped corridor were believed to be pos-
sible living quarters.54

In the peristyle area of the Anreppen praetorium
the principal room was located on the north side
(right hand side). Its special status is indicated by

the increased interaxial distance of the columns
in front of the room.55 At the opposite side, a suite
of rooms built more or less symmetrically side-
by-side seems to have been domestic quarters.
According to Förtsch this suite was derived from
a ‘three wing scheme’ (Dreiflügelschema), which he
considers a feature of villa architecture.56 It con-
sists of a central room (S) accompanied by a
smaller room on both sides. Förtsch noticed that
the smaller rooms and the room adjacent to the
suite on its west side had a kind of antechamber.
Some of the antechambers seem to have faced the
peristyle, others a colonnaded area, which Förtsch
argues was a gymnasium.57 According to Förtsch,
this three wing scheme anticipated what is gen-
erally considered to have been applied first to
Nero’s Domus Aurea.58 Close observation, how-
ever, reveals traces of a continuous corridor on
the north side of the suite. This may have been
intended to let people pass by the domestic suite.
The main orientation of the suite was pointed
towards the gymnasium, implying that the resi-
dential suite turned its back to the peristyle.59

In the complex of Haltern only the six satellite-
like units along the core building served domes-
tic purposes. Nothing indicates that one of these
units was more important than another. Moreover
there is no proof that any of them opened into the
core building in a monumental way. On both sides,
the two southern units were separated from the
core building by a narrow corridor. Analogue to
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Fig. 10. Praetorium of Marktbreit (D), plan 
(after Pietsch 1993).



the structure of the praetorium of Nijmegen, this
also may have been open to the sky. The northern
units framed the courtyard on both sides, but there
is no evidence that the units were actually facing
it. The unit on the west side reveals an arrange-
ment of equally sized rooms of modest dimensions
(approximately 3.5x5.5 m). These were probably
accessible from a corridor area in the center of the
unit, indicated by the interruptions present in the
rooms’ west wall. Given their restricted dimen-
sions and repetitive style, these rooms were prob-
ably not intended for luxurious domestic living.60

The complex that was identified as the praeto-
rium of Marktbreit varies from the pattern just
described (fig. 10). It was composed around a colon-
naded courtyard and lacks the characteristic cen-
tral hall. Although the large room at the back of the
courtyard could be regarded as the main recep-
tion room, the strongly repetitive architecture
does not indicate a residential area. The complex
seems to have provided exclusively offices and
rooms for public representation.

The formal-representative area of the praetorium
of Nijmegen shares important characteristics with
its counterparts in what is presently Germany (fig.

11). The entrance corridor 1, flanked by rooms on
both sides, central hall 9 and room 24, which had
narrow corridors on its sides, adheres to the stan-
dard layout of Augustan praetoria along the Lippe.

Closer observation reveals that the entrance
corridor in Nijmegen is nearly as wide as the ones
in Oberaden and Haltern. The entrance of the An-
reppen complex is wider, but only because it is
laid out in three aisles. Although the width of the
entrance corridor in Nijmegen is in accordance
with the general pattern, the depth of the passage-
way certainly exceeds the average. The reason for
this deviation is the result of a double row of
rooms instead of a single row in the front area of
the complex.

Central hall 9 of Nijmegen was comparatively
small (8.65-9.0x8.5 m), but its layout containing
four free-standing wooden posts matches up with
its German counterparts. These posts enclosed a
small area in the middle of the room where traces
of a shallow water reservoir were found. This un-
covered tank discharged into a cistern outside the
building. These observations indicate the original
presence of a roof that sloped inwards. Analogous
to the layout of the atria along the Lippe, we may
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Fig. 11. Praetorium on the Kops Plateau, plan, A = entrance, B = atrium, C = tablinum-like room facing the
atrium, D = large room facing the portico, E = corridor (drawing Marla Smith, Austin TX).
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conclude that the introduction of the wooden posts
in Nijmegen was likewise primarily aesthetic in
nature. 

The large dimensions of room 24 (6.1x8.8 m) in
the Nijmegen praetorium are significant, especially
since the formal part of the complex intended for
administrative purposes and representation was
relatively small in scale. This modest size is the
result of a restricted number of offices being
incorporated because there was apparently little
need for this type of room. This makes sense since
the Nijmegen complex did not have legionary status
- the duties of the commander’s staff did not in-
volve daily care for a legion of 5,000 to 6,000 sol-
diers. The fact that, despite its non-legionary status,
the Nijmegen praetorium included the ensemble of
representative rooms (i.e. fauces-like entrance cor-
ridor, atrium-like central hall, tablinum-like room
facing the central hall and large-sized room 24
facing the portico) and the impressive dimensions
of room 24 together indicate that the complex was
intended to accommodate military personnel of
the highest-rank.

Unlike the Augustan praetoria in Germany, the
residential area of the Nijmegen complex was built
around a U-shaped colonnaded courtyard that
faced the river valley. The courtyard itself was not
built upon the central axis created by the arrange-
ment of the formal entrance and the atrium.
Instead, the residential area was built alongside
the formal part of the praetorium providing its
inhabitants with more privacy. In fact, the
Nijmegen complex seems to reveal an arrange-
ment that was far less formalized than what we
see along the Lippe.

In this context it is also significant that the size
of the residential area exceeds what might be ex-
pected. Despite its relatively limited overall dimen-
sions (1732 m2), the Nijmegen complex had living
quarters (598 m2) in between the size of Oberaden
(525 m2) and Anreppen (941 m2). The same goes
for the courtyard61 and the major living rooms. In
Nijmegen the latter measured 6.4x10.2 m (room 27)
and 6.0x12.1 m (room 42).62 In Anreppen the largest
room in the courtyard zone measured approxi-
mately 6.8x8.8 m. It was located in the middle of
the north wing. In Oberaden the principal room
directly opposite the atrium area measured 7x11.5
m circa.63

Different from the major living rooms in the for-
tresses along the Lippe, rooms 27 and 42 featured
six free-standing wooden posts. For what reasons
were these posts introduced? Analogue to what has
been said with regard to the posts in the atrium,
it is highly unlikely that they were erected for pri-

marily structural reasons, especially considering
that there is no evidence of such posts in the wider
formal-representation room 24. The non-structural
nature of these posts can be further substantiated
by comparison with the praetoria along the Lippe.
In neither Anreppen nor Oberaden did the major
rooms in the courtyard areas feature free-standing
posts.

Instead of being built in the center of the en-
campment, the praetorium of Nijmegen was erected
on the edge of a natural slope at the periphery of
the fortress. Apparently, the view over the river
valley was considered more crucial than the prae-
torium’s relationship with the inner space of the
encampment. Since the river side of the encamp-
ment was not fortified with a rampart made of
wood and earth, both the U-shaped colonnaded
courtyard 35, along with the adjacent portico, and
major reception room 24 provided a panoramic
view of the river valley, and, more crucially, enemy
territory in the distance. These characteristics
enabled the architecture itself to focus one’s atten-
tion on the goal of the military operations. In this
particular sense, the Nijmegen complex was of a
far more dynamic and militarily aggressive
nature than the formalized, inward looking
legionary fortresses along the Lippe.

CONTEXT OF MEDITERRANEAN DOMESTIC ARCHITECTURE

The praetorium on the Kops Plateau and its coun-
terparts in present Germany were inevitably influ-
enced by Mediterranean architecture. The latter
formed the background, both theoretically and
practically, for the designer and commissioners of
the praetorium. To what extent were Mediterranean
features quoted? And, why were such features
considered suitable? These central questions will
be addressed through a process of juxtaposition.
To justify this process we must first explore the
hometown architecture in some detail.

Thanks to the large number of extremely well
preserved houses, analyses of Republican and early
Imperial domestic architecture generally focus on
Pompeii. The question is, however, to what extent
Pompeii is a proper example of Roman domestic
architecture.64 The scholarly dispute hones in on
the issue of whether or not Pompeii can be used
to illuminate Vitruvius’ exposé on private archi-
tecture and vice versa.65 Since this contribution
partly depends on both the Pompeian evidence
and the theoretical frame provided by Vitruvius,
this matter requires our attention.

It is correct to label Pompeii as a provincial town.
It is also true that Pompeii’s prominent position in
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archaeological research is due to the catastrophe,
which struck the city in AD 79. Furthermore it is
not implausible that local socio-economic circum-
stances influenced the way the Pompeian housing
file was composed. This, however, does not mean
that the citizens of Pompeii built a different type of
house than citizens in Rome. There is no evidence
indicating that the atrium and atrium/peristyle
house bore strong local characteristics.66 On the
contrary, it becomes increasingly clear that the
atrium house, being of Etruscan-Italic origin,
spread all over present Italy and beyond.67 In Re-
publican Rome, Pompeii and other provincial
towns, houses were built according to basically
the same principles.68 From a vast number of
examples spread over an extensive area, I will
mention the atrium houses of Fregellae built dur-
ing the 2nd century BC69 and three canonical
Republican houses in Ostia found beneath the so-
called Casa basilicale (I,ix,1) and also originating
from the 2nd century BC.70 In Cosa, the Southwest
House (rebuilt as the House of the Birds) was
built in the first quarter of the 2nd century BC,
while the Casa dello Scheletro has been attributed
to the early 1st century BC.71 In Vulci, the Casa del
Criptoportico with its vast Tuscan atrium was built
during the last quarter of the 2nd century BC.72 In
Rome the sample of preserved Republican houses
is limited. Nevertheless, it is clear that houses
there were built according to the well-known
atrium and atrium/peristyle layouts as shown in

the atrium tract of the Casa dei Grifi.73 The domus
of Scaurus may have been one of Rome’s largest
atrium complexes.74 It has been supposed that its
tetrastyle atrium would have measured 90 Roman
feet in length.75 A considerable number of atrium
/peristyle houses are present on the Forma Urbis
Romae.76 Best known are the three houses built
side-by-side facing the vicus Patricius (today’s via
Urbana).77 Closer examination of the marble plan
reveals the presence of at least another nine atrium
and atrium/peristyle houses, like the houses on
fragment 331 (fig. 12).78 The house on the right hand
side shows a Tuscan atrium that was anticipated
by a row of shops facing the street. The atrium was
surrounded by various rooms including canonical
alae and a tablinum, both completely open to the
atrium. The tablinum and the room to its right were
accessible from the peristyle which itself was indi-
cated by an uninterrupted line. The remaining
seven atrium/peristyle houses are found on frag-
ments 28 a, 81-left, 81-right, 132, 331-left, 415 and
484. Fragment 28 c shows the plan of an atrium
house without a peristyle.79

During the Republic and the early Empire the
‘traditional’ house with an oblong atrium covered
with an inward sloping roof was not the only type
of domestic dwelling. A far more modest house
suited the needs of those who were less fortunate.
This different type of atrium house, also being of
Etruscan-Italic origin and corresponding to Prayon’s
Cerveteri type D, had an athwart lying atrium of
restricted depth.80 As a rule this ‘alternative’ house
was built without side rooms. Given the general
absence of a proper impluvium the atrium would
have had a low-pitched pent-roof (atrium testudi-
natum). In some cases an axial arrangement can
be observed, but this certainly was not a standard
feature. Based on the building technique in lime-
stone framework type B, the oldest Pompeian
examples of this atrium house, Houses I 3, 20 and
I 3, 25, have been ascribed to the 4th century BC.81

Seven more examples originate in the 3rd century
BC.82 From this time onward the ‘alternative’
atrium house developed into a wide spread type
of modest dwelling. Sometimes the traditional
tablinum arrangement was abandoned in favor of
a suite of three rooms in which the middle room
was merely a corridor. In Pompeii such houses
were built along the via di Nocera, like the ones in
insula II 9 published by Anna Maria Sodo.83 Houses
with plans that resemble the Pompeian evidence
have been documented in Herculaneum,84 Cosa85

and Ostia.86

The absence of side rooms and the home’s non-
elite status may have been a reason for Vitruvius
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Fig. 12. Forma Urbis Romae, fragment 331 
(after Carettoni 1960).
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to disregard this ‘alternative’ dwelling. Probably
a more important reason, however, was the fact
that the modest dimensions of the various rooms
were fixed at what must have been considered a
minimum standard, leaving no room - and no
need - for intellectually motivated architectural
intervention.87

Given the wide spread and standard appear-
ance of the atrium house it is almost certain that
Vitruvius automatically but not intentionally cov-
ered the Pompeian dwellings of this type.88 This
seems to be true for another reason. In his sixth
book Vitruvius explains general characteristics of
the townhouse with an atrium and a peristyle.
Although he is very explicit about the proper lay-
out and proportions of the most important indi-
vidual rooms, Vitruvius offers no explanation for
how they all fit together. Without the archaeolog-
ical evidence, Vitruvius’ exposé alone would not
enable us to reconstruct an atrium house. The same
applied to his fellow architects. If they had not
been familiar with the overall concept, Vitruvius’
guidelines would have been of little use to them.
This, of course, implies that the layout of the house
with atrium and peristyle must have been well
known.89 It therefore is justified to consider the
Pompeian houses as representative examples not
only of a wide spread architectural practice, but
also of the townhouses referred to by Vitruvius.90

The Pompeian dwellings and Vitruvius’ theoretical
framework complement one another and together
provide a reliable impression of late Republican
domestic architecture.

As Förtsch proposed previously,91 Roman villas
may have been an important source of inspiration
for those who built the praetorium on the Kops
Plateau seeing as it was common practice from
the 1st century BC onward for elite families to not
only possess a house in town, but also one or more
villas in the countryside, like Campania.92 For
example, the Bay of Naples was quite a popular
area at the time.93 Paul Zanker refers to Tacitus
(Ann. 14.9.3) and Seneca (Ep. 51.11) indicating the
existence of villas at Baiae that belonged to Pom-
pey and Julius Caesar.94 Referring to Seneca (De
ira 3.21.5), Richard de Kind mentions the existence
of a villa on the coast near Herculaneum that be-
longed to Tiberius.95 But best known is probably
Tiberius’ Villa Jovis on Capri.96 The list of villas can
be continued with the Villa of Oplontis (60-50 BC),
that later would have belonged to the gens Pop-
paea.97 Given the socially elite presence in this area,
it would be difficult to deny the representative
nature of the Campanian evidence, moreover since
the phenomenon of the Roman luxury villa devel-

oped out of this area and neighbouring Latium.98

For our purposes, two elements of the luxury
villa require further attention: the sequence pre-
sent in the disposition of the principal rooms and
the way these principal rooms were arranged
with a particular focus placed on the natural envi-
ronment being either a landscape or seascape.99

The former is important since we know for a fact
that the northern praetoria were approached through
the atrium, just like the houses in town. Such an
arrangement is seen in a limited number of villas,
such as in the urban section of the Villa of Sette-
finestre (40-30 BC) located near Cosa.100 Its plan,
as presented by Andrea Carandini, contains many
elements already familiar to us from the basic lay-
out of the contemporary townhouse, including
fauces, alae and a tablinum. The early Augustan Villa
of San Marco (Stabiae) had two entrances. On the
southeast side of the complex, the front door was
anticipated by a vestibulum with a stone bench on
either side. Once one had passed the front door, the
fauces provided access to a tetrastyle atrium. From
here, a narrow corridor led to a built-in portico that
was also accessible directly from the street. Between
the portico and the atrium one finds a tablinum
which faced both. The tablinum had the corridor
just mentioned on its south side.101

Other villas deviated from this sequence of prin-
cipal rooms. They obeyed the scheme described by
Vitruvius, who wrote: 

...in the city the atria are customarily next to the
entrance, whereas in the countryside and in
pseudo-urban buildings the peristyle comes first,
then afterward the atria, and these have paved
porticoes around them looking into palaestras
and walkways (6.5.3).102

A ‘classic’ example of the Vitruvian scheme is
offered by the Villa dei Misteri (80-70 BC) just out-
side Pompeii. Its principal living rooms were built
in the atrium zone and offered a view over the
Bay of Naples with Capri in the distance.103 The
Villa dei Papiri (50-40 BC) that was built in the
immediate vicinity of Herculaneum had a similar
arrangement. Upon entering the complex, one
came into the peristyle.104 Just as in the Villa dei
Misteri, the peristyle offered access to the atrium
area that accommodated the principal living rooms.
The late Republican Villa di Arianna in Campo
Varano (Stabiae) also was approached through
the peristyle zone.105

In addition to the sequence of rooms the relation-
ship between the Mediterranean villa and its nat-
ural setting is important to our analysis because
the praetorium on the Kops Plateau was intention-
ally built with a view. Not only room 24 but also
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the portico (35) that bordered the complex on its
river side and the peristyle area (35) offered a
panoramic view of the valley (fig. 13). Those who
approached the fortress from the direction of the
Germanic territory saw the praetorium high upon
the edge of the ice-pushed ridge. This view was
dominated by the colonnades (35) just mentioned.
In this respect, the praetorium probably had coun-
terparts in the contemporary villae (sub)urbanae
and villae maritimae. An impression of the latter is
offered by the villa landscapes featured in Pom-
peian wall paintings (fig. 14). According to Willem
Peters villa-like architectural motifs first appeared
in Second Style wall paintings, but it wasn’t until
the successive period of the Third Style that villa
landscapes developed into beloved genre pieces.106

The majority of such villas were built during the
late Republic and thereafter.107

FURTHER EXAMINATION OF THE FORMAL-REPRESENTA-
TIVE AREA

Now that the context of contemporary domestic
architecture has been explored, we can turn to
establishing the exact nature of the quotations
that occur in the praetorium on the Kops Plateau.
At first glance, parts of the complex seem to reflect
the Mediterranean atrium house.108 Closer obser-
vation, however, reveals that the presumed rela-
tionship is more complicated. This not only applies
to Nijmegen, but also to the complexes that were
built along the Lippe. Förtsch already addressed
this issue when he noticed that the overall layout
of the Anreppen praetorium had no equivalents in
regular atrium houses.109

The entrance of the praetorium on the Kops
Plateau already constitutes an exception. At vari-
ance with Mediterranean practice there was no
subdivision into a vestibule and fauces. In upper
class Roman townhouses and villas the vestibule
was located on the street side of the front door,
while the fauces formed part of the interior of the
residence. The entrance corridor of the praetorium
seems to have featured a front door immediately
at the facade.

The atrium, previously referred to as central
room 9 (8.6-9.0x8.5 m) was shaped in accordance
with Mediterranean practice. Its subdivision with
the help of four wooden columns (diameter 20-30
cm) has already been discussed. Since these col-
umns were introduced for merely aesthetic reasons,
central space 9 must be considered equivalent to
the tetrastyle atrium as described by Vitruvius
(6.3.1-2) .110 Atrium 9 had a close parallel in the
Pompeian Casa dei Cei (I 6, 15 measuring 9.38x9.83

m) and House VI 15, 6 (8.18x8.33-8.41 m; fig. 24).
The arrangement of the side rooms, however,

differed from standard Mediterranean practice.
What we do not see in the praetorium of Nijmegen
and in its counterparts along the Lippe are the alae,
characteristic of the townhouse and the majority
of early luxury villas.111 Probably because the
praetoria were intentionally built without alae, the
arrangement of the rooms on both sides of the
atrium did not have to be symmetrical.

Instead of an arrangement with alae, a sequence
of five rooms (10-13) was found at the west side
of the atrium. Given its limited width of 1.2 m
room 11 seems to have been a restroom.112 Room 12
a (1.2x1.2 m) was clearly too small to be entered.
If not intended for people it could have held a
water heater made of lead and bronze.113 Since all
water related rooms were normally built close to-
gether, the rooms that remain could have belonged
to a small bath-suite.114 This would make room 12
(2.9x4.0 m) the actual bathroom accommodating
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Fig. 13. Praetorium on the Kops Plateau, the portico
and the peristyle area offered a panoramic view of the

River Waal valley (photo Kees Peterse).

Fig. 14. Villa landscape from the tablinum of the
Casa di M.L. Fronto (V 4, a) in Pompeii 

(photo Kees Peterse).



at least one bathtub that was placed in a niche
between rooms 10 and 12. Such an arrangement
would imply that there was no passage from rooms
10 to 12. Room 10 (2.6x2.6 m) may have been a
toilet intended for men, whereas toilet 11 could
have been created exclusively for members of the
opposite sex.115 A similar arrangement is docu-
mented in the Villa of Oplontis.116 Remaining
room 13 (2.7x4.1 m) could have been a combined
apodyterium and frigidarium accessible from the
atrium.

Room 16 (3.3x4.5 m) is located on the central
axis of the atrium zone. Typologically, this room
may refer to the Mediterranean tablinum. The pre-
cise function of the room, however, is difficult to
determine. It may have been the official cabinet and
record room of the encampment’s commander. A
room of similar function and typological origin
can be identified in the praetorium of Anreppen.
Here the tablinum-like room featured timber col-
umns in antis that were erected in alignment with

the columns of the Corinthian atrium. In Haltern
and Oberaden the tablinum-like room was omitted
in favor of a large room that faced the peristyle.117

The rooms west of room 16 are along a narrow
(1.0-1.1 m wide) L-shaped corridor (17 and 20) that
connects the atrium and a secondary entrance on
the west side of the building. Given the fact that
rooms 21-22 (maybe also 18-19) were directly
accessible from the outside through a non-monu-
mental secondary entrance they probably formed
part of the service area of the complex. Rooms 21-
22 (respectively 4.5x7.2 m and 3.3x5.8 m) may
have been the complex’s kitchen which served
formal receptions and banquets in the spacious
room 24 (6.1x8.8 m). The corridors on the south
and west sides of room 24 isolated it from both
the atrium (9) and the service area (21-22). Room
24 was accessible from both, but in such a way
that staff passing through did not disturb its
intended formal atmosphere. The corridor on the
east side of room 24 formed part of the outside
drainage system (25-26).

As has been explained before, room 24 in the
Nijmegen praetorium had counterparts in present
Germany. These, however, were always located on
the central axis of the complex at the back of the
atrium, while room 24 was shifted to the right side
of the formal-representative area. In Anreppen, a
room that may be considered a reflection of the
Mediterranean tablinum and a larger room facing
the peristyle were built back-to-back. This larger
room is also found in Oberaden and Haltern,
whereas the tablinum-like room is omitted. In
Nijmegen we find both. If rooms 16 and 24 had
been built back-to-back a narrow strip of little use
would have been left on either side. Furthermore,
in such an axial arrangement the overall depth of
rooms 16 and 24 would have exceeded the depth
of the back range. Apparently, a practical solution
was found by shifting room 24 to the side. This
pragmatic decision simultaneously created the
possibility of direct access to room 24 from the
domestic quarters (27-31) through corridor 25.
Last but not least, thanks to this shift room 24 was
located in the center of the formal-representative
area.118

Both the layout of Anreppen and the arrange-
ment documented in Oberaden and Haltern had a
parallel in Pompeii. The Casa di N. Popidius Priscus
(VII 2, 20) shows a tablinum and an oecus built
back-to-back (fig. 15). Differing from the arrange-
ment in Anreppen, the narrow corridor is found
on only one side. In the Casa di Giuseppe II (VIII
2, 39) the tablinum was remodeled into a room
that more or less turned its back on the atrium.119
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Fig. 15. House VII 2, 20 in Pompeii, A = entrance,
B = Tuscan atrium, C = tablinum facing the atrium,

D = large room (oecus) facing the peristyle, 
E = corridor called andron (after Eschebach 1993).



Like major room κ on the middle floor of this
three-storey terraced dwelling the ‘tablinum’ was
focused toward the valley of the River Sarno. The
relationship between the remodeled tablinum and
the atrium was maintained only by means of a
large window. The room had a narrow corridor -
andron q - on its west side.

Based on this information we can identify the
larger room as quotation of the Mediterranean
oecus, or a room of even greater extravagance: the
cenatio, which was a prestigious dining room.120

In this respect Förtsch refers to the large oecus (21)
on the northern part of the central axis of the Villa
of Oplontis (figs. 16-17).121 Jens-Arne Dickmann
addresses the same room both as oecus and cena-
tio.122 Similar to the northern praetoria, room 21 in
the Villa of Oplontis had a narrow corridor on both
sides. Closer observation, however, reveals that
the atrium-oecus suite of the northern praetoria is
not an exact parallel of the Villa of Oplontis. The
latter featured a corridor area and an enclosed gar-
den (open to the sky), or viridarium, between the
Tuscan atrium 5 and oecus 21. Moreover, in the Villa
of Oplontis the atrium-oecus suite was not part of
the initial construction plans. The atrium was built
during the period of the Second Style (60-50 BC),123

while oecus 21 was added during the Third Style
remodeling in early Augustan times.124

These observations demonstrate that the formal-
representative area of the praetorium on the Kops

Plateau was strongly influenced by hometown
domestic architecture. The architects, however, did
not simply copy a Roman townhouse, but rather
composed a new ensemble out of familiar fea-
tures using the atrium as the key element.125 The
reasons they deviated from creating an exact replica
may be related to the fact that the praetorium’s
function differed from that of a Roman town-
house. Offices, archives and a number of service
rooms had to be integrated. On the other hand,
the atrium area of the praetoria did not have to be
arranged to meet the needs of the daily salutatio.
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Fig. 16. Villa of Oplontis, plan (after Jashemski).

Fig. 17. Villa of Oplontis, large-sized oecus 21 on the
side of the villa that faced north, towards Vesuvius

(photo Kees Peterse).



This may explain why in Oberaden and Haltern
the presence of a tablinum-like room was not con-
sidered crucial, whereas in urban contexts, despite
an undeniable change, this principle room
remained a central element for at least another
couple of decades.126 Until the end of Pompeii’s
existence, tablina were built in the traditional
manner as demonstrated by the post AD 62 tabli-
num of House VIII 2, 16.127 In Herculaneum, the
Casa del Bicentenario (V 15-16), built during the
Julio-Claudian period, still featured a traditional
tablinum that opened onto the atrium and the
peristyle.128

ATRIUM: BEARER OF MEANING?

If the people who commissioned and built the
northern praetoria developed a new kind of build-
ing from familiar domestic components, why did
they select the atrium as the key-element? Förtsch
addresses this question in some detail.129 He
emphasizes that the atrium gradually went out of
fashion during the Augustan era and, thus, he
ascribes a symbolic function to the presence of
atria in the northern praetoria. He believes the
atrium - the Roman space par excellence - would
have been applied mainly for its signification
value (Identifikationswert).130 It is interesting to
consider why the Roman army would have
drawn upon a domestic feature that in hometown
domestic culture was deliberately abandoned
because it was considered outdated. Furthermore,
was a feature that was as common as the atrium
recognized by Romans as a symbol of their cul-
ture? Such an understanding of the atrium would
have required a wide spread awareness among
Roman citizens that people elsewhere built lux-
ury townhouses without atria. At the same time,
for non-Romans the atrium could only have had
the connotation of Rome if they were aware of the
role the atrium played in the genesis of the
Roman townhouse.

It must be noted that there is no archaeological
evidence indicating that at the beginning of the
principate the atrium had lost so much of its for-
mer significance that it was being readily regarded
as old-fashioned.131 It is beyond doubt that there
were changes, but the atrium house most certainly
did not disappear overnight.132 According to John
Ward-Perkins changes initially ‘amounted to the
compression of familiar architectural forms rather
than to the emergence of any that were radically
new’.133 In his opinion the process of change would
have taken at least until the establishment of the
Empire, and even then it would have been a long

time before the atrium totally disappeared. In
Pompeii, the predominance of the atrium complex
lasted until the end of the city’s existence not only
because the old houses were not demolished and
replaced, but also because in the Augustan era,
and even later, new atrium houses were built.134

Supporting evidence for the predominance of
the atrium complex during the early Augustan era
is found in Vitruvius’ chapters on private architec-
ture. Regarding the townhouse, Vitruvius focuses
exclusively on the arrangement that included an
atrium. I consider it implausible that he would
have described an architectural arrangement that
was already considered outdated. He might have
been a bit old-fashioned in his adherence to older
moral and aesthetic values, but this would not have
stopped him from mentioning important novel-
ties.135 Good examples are his rejection of wall
paintings that were becoming less structural in
nature and his characterization of opus reticulatum
as a fashionable way of building walls (Vitr. 2.8.1),
which considering the archaeological evidence
was true.136 For instance, in Ostia it took until the
early Augustan period before opus reticulatum
became a prevalent technique.137

We should bear in mind that the atrium started
to disappear from townhouse architecture for two
different reasons.138 Primarily this disappearance
was due to the rise of plot prices in the city result-
ing from increased population density in urban
areas.139 This is precisely why apartment houses
(insulae) started to develop. Simultaneously, villa
residences with their ability to integrate architec-
ture, cultivated nature, luxury and beautiful natural
settings became ever more popular. Important
characteristics of the villa were adapted into the
townhouse which increasingly aimed at establish-
ing a reciprocal relationship between the major
living area and the cultivated nature present in
gardens overstuffed with fountains and statues.
Predictably, attention gradually shifted from the
atrium to the far more pleasant and comfortable
environment of the peristyle zone. This shift in
focus is exemplified by the Pompeian Casa degli
Amorini dorati (VI 16, 7) and, more extremely, by
the remodeled garden area of the Casa di Octavius
Quartio (II 2, 2).140

These developments, however, had no rele-
vance for the formal-representative area of the
northern praetoria. In this region, land prices and
urban density were non-issues and the artificial
relationship between living and nature did not
comply with the military’s brief. What they needed
was a monumental central hall that served as
both a logistic nucleus for the administrative offices
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and a formal meeting area for receiving guests.
The room that best met these stipulations was the
atrium, and thus it was selected. The suitability of
the atrium as a formal reception area and the con-
ception of it as a public space within a domestic
context become apparent in Vitruvius’ explana-
tion of the relationship between the arrangement
of a house and the social status of its inhabitants: 

And so, for those of moderate income, magnifi-
cent vestibules, tablina, and atria are unnecessary,
because they perform their duties by making
the rounds visiting others, rather than having
others make the rounds visiting them (6.5.1).141

In addition, further archaeological evidence dem-
onstrates that the selection of the atrium as the
key-element of the formal-representative area was
a non-symbolic decision. In the encampment on
the Hunerberg, west of the Kops Plateau, Haalebos
excavated a house (no. 9) that included a nucleus
closely related to the modest ‘alternative’ atrium
houses documented in Pompeii, Herculaneum,
Cosa and Ostia (fig. 18).142 From the via principalis
the entrance area provided access to an atrium
without side rooms. At the back of the atrium, a
narrow corridor with an adjacent room on either
side offered accessibility to an enclosed courtyard.
Based on stratigraphical evidence Haalebos as-
signed this house that was built in timber frame-
work to the Augustan period.143 A similar house
was excavated in Cambodunum-Kempten in pre-
sent day Bavaria (fig. 19).144 In contrast to what we
see in Nijmegen, the house in Bavaria was entered
through a portico and, thanks to a relatively wide
plot, featured a tablinum instead of a corridor at the
rear of the atrium. According to Gerhard Weber
this house was built during the reign of Caligula

or Claudius.145 As the oldest example of this type
of dwelling, Weber mentions a late Augustan house
found in the Roman army base of Lahnau-Wald-
girmes.146 According to Von Schnurbein the first
Augustan building phase of the encampment of
Haltern featured at least six standardized atrium/
peristyle houses.147 Two additional houses of this
type were constructed during the camp’s east side
expansion for which the Varus Defeat of AD 9
provides a terminus ante quem.148 The fact that not
only the Augustan praetoria, but also the contem-
porary accommodations for officers featured atria
makes it implausible that this room was intro-
duced in these military complexes for symbolic
purposes. Most likely, the atrium was chosen with-
out much consideration and simply because it was
the standard solution for what the bases required.

FURTHER EXAMINATION OF THE RESIDENTIAL AREA

In its general layout, the residential area of the
praetorium on the Kops Plateau looked a bit like a
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Fig. 18. Augustan
fortress on the Huner-
berg in Nijmegen,
plan of House no. 9
(drawing Kees Peterse
after Haalebos 1991,
by courtesy of the
Radboud University
of Nijmegen, Institute
of Roman Provincial
Archaeology).

Fig. 19. Kempten, Cambodunum, house built in
timber framework (after Weber 2001).



cropped villa in which only the core section re-
mained. All major rooms focused inward upon the
U-shaped colonnaded courtyard that functioned
as a three-sided peristyle. This arrangement, to-
gether with the portico that bordered the complex
on the valley side, bore similarities to the villa
urbana and the villa maritima. According to Zanker,
the view of the landscape must be recognized as
an important characteristic of the new lifestyle
enabled by the villa arrangement.149 In Pompeii
and Herculaneum, the best parallels to the villa
arrangement are the houses built on top of and
beyond the former city walls. These houses were
intended to bring villa-life into the city, and thus
again point to the villa as the major source of
inspiration for the layout of the residential area in
the praetorium.150

Some of the individual rooms can be related to
Mediterranean counterparts. Rooms 27 and 42
have already been identified as major living
rooms and it has been argued that their free-
standing wooden columns were erected primar-
ily for aesthetic reasons. This leaves hardly any

doubt that rooms 27 and 42 were an equivalent of
the Mediterranean oecus.151 At this point, we need
to distinguish the Corinthian oecus from the
tetrastyle oecus both of which featured columns.
Vitruvius mentioned principal characteristics of
the former: 

Corinthian oeci have single columns placed
either on a podium or on the ground, and above
they should have epistyles and cornices either
of fine woodwork or of stucco. In addition, over
the cornices they have curved coffering bent
along the arc of a circle (6.3.9).152 

Generally the Corinthian oecus featured more than
four columns in a U-shaped arrangement with
more than two columns on each side, as seen in the
Villa of Settefinestre nearby Cosa and the Casa del
Labirinto (VI 11, 8-10) in Pompeii.153 The tetrastyle
oecus differed from its Corinthian counterpart in
probably only one aspect: it had four columns in
total, as seen in the Casa delle Nozze d’Argento in
Pompeii (V 2, i) (fig. 20). Since the arrangement of
the columns made the oeci in Nijmegen two-sided
rather than U-shaped they most closely correspond
to the tetrastyle oecus. In Nijmegen, however, six
instead of four columns were erected.

Regarding the further detailing of the oeci, one
can imagine that within the structural context of
wooden framework the barrel vault was made of
timber to which thatch and a stucco facing were
applied.154 The wooden battens that carried the
stucco vault were probably attached to the joisting
in the manner Vitruvius describes (7.3.1-3). We have
reason to believe that the interior walls of the
entire praetorium were covered with plaster that
was applied over the wattle-and-daub fill and the
framework itself.155 Vitruvius describes the plaster-
ing process and explains the occurrence of fissures: 

Even the half-timbers used in plasterwork cre-
ate fissures because of the placement of their
uprights and crosspieces. When they are first
plastered over, they swell when they absorb
the moisture, and then as they dry they con-
tract; shrunk down like this, they break up the
firmness of the plaster (2.8.20).156

Vitruvius also describes a method for applying
plaster on both the fill and the timber framework
that will prevent cracking (7.3.11).

By the time the praetorium on the Kops Plateau
was built, the Corinthian and tetrastyle oecus had
become fashionable.157 The oldest Corinthian oecus
of Pompeii is found in the Casa del Labirinto (VI
11, 8-10), where the non-structural columns were
an integrated part of the Second Style remodelling
(70-60 BC) at the rear of the vast peristyle.158 Ac-
cording to Volker Michael Strocka the room itself
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Fig. 20. Casa delle Nozze d’Argento (V 2, i) in
Pompeii, tetrastyle oecus (photo Archäologisches

Institut, Universität Freiburg / J. Kramer).



had already been built in the first decade of the
1st century BC.159 Twenty years later (50-40 BC) in
the Casa delle Nozze d’Argento (V 2, i) a large
room at the back of the peristyle zone was remod-
eled into a tetrastyle oecus.160 Closer to Rome, the
Villa of Settefinestre was embellished with a Corin-
thian oecus in a Second Style context around 40-30
BC.161 At approximately the same time, Augustus
commissioned a tetrastyle oecus (room 13) for his
residence on the Palatine (fig. 21).162

In its elongated layout, the Nijmegen oeci most
closely paralleled the tetrastyle oecus in the Pom-
peian Casa delle Nozze d’Argento (50-40 BC) and
the House of Augustus on the Palatine (36-28 BC).163

Rooms 27 and 42 measured respectively 6.4x10.2 m
and 6.0x12.1 m. On both sides of these rooms a
strip of approximately 0.8 m was left between the
columns and the wall. The tetrastyle oecus of the
Casa delle Nozze d’Argento measured 5.3x10.7 m,
and the strip between the columns and the wall
was circa 0.60 m wide.164 Whereas the tetrastyle
oecus of the House of Augustus measured 6.2x8.8 m,
and the columns stood 0.75 m from the wall.165

In its more or less standard dimensions the
tetrastyle oecus and its Nijmegen equivalent with
six columns seem to constitute a standard blue-
print in which utility and aesthetics were prop-
erly balanced. We know from Vitruvius that this
balancing between utility and visual effect was a

major issue. After having explained how to prop-
erly calculate the width of the tablinum from the
width of the atrium Vitruvius states:

Therefore I thought that the principles for the
dimensions of atria should be recorded pre-
cisely in the interests of function and appear-
ance (6.3.5).166

Since the inclusion of the columns in rooms 27 and
42 was based on primarily aesthetic motives, one
may presume that the columns were considered to
add to the prestige of the room and the activities it
accommodated.167 But then why have these posts
not also been applied in room 24, especially con-
sidering this room seems to have been the most
suitable place for ostentatious display? Here we
must bear in mind that room 24 was probably the
equivalent of the Mediterranean cenatio intended
for receptions, banquets and other activities that
may have involved large groups of people.168 It
was the complex’s formal-representation room
par excellence, and it never featured an interior
decorative colonnade. Rooms 27 and 42, on the
other hand, referred to a different kind of Mediter-
ranean room, a specific type of oecus that fulfilled
its purpose in the private atmosphere of the resi-
dential quarters. On most occasions, these rooms
accommodated only a limited number of people.
One can imagine that the free-standing posts con-
siderably affected the amount of useable space. In
private living quarters this reduction in space
would not have been problematic. In the formal
reception area it apparently was. This understand-
ing of space is substantiated by the instructions of
Vitruvius: 

Corinthian oeci, tetrastyle oeci, and those
called Egyptian, should employ the same prin-
ciples of length and width as recorded for tri-
clinia, but because of the inclusion of columns
they should be made more spacious (6.3.8).169

So if someone wanted to build a Corinthian oecus,
he not only needed the space required for a tri-
clinium, but also had to add space on two or three
sides to accomodate the columns.170 The columns
were generally put on pedestals. If, on the other
hand, one began with a space of fixed dimensions
that had to handle large groups of people, it was
best to omit the columns.

The special status of rooms 27 and 42 also be-
comes apparent from the way the colonnade in
front of these rooms was worked out in detail.171

The average interaxial distance of the wooden
columns measures 3 m. The eastern wing of the
colonnade, however, deviated from this pattern.
In front of room 42 one observes an increased
interaxial distance of 4.5 m. This reflects the inter-
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Fig. 21. House of Augustus on the Palatine, 
plan (after Carettoni 1983).



nal division of the residential area’s east wing: the
center point between the two columns aligns with
the central axis of room 42. Because of this arrange-
ment the system of uniform intercolumniations
could not be continued. South of room 42 the re-
maining distance was divided into three equal
parts of 2.4 m. On the north side the remaining
distance was subdivided into two sections of 3.3 m.

This procedure is a well-known Mediterranean
architectural phenomenon.172 By shifting the col-
umns to the sides, a framed view of the cultivated
nature in the peristyle area was created. The frame
had various layers of which the one closest to the
viewer was the opening in the west wall of room
42. Given the coulisse-like construction of the view
it must have created an awareness of distance. At
the same time, the increased interaxial distance at
the front of room 42 indicated the importance of the
room when viewed from the outside. At this point
it should be noted that an increased intercolum-
niation in front of a room of high status generally
worked with other architectural features to em-
phasize importance. In most cases, the location of
the room within the peristyle tract was high-
lighted by additional height and the shape of its
gabled double-pitched roof, both signifying pres-
tige. This is exemplified by the Casa del Menandro
(I 10, 4).173 Here, in front of the tablinum the north
portico of the peristyle features a broad intercolum-
niation and a pediment on top of its entablature
(fig. 22). In front of the extremely large oecus 18, the
east portico shows an exceptionally wide intercol-
umniation, while the room itself was of greater
height. The wall facing the peristyle had a large
window in its upper section in order to bring
more daylight into the oecus.

Finally, the important position of room 42 with-
in the complex is marked by the presence of a cel-
lar, which is believed to have been built for stor-
ing money and valuables. The best way to protect
these precious goods was, more or less literally, to
sit on top of them.174

Now that the function and status of room 42 are
known, we have a better chance of arriving at an
interpretation of the remaining rooms built in the
east wing of the complex. Starting from the public
space in front of the building, narrow corridor 36
(1.4 m wide) can be regarded as the east wing’s
fauces. It provided access to another corridor (39)
built at a right angle to the fauces. From the adjacent
four rooms, numbers 37, 38 and 41 were probably
accessible only from corridor 39. These three rooms
may have been cubicula intended as bedrooms or
private cabinets. Larger room 40 (4.3 x 8.4 m) seems
to have served a different purpose. Previously, I

explained why this room must have faced the
courtyard. Here I should add that the south wall of
the room was interrupted just before its junction
with the west wall. This phenomenon indicates
the presence of a doorway. The latter, most likely,
had its counterpart in the opposite wall between
room 40 and oecus 42 so that nobody needed to
cross the eastern part of room 40.175 From these
characteristics, room 40 resembles a triclinium.
Three couches forming a U-shape stood in the
back (eastern part) of the room, while the front
area would have served logistical purposes.176

Here, both the people who were going to dine
and their servants entered the room.177 From their
couches, the high-ranking guests and inhabitants
could have looked out onto the peristyle.

The arrangement of a side-by-side oecus and a
triclinium as seen in rooms 42 and 40 is found also
in Campanian villas and townhouses.178 The Villa
of Oplontis (60-50 BC)179 shows this arrangement
in rooms 14 and 15 (fig. 16). The former was a tri-
clinium with the logistic antechamber facing a
colonnade. Larger room 15 is addressed as oecus.180
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Fig. 22. Casa del Menandro (I 10, 4) in Pompeii,
peristyle with intentionally widened intercolumnia-

tion in front of tablinum 8 (photo Kees Peterse).

Fig. 23. Praetorium on the Kops Plateau,
reconstruction of the façade that faced south, i.e. the
public space of the encampment (reconstruction Kees

Peterse, computer still Marla Smith, Austin TX).



The same feature is present in the Villa of P. Fannius
Synistor at Boscoreale (60 BC).181 In this example,
rooms M, N and O together composed this special
suite.182 Starting with its initial appearance in the
praetorium this arrangement was used continu-
ously in the northern region for a period of at
least two hundred years.183 

Finally, the northern rooms in the east wing need
further explanation. In room 45 we find an impor-
tant clue to the function of these rooms. Its limited
width of 0.8 m and its existence as a subdivision
of room 44 make it likely that we are dealing with
the east wing’s toilet. Since water-related functions
were normally clustered, the east wing’s kitchen
and its bath-suite, if there was any, can be found
in this northern area.184 If we decide to identify
room 43 (3.0x6.0 m) as the kitchen, than room 47
(3.7x6.2 m) may have served as storage. From the
remaining rooms, 48 (3.0x3.6 m) is hypothetically
identified as a secondary entrance that would have
been used by servants. From a logistical point of
view this is a plausible location for such an en-
trance. The east wing is clearly shorter than the
western part of the complex leaving a gap between
the praetorium and the edge of the terrace on the
north. This gap may have been created to provide
access to the private peristyle zone for people on
horseback or perhaps in carriages.185 A secondary
entrance located off of this colonnaded area in the
east wing’s north façade would allow servants
executing their daily duties, like bringing in new
supplies, to avoid the private space of the peristyle
zone. Finally, room 49 (2.4x3.6 m) could hypo-
thetically have accommodated low-rank staff like
kitchen personnel, while room 46 (3.0x3.0 m)
could have housed staff of higher rank. Though I
prefer the explanation just suggested, it cannot be
excluded that rooms 43 and 47 served residential
purposes and that the service area was restricted
to rooms 44-46 and 48-49.186

This leaves us with the middle part of the com-
plex. In this area rooms 32-34 were previously
identified as servants’ quarters. The rooms to the
north have already been interpreted as domestic
quarters. In the layout of this northern tract, we
find a replica of the special suite already identi-
fied in the complex’s east wing. In its spatial char-
acteristics room 27 was the counterpart of room
42. The second unit of the special suite, triclinium
31 (3.9x7.1 m), was not built immediately next to
oecus 27 but on the opposite side of modest cen-
tral hall 28 (5.2x5.4 m) thereby also providing
access to cubiculum 29 (4.0x4.8 m) and cubiculum
30 (3.0x3.9 m). Through the backdoor located at
the end of corridor 28 the formal quarters south

of reception hall 24 could be reached directly.
The above analysis has shown that the com-

plex had two domestic quarters (27-31 and 36-49).
We now face the challenge of figuring out which
of them was intended for the permanent com-
mander of the encampment and which served
high-rank guests.187 I have already argued that
the accommodations on either side of the peri-
style were not intended for use by only one party,
since all the facilities present in the western quar-
ters are also found in the eastern quarters. The lat-
ter had a bit more to offer, like a toilet/kitchen
area and additional cubicula. Furthermore, it had
an entrance of its own (fig. 23). Given the fact that
the eastern quarters offered its inhabitant the
opportunity to operate completely independently,
it seems plausible that this part of the praetorium
accommodated the high-rank guest. He was offer-
ed a domestic suite of Mediterranean flavor and
cubicula that may have been intended for his clerks
and other staff. Furthermore, the guest would have
had all necessary facilities at his disposal. The
permanent commander would have had a domes-
tic suite of the same quality. The fact that the
western suite featured less cubicula now makes
sense, since the staff of the commander fulfilled
their duties in the offices that were created around
the atrium. The commander would have used the
sanitary facilities (toilet/bath-suite) that were
located on the west side of the atrium and his
meals would have been prepared in the kitchen
that was also used for banquets in room 24. Such
a division of functions implies that in the periods
when there was no guest the independent eastern
wing of the praetorium was temporarily aban-
doned. All activities were concentrated in the core
buildings of the complex.

The detailed analysis of the residential area has
revealed that this part of the praetorium on the
Kops Plateau also was firmly rooted in Mediter-
ranean domestic architecture. The overall size of the
praetorium and the dimensions of especially the
major reception hall (24) and the principal living
rooms (27 and 42) indicate that the building was
intended for someone of highest rank. The spa-
cious and luxurious arrangement of the residen-
tial area as a whole should be understood as an
attempt to create an impressive and grand domes-
tic environment. The special status of the praeto-
rium is substantiated by both its orientation that
did not align with the encampment’s grid system
and its location at the edge of the ice-pushed
ridge rather than at the center of the encamp-
ment.188 As a consequence both the major recep-
tion hall (24) and the peristyle offered a view onto
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enemy territory in the distance. If the commander
of the encampment or his guest had not been
involved in the overall strategy of the military
campaigns there would have been little reason for
choosing this exceptional scenery. 

TIMEFRAME OF THE ARCHITECTURAL REFERENCES

Next, I will address the question of when the ele-
ments quoted in the praetorium first occurred in
Mediterranean domestic architecture. The oldest
Pompeian examples of a tetrastyle atrium go back
to the end of the 2nd or the beginning of the 1st

century BC. The best known examples are the
tetrastyle atria of the Casa delle Nozze d’Argento
(V 2, i), the Casa del Labirinto (VI 11, 10)189 and the
Casa di M. Obellio Firmo (IX 14, 4).190 These atria
all have huge columns carefully carved from so-
called Nocera tuff. Not only the height191 of the
columns but also the dimensions of the atria were

large in comparison with those that were built in
later times.192 The latter generally did not feature
columns in the initial plan as is indicated by obvi-
ously older perimeter walls.193 The columns were
introduced either to embellish the atrium (I 6, 15)
or to support an additional built-in storey.194 As a
predictable consequence, these columns were
often shorter than their predecessors and in most
cases, instead of tuff, they were built out of brick.195

A good example is House VI 15, 6 that originates
from the limestone framework period (fig. 24).196

At a later date its modest Tuscan atrium (8.2x8.4
m) was embellished with four brick columns.197

Since an atrium that featured columns, preferably
made from expensive stone, was considered a
sign of high status, the inclusion of columns for
non-structural reasons was clearly an attempt to
upgrade houses like VI 15, 6.198 This process of
upgrading could only be achieved in the atrium
zone, because such modest houses lacked a peri-
style of any significance.

Rather than the spacious examples from the
Hellenistic period, the atrium of the praetorium
(8.6-9.0x8.5 m) on the Kops Plateau seems to reflect
the modest Pompeian atria with their relatively
short brick columns. Given their reconstructed dia-
meter of 20-30 cm, it seems implausible that the
columns of the praetorium reached a height of well
over 3 m (fig. 25). It is difficult to determine when
the modest tetrastyle atria were created. In the Casa
dei Cei (I 6, 15) the inclusion of the columns either
anticipated the Third Style remodeling or was part
of it.199 In most other cases, the fact that brick col-
umns were applied or columns made in opus vitta-
tum mixtum clearly indicates a relatively late date
of construction. Nevertheless, in general it remains
very difficult to determine with some degree of
precision when the remodeling took place.200

Reception room 24 of the praetorium on the Kops
Plateau has already been interpreted as a reference
to a room like oecus 21 of the Villa of Oplontis. This
oecus is assigned to the early Third Style remod-
eling of the villa.201

The best chance to pin down the chronological
origins of the quotations is offered by oeci 27 and
42. It is beyond doubt that their Mediterranean
counterparts originate from the period of the
Second Style.202 Based on stylistic grounds the
tetrastyle oecus of the Casa delle Nozze d’Argento
must have been built in 50-40 BC.203 More concrete
data place the date of construction of the House of
Augustus and its tetrastyle oecus between 36 and
28 BC.204 These examples constitute the typological
roots of rooms 27 and 42.

Close observation, however, reveals that the
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Fig. 24. House VI 15, 6 in Pompeii, plan 
(drawing Kees Peterse).



praetorium of Nijmegen was already affected by the
next stage in the development of domestic archi-
tecture. As has been explained above, the columns
in front of oecus 42 were shifted to the sides. This
offered those present in the room an uninter-
rupted framed view into the pleasure garden in
the center of the peristyle. This stage of develop-
ment - the shift of columns to the sides in front of
a major living room - is documented in neither
the Casa delle Nozze d’Argento nor the House of
Augustus. The former displays a peristyle with reg-
ular intercolumniations. In the House of Augustus
on the Palatine a portico was built in front of oecus
13. This portico did not reflect the location of the
oecus as is shown on the plan of Carettoni (fig. 21).205

These observations seem to indicate that some-
where between 36-28 BC (the date of construction
and decoration of the House of Augustus) and 10
BC (the approximate date of construction of the
praetorium on the Kops Plateau) the phenomenon
of the ‘framed view’ developed. Moreover, these
observations show that in this short period of time
this phenomenon not only developed but found its
way into domestic architecture within a military
context in the northern region. The pertinent ques-
tion is when this first happened.

There are no villas decorated with Second Style
wall paintings that exhibit an intentionally irreg-
ular arrangement of the peristyle columns. This is
true for the Villa dei Misteri (80-70 BC), the Villa
of P. Fannius Synistor (60 BC), the Villa dei Papiri
(50-40 BC) and the Villa of Settefinestre (40-30 BC).
Nor is the phenomenon documented in the urban
context of the Casa del Criptoportico (I 6, 2),206 the
Casa degli Epigrammi (V 1, 18)207 and the Casa
delle Nozze d’Argento (V 2, i), all known because
of their Second Style wall paintings.

There are however exceptions. The first is the
Casa del Menandro (I 10, 4). The peristyle of this

house displays a strikingly irregular arrangement
of tuff and brick columns. There is an increased
intercolumniation in front of tablinum 8, room 15,
large oecus 18 and exedra 23. According to Ling,
most of the peristyle arrangement as well as the
increased intercolumniation in front of rooms 15
and 23 date from the period of the late Second
Style (40-25 BC).208 This is indicated by fragments
of wall paintings and floor decorations.209 The
widened intercolumniation in front of oecus 18 was
most likely from a later date. Only the increased
interaxial distance in front of the tablinium antici-
pated late Second Style construction (fig. 22).210 The
related archaeological evidence, however, is diffi-
cult to explain. Ling found proof that the columns,
especially those in front of tablinium 8, had been
shifted and no longer reflect the initial arrange-
ment. According to Ling the peristyle was origi-
nally only three-sided, featuring wings of unequal
length on its west and east side. Such an initial
arrangement that lacked a proper ending on the
back side of the peristyle area seems implausible.
Hence, regarding the first appearance of the in-
tentionally increased intercolumniations, I prefer
Ling’s so convincingly demonstrated late Second
Style remodeling.

The second exception is the somewhat oddly
shaped peristyle of the Casa di M. Obellius Firmus
(IX 14, 4).211 Three of its sides display a regular
arrangement of tuff columns. On the remaining
south side the portico consists of two brick columns
that display irregular intercolumniations. The
larger interaxial distance is found in front of an
oecus. The smaller distance is measured between
the adjacent columns on the west side. Since the
columns on the south side of the peristyle were
made of brick instead of tuff, the extension of the
colonnade and the irregular interaxial distances
clearly are the result of later remodeling. It seems
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Fig. 25. Praetorium on the Kops Plateau, section of the formal-representative area, seen from west, 
from right to left: fauces, tetrastyle atrium, tablinum, kitchen and portico 
(reconstruction Kees Peterse, computer still Marla Smith, Austin TX).



obvious that this was related to the construction
or (re)decoration of the large oecus, which had its
walls painted in the late Second Style. These wall
paintings provide a terminus ante quem for the
intentionally widened intercolumniation: the third
decade before the beginning of the Common Era.212

These observations indicate that the phenome-
non of intentionally increased intercolumniations
most likely first appeared in the period of the late
Second Style. This is substantiated by further ar-
chaeological evidence. In the Villa of Oplontis one
observes a widened intercolumniation in front of
oecus 15 (fig. 16). The related colonnade (13) dates
from the period of the early Third Style,213 where-
as oecus 15 is famous because of its mature Second
Style wall paintings (60-50 BC).214 In the peristyle
of House VIII 2, 3 an increased intercolumniation
was created in front of room v. According to Karl
Lehmann-Hartleben the peristyle was built in the
late Augustan period corresponding to Third Style
wall paintings.215 During the last years of the
Republic or the beginning of the Empire, the south-
ern tract of the peristyle of the Casa di Paquius
Proculus (I 7, 1) featured an increased intercol-
umniation in front of exedra 10A.216 On the corre-
sponding south wall of peristyle 9, remains of
Third Style wall paintings were identified that
have been lost in recent times.217 A final example
is the Casa del Principe di Napoli (VI 15, 7.8) where
the Augustan or early Tiberian portico in front of
rooms k and i had an irregular arrangement of
columns that created a view from room k to the
shrine against the garden’s back wall.218

The praetorium on the Kops Plateau shows a vari-
ety of popular Mediterranean domestic features
that were introduced in hometown architecture
during the third quarter of the first century BC or
slightly earlier. The tetrastyle atrium was probably
based on examples originating just prior to the
period of the Third Style. A somewhat different
timeframe applies to major reception room 24 in
the formal-representative area of the Nijmegen
complex - its reference dates from the period of
the early Third Style. In the residential area, oeci
27 and 42 reflect Mediterranean counterparts that
date from the period of the mature and late
Second Style. The integration of these rooms in the
peristyle arrangement is based on a new architec-
tural approach that first appeared in
Mediterranean examples in the period of the late
Second Style. Therefore, based upon its selection of
spatial features the praetorium on the Kops Plateau
was up-to-date and highly fashionable. The com-
plex was built in approximately 10 BC and, in the
case of the intentionally widened intercolumnia-

tions, it quoted a feature that had first occurred in
Mediterranean domestic architecture only about
fifteen years earlier.

REFLECTION OF NEW AESTHETICS

Finally, one more aspect requires our attention.
Our analysis has demonstrated the presence of
numerous Mediterranean quotations in the complex
on the Kops Plateau. Many of these architectural
references, especially the oeci and the intention-
ally widened intercolumniation in front of these
rooms, were fashionable architectural features of
their day. Did the architect compose the praetorium
by randomly drawing upon Mediterranean trends,
or was there coherency in the way these elements
were implemented and integrated? Moreover, if
there was a coherent pattern in the selected archi-
tectural elements did it correspond to broader
developments in Roman exterior and interior
design?

Regarding such broader developments, John
Clarke’s exploration of what he calls ‘the new aes-
thetics’ of late Second Style wall painting pro-
vides important information.219 In De Architectura,
the stage of transition from the Second to the
Third Style becomes apparent in the paragraph
where Vitruvius laments the gradual loss of the
wall painting’s structural nature. The more real-
istically figured architectural elements of the
mature Second Style rapidly began to disappear
in favor of merely decorative motifs that had little
basis in reality:

But these paintings, which had taken their mod-
els from real things, now fall foul of depraved
taste. For monsters are now painted in frescoes
rather than reliable images of definite things.
Reeds are set up in place of columns, as pedi-
ments, little scrolls, striped with curly leaves
and volutes; candelabra hold up the figures of
aediculae (...). Now these things do not exist
nor can they exist nor have they ever existed,
and thus this new fashion has brought things
to such a pass that bad judges have con-
demned the right practice of the arts as lack of
skill (7.5.3-4).220

According to Clarke, the Casa di Livia on the Pa-
latine is one of the examples that shows the very
changes Vitruvius detested. Its central oecus exem-
plified ‘the most fundamental and long-lasting
change in wall decoration: the abandonment of
asymmetrical perspective’.221 Clarke explains that
instead of regularly spaced columns a single fea-
ture became the focus of the wall: the aedicula, a
pavilionlike structure with columns supporting a
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pediment.222 According to Clarke ‘this late Second
Style approach shifted the viewer’s attention from
the perspective system designed for the whole
room to a single axial focus for each wall’.223 The
eye was drawn ‘to the aedicula and to its center of
interest: the painting that the aedicula framed’.224

This development in wall painting was accom-
panied by a similar change in architecture. The
latter included the application of intentionally
widened intercolumniations. Prior to this change,
the columns of peristyles were placed at regular
distances and as an entity the columns did not
reflect the arrangement of the surrounding rooms,
nor their hierarchy. In fact in most cases it was
exactly the opposite: the arrangement of the
columns was reflected by stucco pilasters on the
peristyle’s perimeter walls. From an abundance of
evidence, I shall point to just a few examples such
as the First Style peristyles of the Casa del Fauno
(VI 12, 2) and the Casa del Labirinto (VI 11,
8.10).225 In addition, the slightly older peristyle of
the Casa di Pansa (VI 6, 1) should be mentioned
because, like a blueprint for this phenomenon, its
columnar arrangement perfectly demonstrates its
independence from the surrounding rooms.226 A

peristyle that resembled the one of the Casa di
Pansa was constructed in the center of the Casa di
Arianna/Capitelli colorati (VII 4, 51).227 Roughly
the same scheme was applied in the Corinthian
atrium of the Casa di Epidius Rufus (IX I, 20).228

During the late Republic the peristyle increas-
ingly became the center of the living area. The
arrangement of the peristyle and its furnishings
provided a setting that was intended to be remi-
niscent of life in a villa.229 To allow for an uninter-
rupted framed view from the living area into the
cultivated garden area of the peristyle, columns
in front of major living rooms were shifted to the
sides. However, this phenomenon of intentionally
widened intercolumniations was also part of a
series of architectural features that signified spatial
hierarchy. The archaeological evidence indicates
that widened intercolumniation generally went
hand in hand with increased height, or the addition
of a pediment, or both.230 If the sole reason for
applying widened intercolumniations had been
to create an uninterrupted framed view, this addi-
tional architectural emphasis that was primarily
visible from the outside would not have been nec-
essary. Apparently, shifting aside the columns in
front of a major living room formed part of a more
complex two-way effect. It seems plausible that the
underlying reason for the exterior architectural
emphasis was the desire to reflect spatial hierarchy
in an increasingly complex domestic ensemble in
which the peristyle had become the unquestioned
center.231

In the First Style dwellings of Pompeii there had
been no need for artificially emphasizing spatial
hierarchy in the peristyle area. The arrangement
was rigid and clear with principal rooms located
on the architectural axes, like the major oecus at the
back of the peristyle in the Casa di Pansa (VI 6, 1),
or exedra 37 opposite tablinum 33 in the Casa del
Fauno (VI 12, 2).232 From the moment this system
of rigid geometrical arrangements of Hellenistic
origin was abandoned, the hierarchy of rooms
was no longer obvious at first sight. To compen-
sate for this gradual loss of univocality in domes-
tic arrangements exterior architectural emphasis
was introduced. Framing the most prestigious
room was a way of communicating the propri-
etor’s luxurious lifestyle in the considerably less
formalized setting of a villa-like ensemble.

The Casa degli Amorini dorati (VI 16, 7) pro-
vides a good example. In front of major living
room triclinium O, the principal wing of the Rhodian
peristyle displays obvious architectural emphasis
that was created during the late Republic and
rebuilt after the earthquake of AD 62 (fig. 26).233
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Fig. 26. Casa degli Amorini dorati (VI 16, 7) in
Pompeii, apart from the increased interaxial distance,
the viewer’s attention was drawn to triclinium O by
means of a front-gabled aedicula that was supported

by a pair of pilasters (photo Kees Peterse).



Apart from the increased interaxial distance, the
viewer’s attention was drawn to triclinium O by
means of a front-gabled aedicula that was supported
by a pair of pilasters. As a tool used to focus atten-
tion on the center of interest, the aedicula in front
of triclinium O was a perfect counterpart to the
aediculae in late Second Style wall painting. In this
respect, it is significant that the rise of intentionally
widened intercolumniations can independently
be linked to the period of late Second Style.

If we disregard the more general references to
the atrium/peristyle house and the villa, there are
no quotations in the Augustan praetorium of Nij-
megen that served primarily structural purposes.
This is true for the tetrastyle atrium,234 the oeci
and the widened intercolumniations. These fea-
tures were standard elements of contemporary
interior design and represent the taste of the late
Republican and early Augustan elite. Since they
embellished the residences of particularly the well-
to-do, their appearance in the praetorium on the
Kops Plateau must be understood as an attempt to
link this complex to hometown luxury life. This
not only adds to the status of the complex, it also
explains the coherent integration and organization
of the quotations.
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research on Republican domus on the Forma Urbis
Romae. Also: Ziçans 1941, 183-194 and Bruno/Scott
1993, 30 note 24, who refers to fragments 95, 98, 132,
415, 470, 484, 543 and pl. 53 of the Forma Urbis Romae.

80 In a number of cases the depth of the atrium was stan-
dardized at 4.70 m circa representing 17 Oscan feet of
27.6 cm. This measurement corresponds to approxi-
mately 16 Roman feet. Peterse 1999, 127-148.

81 Peterse 1999, 128-129 and Beilage 1.
82 Peterse 1999, 148.
83 Sodo 1988, 195-202. Nappo 1997, 91-120 published

Pompeian row houses of a later date that basically had
the same arrangement. On these row houses: Hoffmann
1980, 1-14; 1984, 105-118; Nappo 1988, 186-192; Miele
1989, 165-184; Dickmann 1999b, 629-632.

84 Examples in Herculaneum: De Kind 1998, 292-294: Casa
della Fullonica (IV 5-7), depth of atrium 467.5 cm; De
Kind 1998, 270-271: Casa dell’Ara Laterizia (III 17),
depth of atrium 464.0-467.0 cm. According to Gan-
schow 1989, 321-323, 329 during the Samnite period of
Herculaneum three types of houses were built. The nar-
row type had no rooms along the sides of the atrium
and instead of a tablinum a narrow corridor ran along
the central axis of the house, flanked by two rooms
(from: De Kind 1989, 189).

85 Bruno/Scott 1993, 13-30: West Block, esp. Plots 2-3.
Miele 1989, 179-181, has noticed the relationship
between the Pompeian row houses and the dwellings
in the West Block at Cosa.

86 House V,2,10: Mannucci 1995, map 39.
87 On the standardization of the ‘alternative’ house dur-

ing the 4th and 3rd century BC: Peterse 1999, 127-134.
88 Cf. Boëthius 1978, 185: ‘It is evident that Vitruvius, as he

often does, has chosen the best-liked traditional type of
house from the last centuries BC for his model.’ Cf. Knell
1985, 158 and his fig. 62 (Casa del Chirurgo in Pompeii).

89 According to Knell 1985, 145-165, Vitruvius presented
a design model that could be executed in many varia-
tions. I do not support Knell’s attempt to distil an over-
all design from Vitruvius’ individual recommendations.

90 As previously: Peterse 1993, 100-101.
91 Förtsch 1995, passim.
92 Zanker 1995, 26-27; Zanker 1995, 144: ‘Nicht nur um die

verschiedenartigen Landschaften und Klimata (Plut.
Luc. 39) zu genießen, auch um überall dabeizusein,
mußte man mehrere Villen besitzen’. Cf. Drerup 1959,
133 who considers the Villa dei Misteri the oldest exam-
ple of the villa urbana; Richardson Jr. 1988, 171; Zanker
1995, 142-147, especially his note 4 where we find
Cato’s reference to a luxury villa built (shortly) before
152 BC. Dickmann 1999a, 186; Gros 2001, 289-313.

93 Drerup 1959, 117; d’Arms 1970, passim; Gros 2001, 289-
302.

94 Zanker 1995, 143.
95 De Kind 1998, 21.
96 De Caro 1981, 111-115; Gros 2001, 357-360.
97 De Franciscis 1975, 9-38; Strocka 1991, 107-115;

Dickmann 1999a, 184-186, 330-331; Gros 2001, 301-302.
98 As previously: Ward-Perkins 1981, 193-210; Zanker
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1995, 142; Gros 2001, 291.
99 Lafon 2001.
100 Carandini 1985; Strocka 1991, 91; Wallace-Hadrill 1994,

52-54 and fig. 3.20; Dickmann 1999a, 176-181; Gros
2001, 279-283.

101 De Vos 1982, 322-326; Barbet-Miniero 1999, passim;
Gros 2001, 296.

102 Translation Rowland/Howe 2001.
103 Maiuri 1931, 37-40, 99-101 considers the villa to be built

in the Samnite period; Carrington 1933, 130 seems to
follow Maiuri when he erroneously suggests the 3rd

century BC as the period of construction. Referring to
Maiuri and Carrington Van Aken 1943, 89 also suggests
the mid-3rd century BC as the period of construction;
Richardson Jr. 1988, 171-176 suggests the mid-1st cen-
tury BC; De Albentiis 1990, 199; Clarke 1991, 94-95
mentions 60 BC; Dickmann 1999a, 170 and note 55, who
proposes that the structural elements originate in the
2nd century BC; Gros 2001, 291, who suggests the first
half of the 2nd century BC as the date of construction.
A date in the 3rd century BC is highly implausible if not
incorrect. If this were the case the walls would have
been built in limestone framework, which they were
not (Peterse 1999). Nor does the villa convincingly dis-
play masonry comparable to the 2nd century BC’s struc-
tures that are documented in town (lava-incertum with
Sarno limestone ashlars for door jambs and the rein-
forcement of corners). The walls indicate a date of con-
struction no earlier than late-2nd century BC. Hence, the
time span between the construction of the villa and the
application of the Second Style wall paintings (80-70 BC
Strocka 1991, 111) would have been relatively short.

104 Cf. Drerup 1959, 120 according to whom Maiuri was
incorrect in identifying the spacious vestibule as the
villa’s entrance; Moormann 1984, 671 on the Second
Style wall paintings found in the atrium. These
belonged to the villa in its first layout. Also: Zanker
1995, 142; De Kind 1998, 21-22.

105 De Vos 1982, 315; De Simone 1988 II, 231-233; Gros
2001, 299.

106 Peters 1990, 250-251; 1993, 213-227 includes biblio-
graphical references on the matter. Note that there is a
certain resemblance between the paesaggio left on the
north wall of tablinum h in the Pompeian Casa di M.L.
Fronto (Peters 1993, 219, fig. 196) and the reconstruction
of the Villa of Oplontis after Alfonso De Franciscis and
Andrea Carandini as shown in Gros 2001, 301 fig. 325. 

107 Peters 1993, 223: ‘Il pittore deve essersi ispirato a
palazzi e ville sontuose che proprio alla fine del I sec-
olo a.C. cominciavano a svilupparsi su larga scala
nell’ambiente romano, ma non ha imitato fotografica-
mente la realtà’; Zanker 1995, 142-143; Lafon 2001; Gros
2001, 302-313.

108 Von Schnurbein 1974, 59-60; Kühlborn 1991, 136; Pietsch
1993, 361-362; Förtsch 1995, 620; Von Schnurbein 2002,
34-35.

109 Förtsch 1995, 621-622 points out that the plan of Anrep-
pen is dominated by square and oblong patterns, which
had no parallels in Augustan private dwellings. Only
Hellenistic royal residences like the Basileia of Pella
exhibit a similar arrangement. According to Förtsch the
link between the Hellenistic luxury architecture and the
Augustan praetoria could have been made through the
domestic architecture in Rome. Also: Dickmann 1999b,
811-813.

110 From a typological point of view it would be wrong to
interpret room 9 as a small peristyle. In the case of a

small peristyle, the width of the colonnade would mea-
sure approximately a quarter of the room’s overall
dimensions and its open inner space would accommo-
date a small garden or a fountain. In case of a tetrastyle
atrium the colonnade measures approximately a third
of the overall dimensions and the space in the center
accommodates an impluvium.

111 Examples of villas with atrium and alae (in a formal
sense): Villa dei Papiri, Villa of Oplontis (reconstructed
by Carandini), Villa di Arianna (Stabia) and Villa of
Settefinestre. For an example of a villa with an atrium
but without alae: Villa dei Misteri.

112 Van Enckevort/Haalebos/Thijssen 2000, 25 mentions
the presence of a latrine in the Augustan officer’s
houses on the Hunerberg. On toilets in Roman houses:
Jansen 2002.

113 Traces of a structure built on the outside immediately
west of room 12a could have belonged to a praefurnium.
This would have been built outside of the wooden
structure to reduce the risk of fire. Since no traces of a
hypocaust system were found the praefurnium would
have been used only to heat up the boiler for hot water
supply. In Oberaden one of the rooms at the back of the
peristyle was heated. According to Kühlborn 1991, 132
the oven in Oberaden was built immediately outside
the core building. For Roman water heaters: Günther/
Manderscheid 1994; De Haan 2001, 41-49.

114 Jansen 1997, 128 on clustering water related functions.
115 It can not be excluded that room 10 served as an apody-

terium.
116 De Vos 1982, 251 and 253 (rooms 47 and 48). 
117 Cf. Von Schnurbein 2000, 34. 
118 I acknowledge Volker Michael Strocka for this obser-

vation.
119 Noack/Lehmann-Hartleben 1936, Taf. 3 and 4.
120 Dickmann 1999a, 30.
121 Förtsch 1995, 626 and fig. 16.
122 Dickmann 1999a, 184 (oecus) and 330 (cenatio).
123 Strocka 1991, 115.
124 Clarke 1991, 126-127; Dickmann 1999a, 184 and 330.
125 On the idea of clustering rooms in Mediterranean

domestic architecture: Dickmann 1999a, passim.
126 Cf. Dickmann 1999a, 151-158.
127 Noack/Lehmann-Hartleben 1936, 150-152. The tablinum

was rebuilt from scratch in opus incertum mixtum.
128 Maiuri 1958, 222-239 esp. 223; De Vos 1982, 288-292. 
129 Förtsch 1995, 622-623.
130 Also Jansen 1999, 812.
131 In his report on the fire of AD 64 Suetonius (Nero 38.2)

mentions that not only were a large number of insulae
lost, but also houses (domus) that belonged to former
commanders of the army. The Forma Urbis Romae
demonstrates that there were still atrium houses in
Severan Rome. On the replacement of the Ostian domus
by apartment buildings: Packer 1969, 47: (...) ‘Within a
few years, whole sections of the older city were leveled
and rebuilt so that most of the existing ruins date from
the reign of Hadrian. Such extensive urban renewal
changed the entire complexion of the city. Gone were
the spacious mansions which had characterized the
port on the accession of Trajan.’ Cf. Dickmann 1999b,
628. Liedtke 1999, 685: ‘In Ostia prägten noch bis zum
Beginn des 2. Jhs. n. Chr. Domus das Stadtbild.’ On the
decline of the Pompeian atrium: Gros 2001, 61-62. As
previously stated by Dickmann 1999b, 628, in Pompeii
the process of replacing atrium houses with apartment
buildings is not documented. The Pompeian examples
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of a townhouse without an atrium are rare and they all
date from the last decades directly preceding the erup-
tion of AD 79. Regarding the gradual disappearance of
the atrium, Pompeii most likely was a trend follower
rather than a trendsetter, but this, of course, is true for
the vast majority of Roman cities. Therefore, if the
armies of the north recruited their high-rank officers
from a larger geographical area, there is no reason to
believe that in the Augustan period these people con-
sidered the atrium to be an outdated feature.

132 As previously: Ward-Perkins 1981, 185.
133 Ward-Perkins 1981, 185.
134 For example, the monumental atrium tract of the

Pompeian Casa VIII 2, 16 was rebuilt from scratch in
opus incertum mixtum and opus reticulatum of Nocera
tufa with layers of brick in between. According to
Noack/Lehmann-Hartleben 1936, 150-152 the rebuild-
ing took place immediately after the earthquake of AD
62 (mid-sixties). De Vos 1982, 57-58 less precisely opts
for the 1st century AD. According to Bruno/Scott 1993,
161-191 the House of the Birds at Cosa was built on the
remains of an older atrium house between 40-20 BC.

135 On Vitruvius being up to date (third quarter of the 1st

century BC): Gros 2001, 62.
136 Opus reticulatum was first applied in the mid-1st century

BC (theater of Pompey 55 BC). During the reign of
Augustus the use of opus reticulatum had become fash-
ionable both in Rome and Pompeii; Carrington 1933,
132; Meiggs 1973, 539; Adam 1988, 142-147. 

137 Meiggs 1973, 35 and 539.
138 Cf. Dickmann 1999a, passim. Gros 2001, 62 adds as a

third reason the improved water provision. Water from
the inward sloping atrium roof was no longer needed
for the household.

139 As previously: Meiggs 1973, 251.
140 Maiuri 1947, 5-9; Drerup 1959, 135-139. According to

Zanker 1995, 150-162 the remodeling took place imme-
diately after the earthquake of AD 62. He considers the
house, especially its garden area, a miniature villa
stuffed with distasteful decorative elements; Dickmann,
1999a, 353; Gros 2001, 102-111.

141 Translation Rowland/Howe 2001. Cf. Wallace-Hadrill
1994, 10. On the distinction between public and private
in the context of domestic architecture see Wallace-
Hadrill 1994, 17-37.

142 Haalebos 1991, 99. House no. 9 at Nijmegen resembles
the older Pompeian Casa I 14, 7; Peterse 1999, 131 and
Beilage 4. Also: Evans 1980, 74-94 category C; Hoffmann
1984, 111-115. Sodo 1988, 195-202. Nappo 1997, 108.
Examples in Herculaneum: De Kind 1998, 292-294: Casa
della Fullonica (IV 5-7) and 270-271: Casa dell’Ara
Laterizia (III 17); Ganschow 1989, 321-323, 329. For Cosa:
Bruno/Scott 1993, 13-30: West Block, esp. Plots 2-3. The
relationship between the Pompeian row houses and the
dwellings in the West Block at Cosa was previously
noticed by Miele 1989, 179-181. For Ostia: Mannucci
1995, House V,ii,10 on map 39.

143 Here it is important to bear in mind that the fortress was
abandoned in approximately 10 BC or shortly there-
after. This provides a terminus ante quem for house no. 9.

144 Weber 2001, 196 and fig. 10 (Holzbauphase 4). Weber
noticed that in Kempten-Cambodunum more houses
followed this pattern.

145 Weber 2001, 199.
146 Weber 2001, 199; Von Schnurbein 2002, 21. Von Schnur-

bein 2003, 98-104 on half-timbered building no. 5 fea-
turing an atrium arrangement.

147 Von Schnurbein 2000, 34-35; 2002, 11.
148 Von Schnurbein 2002, 11.
149 Zanker 1995, 150.
150 Zanker 1995, 141-210.
151 Cf. Leach 1997, 59-62.
152 Translation Rowland/Howe 2001.
153 Rakob 1976, 369; Strocka 1991, 91 who provides a list

of eleven preserved Corinthian oeci; Dickmann 1999a,
213-215.

154 Adam 1988, 173-211.
155 As preserved in Corbridge, Valkenburg Z.H. and

Avenches: Richmond 1961, 22-23; Tour 1983, 55.
156 Translation Rowland/Howe 2001.
157 Rakob 1976, 369; Strocka 1991, 91; Wallace-Hadrill 1994,

21-23; Zanker 1995, 143; Dickmann 1999a, 213-215.
158 Strocka 1991, 68-69, 107-115 and plate 48.
159 Strocka 1991, 68 and plate 48.
160 I thank Wolfgang Ehrhardt, author of the forthcoming

monograph on the house in the series Häuser in Pompeji,
for sharing this information. 

161 Carandini 1985; Strocka 1991, 91; Wallace-Hadrill 1994,
52-54 and fig. 3.20; Gros 2001, 279-283.

162 Carettoni 1983, 52-60; Leach 1997, 60-63.
163 Carettoni 1983, 86. 
164 Barbet 1985, 86 measured 5.18-5.30 x 10.70-10.77 m.

Dickmann 1999a, 214, who also mentions a distance of
0.6 m.

165 Carettoni 1983, 52.
166 Translation Rowland/Howe 2001.
167 On the meaning of such columns in a Mediterranean

context: Dickmann 1999a, 214: ‘Daß diese zudem durch
die Einführung von Säulen in den Innenraum erzielt
wurde, steigerte den Effekt und unterstreicht die
Wertschätzung, die man der Säule als nobilitierendem
Element luxuriöser Architektur entgegenbrachte.’ 

168 Dickmann 1999a, 30.
169 Translation Rowland/Howe 2001.
170 The observations in the praetorium of Nijmegen seem to

document this procedure. The distance between the
columns of oecus 42 equals 3.7 m. The width of adjacent
triclinium 40 equals 4.3 m. The distance between the
columns of oecus 27 equals 4.0 m. The width of triclin-
ium 31 equals 3.9 m. 

171 The archaeological evidence in front of room 27 has
been disturbed in recent times. It seems obvious, how-
ever, that the characteristics of room 42 also applied to
room 27.

172 Clarke 1991, passim on framed views and for biblio-
graphical references.

173 Ling 1997, 60 plates 28-29.
174 A cellar like this covered with a wooden hatch was

found in the fortress of Haltern. Kühlborn 1992, 40.
175 On the phenomenon of an arrangement with various

doorways in a row: Dickmann 1999a, 237-238.
176 On this subdivision of triclinia in a Mediterranean con-

text: Dickmann 1999a, 215-219.
177 Cf. Dickmann 1999a, 218: ‘Bevor deren (i.e. servants)

Tätigkeit einsetzte, mußte der Raum aber von den
Gästen selbst betreten und ihnen ein Platz angewiesen
worden sein. Dieser Moment des Eintretens wird als
Vorführung des entsprechenden Raumes von beson-
derer Bedeutung gewesen sein. Der Vorraum verzö-
gerte das tatsächliche Erreichen der Klinen, ein Effekt,
der einer zeremoniellen Vorführung von Dekoration
und Mobiliar dienen konnte.’

178 For this phenomenon in Mediterranean domestic archi-
tecture: Dickmann 1999a, passim.
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179 Strocka 1991, 107-115; cf. Clarke 1991, 113.
180 De Vos 1982, 250-254 ; Clarke 1991, 113-123; Dickmann

1999a, 184-186 and plate 4d.
181 Strocka 1991, 114; Dickmann 1999a, 181-184.
182 Cf. De Vos 1982, 255-256, in which the largest room N

is regarded as a winter dining room, while the adjacent
room M is referred to as a cubiculum. Also: Dickmann
1999a, 181-184. The special suite seems to have been
present also in the northeast corner of the Villa dei
Papiri’s large peristyle (De Vos 1982, 262). Cf. Förtsch
1995, 624-626 who observes a ‘Dreiflügeltract’ in the
layout of the Augustan praetorium of Anreppen.

183 The suite is present in the villa on the Sint Jansberg at
Mook-Plasmolen and in the villa on the Krichelberg at
Kerkrade-Kaalheide, both in the Netherlands and both
built in the 2nd century AD. Koster/Peterse/Swinkels
2002, 40-53.

184 Jansen 1997, 128 on Pompeian evidence: ‘Nearly all the
toilets were found in the working areas of the houses.
Most of them were situated in the kitchen (...) or near
it (...).’

185 Stable 34 may have had a secondary entrance facing the
peristyle.

186 I acknowledge Eric Moormann for his contribution to
this part of the analysis.

187 I acknowledge Volker Michael Strocka for his contri-
bution to this part of the analysis. 

188 As previously noticed by Förtsch 1995, 630.
189 Strocka 1991, 67-68 who believes the four tuff columns

are an addition to the original layout. According to
Strocka the latter originates from approximately 130 BC.
The tetrastyle atrium would have been introduced as
part of the remodeling around 100 BC.

190 Spinazzola 1953, 335-365.
191 Height of the tuff columns: I 2, 28 (4.70 m after Schipper

1992, 148), V 2, i (6.86 m after Mau 1908, 317), VI 7, 21
(4.22 m after Evans 1980, 32), VI 11, 10 (6.04 m after
Strocka 1991, 28), VI 12, 5 (5.87 m after Mau 1908, 310),
VII 13, 8 (unknown), IX 14, 4 (6.80 m after Spinazzola
1953, 337).

192 Dimensions of older tetrastyle atria (width x depth) fea-
turing tuff columns: House I 2, 28 (9.75x9.90 m after
Evans 1980, 31), Casa delle Nozze d’Argento V 2, i
(11.98x16.58 m), Casa del Labirinto VI 11, 10 (11.22x
11.46 m), Casa della Fontana Grande VI 7, 21 (7.70x7.75
m after Evans 1980, 32), Casa del Fauno VI 12, 5 (10.76x
12.26 m after Evans 1980, 32), House VII 13, 8 (8.50x
10.62 m), Casa di M. Obellio Firmo IX 14, 4 (13.85x17.30
m). Dimensions of later tetrastyle atria (width x depth):
Casa dei Cei I 6, 15 (columns covered by plaster -
9.38x9.83 m), House VI 7, 3 (7.00x7.50 m after Evans
1980, 32), House VI 15, 6 (8.18x8.40 m), House VI 15, 9
(7.20x5.75 m after Evans 1980, 32), House VII 2, 35
(measurements uncertain).

193 This applies to houses I 6, 15, VI 7, 3, VI 15, 6, VI 15, 9
and VII 2, 35. Cf. Evans 1980, 31-34 who mentions two
examples of an atrium in which instead of columns
brick piers were added. Evans did not include House
VI 15, 6; Peterse 1999, 117-148.

194 Schipper 1992, 127-149. 
195 Height of the columns in the group of younger

tetrastyle atria: Casa dei Cei I 6, 15 (columns covered
by plaster - 4.12 m after Schipper 1992, 148), House I 8,
17 (4.12 m after Schipper 1992, 148), House VI 7, 3 (full
height not preserved), House VI 15, 6 (height
unknown), House VI 15, 9 (4.0 m after Evans 1980, 32),
House VII 2, 35 (full height not preserved).

196 Peterse 1999, 117-148 and plan on Beilage 15.
197 One should consider the possibility that the columns

were added without interfering with the existing con-
struction of the roof.

198 Plin. Nat. 17.1-2 on the marble columns erected in the
atrium of Lucius Licinius Crassus on the Palatine. 

199 Cf. Michel 1990, 66.
200 Schipper 1992, 127-149 distinguished between con-

struction before and after 89 BC. She considers the
tetrastyle atrium of the Casa dei Cei (I 6, 15) and House
I 8, 17 to have been built post 89 BC.

201 Clarke 1991, 127; Dickmann 1999a, 330.
202 Gros 2001, 63.
203 I thank Wolfgang Ehrhardt for sharing this information

prior to the publication of his monograph on the house.
204 Carettoni 1983, 86.
205 Carettoni 1983, plan 1 and 2 on pages 8 and 10.
206 According to Strocka 1991, 121: 40-30 BC. 
207 Strocka 1990, 221.
208 Ling 1997, 79 (40-30 BC) referring to Beyen 1960, 120-

198 (40-25 BC).
209 Ling 1997, 66-67.
210 Ling 1997, 76-78.
211 Spinazzola 1953, 335-365.
212 Strocka 1990, 221.
213 Clarke 1991, 127-128 and fig. 51.
214 Strocka 1991, 107-115; Cf. Clarke 1991, 113.
215 Noack/Lehmann-Hartleben 1936, 121-128, Tav. 17.
216 Ehrhardt 1998, 125 and Tav. 81. The increased interco-

lumniation is indicated as a second step within the
building phase of the late Republic and early Empire.

217 Ehrhardt 1998, 64.
218 Strocka 1984, 34-35 and fig. 44.
219 Clarke 1991, 49-53.
220 Translation Rowland/Howe 2001.
221 Clarke 1991, 50.
222 Clarke 1991, 50.
223 Clarke 1991, 51.
224 Clarke 1991, 51.
225 Strocka 1991, 97, 101-104.
226 Maiuri 1973, 169-171; Peterse 1985, 35-56; De Albentiis

1989, 43-84; Schipper 1989, 35-36; Peterse 1993, 4-7,
Pirson 1999, 44-47. Dimensions of the peristyle: 14.95x
19.79 m. Interaxial distances: 2.32 m (width) and 2.36
m (length).

227 Schipper 1989, 87-89. Dimensions of minor peristyle-
featuring tufa columns: 14.96x19.96 m. Interaxial dis-
tances: 2.21 m (width) and 2.33 m (length).

228 Schipper 1989, 104-107. Dimensions of the Corinthian
atrium: 11.59-11.62 x 17.30-17.36 m. Interaxial distances:
1.63 m (width) and 1.67 m (length).

229 Zanker 1995, 26-27, 174-181; Dickmann 1999a, passim.
230 Dickmann 1999a, 318 on cenatio 18 in the Casa del

Menandro (I 10, 4): ‘Auch in der Dachlandschaft verur-
sachte der Umbau erhebliche Veränderungen, da man
das hohe Satteldach mit dem nach Westen weisenden,
dominanten Giebel bereits bei Entritt in das Peristyl
wahrnahm und als Wegweiser zur cenatio erkannte.’

231 Cf. Dickmann 1999a, 323.
232 Cf. Clarke 1991, 81-85.
233 Seiler 1992, 78-79 and 82-83, plates 95 and 96. According

to Seiler 1992, 78 a floor mosaic from the period of the
late Second Style in room I provides a terminus ante
quem for the construction of the Rhodian peristyle;
Zanker 1995, 174-181.

234 Based on the archaeological evidence it must be consid-
ered highly implausible that the columns in atrium 9
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were intended to support a built-in upper storey.
Although the columns were load bearing, their presence
was not a structural necessity as seen in the considerably
larger Tuscan atrium in the praetorium of Oberaden.
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