BABesch 82 (2007, 129-148. doi: 10.2143/BAB.82.1.2020765)

Nec quicquam ingenuum habere potest officina?
Spatial contexts of urban production at Pompeii, AD 79
Miko Flohr
Abstract
This article concentrates on the social and spatial environments in which manufacturing took place in Pompeii in
the last years of its existence. Investigating five different types of workshops (bakeries, fulleries, dyeries, tanneries
and lanifricariae), it emerges that manufacturing took place throughout the city in a wide range of contexts and
that workshops often were situated in buildings also used for domestic purposes, either houses or apartments
with a shop. This suggests that craftsmen lived and worked in relative autonomy and that the urban elite had
less control over them than is usually assumed.
Few archaeological sites have received more scholarly and popular attention than Pompeii. The city’s
dramatic burial in AD 79 and the ominous shadow
of Mt. Vesuvius over its excavated remains have
inspired writers, painters and film-makers alike.
In the handbooks of classical archaeology, Pompeii
provides the standard examples for the domestic
architecture and wall-painting of the late republic
and early empire. Among scholars, the Pompeian
evidence is widely regarded and studied as a
valuable document for the history of urban culture,
social relations and daily life.1 Overlooking the
output of scholars and artists of the last two centuries, one is amazed by its quantity and variety.
Yet, one may also feel that something is lacking.
The last two decades, an increasing amount of
archaeologists and historians has come to realize
that the usual methods and approaches failed to
transcend the boundaries of their disciplines and
tend to exclude certain types of evidence, issues
and people from the historical record. Pompeian
research was deemed too anecdotal, under-theorized and one-sided.2 This has led to many innovative studies in several areas, including the role
of private houses in society, the organization of
urban space, domestic architecture, rental apartments and artefact assemblages.3
Some areas, however, have stayed behind. New
approaches or not, scholarly emphasis has predominantly remained with the material remains
the of urban elite. One area that has particularly
suffered from neglect is urban production. While
the nature of the Pompeian economy once was the
subject of a fierce debate between modernists and
primitivists, and while a couple of production
processes have been studied more thoroughly,
urban production as such is not integrated into

current debates on the social and spatial functioning of the city. The archaeological remains of
Pompeian workshops are fundamentally understudied and often misunderstood. This is a pity,
since the significance of this material is beyond
doubt: even though there may be credible evidence that Pompeii was, in many respects, a consumer city and that the economic role of urban
production was rather limited, there is no reason
to assume that production and the distribution of
manufactured goods did not play an important
social role. At Pompeii, like in any city of the preindustrial era, activities related to production and
distribution must have cost many people a lot of
their time. Thus, issues about the embedding of
these activities in their urban context are highly
relevant for our understanding of the city.
Of course, scholars have not been completely
silent about the subject. Ever since the discovery
of the first Pompeian workshops in the early 19th
century, scholars have been writing about them.
Descriptions of workshops can be found in Pompeii guides of any period.4 The large encyclopaedias of the ancient world often refer to Pompeian
workshops when discussing ancient production
processes. In the post-war era, several specialist
studies have been written: Betty-Jo Mayeske has
studied the Pompeian bakeries.5 Her colleague
Walter Moeller has investigated the textile industry.6 Metalworking has been discussed by Bettine
Gralfs.7 The last two decades, some individual
workshops have been studied to more detail as
they happened to be part of large complexes or
house blocks that were chosen for systematic
investigation, such as the Casa del Labirinto or
insula I 10.8 Currently, a team of French archaeologists is studying several workshop types through-
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out the city.9 As a result, there is a growing consensus as to how we can identify certain kinds of
workshops and how certain production processes
were spatially organized. However, for some reason or another, there have been few attempts to
use this material for answering questions about
the social functioning of the city.
An important first step has been taken by Andrew Wallace-Hadrill, who analyzed the spread of
shops and workshops over various categories of
buildings. He concludes that workshops, because
they needed a certain amount of space, were predominantly situated in complexes of medium to
large size.10 Further, he emphasizes the fundamental mixture of economic and residential functions in atrium houses of varying size throughout
the city. With his approach, he thoroughly dismantled the vociferous account of Amedeo Maiuri,
who saw in the presence of workshops in ‘noble’
houses a sign of deteriorating living conditions in
the last years before the eruption and sketched a
picture of a town in decline left by its nobility to
the vulgarity of freedmen and their workshops.11
However, the main interest of Wallace-Hadrill
was with the role of atrium houses in Pompeian
society and not with urban production. Hence, he
did not dive much deeper into the subject.
Other scholars approached the subject from a
different angle. Ray Laurence briefly investigated
the spread of workshops over the urban area.
Using data from specialist studies, he showed that
at Pompeii, while there seem to have been concentrations of certain workshop types in certain
areas, there were no areas exclusively devoted to
retail or production. Rather, various types of land
use such as living, production, agriculture and
retail existed next to each other.12 The social position of Pompeian craftsmen has been studied by
Henrik Mouritsen. Based on epigraphic evidence,
Mouritsen stated that urban production and commerce were dominated by freedmen, who acquired
skills and training in slavery and then were freed
to set up their own business with the aid of their
patron, to whom they remained deeply dependent.13 His account, however, is based on the
assumption that the legal status of an individual
can be deduced from his name as written on the
façades of Pompeii. As has been convincingly
argued by Penelope Allison, the specific properties of Pompeian epigraphy do not automatically
allow for this.14 Further, Mouritsen’s picture seems
to have a very shallow evidential basis: the material remains of the homes and workshops of
craftsmen are completely left aside, even though
these may be a lot more informative about the
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socioeconomic position of these people than the
ethnic origin of their names. Hence, Mouritsen’s
approach fails to convince. If we want to understand Pompeii, we should study its material
remains and not limit ourselves to abstract speculation based on some electoral advertisements.
Another approach is by Damian Robinson, who,
departing from the observations of WallaceHadrill and Mouritsen, investigated the economic
behaviour of the Pompeian aristocracy. Robinson
concludes that the Pompeian upper classes invested in all areas of the urban economy and possessed diverse portfolios of different kinds of urban
economic properties.15 The dominant role of the
elite was, according to Robinson, testified by the
concentration of certain types of workshops on
certain locations within the property of an elite
member. Bakeries could be located inside the
house, textile workshops were preferably situated
in tabernae in front of it, and the hospitality industry was removed away from the house’s main
entrance. However, apart from the fact that
Robinson incorporates more assumptions in his
analysis than is necessary, his statistical approach
fails to do justice to the archaeological material.16
Robinson assigns buildings with workshops to
property classes based on property size and to
economic workshop types based on the size and
location of the workshop. Both typologies are based
on ideas about social status and human behaviour that, unfortunately, are never tested by a
detailed analysis of the material evidence. Hence,
it remains unclear whether the patterns Robinson
rightly observes must really be seen as evidence of
moral considerations of the elite or must have been
caused by other factors. It must be concluded that
scholarship has not yet succeeded in developing
a convincing methodology for analyzing the
social aspects of urban production at Pompeii that
incorporates the whole range of the evidence.
In what follows, I will try to contribute to the
discussion by systematically investigating the
material remains of the archeologically recognizable workshops of Pompeii. The investigation
departs from the preliminary assumption that the
embedding of these workshops in their urban
environment contains information about at least
some social aspects of their daily functioning.
Hence, the focus will be on the position of workrooms in their direct spatial context. Five types of
workshops are relatively easy to identify in the
Pompeian archaeological record: bakeries, fulleries, dyeries, tanneries and a fifth kind of workshop, of which the precise function is unknown.
Bakeries usually have an oven and three or four

Fig. 1. Bakery VI 6, 17-21: mills and oven.

Fig. 2. Fullery VI 14, 21.22: treading stalls.

Fig. 3. Dyery V 1, 4: reconstructed remains of dying
cauldrons.

Fig. 4. Lanifricaria VII 12, 17.21: furnaces.

flour mills (fig. 1). In some of them, the excavators
found carbonized remains of bread loaves, which
confirm that these workshops were used for bread
baking.17 Several workshops are only equipped
with an oven and have no flour mills. It is not
clear what exactly was produced in these establishments, but it seems that they must be treated
as a separate category. In none of these workshops
bread loaves have been found. In two, the excavators found baking tins and remains of pastry.18
One of the tabernae connected to the large bakery
I 4, 12-17 contained a small baking workshop apparently designed to function independently.19
This indicates that we must distinguish the bakeries with mills from those without mills.
Throughout the text, the former will be called ‘bakeries’ and the latter ‘baking shops’. Fulleries can
be identified by the presence of one or more sets

of niches surrounded by low walls covered with
waterproof plaster (fig. 2). These are the ‘treading
stalls’ where the clothes were soaped in. Some of
these workshops also have a complex of basins
connected to the urban water supply. Election
notices on the façade of some of these workshops
relate them to craftsmen called fullones who finished and cleaned woollen clothes.20 Paintings
found in one fullery depict a production process
similar to descriptions of the fulling process in the
work of ancient authors.21 Typical for dyeries are
the groups of furnaces with deep lead cauldrons
attached over fire-pots (fig. 3).22 That these installations were used for the colouring of clothes has
also been concluded from election notices referring to offectores and infectores, craftsmen both
related to cloth-dying.23 The identification of the
Pompeian tannery is based on various indications,
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amongst which the discovery of large amounts of
instruments typical for leather production and an
installation consisting of twenty large round tan
vats in which the leather was soaked.24 The use
of the fifth type of workshop is unclear. These
workshops all had a low concrete working bench
with built-in furnaces of lead (fig. 4), which means
that they used heat and liquids. None of these
workshops has relevant election notices or graffiti
on its façade. They were interpreted as wool-scouring plants by Moeller, but this has convincingly
been rejected by Jongman.25 It is even unlikely
that they had something to do with textiles: the
discovery of large quantities of animal bones in
several of these establishments points to activities
related to meat- or bone-processing.26 Following
Moeller, these workshops are commonly known
as officinae lanifricariae and, though this label is incorrect, they will be called so throughout the article for reasons of convention.
SOCIOECONOMIC BACKGROUND

Within the urban area of Pompeii, it is possible to
identify 22 fully excavated bakeries, seven baking
shops, ten fulleries, six dying establishments, one
tannery and fourteen lanifricariae.27 The data set
includes workshops of varying size, capacity and
economic nature. There were commercial establishments in small shops and large industrial plants
covering more than a hundred square meters.
Likewise, there are variations in the nature and
size of the buildings in which workshops are
found. The smallest unit, VII 9, 43, consists of one
single workroom hidden away behind the temple
of Vespasian. The largest complex was the Casa
del Labirinto (VI 11, 9), a gigantic traditional
domus with two atria and a vast peristylium counting 59 rooms. Given these variations, it seems
useful to discuss shortly some aspects of the socioeconomic background of the workshops.
As to the buildings in which workshops were
situated, there is an emphasis on medium-sized
complexes. All but four workshops are situated
in buildings with less than 25 rooms and about
50% has less than ten. Thus, the large urban villas of the extremely rich are not well-represented,
but our data set is neither dominated by the small
tabernae that generally are thought to be the
usual location of workshops.28 As it may be
thought to reveal more about the functioning of
a complex than plot size, I decided to take room
number as criterion for a subdivision of the data.29
I made four groups, each representing approximately a quarter of the data set.30 Eighteen units
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had less than five rooms, fourteen medium-sized
complexes had between five and eight rooms,
another fourteen complexes had nine to fourteen
rooms and fifteen complexes had fifteen rooms or
more.
A first point of interest is the importance of the
workshop in the building that hosts it. Table 1
suggests that most complexes with a workshop
had rooms in which no evidence for activities
related to the production process has been found.
In structures with eight or less rooms, the average amount of rooms occupied by the workshop
is almost equal to that of rooms that might have
been used for other purposes. The workshop must
have had a dominant position. In larger structures, however, most rooms did not have anything
to do with the workshop. Most of these were private houses with an incorporated or attached
workshop.
There are differences in the spread of certain
workshop types over the four groups. Many baking shops, fulleries and lanifricariae are situated in
units with less than five rooms. Bakeries are generally situated in larger complexes. This may have
to do with the amount of space required for certain workshops: the average bakery occupies four
rooms, whereas lanifricariae and fulleries generally
need less than two.31 However, there also seems
to be another explanation. It must be noted that
lanifricariae and small fulleries do not require
much investment in money and manpower compared to bakeries: it is cheaper to build a podium
with a lead furnace than it is to equip a bakery with
a mill room, a kneading room and a large oven.
To run a small fullery, one may need two or three
people, whereas a bakery is likely to employ ten or
more workmen. Thus, the concentration of workshop types in small or large complexes may also
be related to the socioeconomic basis of the owners or tenants.
This may be confirmed if we investigate whether
there is a relation between the capacity of the
workshops and the size of the complex in which
they are situated. Some workshops were larger
than others and thus produced more. This is, to
some degree, visible in their archaeological remains. The capacity of bakeries is related to the
number of flour mills; that of baking shops to the
number of ovens. For fulleries we can rely on the
amount of the treading stalls. The capacity of
dyeries is indicated by the amount of dying cauldrons and that of lanifricariae by the amount of
furnaces. Table 3 shows the distribution of the
average amount of provisions of each workshop
type over the four groups.

Table 1. Size and importance of workshop.
1-4 Rooms

5-8 Rooms

9-14 Rooms

15+ Rooms

Occupied by workshop

1.4

3.4

3.0

3.3

Other use

1.4

3.2

9.4

19.6

1:1

1.1 : 1

1:3

1:6

Ratio

Table 2. Division of the workshop types over the four groups.
1-4 Rooms

5-8 Rooms

9-14 Rooms

15+ Rooms

Bakeries

1

7

7

8

Baking shops

3

2

2

–

Fulleries

6

1

1

2

Dyeries

2

1

2

1

Tanneries

–

–

–

1

Lanifricariae

6

3

2

3

Table 3. Average capacity of workshop types by complex size.
Average

1-4 Rooms

5-8 Rooms

9-14 Rooms

15+ Rooms

Mills

3.7

3.0

3.7

3.4

4.0

Ovens

1.1

1.0

1.0

1.5

–

Stalls

3.6

2.2

2.0

5.0

8.8

Cauldrons

5.3

4.5

4.0

6.0

7.0

Tan vats

16

–

–

–

16

Furnaces

1.8

1.5

1.3

2.0

2.3

Table 4. Commerciality of workshops.
1-4 Rooms

5-8 Rooms

9-14 Rooms

15+ Rooms

Total

With shop

14

12

9

6

41

Without shop

4

2

5

9

20

78%

86%

64%

40%

67%

Commerciality

The trend is clear: the workshops in small units
tend to have a lower capacity than those in larger
complexes. Remarkable are the differences among
the fulleries: while the seven fulleries in small units
had two or three treading stalls, the three fulleries
built in large complexes had five, seven and ten
stalls respectively. These workshops also had large
rinsing basins with a connection to the urban water
supply. The picture in other workshop types is
less spectacular, but runs along the same lines.
Another aspect concerns the economic nature of
the workshops: how did they get rid of their products? Did they operate on a commercial basis or
not? Key question is whether or not there was a
shop. Shops can be recognized in the archaeolog-

ical material as rooms in the front part of a building that had a wide opening on the street and the
typical threshold with a groove into which the
planks of the wooden shutter were socketed.32
The presence of a shop indicates that a workshop
depended for a significant part on direct and
spontaneous sale to private customers. Its absence
suggests that products generally were sold elsewhere or to individuals that knew where and
why to find the workshop. This requires either a
large social network or the possession of real estate
on various locations in the city and thus a strong
socioeconomic background. Table 4 gives an
overview of the commerciality of the Pompeian
workshops.
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The obvious trend is that larger complexes were
less directly related to commercial sale than smaller
ones. This further confirms that there is a relation
between the size of the complex that hosts the
workshop and the socioeconomic basis of its
owner or tenant. It appears that, at Pompeii,
urban production was an area in which persons
of various socioeconomic strengths and backgrounds participated and that the size and nature
of a workshop was influenced by the socioeconomic position of its owner.
Another point is that a vast majority of all workshops had a shop. Two thirds worked, at least partially, on a commercial basis. All workshop types
were equally commercial except lanifricariae: only
five have a shop (36%). Remarkably, however,
four lanifricariae are located in rooms that seem to
have been shops before: with the construction of
the lanifricaria, the doors were narrowed.33 While
the working benches in these establishments are
located far from the entrance, leaving ample
space for contact with customers, it is very well
possible that they operated commercially as well
and that the doors were narrowed for other reasons (see below, p. 136). Thus, the general picture
is that production depended for a significant part
on the demands of private customers. Most workshops produced predominantly for a local market.
This is supported by the fact that among the
twenty non-commercial workshops were eight
bakeries, which of course necessarily only produced for local consumption. Whether or not
there were Pompeian industries producing for an
export market, there is little material evidence for
them within the city walls.34
WORKSHOPS IN THE PUBLIC URBAN LANDSCAPE

Now that we have a basic idea of the composition
of our data set and its socioeconomic nature, we
may turn to our central issue: how were the Pompeian workshops positioned in their urban context? Workshops had a double position. Through
the interaction with customers, they stood in the
middle of society and were socially tied to the
individuals and families that bought their products: they were part of the public urban landscape. At the same time, workshops were places
where craftsmen spent their days and were often
part of a private context as well. Both contexts will
be discussed. The position of workshops is not unproblematic: they produce heat, noise and smells
that may cause nuisance. Our data set consists of
five workshop types of which we can be fairly
certain that their business might annoy people:
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except the fulleries and the tannery, all produced
heat. Fulleries, dyeries and tanneries used stinky
chemicals. Lanifricariae probably used heated liquids and organic material - an ideal combination
for very nasty smells. Even the continuous smell
of freshly baked bread can be disturbing. An important question thus is whether the nuisance
caused by these workshops played a role in the
way they were embedded in their environment.
The most obvious link of a workshop with the
outside world is its spatial relation with the surrounding street. It is, in this respect, significant
whether or not there was a shop. Shops were
places of direct social interaction between the
workshop and the public. They are, generally,
meant to attract people. Most had products on
display.35 Often, election notices mentioning the
name and the occupation of the tenants or owners surround the entrance of the shop.36
Sometimes, the façade was found decorated with
paintings showing the craftsmen and their activities.37 The wide openings, however, also made
that people passing by could see, hear and smell
almost everything that happened inside. Thus, it
may be questioned to which degree the production process was removed from the shop: was the
public allowed to see the dirty work? There is evidence for the production process in about half of
the shops.38 Except for tanning, all crafts are represented. Generally, the elements of the workshop
are clustered along the walls in the back half of
the room: in baking shops I 3, 1 and VII 12, 1.2.36,
the oven is situated against the back wall, far
from the street (fig. 5). Likewise, in most fulleries,
the treading stalls were positioned near one of the
remote corners of the shop. There were few
exceptions to this rule, the best known being the
twin dyeries V 1, 4 and V 1, 5, where the cauldrons
literally stand on the threshold (fig. 3).39 The concentration of most activities in the back part of the
shop had the obvious advantage that visitors and
workmen did not stand in each others way, but
also had the effect that the production process
was less visible and caused little nuisance. The
complexes where shop and workshop were integrated tend to be smaller than those where the
two were separated. Hence, it might be suggested
that the workshop only was situated in the shop
when there was no other space available.
However, the workshops that were separated from
the shop tend to be too large to be situated in one
single room: they include large bakeries occupying several rooms, a vast tannery and the largest
dyery of the city. Thus, it is equally possible to invert the argument: the workshop was always sit-

uated in the shop unless it was too small.40 Moreover, there are several shops where, if needed, the
production process could have been hidden away
from the customer. In baking shop I 3, 1 the back
part of the L-shaped shop was occupied by the
oven and the kneading tables, while the front part
was empty (fig. 5). If desired, it would have been
easily possible to separate both parts by a wall.
Likewise, in bakery I 3, 27, no care was taken to
separate the shop from the space where the mills
stood. In some fulleries, the treading stalls could
have been situated in a second room, but this
option was never chosen.41 In short, there is little
evidence suggesting that it was problematic to
locate the workshop in a shop.
It was also possible that there was a direct connection from the workroom to the street that might
confront people accidentally passing by with the
existence of a workshop. The most obvious example of this is the wide entrance of the well-known
bakery VII 2, 22 (fig. 6). As one of the flour mills
was located immediately behind the opening, the
front part probably did not function as a shop, but
it is not likely that the wooden doors were always
completely closed. When they were not, the bustle
of the workshop must have influenced the atmosphere on the street. There were eighteen complexes
where the workroom could be entered directly
from the street. The entrance was not always as
wide as in the case of bakery VII 2, 22, but it was
often considerably wider than a normal door, especially in the case of bakeries. With the exception of
the lanifricariae discussed above, provisions are
always placed directly behind the opening, which
suggests that these entrances only served the
workshop and had no function as entrances to
other parts of the complex. It must be noted that
entrances of this type were all but restricted to the
remote areas of the city: they could be found in
busy through roads as well as in quiet alleys.42 In
the case of larger complexes, however, the entrance
to the workroom often was situated in another
road than the main entrance of the building. The
main entrance to house VI 14, 28-32 is on the Via
del Vesuvio, while the entrance to the workroom
of the bakery is in the narrow alley between
blocks VI 14 and VI 16.43 This might suggest that
the owner wanted to conceal his involvement in
the baking business. We must not, however, be too
quick. Next to the entrance was a large shop in
which the products of the workshop were sold or
consumed. Further, in many large complexes, the
workshop was situated either in the back part of
the house so that it was either nearer to another
street than to the one where the main entrance

Fig. 5. Baking shop I 3, 1: oven against the back wall
of the L-shaped shop.

Fig. 6. Bakery VII 2, 22: workroom seen from the
entrance.
was, or in the middle of a house block so that no
direct exit was possible.44 The reasons for this are
related to the internal organization of the complex
and have little to do with the relation between
workshop and the outside world.
To sum up, in eighteen complexes, the production process was conducted in a shop and was
visible to the public. In another eighteen cases, the
work was done in a space that had a direct connection to the street. More than half (59%) of all
Pompeian workrooms thus had an open relation to
the outside world. Of the remaining 25 complexes,
another seventeen had a shop, which means that
there were only eight workshops (13%) that must
have remained invisible to the outside world. The
activities in Pompeian workshops were a normal
and defining component in the public urban atmosphere. Pompeians did not emphasize the existence
of a workshop, but neither did they hide it away:
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if a workshop fits into a shop, it was located there.
If it was desirable to create a direct connection
between the workroom and the outside world to
facilitate the supply, few Pompeians seem to have
hesitated to do so.45 Generally, one gets the impression that in the relation between workshops
and streets the practical factors outweighed the
moral factors. However, there may have been one
exception. As mentioned above, some lanifricariae
were situated in rooms that originally were shops.
Before or during the construction of these workshops, the doors were made narrower. Sometimes,
such as in I 3, 16.18 and VII 11, 2.3, part of the
opening simply was blocked off (fig. 7). In other
cases, the narrowing of the opening coincided
with a reconstruction of the façade.46 As noted,
there were few lanifricariae with a shop. In only
two of these, the furnaces were situated in the front
part of the shop.47 Direct connections between the
workroom of lanifricariae and the street can only
be found in quiet alleys and never were wider
than a door of normal size. This means that lanifricariae were the least visible workshop type in the
city. Probably, they caused more nuisance than
the other workshop types did: there is no evidence for similar strategies in the embedding of
fulleries, dyeries or bakeries in the public urban
environment.

in other rooms in the same building might remain
there for considerable time: the internal nuisancethreshold is likely to be much lower than the external. Nevertheless, though some workshops were
situated in buildings where no evidence for other
activities can be found, most were integrated in a
complex with other functions as well. We have
departed from the assumption that the amount of
rooms in a complex raises expectations about its
multifunctionality. This criterion alone, however,
is not sufficient. The decisive factor in the functioning of a complex is not its amount of rooms,
but its spatial organization: a complex of ten rooms
around a garden is fundamentally different from
one of ten rooms in a row behind each other. We
may expect complexes organized in a different way
to function differently and complexes organized
in a similar way to be, at least to some extent,
comparable. Thus, we should combine our earlier
subdivision with one on architectural criteria.
Analyzing the data set, two categories emerge. 26
workshops are situated in complexes with an
atrium or a peristylium - that is, complexes with
features commonly regarded as domestic.48 Eighteen other workshops are located in units consisting of a shop with one or more back rooms or
stairs to an upper floor. These are usually referred
to as tabernae.49 The remaining seventeen complexes have an irregular layout.

WORKSHOPS AND THEIR PRIVATE ENVIRONMENT

Domus
The relation between a workshop and other rooms
in the same building is a lot more complicated
than that between the workshop and the outside
world. The crucial difference is that people on the
street are moving, just passing by, while people

Fig. 7. Insula VII, 11: facade with entrances of
lanifricariae VII 11, 2.3 and VII 11, 5.
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The 26 complexes with domestic features were
larger than those of the other two categories. It
must be mentioned that there are no cases where
the present workroom seems to have been part of
the original layout. The workshops thus had to be
integrated in pre-existing structures. This posed
limitations to the layout and position of the workshop. Two factors are important. The first is the
range of possibilities for the location of the workshop. An atrium house could consist of several
zones. In front of the house was an atrium with
several surrounding rooms. Behind it often was
an open area with a garden or a peristylium. These
areas traditionally had a residential character.
Additionally, a house could have service quarters
or other rooms outside this traditional structure.
The second factor concerns the accessibility of the
workshop: was it possible to give the workshop
its own entrance or not? This is a determining factor in the impact of the workshop on the internal
traffic in the house.
If a workshop could be situated outside the traditionally residential areas, its position does not

Table 5. Building types.
1-4 Rooms

5-8 Rooms

9-14 Rooms

15+ Rooms

Total

Domus

–

1

12

13

26

Taberna

15

2

1

–

18

Other

3

11

1

2

17

Total

18

14

14

15

61

Table 6. Integration of workshops in atrium houses.
Front

Back

Outside

Total

Same entrance

4

4

4

12

Separate entrance

2

4

8

14

Total

6

8

12

26

seem to have been very problematic. House VII
10, 5.8.13, for example, had a small lanifricaria in a
separate set of rooms behind its large peristylium.
It was only connected with the rest of the house
through a narrow corridor and invisible from the
residential areas. As the workroom also had its
own access, the workshop was almost completely
independent. Twelve atrium houses had a workshop in a separate, non-residential area. Most
were large complexes with a workshop in one of
their more remote parts, but some were much
smaller. House VI 14, 33-34 had a large bakery
directly next to its small atrium. Though one might
suppose that the proximity of the workrooms
might have caused considerable nuisance in the
living area, the atrium seems to have maintained
a residential character. In two rooms, bed niches
can be found. Further, the excavators found luxury objects like a silver hand mirror and several
glass pastry beads from a necklace, and many
domestic utensils such as scissors, drinking cups
of fine pottery and glass, and a bronze vase with a
decorated handle.50 The doors between the atrium
and the workshop could be closed, so that less
sounds and smells penetrated the residential
rooms. In eight of the twelve complexes, the workroom had its own entrance, but even when this
was not the case, one often did not use the main
entrance to the house: the bakery in the house of
Paquius Proculus (VII 2, 3.7) was most easily
reached through entrance VII 2, 3 which led directly to the peristylium, while the main entrance to
the atrium was further to the north. Traffic to the
bakery in the Casa del Labirinto (VI 11, 9.10) and
to the lanifricaria in the Casa di Narciso (VII 12,
22-24) was organized similarly.51 It may be concluded that in these complexes, workshop and
house could function more or less independently,

without much interference and spatial integration.
This is an advantage when workshops do dirty
work. It is remarkable that all lanifricariae in atrium
houses were located in this independent position.
Most are, like the one in VII 10, 5.8.13, situated in
a dark room with few doors and windows, remote
from living quarters.52 A secondary door provided
direct access: no traffic had to cross the residential
area. This confirms the impression that lanifricariae
caused more inconvenience than other workshops
did: the only way to embed them in an atrium
house was in a remote and independent position.
Things were a little more complicated when
the workshop had to be located in parts of the
house that normally had a residential function. In
this case, the back part of the house seems to have
been the most preferable location, since then, the
atrium zone would preserve its residential character and would be only slightly influenced by
the presence of a workshop in the area behind it,
especially when the workshop could have its own
entrance. In the Casa del Forno (VI 3, 3.27-28; fig. 8),
the only connection between this house and the

Fig. 8. Bakery VI 3, 3.27-28: ground plan.
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Fig. 9. House I 6, 7: ground plan.

Fig. 10. House I 6, 7: decorated impluvium.
bakery in its back part was through two doors in
the tablinum that could be closed off.53 The two
areas functioned independently. Traces of decoration in one of the cubicula suggest that the atrium
area was meant to be decorated.54 Finds indicate
that it had a domestic function.55 For the integration of the bakery, however, severe adaptations
had been necessary. The bakery seems to have
needed more space than was disposable behind
the tablinum range. Hence, it was decided to
shorten the depth of the tablinum and the room
south of it.56 Since the latter room became part of
the workshop, one needed more residential space
than the present ground floor could provide and
the construction of an upper floor was necessary.
Hence, the foremost part of the house was completely rebuilt. The walls around the atrium were
replaced by stronger ones and four strong pillars
of opus latericium were built on the corners of the
impluvium.57 These had to sustain the first floor.
In one of the corners of the atrium stairs were
built. The room north of the tablinum was turned
into a kitchen that could only be reached through
the workshop and from the first floor. Though it
must have cost a lot, care was taken to embed the
workshop in a primarily domestic context. This
was even more so when workshop and house had
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to share the same entrance. The location of the
workroom in the back of the house meant that
traffic would have to cross the residential areas.
In the fullonica of Stephanus (I 6, 7; fig. 9), the only
way to come in was through the shop. Though
the present state of the complex does not give
much insight into the factors that played a role in
implementation of the workshop, we can give a
very precise account of its functioning in AD 79
because of the excellent excavation reports. It is
often assumed that the house had lost its domestic
functions.58 This is based on the interpretation of
the built-up impluvium in the atrium as a basin in
which clothes were washed out. The atrium thus
had no longer a residential character. However,
the impluvium does not seem to have been built
for the workshop: while its walls were decorated
with fine frescos, its floor contained inset pieces
of marble (fig. 10). At its head stood a fountain.
The area and the surrounding rooms had decorated walls and floors with inset pieces of marble.
With the exception of the shop, all rooms in the
foremost part of the house were decorated for residential purposes. That they also were used that
way is confirmed by the finds mentioned in the
excavation reports. In the shop, the excavators only
found objects related to the production process,

Fig. 11. House VI 14, 21.22, atrium: Marble
impluvium contemporary to the fullonica.

Fig. 12. House V 3, 8: atrium transformed into
milling room.

such as remains of a fulling press, various brushes
and scissors.59 Directly behind the door to the
atrium however, stood two wooden cupboards
containing tableware, a dice, a hand mill and many
other domestic objects.60 In the impluvium lay a
decorated bronze oenochoe, the large oecus east of
it was furnished with bronze objects.61 Apparently, the fact that it was frequently crossed by traffic to the workshop in the back area and that it
was only accessible through the shop did not make
the atrium less residential in character. It may be
imagined that the wooden doors between the
shop and the atrium often were closed. Main access
to the domestic quarters then would have been
through the finely decorated room A west of the
shop. In the back part of the house, the main
workroom was situated directly next to the kitchen
and the latrine, so that all non-residential activities were clustered. The narrow corridor between
the atrium and the peristylium provided easy passage between the shop and the workroom and
between the kitchen and the large oecus east of the
atrium. Thus, instead of a ‘classic’ example of a
workshop specifically built as such, the fullonica
of Stephanus is a good example of the successful
integration of a workshop into an atrium house.
The same can be said of house VI 14, 21-22, into
which a fullery was integrated after it had collapsed during an earthquake.62 At the same time
that the fullery was built, the residential and representative character of this house was reinforced.
In the atrium, a marble impluvium was constructed
with a fountain fed by the water pipe that led to
the fullery (fig. 11). One of the largest rooms of the
house was redecorated with expensive fourthstyle wall-decorations. In the peristylium, the podi-

um that contained the treading stalls and gave
access to the basins of the rinsing complex was
built along the south wall, so that all activities
were concentrated in that part of the peristylium.
New doors at each side of the atrium created a
direct through-route between the workshop and
the shop.63 In the eight cases in which the workshop was concentrated in the back part of a house,
care has been taken to reconcile residential and
economic interests in the spatial arrangement of
the complex.
In none of the complexes mentioned thus far,
the domestic character of the house was severely
influenced by the presence of a workshop. This
could be different when, for some reason or another, the foremost part of the house was chosen.
Six houses had a workshop in this position. Three
of these seem to have lost their residential function.
The small house V 1, 14-16 was completely occupied by the baking shop: two ovens were positioned directly behind the tablinum, while the
atrium area was used for preparation, as is suggested by the water tank along its south wall and
the beam holes indicating shelves. Though many
objects were found, none of these is clearly domestic.64 Apparently, this house was too small to combine production with residential functions. In
house V 3, 8 the bakery stood in the middle of the
atrium (fig. 12). It was not thought necessary to
use the large open areas in the back part of the
house, a location that would have been much more
practical if the house was to perform residential
functions. In house VII 2, 11, the workshop is
located in the front part of the peristylium around
which the house is organized, but there were various large residential rooms at the opposite side
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Fig. 13. House VI 8, 20-21.2: remains of fountain in
front of residential rooms.

Fig. 14. Fullery VI 16, 6: traces of stairs on N wall.

Fig. 15. Fullery V 1, 2: back room with wide door
and window.
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and an upper floor where people could have lived.
Nevertheless, the residential use of the complex
does not seem to have played an important role
in the planning of the workshop. On the other
hand, the foremost part of the house was not always inconvenient. In some houses, it was smaller
and gave access to fewer residential rooms than
the peristyle or garden. The peristylium of house
VIII 6, 1.9-11 was surrounded by several large,
richly decorated rooms, while its atrium was relatively small. Hence, the atrium zone was converted
into a large separate service area with a large bakery and a kitchen. For the similar reasons, the
atrium of IX 3, 1-2 was a better location for a small
dyery than the garden behind it. In house VIII 4,
24-29, the back garden may have been too small
to host a large bakery with separate rooms for
milling and kneading. Hence, the bakery was built
in the atrium and the residential area was concentrated in the back part, having its own entrance in
the southwest corner of the house. The location
of the workshop in the atrium, however, generally
meant that the workshop had a more dominant
position than in other domus.
Thus, with three exceptions, in all atrium houses
in our data set care was taken to find the best possible solution for the integration of the workshop
within the limitations of the existing structures.
That the implementation of a workshop often coincided with large-scale adaptations emphasizes
the interest of owners in their residential wellbeing. Workshop and living quarters were generally located in separate areas. When necessary,
care was taken to diminish the visibility of the production process. Between the fullery in the west
wing of the peristylium in house VI 8, 20-21.2 and
the adjoining garden, a wall was built to make the
workshop invisible from persons residing in the
large residential rooms along the east wing. That
this was not done to conceal the involvement of
the inhabitants in the fulling business, but mainly
to diminish the nuisance caused by the activities
in the workshop, is testified by the famous paintings depicting the fulling process that were found
on one of the pillars of the same peristyle, next to
the fountain in front of the most prominent oecus
(fig. 13). In the Casa del Forno (VI 3, 3.27-28), the
new east wall of the tablinum, that was contemporary to the construction of the bakery, had only
a narrow door instead of the usual wide opening.65
In only three houses, parts of the workroom were
directly visible from rooms that might have had
a residential function.66 However, the spatial separation of workshop and household was not complete. Often, like in the fullonica of Stephanus and

Table 7. Size of rental units compared to that of
habitable workshops.
Pirson

Flohr

N

270

14

Stairs

88%

86%

No backroom

48%

14%

One backroom

31%

36%

Two backrooms

12%

36%

Three or more backrooms

8%

14%

the Casa del Forno, the kitchen and the latrine were
situated directly next to or near the workshop.67
This indicates that the people working in the
workshop also worked in the kitchen, and thus,
that they belonged to the household and lived in
the place where they worked. The spatial organization of the houses also implies that, while the
workmen did their work, other people did other
things in other parts of the house, which may suggest that there was a hierarchy among the inhabitants of these houses in which the workers stood
below others. It may also be supposed that the
houses were inhabited by complete and independent households and that their heads were
socially and financially in a position that permitted them to decide what kind of business to start
and how to embed it in their house.
Tabernae
The fundamental difference between atrium houses
and tabernae is that the latter are specifically made
for commercial activities and small scale production, while the former are not. The presence of
a workshop in a taberna thus was something natural. The tabernae of Pompeii and Herculaneum
have comprehensively been studied by Felix
Pirson, who identified 270 tabernae as inhabitable
rental units.68 He considered a unit inhabitable
when there were either one or more rooms
behind the shop or when there was evidence of
an upper floor. If we follow Pirson’s criteria, there
are only three units for which with some certainty
can be excluded that they were more than a workshop: dyery V 1, 5, baking shop VII 12, 1.2.36 and
lanifricaria VII 11, 5. These units did not have a
connection to an upper floor and on the ground
floor, there were no rooms not occupied by the
workshop. Of the remaining fifteen tabernae,
twelve had stairs to an upper floor (fig. 14).
Though we are short of evidence, there are rea-

sons to assume that these upper floors did not
have a function related to the workshop. For the
production process, this was not necessary, as
there generally seems to have been space enough
in the shop and none of the workshops seems to
lack indispensable elements. Moreover, many
tabernae with stairs had rooms on the ground
floor not used by the workshop. The often narrow and steep stairs cannot be used by more than
one person at the same time and seem unfit for
frequent traffic. Further, there is a lot of evidence
elsewhere in Pompeii and in Herculaneum that
upper floors of small units generally had residential functions.69
With the exception of fullery VI 16, 6 and lanifricaria VII 9, 44, all units that fit the criteria for
habitability, had one or more rooms on the ground
floor that were not used by the production process. Six tabernae had one extra room, five had
two and two had more than two. If we compare
the fourteen habitable tabernae in our data set with
the data of Pirson (see table 7), it emerges that the
tabernae with workshops generally belonged to the
upper half of the spectrum in the sense that they
had relatively many rooms and that there were few
units without a backroom.70 The uses of ground
floor backrooms are not easy to establish. Remains
of wall-coverings and floors are few and, as detailed reports are lacking, it is generally unknown
what kinds of objects have been found in these
rooms during the excavation. The situation is particularly unclear when there was only one backroom. In some cases, the backroom seems too small
to have been used for residential activities and
may have been used for storage and administrative purposes.71 Elsewhere, the room is slightly
larger, but indications for residential use are equally lacking. In bakery VI 2, 6, the presence of
a latrine suggests that the backroom functioned as
a service area. The backroom of fullery V 1, 2 was
decorated with a simple decoration of a white
background and red borders. Next to the surprisingly wide door from the workroom was a window (fig. 15). This suggests that the room was
used during daylight hours on a regular basis but
that its main use was not directly related to the
production process. The traces of fine wall-decoration in the backroom of baking shop VI 6, 4.5
and its location directly next to the workroom
with the oven may point to a similar use.72 Arguably, these rooms were not completely residential in character and may have functioned as a
kind of office. Thus, it seems that in tabernae with
only one back room, living was done upstairs.73
This was different in units with more than one
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backroom. With the exception of fullery IX 6, a, all
of these units have a room containing traces of bed
niches. The backroom of lanifricaria I 3, 15 had
space for only one bed, but the others all seem to
have contained a triclinium (fig. 16). As four of the
five workshops with a triclinium were baking
shops, it could be suggested that these were used
by the clients consuming the products made, but
this seems unlikely: throughout the city, many
tabernae had such a room, whether they contained
a bakery or not.74 It seems more probable that
these rooms were used by the people that were
directly related to the workshop and that they
thus had a function in the private life of these
people. The location of the triclinia reveals a lot
about the spatial organisation of the tabernae. They
were all located at the back of the shop, while
stairs to living rooms upstairs were in front of the
shop. Thus, the shop-workroom was not only the
main access of these tabernae, it also must have
been its centre. That means that the boundaries
between living and working in the rooms on the
ground floor must have been different from those
in atrium houses: the inhabitants of tabernae literally lived in the middle of their own work. Probably, such boundaries were temporal rather than
spatial: tabernae were used differently during and
after working hours.75
A second issue concerns the independence of
tabernae. Pirson argued that most occupants of
tabernae did not own their unit but rented it. All
our tabernae fulfil his criteria for rental units: they
were either situated in complexes with groups of
several rental units of similar size and structure
or with various ties connected to an atrium house.76
Thus, our craftsmen must have had some relationship with the owners of their tabernae. At the
same time, however, Pirson rightly emphasizes
the fundamental independence of the inhabitants
of tabernae: they lived in independent units out of
the direct control of social superiors.77 In the case
of the inhabited tabernae with workshops, this
means that the shopholders took the important
decisions that had to be taken during the working day: the proprietor was not around to decide
when it was time to replenish the stocks, to clean
the workroom or to end the working day. Craftsmen were responsible for their own workshop, a
responsibility that must have given them a lot of
freedom as well. Another issue is whether they
were free to choose their business. Robinson seems
to believe that it generally was the owner of the
unit who took that decision.78 For some of the
workshops, it might have been like this, especially
for the ones in the context of large atrium houses

142

without living space. The twin dyeries of insula V
1 (V 1, 4 and V 1, 5) may have been started by the
owner of the complex to which they belonged, the
Casa del Torello (V 1, 3.7). The baking shop in VII
12, 1.2.36 cannot have been built without the involvement of the owner of house VII 12, 3 as he
took the occasion to build a staircase directly from
his atrium to the first floor on top of the oven.
Likewise, the owner of the Casa di Sallustio (VI 2,
4) must have had a voice in the construction of
bakery VI 2, 6, as it involved two of the tabernae
in front of his house and part of his garden. On
the other hand, the concentration of baking shops
in the complex of large extended tabernae in the
eastern half of insula VII 12 may point to an opposite direction. The workrooms of VII 12, 11 and
VII 12, 13 lay directly next to each other. They
were part of the same complex that consisted of
a series of similar tabernae.79 The architectonical
unity of the complex suggests that they belonged
to one single property. If these two tabernae had
the same owner, and if this owner was actively
engaged in the commercial activities of his tenants, he would have been better off by breaking
down the wall and merge the two workshops into
one large factory. The fact that this did not happen suggests that the owner let his tenants decide
for themselves, and, apparently, he had no objections against their choices. Further, there are the
well-known written announcements found on the
walls of the Insula Arriana Polliana and the Praedia
Iulia Felicis that advertise the disponibility of
rental tabernae to an outside public.80 Moreover,
why would the owner of the Casa degli Amorini
Dorati (VI 16, 7.38) start a fullery (VI 16, 6) when
he already had one practically next to it (VI 16,
3.4) in which was space enough for extension?
Thus, there seems to be evidence pointing to both
directions. This implies that it depended on the
situation who made the decision.
Other
Seventeen complexes cannot be directly categorized
as domus or taberna. They form a rather incoherent group. Some units resemble tabernae, though
their layout is organized differently. Fullery VI 15,
3 consisted of a large workroom that gave access
to three rooms at its north side. These had fine
wall-coverings. The largest had a decoration with
inset terracotta reliefs (fig. 17). Above the two
smaller rooms was an upper floor. Excavators
found luxury objects such as fine terracotta cups
and vases, a decorated oil lamp and bronze tableware.81 The workroom functioned as a centre that

gave access to the rooms with residential functions.
Lanifricariae I 3, 16.18, VII 4, 39-40 and VII 12, 3032 may have functioned similarly, though the latter two had living quarters on the upper floor.
Some larger complexes may have functioned like
atrium houses: they had extensive residential quarters spatially separated from the working area.
Complex I 12, 1-2 probably consisted of two merged
houses, the smaller of which was used for a large
bakery. In the other half came a shop and residential quarters, some of which were finely decorated
in the fourth style. In bakeries IX 3, 19-20 and IX
12, 6, the living quarters, both with a garden and
fine decorations, were situated behind the working room in the back part of the house, without
separate access.82 Here, the workshop had a dominant position.
For the remainder, however, this group consists
of complexes without much evidence for activities
not related to the workshop. Lanifricaria VII 9, 43
had only one room, completely occupied by the
workshop. Fullery VI 16, 3.4 consisted of one room
and an open court surrounded by a high wall. The
small rooms behind the workroom of dyery I 8,
19 may have been too dark for habitation and do
not seem to provide enough living room compared
to the scale of the workshop. The same goes for
seven bakeries, which belong to the largest in the
city and must have had a large staff: the ground
floors of these complexes were often almost completely occupied by the workshop, sometimes
with the exception of one room that may have
served for administrative purposes, such as the
small cubiculum with a bed recess directly next to
the entrance of bakery I 3, 27.83 In four workshops, the existence of living quarters can be
more or less excluded: there are no rooms left on
the ground floor and there is no connection to an
upper floor.84 The people working in these establishments must have lived elsewhere. In another
three complexes, there seems to have been an
upper floor, but there are no indications that it
was used for living. The upper floor of bakery I 4,
12-17 may have been large enough, as it extended
above large parts of the complex, but that of bakeries IX 1, 3.33 and IX 3, 10-12 had to compete with
upper floors of nearby tabernae and may have been
too small.85 It cannot be excluded that these upper
floors, which were all directly accessible from the
mill room, were used for grain storage and that the
workmen of these workshops too lived elsewhere.
If this was the case, the workmen must have had
a fundamentally different relation to their daily
work than those people that worked in workshops in tabernae or atrium houses.

Fig. 16. Baking shop VII 12, 13: remains of
triclinium in back room.

Fig. 17. Fullery VI 15, 3: residential room with
terracotta reliefs N of the workroom.

Fig. 18. Bakery VII 1, 36.37: Facade with phallic
symbols around both sides of the main entrance.
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As to the dependence of these complexes, some
can be related to an atrium house. Given the presence of the famous inscription advertising for
rentable living space on one of its outer walls,
bakery VI 6, 17-21 must have belonged to the
property of the Casa di Pansa.86 According to the
map of VanderPoel, there were ties between bakery I 3, 27 and house I 3, 3.87 It is interesting that
in both cases the property also seems to include a
baking shop.88 This may be an argument to assume
that the owner of these properties had a direct
hand in the construction of these workshops. Dyery I 8, 19 was built below the peristyle of house
I 8, 1-3 and though there is no direct connection
between the two complexes, one may assume that
the workshop belonged to this property. Bakery
VI 6, 15 and fullery VI 15, 3 are located next to the
fauces of an atrium house and seem to have had
direct connections with their neighbour in earlier
phases.89 On the other hand, other complexes do
not seem to fall under the ownership of a neighbouring atrium house. That the three large complexes with separate residential areas show no
signs of dependence may be no surprise, but the
apparent independence of several large bakeries
without living quarters is interesting. There is no
evidence that bakery I 4, 12-17 was related to the
Casa del Citarista (I 4, 5) or another house in the
neighbourhood. Bakery IX 4, 5 may have belonged
to the property of either of its two neighbours,
but it is equally possible that its owner lived in
another part of the city. The same goes for bakeries IX 1, 3.33 and IX 3, 10-12. These complexes
thus formed a group of workshops that were built
with capital from elsewhere in a building that
was completely arranged as a workshop. Many
important decisions concerning these workshops
must have been taken elsewhere: these complexes
were a lot less independent than those attached
to houses or situated in tabernae. We do not know
who their owners were, but it may be inferred
that they had a strong socioeconomic position as
they were able to buy, build and maintain workshops on this scale in another part of the urban
area than that of their own house.
CONCLUSIONS

Overlooking the evidence, it emerges that the
contextualisation of Pompeian workshops is characterized by its variety. All workshop types can
be found in units and complexes of varying size,
structure and status. Workshops were a natural
part of urban space and could be embedded into
it without much trouble. The open relation of many
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workshops with the outside world indicates that
there was no active policy of the urban government to diminish the nuisance caused by bakers,
fullers or dyers. The occurrence of representative
features in many large houses that contained a
workshop indicates that the mere presence of a
workshop was no stigma in itself: most workshops
fit well in residential contexts. Only the situation
with lanifricariae might have been a little more
complicated, but this had to do with the specific
nuisance caused by this type of workshop and not
with any moral restrictions against production in
general. Likewise, the separation in atrium houses
between living and working areas must be seen
as a solution to a practical rather than a moral
problem.
As far as the social context of production is concerned, one obvious conclusion can be drawn. In
only two atrium houses, four tabernae and seven
other complexes, no traces of habitation can be
found. Thus, the overwhelming majority (79%) of
Pompeian workshops was directly connected to a
private residence of some form and was governed
by its inhabitants. Pompeian craftsmen generally
lived where they worked. The rich evidence for
kitchens and jewellery indicates that their households functioned independently and consisted of
males and females. However, when it comes to the
size and the structure of the household, there is a
crucial distinction to be drawn between tabernae
and domus: whereas tabernae probably had small,
egalitarian households, those occupying domus
were larger and more hierarchical. The owners of
the latter complexes lived in houses that did not
differ widely from other atrium houses in the city.
Their residential life thus must have resembled
that of owners of similar houses: I can see no fundamental difference between the residential functioning of, for example, the fullonica of Stephanus
(I 6, 7) and the Casa del Prinicipe di Napoli (VI 15,
11.12) or, under normal circumstances, the neighbouring Casa del Sacello Iliaco (I 6, 4). As to the position of the persons who did the dirty work, the
craftsmen in domus may have had a subordinate
position in the household, but those living and
working in independent tabernae were not subject
to the direct control of anyone else and must have
had a considerable degree of personal freedom,
even though they belonged to the lower strata of
the urban population. The social position of the
workmen of establishments without living areas is
unclear and requires more research. Some may
have belonged to the household of the owner, but
it cannot be excluded that others had their own
household elsewhere and worked for wage.

Contrary to what Mouritsen claimed, the general impression thus is one of independence. We
do not know the legal statuses of the inhabitants
of the complexes in our data set. They might have
been freedmen, but they might equally have been
slaves or free-born. However, the point is not who
they were, the point is how they lived. The material remains of Pompeian workshops provide
credible evidence that these people had their own
lives in which they could take their own decisions
in relative autonomy. This raises questions about
the role of the elite. If it is true that the urban elite
lived in the largest houses of the city, as is
assumed by Wallace-Hadrill and Robinson, many
of its members were not visibly involved in urban
production. Of the large urban villa’s, only the
Casa di Pansa (VI 6, 5) and the Casa del Labirinto
(VI 11, 9.10) were directly related to workshops in both cases bakeries. Likewise, the four large independent bakeries without living space may have
been owned and governed by elite families living
elsewhere in the city. This would fit perfectly with
the Finleyan/Weberian tenet that the ruling elite
made their money from the land they owned.
However, it must be emphasized that the vast
majority of bakeries and virtually all other workshops were in the hands of owners or tenants
who did not belong to the absolute elite but nevertheless operated independently. Some might
have been dependent upon the will of the elite to
help them financially with the start of the workshop, but once everything ran, the elite had few
possibilities for direct control, even if they owned
the workshop or tied the craftsmen to them by
bonds of patronage. More than thirty years ago,
Sir Moses Finley raised the question as to where
the Greco-Roman world stood between the two
extremes of individualism and hierarchy.90 Based
on the material evidence presented here, one
would be inclined to think that at Pompeii, there
was somewhat less hierarchy and a little more individualism than scholars usually tend to assume.
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VII 1, 36.37 (De Luca 1863). Pieces of bread and dough
were discovered next to the oven of VII 2, 3.6.7 (GdS 1,
1868, 24).
Remains of pastry have been found in V 1, 14-16 (NSc
1876, 45). In VII 12, 1.2.36, the excavators also found a
large collection of baking tins, of which one was filled
with dough (PAH II, 442).
Taberna I 4, 13.
Election notices have been found on the walls of fulleries I 6, 7 (CIL IV, 7164), VI 14, 21.22 (CIL IV, 3478) and
VI 15, 3 (CIL IV, 3529). For recent discussions about
Roman fulleries see Bradley 2002, Wilson 2003 and
Flohr 2003; 2006.
These paintings were found in VI 8, 20-21.2, but are
now exposed in the Museum of Naples (inv. Nr. 9774).
Cf. Wilson 2003, 444.
Cf. Moeller 1978, 35. Currently, research to this type of
workshop is being carried out by a team of French archaeologists. See Borgard 2002, Borgard/Puybaret 2003.
Offectores are mentioned on the façade of IX 3, 1.2 (CIL
IV, 852, 858, 864); infectores on that of the partially excavated dyery IX 7, 2 (CIL IV, 7812). According to Fiorelli
(1875) there was a depiction of the production process
on the façade of dyery VII 2, 11 that already had vanished in his days, but there is neither surviving copy of
it, nor a proper description.
Mau 1908 416-418, Borgard et al. 2003, 13-15: a graffito
found during the excavation probably mentions a coriarius (tanner, CIL IV, 4014).
Moeller 1976, 31-35; Jongman 1988.
Contra Laurence 1994, 61 and Robinson 2005, 91. Bones
were found in workshops I 3, 15 and I 3, 16 (GdS N.S.
1, 1869, 295-298: July 16, 1869; October 1, 1869). These
are also the only two workshops the finds of which
have been published.
A list of workshops is presented in appendix I. Workshops that have not yet been completely excavated, such
as dyery IX 7, 2 and fullery IX 13, 5, were not included.
Cf. Stambaugh 1988, 149; Laurence 1994, 55; Wilson
2002, 236.
Wallace-Hadrill (1994, 79) divides his data set in four
quartiles based on plot size in square meters. Robinson
(2005, 92) defines four hierarchical ‘social classes’ vague-
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ly based on a combination of plot size and the presence
or absence of ‘socially significant reception rooms’. The
main advantage of room number is that it is measurable, irrespective of the preservation of decoration and
neglects exceptionally large garden areas that do not
add to the multifunctionality of a complex. As a room
counted each space that could be closed off from the
next one by a door or was separated from it by a wall
that was wider than the opening. Only rooms on the
ground floor were counted, stairs to an upper floor
were interpreted as evidence for at least one extra room
and counted as such.
Variations in the number of units in each group are
caused by the fact that I decided to assign all units with
a certain number of rooms to the same group and that
a lot of units had four rooms.
The average number of rooms related to the workshop
in bakeries is 3.96, in lanifricariae 1.93 and in fulleries
1.50. Cf. Wallace-Hadrill 1994, 138.
Adam 1984, 321; Laurence 1994, 100.
This is the case in lanifricariae I 3, 16.18, VII 9, 29.40-41,
VII 11, 2.3 and VII 11, 5.
Cf. Wilson 2002, 235-236.
As is testified by several reliefs and a Pompeian fresco
on which a bread distribution was depicted (Naples,
Museo Archeologico, inv. no. 9071). Fröhlich 1991, 236240.
See above, p. 131.
Fröhlich 1991, 169-172.
In 18 of the 41 rooms identified as a shop.
This probably also was the case in the unexcavated dyery IX 7, 2. Other exceptions are two lanifricariae (I 3, 15
and VII 4, 35), where the furnace was less than two
meters away from the door, and a baking shop (VII 12,
7), where a kneading machine was placed in the middle of the shop. Except for the last shop, however, the
elements of the workshop are situated against the
walls, so that the central area was left free.
Typically, the only two workshops situated elsewhere
without a clear reason were lanifricariae VII 4, 39-41 and
VII 12, 30-32.
E.g. I 4, 7, I 10, 6, V 1, 2 and IX 6, a.
The workroom of bakery IX 3, 10-12 had a direct entrance
from the busy road leading from the Via Stabiana to the
unexcavated heart of region IX and III; the workroom
of dyery VII 14, 5.17-18 was directly accessible from the
Vico degli Scheletri in the quiet heart of the city centre.
Other examples are VI 3, 3.27-28, VII 2, 20.22, VII 10,
5.8.13, VII 12, 17.21 and VII 14, 5.17.18.
E.g. bakery VII 2, 2.3.7 and lanifricaria VII 12, 22-24.
The only examples of ‘lost opportunities’ in this respect
are tannery I 5, 2 and bakeries V 4, 1 and VI 11, 9.10.
E.g. VII 9, 27.40-41.
I 3, 15 and VIII 4, 35.
Cf. Wallace-Hadrill 1994, 138.
Pirson 1999, 19.
NSc 1877, 221.
In the Casa del Labirinto, one used entrance 9 through
the secondary atrium, in the Casa di Narciso there was a
separate entrance at no 22 that led along the E side of
the atrium to the workroom.
This is the case in VII 3, 24.25, VII 9, 27.40-41, VII 12,
17-21 and VI 12, 22-24. Only in the small house VII 11,
2.3, there was a direct connection between the atrium
and the workroom.
The opening in the back of the tablinum is narrower
than generally was the case.
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Though only one of the rooms was found decorated,
the excavators discovered many tools in the atrium that
suggest that the area was being decorated at the moment
of the eruption. Cf. Carrocci/De Albentiis 1990, 22.
Carrocci/De Albentiis 1990, 22: among many other
things, one found a lot of bronze ornaments, an altar of
tufa, a hand mirror and various cups of very fine pottery.
That these rooms were deeper is testified by the wall
decorations between the S wall of the house and the
present E wall of room H.
Cf. Carocci/De Albentiis 1990.
Spinazzola 1953, 765; Wallace-Hadrill 1994, 138: ‘a classic instance’.
NSc 1912, 246.
NSc 1912, 283. One cupboard stood in the NE corner of
the atrium, the other in the NW corner.
NSc 1912, 333.
For a discussion of the building history and use of this
house see Flohr 2005a.
A similar phenomenon can be observed in bakery VII
1, 36.37.
Finds were published in NSc 1876, 27, 45 and GdS 1878,
77-80.
Similar measures were taken in house VII 14, 5.17.18
between the dyery and the luxury reception room east
of the garden and in house VI 14, 28-32, where the
opening between the kneading room and the garden
was closed to make it invisible from the tablinum.
In tannery I 5, 2, one could see the workshop from the
summer triclinium in the middle of the garden. In fullery
I 6, 7, the rinsing basin (but not the treading stalls!)
were not completely invisible from the large triclinium
north of the peristyle. The two rooms north of the peristyle of fullery VI 14, 21.22 looked directly on the working area along the S wall (but cf. Flohr 2005a, 61).
In twelve of the 26 houses remains of a kitchen have
been found. Seven of these were situated near the workshop: in house I 6, 7, VI 3, 3.27-28, VI 8, 20-21.2, VI 11,
9, VII 2, 22, VII 14, 5-17 and VIII 6, 1.9-11.
Pirson 1999, 85.
There are many indications for the presence of latrines,
bed niches and drains. Cf. Pirson 1999, 96.
The figures would have been even higher if I had
included backrooms used by the workshop.
This is the case in dyery V 1, 4 and lanifricaria VIII 4, 35.
That it was not decided to give up this room and build
the oven in it, which for the functioning of the workshop
must have been a more practical option, indicates that its
intended use was not related to the production process.
The lacking of stairs in V 1, 4 thus means that this taberna was not inhabited.
E.g. VI 14, 8.9 and VII 12, 12.
Cf. Pirson 1999, 95.
Pirson 1999, 56-68.
Pirson 1999, 165.
Robinson 2005, 101-103.
Pirson 1999, 87.
CIL IV 138 and 1136, cf. Pirson 1999, 15-19.
NSc 1895, 439-440.
In IX 3, 19-20, the decorated rooms between shop 19 and
the milling room probably were used for consumption.
The excavators found many remains of bread in both
of them (GdS 1872, 285). The decorated back part of
shop IX 3, 10-11 may have functioned similarly.
Other examples are the room between shop I 4, 17 and
the workroom of the bakery and the back room of the
main shop in bakery VI 6, 17-21.
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88
89
91

Bakeries I 3, 27, VI 5, 15, VI 6, 17-21 and IX 5, 4.
E.g. IX 1, 2, IX 1, 34 and IX 3, 9.
See the commentary in CIL IV, 138.
CTP IIIa, 7.
Taberna VI 6, 4.5 and taberna I 3, 3, above part of which
extends the upper floor of house I 3,3.
VI 6, 14 and VI 15, 2.
Finley 1973, 44.
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V 1, 2
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V 1, 14-16
V 3, 8
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