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Peutinger's Roman Map: 
the Physical Landscape Framework 

RICHARD TALBERT, Chapel Hill 

As a unique survival, Peutinger's map offers our only direct insight into an ancient cartographer's representation of the world over 
which Rome claimed sway c. AD 300.The paper examines the choices made for the creation of the map's physical landscape frame- 
work, taking into account both the tradition from which the cartographer sprang, and the unusual challenges imposed by the adop- 
tion of an exceptionally elongated, squat frame in which the city of Rome was to form the central focus.The principal strengths and 
limitations of the map's physical aspect are identified and assessed. 

LaTabula Peutingeriana e un documento di importanza incomparabile che ci offre uno sguardo nella rappresentazione effettuata da 
un antico cartografo del mondo sul quale la Roma del300 d.C. circa rivendicava il dominio. II contributo esamina la scelta che venne 
qui adottata per la rappresentazione di tale regione fisica e considera sia la tradizione dalla quale il cartografo proveniva, sia gli stimoli 
non comuni che derivavano dall'adattamento della carta ad un'eccezionale forma allungata e rettangolare, che aveva Roma come 
fuoco centrale. Nel contributo sono identificati e discussi i principali punti di forza e limiti della rappresentazione fisica all'interno della 
carta. 

Als einzigartiger ijberrest bietet die Peutinger Karte uns den einzigen direkten Einblick in die Reprasentation eines antiken Karto- 
graphen von der Welt, uber die Rom um ca. 300 n.Chr. die Herrschaft beanspruchte. Der Beitrag untersucht die Wahl, die hier fiir die 
Darstellung der physischen Landschaft getroffen wurde, und berucksichtigt dabei sowohl dieTradition aus der der Kartograph kam, 
wie auch die ungewohnlichen Herausforderungen, die mit der Anpassung an einen aul3ergewohnlichen Ianglichen und rechteckigen 
Rahmen mit der Stadt Rom als zentralem Fokus entstanden. Dabei werden die prinzipiellen Starken und Begrenzungen der physi- 
schen Darstellung innerhalb der Karte identifiziert und diskutiert. 

Peutinger's Roman map can make a special contribution to our 
understanding of how space was perceived in antiquity. In fact 
its value and importance in this regard are too extensive for sat- 
isfactory coverage in a single presentation. Accordingly, I con- 
fine the focus here to the overall scope of the map and to its 
physical landscape framework. Readers should be cautioned at 
once that both this focus and my approach are at variance with 
the current, established view of the map. It sees a diagrammatic 
representation of route information found in itinerary lists as 
the basis of the map, with physical features only being added 
thereafter as 'decoration'.' My perception of the map, by con- 
trast, is a holistic one, which regards it as a bold work crafted 
by a seasoned cartographer to form a single, cohesive creation. 

The new, and inevitably controversial, feature of this percep- 
tion is the long overdue attention and respect that it brings to 
the map's design. It is remarkable that until relatively recently 
there was the same inattention to this fundamental aspect of 
the Bayeux Tapestry too - an English masterpiece of the late 
eleventh century in all likelihood, and comparable to the map 
in several notable respects, although much more intensively 
studied. Ironically, it was an art historian of antiquity who first 
attempted this approach to the Tapestry in a 1991 article.' The 
Peutinger map - created around AD 300 in my view,3 but sur- 
viving only in a copy made around 1200 - still awaits the same 
a t t en t i~n .~  

I See, for example, WEBER, Tabula (1976) 12; TAVO B S 1, 1.2 Tabula Peutin- Note now, however, the arguments for a Carolingian origin advanced by 
geriana; BRODERSEN, Terra 18% ALBU, Geography with dissent by SALWAY, Nature. 
BRILLIANT, Bayeux. For some preliminary points, see TALBERT, Cartography 113-141. 
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In ~rinciple, many of the settlements on the route network 
that are marked by symbols could be considered the basis of 
the map, insofar as the symbols for these settlements are placed 
accurately enough in relation to the physical landscape. The 
routes that link them, with their intermediate stopping-points, 
are merely adapted to occupy the space available in betweenS 
(see Fig. 1). 

For certain, therefore, the route network as a whole cannot 
be the basis of the map. Moreover it seems unrealistic to imag- 
ine that the symbols on which the route network depends were 
laid out prior to any physical landscape, especially in view of 
the map's quite unconventional shape. No, the mapmaker's first 
steps must have been to determine his frame,6 and then to out- 
line the physical landscape within it.' Naturally, some of the 
decisions taken with regard to these steps may have been im- - 
posed by the intended recipient of the map, or by other fixed 
circumstances relating to its intended placement and use; but 
today such distinctions can only be matters of conjecture, 
which I leave aside here. 

The map's shape is extreme. It is everywhere about 33 cm in 
height for its full surviving width of about 670 cm (the surviv- 
ing copy preserves it on a series of eleven parchments more or 
less equal in size). There is no knowing to what further length 
the map originally extended at its lost lefthand end, nor 
whether the copy's righthand end was also that of the original. 
In the former connection, there are sound reasons to reject 
Miller's claim (still generally accepted) that only a single copy- 
ist's parchment has gone missing at the lefthand end - making 
an approximate total width of 730 cm for the map, if a parch- 
ment width be reckoned as 60 cm. For all its ingenuity, Miller's 
reconstruction published in 1898 has distinct limitations. In 
particular, it unnecessarily compresses the presentation of 
Britain and the Iberian peninsula, and it sets aside several of 
the mapmaker's cartographic principles.' 

In my view by contrast, a fundamental concern on the part 
of the mapmaker was to site the city of Rome at the center of 
the map, where it would form the focus from both horizontal 
and vertical perspectives. O n  this basis, for the width left of 

Rome to correspond to what survives to its right (approxi- 
mately 430 cm), the existing 240 cm to the left would need to 
be supplemented by a further 190 cm or so, in effect three 
parchment segments (see Fig. 2). 

In what is now missing at the left, the mapmaker surely in- 
cluded more of Great Britain, if not all of it, and completed his 
coverage of the Mediterranean and its surrounding lands. 

The map image itself need not have continued all the way 
to the lefthand end. Conceivably, there was also some combi- 
nation of captions, lists and a dedication placed here adjacent 
to the map, but still forming part of the design. Since it is likely 
that so magnificent a map was produced for one or more pa- 
trons, or at their request, a dedication is only to be expected, 
and the lefthand end is a natural choice for its placement (al- 
though not the only possible choice). Ptolemy, for his main 
map in the Georaphy, supplies a caption summarizing its 
scope that amounts to three full pages of a recent English trans- 
l a t i ~ n . ~  Equally, for example, a table of total distances between 
main settlements could be placed in open water or adjacent to 

the map's lefthand end. Such total figures are a typical, and un- 
deniably useful, component of written itineraries, but they are 
absent from the map as it survives. 

By the same token, proof is lacking that the righthand end 
of the map as it survives marked the end of the original design. 
A vertical margin line to link the lines running along the top 
and bottom could be expected, but the copy lacks one. Roman 
awareness that there were lands beyond India is not in doubt, 
so a lost continuation of the map that renders them in some 
way cannot be entirely ruled out. Text of one type or another 
might have been placed at the righthand end too. 

Where the width of the map is concerned, it is striking that 
from midway through parchment X to the end of parchment 
XI the mapmaker for the first time repeatedly abandons his 
principle of presenting land routes 'horizontally', and instead 
tilts several or even renders them near-vertical.I0 A likely cause 
of this compression, which saves space, may be his awareness 
that the end of his frame is fast approaching, so that he feels 
constrained to confine the lands beyond the R. Euphrates to no 

ROMA Bosporus Antiochia 

Fig. 2 Skeleton of the Peutinger map reconstructed to a length of fourteen parchments (only those numbered IV-XIV here survive). 
Shading denotes the approximate extent of Italy. 

See TALBERT, Cartography 124-125. the preliminary reports (full publication is still awaited) by KRAMER, Map; 
I refer to the mapmaker as a male in the singular purely for convenience; who KRAMER, Peninsula. Cf. GALLAZZI/SETTIS, Ute. 
made the map, or where, is unknown. See further my discussion in TALBERT, Miller. 
Note, incidentally, that the copyist of the unfinished map designed to accom- ' Ptol. Geogr. VII 5,l (or 2)-16 = BERGGRENIJONES, Ptolemy's 108-111. 
pany text by Artemidorus began by drawing the physical landscape. See ' O  See further below, with Fig. 6 on page 229. 
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more than this unduly small fraction of the map. As it happens, 
these lands for the most part lie beyond the Roman empire, 
and consequently may be of lesser interest to Romans. 

Broadly speaking, the western limit of the map must have 
been the Atlantic Ocean, and in our copy the eastern limit is In- 
dia and Insula Taprobane. A band of open water (nowhere 
named) surrounds the entire map as it survives. No doubt, the 
lost continuation of Britain was angled so as to permit this 
open water to extend both around it and even onwards - into 
the Atlantic - around the missing lefthand end. The outer limit 
of this open water is defined by a margin top and bottom. 
Shoreline marks its inner limit, except along much of the bot- 
tom. Here, from the start of parchment I to the start of parch- 
ment IX, an unbroken mountain range fulfils this purpose in- 
stead, until the open water leads into the Indian Ocean. 

The incompleteness of the surviving copy contributes to the 
difficulty of establishing with certainty the scope intended for 
the map by its designer. To define the scope as the orbis ter- 
rarum or oikoumene ('inhabited world') might seem too loose a 
description for coverage that extends no further than India and 
Insula Taprobane." After all, as already mentioned, there were 
known to be lands and peoples further beyond in that direc- 
tion, as well as both north and south of the map's top and bot- 
tom margins; Arabia and East Africa in particular are deftly ex- 
cluded by the map. However, if the original map did not in fact 
extend further eastwards than the surviving copy, its scope 
could appropriately be described as orbis Romanus or imperium 
Rornanum, provided that the force of either noun is taken to be 
vague rather than specific. The sense is thus "the (part of the) 
world claimed by Rome," "Rome's dominipn," or "Rome's 
sway," rather than "territory under direct Roman control" as 
can be meant in statements, say, by jurists.I2 

The mapmaker's intention in representing open water all 
around the landmasses on the map calls for comment. He may 
have hoped that thereby he would render the map more recog- 
nizable to viewers who adhered to the traditional belief that the 
oikoumene was encircled by Ocean.I3 At the same time, it is 
hard to credit that the mapmaker himself, or his more educated 
viewers, shared this belief. Rather, from their perspective the 
encirclement offered a convenient means to limit the coverage 
of landmasses at the top, bottom, and no doubt right. At the 
same time it also served as one means, among several, of con- 
veying to viewers the cohesion and unity claimed for the orbis 
Romanus. 

This is not to forget that these terms themselves lack precise definition: see, 
for example, MATTERN, Rome 44-47; HARRIS, Mediterranean 15-16. 

l 2  Note Ulpian in Dig. I 5,1? In orbe Romano qui sunt ex constitutione impe- 
ratoris Antonini cives Romani effecti sunt; and Celsus in Dig. XLIII 8,3: 
Litora, in quae populus Romanus imperium habet, populi Romani esse 
arbitror. 

l3 See, for example, Strab. I 1,8 C 5; I1 5,5 C 112: i6pGohi cpapsv r i p  K ~ S  
qp&q oirouptvqv I [ & ~ ~ K ~ U O T O V  f+ak&rrn ~ a i  io t~uiav  vfioq: ~ i p q r a t  
yap ort K U ~  rfj aiofifiast ~ a i  r@ h6yq Gsi~vuzat to0ro. For discussion 
ROMM, Edges 12-1x33-36,41-44. 

Far from being regarded as merely a 'decorative' element of 
the map, the principal elements of physical landscape need to be 
seen as its fundamental underpinning. These elements com- 
prise at a minimum shorelines (thus including islands), princi- 
pal rivers, principal mountain ranges. All the map's other fea- 
tures are marked in reference to them, just as Strabo recog- 
nized: "It is above all the sea that delineates the land and shapes 
it, by forming gulfs and open water and straits, and likewise 
isthmuses, peninsulas and promontories, with assistance from 
both rivers and mountains. These are the features that have 
moulded our conception of landmasses and peoples as well as 
the favourable locations of cities and the various other elements 
that fill our geographical map. Among these elements, too, is 
the plethora of islands both dispersed across open water and all 
along the coa~tline."'~ 

Generally speaking, it would seem probable that the map's 
base reflects the unrivalled geographic and cartographic learn- 
ing that was developed in third-century Alexandria by Eratos- 
thenes and his su~cessors.'~ More specifically, however, the 

one or more sources of the base cannot be identified. In the 
likely event that the map's extreme shape does reflect an origi- 
nal creation rather than merely the reuse of a forerunner, it 
would be natural enough that the designer should seek to adapt 
the base elements of an existing map - no doubt less extreme 
in shape - with sufficiently ambitious coverage. 

No such Roman maps survive, but their existence is con- 
firmed by the unique outline description in Eumenius' speech 
addressed to a provincial governor in Gaul during the 290s. 
Eumenius begs permission to rebuild the rhetorical school at 

Augustodunum (modern Autun) at his own expense, and he 
outlines what a beneficial institution it would be again after the 

previous half-century of disruption and crisis. One feature ev- 
idently already in place is an orbis depictus intended for display; 
this will be a pleasure to examine, since everything within it has 
now at last been recovered for Rome.I6 Eumenius' description 
of its features is inevitably brief and rhetorical, but we gather 
that the coverage extends at least from Britain to Egypt and 
Persia. It is also plain enough that the designer had attached 
importance to rendering the principal elements of physical 
landscape, which include an encircling Ocean: "Since for the 

purpose of instructing the youth, to have them learn more 
clearly with their eyes what they comprehend less readily by 
their ears, there are pictured in that spot [sc. the school's porti- 
coes] - as I believe you have seen yourself - the sites of all lo- 

l 4  Strab. I1 5,17 C 120: IIheiorov ti fl fiaharra yeoypacpsi ~ a i  o x q ~ a ~ i < ~ ~  
T ~ V  yfiv, ~6hxouq axspya~opGvq ~ a i  xshayq ~ a i  xopYpoCq, 6poiwq 6B 
iofipobq ~ a i  x~ppovfioouq ~ a i  kcpas. xpoohapfihvouat 6b ~ a C q  ~ a i  oi 
xorapoi ~ a i  ra  bpq. 6ta yap r&v rotoCtov f i x ~ ~ p o i  7s ~ a i  Wv11 ~ a i  
x6hewv 66oey ebcpuaiq Gvsvofifiqoav ~ a i  rhhha iTOtKihpa~a, oowv 
p~or6q Gortv 6 xopoypacptcoq nivac: tv 66 ro6rotq ~ a i  TO r&v vflmv 
xhij665 iozt, ~ a r ~ a x a p p t v o v  Ev r s  roiq xsh6ysot ~ a i  ~ a r a  T ~ V  

rapahiav xkoav. 
For an overview GEUS, Space. 

l6 Paneg. IX (IV) 21,3: Nunc enim, nunc demum iuvat orbem spectare depi- 
ctum, cum in illo nihil videmus alienum. 
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cations with their names, their extent, and the distance be- 
tween them, the sources and mouths of all the rivers, the 
curves of all the coastline's indentations, and the Ocean, both 
where its circuit girds the earth and where its pressure breaks 
into it."" 

Beyond affirming that the designers of the Peutinger map 
and of the lost Autun map shared a preoccupation with physi- 
cal landscape, it is impossible to say how alike their renderings 
of it were. We do not even know whether the Autun map was 
oriented north (i. e. with north at the top) like the ~ e u t i n ~ e r  
map. The choice of orientation was a fundamental step of im- 
portance because there was no recognized standard. It is no- 
table that P t~ lemy '~  recommends north, but there is ample tes- 
timony to the adoption of other choices: the 'Dura shield' is 
oriented south and Rome's Marble Plan south-east, while the 
three Orange cadasters vary in their orientation.I9 In practice, 
three special considerations made a north or a south orientation 
the only realistic choices for the Peutinger map. The three are 
the extreme contrast between the map's width and its height; 
placement of the city of Rome at the map's center; and a con- 
cern to demonstrate the comprehensive network of land routes 
across the Roman empire and even beyond. While the map's 
shape thus required the virtual elimination of a north-south di- 

mension, the consequent exaggeration of its west-east aspect 
should not necessarily be thought unfamiliar or unwelcome to 
its prospective audience, whose worldview was centred upon 
the Mediterranean.20 

It is striking that attention to these three special considera- 
tions underpinning the map did not lead to the neglect of phys- 
ical and cultural information of other types. At the same time, 
the mapmaker concluded that only by removing much open 
water could he ensure adequate coverage of landmasses for his 
representation of routes there. As a result, the Bay of Biscay, 
the Mediterranean, the Adriatic, the Black Sea, the Red Sea, 
the Indian Ocean and the Caspian Sea are all reduced to rela- 
tively narrow channels; the Aegean Sea is compressed, and the 
Hellespont and Propontis are effectively eliminated. By con- 
trast, the Bosporus between Europe and Asia is made broader 
than necessary, and thereby emphasized." 

Open water is removed, but not necessarily the names for 
parts of it, nor islands within it. The retention of such names 
is especially extensive within the Adriatic and Black Seas; the 
same may be said of islands within the Adriatic and Aegean 
Seas. The mapmaker clearly attached importance to both types 
of feature, and he can only have derived them from one or 
more maps that represented open water in fuller detail. How- 

Fig. 3 Sicily on the Peutinger map (I1 B 5-111 C 1) (s. Farbtafel 16.1) 

OV 

ov " Paneg. IX (IV) 20,2: Siquidem illic, ut ipse vidisti, credo, instruendae pue- Pfol. Geogr. I1 1,5. 

hv ritiae causa, quo manifestius oculis discerentur quae difficilius percipiuntur l9 See in brief BRODERSEN, Terra 145-148,235,223-224 respectively. 
audim, omnium cum nominibus suis locorum situs spatia intervalla des- 20 See further on this perspective BOWERSOCK, Orientation. 
cripta sunt, quidquid ubique fluminum oritur et conditur, quacumque se 2L At Tab. Peut. VIII A 1 the Golden Horn (on which Sycas lies) is in turn exag- 

)i- litorum sinus flectunt, qua vel ambitu cingit orbem vel impetu inrumpit gerated. References to names and features on the Peutinger map conform to 
Oceanus. the system explained in TALBERT, Cartography 141. 
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ever, most islands are shown no more than small, with a styl- 
ized, token shape; an attempt to convey their actual shape, as 
is made with the islands off the Gulf of Salona,2' is exceptional 
and thus puzzling. Sicily, Crete and Cyprus are the only islands 
shown large and with a route network in place. In each of these 
instances, the narrow channel of the Mediterranean is widened 
to permit insertion of the island; the same is done for the Pelo- 
ponnese. 

It is a surprise that the mapmaker did not present Sardinia 
likewise. It engages him sufficiently to mark and name four off- 
shore islands to its left and a further two to its right,23 and it 
could readily have been extended in length to match Sicily2* 
(see Figs. 3 & 4). 

Moreover, the upper shoreline of the Mediterranean could 
have been raised hereabouts without strain to give Sardinia 
similar depth to that of Sicily; compare how below Sicily the 
lower Mediterranean shoreline is depressed to admit the island 
of Djerba (~nnarned).'~ As it is, the mapmaker drastically 
shrinks Sardinia and foregoes the opportunity to show its ex- 
tensive route network, which is well attested from the Antonine 
Itinerary and from the survival of over 150  milestone^.^^ It is 
true that presentation of Sardinia's network might be thought 
to pose more difficulty than those of Sicily, Crete or Cyprus, 
insofar as it runs mainly north-south whereas theirs all run 
west-east; but Sardinia as it appears on the map is already 
'turned' with its east coast uppermost. Possibly the mapmaker 
was restrained by the obvious need to consider how Corsica 
should be presented in relation to Sardinia. Even so, he pos- 
sessed ample ingenuity to devise a placement for Corsica other 
than its present one between Sardinia and the upper shoreline 

Fig. 4 Sardinia on the Peutinger map (V C 5-VI B 2) 

(s. Farbtafell6.2) 

22 Tab. Peut. V A  3; compare TALBERT, Atlas Map 20 D 6. 
23 Tab. Peut. I1 B 5 - 111 C 1. 
24 Sardinia is shown as approximately 8 cm long by 1,5 deep. Sicily is 21 cm 

long by 4 at its greatest depth, allowing sufficient space to run three parallel 
routes from left to right. The map prescribed by Ptolemy (Ptol. Geogr. VIII 
9,l-4) afforded Sardinia and Sicily the same coverage; compare MULLER, 
Claudii 14 (incorporating Corsica here too, which Ptolemy in fact assigns to 
his preceding map). 

25 Tab. Peut. V C 5-VI C 1. 
26 TALBERT, Atlas Map 48 and Directory, p. 736. 

of the Mediterranean. If he plotted the physical landscape base 
from left to right,27 perhaps he lacked the confidence at this rel- 
atively early stage to allow for Sardinia to be shown larger, hard 
though this seems to credit. He restricts himself to marking 
seven isolated placenames on the island, one of them (Tur- 
ribus) with a symbol. The only other islands on which he 
marks isolated placenames are Corsica (one) and Djerba (four). 
The islands of R h o d e ~ ~ ~  and of Taprobane2' are each shown 
sufficiently large to accommodate one or more names, but 
none is marked. 

The principal landmasses should be considered next. In or- 
der to accommodate these within the map frame, the map- 
maker was clearly obliged to manipulate them to a greater or 
lesser degree.30 In so doing, he had also to meet the need to 
provide an equal spread of territory to the left and to the right 
of Rome as the map's central point. A related concern should 
have been to ensure that, so far as possible, each region was - 
rendered neither too small to fit all the requisite names, fea- 
tures and routes within it satisfactorily, nor much larger than 
marking them required. There is no knowing just how full or 
sound a grasp the mapmaker already possessed of routes in par- 
ticular at the initial stage when he laid out the physical land- 
scape base. It is conceivable that he only gained comprehensive 
awareness of them as he proceeded - especially if his attempt 
to show them is a novel initiative -31 and that by an advanced 
stage he could do little to adjust for mismatching coverage. 

Not only was Italy the Roman heartland, but an unusually 
dense network of routes was available here for marking. In ad- 
dition, to give pride of place to Italy - occupying about one 
third of the map, in its very centre, by my reckoning - could 
not have suited the mapmaker's purpose better. Its peninsula 
in particular, defined by the Adriatic and Mediterranean Seas, 
was uniquely well suited to elongated presentation on a map of 
this extreme shape. More generally, Italy was a vital tool in the 
struggle to match the lesser extent of territory that could be 
shown to the left of Rome with the greater extent to its right. 
In consequence, Italy is laid out to extend over two metres and 
more, from the righthand end of parchment I1 almost as far 
as halfway into parchment VI. This unrivalled central promi- 
nence is surely appealing both to the mapmaker and to his in- 
tended audience. Towards its end the peninsula splits into two 
prongs narrower than its main body, and so the mapmaker can 
readily take the opportunity to fit an elongated island of Sicily 
here between the lower shoreline of the lower prong and the 
North African shoreline.32 

27 I believe this to have been his procedure; it is also Ptolemy's recommendation 
(Ptol. Geogr. I1 1,4). 
Tab. Peut. IX B 1. 

" Tab. Peut. XI C 4-5. 
30 This exercise offered him and the viewers of his map a pleasure that would 

have appealed to those earlier Roman thinkers and poets who contemplated 
primeval conflicts between land and sea, and the consequences of rejoining 
separated landmasses. Note the observations by MURPHY, Pliny 45-48. The 
map could equally make ambitions of bridging the Adriatic seem feasible 
(Plin. nat. I11 lOl)! 

31 Brief discussion by TALBERT, Plan 633-634. 
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Britain, largely lost in the surviving copy, would need to 
have been turned on its side to fit the map's shape, with its east 
coast evidently to the top like that of Sardinia, and thus the 
north (lost) to the left. Gaul is similarly manipulated, with its 
north coast turned left to face southern Britain, and then, after 
a long narrow inlet for the Sinus Aquitanicus, its west coast fac- 
ing south-west Britain above. The quantity of routes and other 
cultural data across Gaul is dense overall, but mostly well 
enough matched to the space assigned for the region. 

With considerable ingenuity the mapmaker compresses the 
regions facing the empire's Rhine and Danube frontiers to oc- 
cupy the top of the map until the mouths of the Danube are 
reached near the righthand end of parchment VII. This vast - 
area gains improved definition from the righthand end of 
parchment I11 onwards with the appearance of the Adriatic 
Sea, which continues far into parchment VI, where the Italian 
peninsula ends. Routes in Dalmatia run immediately above the 
upper Adriatic shoreline. 

Once the Adriatic merges with the Mediterranean (on 
parchment VI), the mapmaker again has a deeper unbroken 
landmass at his disposal. He exploits it to introduce a gentle 
downward curve of the Danube so that the river now flows less 
close to the map's upper shoreline. Into the space opened up by 
this means above the river he then fits Dacia and the routes 
there. Below the river, however, the coverage he wishes to pro- 
vide of Moesia and Macedonia is notably squeezed and elon- 
gated, so that Piraeus (Pyreo) lines up with Tessalonic(a)e and 
Philippis, and the island of Cytera appears just offshore below 
Tes~alonic(a)e.~~ The part of this region that the mapmaker 

shrinks most drastically is central Greece, a sacrifice no doubt 
prompted more by the sheer impossibility of doing it justice 
(given the map's shape and the other constraints), than by any 
special difficulty in securing adequate information about routes 
there. Meantime the routes laid out within the Peloponnese 
come close to straining the limited space that it is permitted to 
occupy. 

Thrace is fitted below the Black Sea (which extends from 
midway across parchment VII) and continues over to the 
Bosporus;34 in consequence this region receives quite ample 
coverage. Since it requires no great depth, however, below 
Thrace the mapmaker takes the opportunity to widen the 
Mediterranean again in order to provide generous space for 
Crete.35 The Black Sea - its lower shore broken by a wide 
Bosporus between Europe and Asia - continues to the middle 
of parchment IX and, like the Adriatic earlier, acts as a valuable 
divider. No route continues along its upper shoreline for a long 
way beyond to mi^,^^ placed just to the left of the Danube 
mouths; a route only resumes towards the far end of this shore- 
line once Trapezunte3' is reached. 

The mapmaker's choice for presentation of the Black Sea as 
a narrow 'horizontal' channel in effect constrains him from tilt- 
ing the landmass of Asia Minor in the way that lie manipulates 
Britain, Gaul, Sardinia and Italy. Instead, he duly sets the north 
of Asia Minor along the lower Black Sea shoreline (see Fig. 5). 

That decision seems a natural one, fully justified in itself; no 
special difficulty is created by presenting Sicily, Crete, Cyprus 
and, in particular, North Africa in this way too. In the case of 
the Black Sea to the right of the Bosporus, however, severe con- 

Fig. 5 Bosporus and Asia Minor to the end of parchment VIII (s. Farbtafel 16.3) 

32 As already mentioned, the North African shoreline is lowered in turn for a 34 Tab. Peut. VIII A 1. 
brief distance (Tab. Peut. V C 5-VI C 1) to accommodate the island of 35 Tab. Peut. VII B 5-VIII C 2. 
Djerba (unnamed). 36 Tab. Peut. VII A 4. 

33 All in Tab. Peut. VII B 1-3. To place Cytera much closer to the Peloponnese 37 Tab. Peut. IX A 2. 
would seem to pose no difficulty, however; so the choice not to do so 
remains a puzzle. 



sequences do arise for accommodating Asia Minor thus to the 
map's extreme shape.38 The region of the Bosporus itself, as 
well as of the Propontis and Hellespont notionally, is tilted to 
face left. But Asia Minor's western39 and southern coasts4' are 
then rendered as one, to form the Mediterranean's upper shore- 
line. The latter of these coasts is conspicuously compressed, be- 
ing assigned only about half the former's length. It surely fol- 
lows that this unsatisfying alignment of Asia Minor contributes 
to the patent limitations which the presentation of cultural 
data in its interior exhibits.41 

The far end of the Mediterranean coincides with the place- 
ment of A n t i ~ c h i a . ~ ~  Immediately prior, the open water chan- 
nel is widened to allow the inclusion of Cyprus in the same 
way rhat Sicily and Crete were handled. A l e ~ a n d r i a ~ ~  and the 
Nile delta as far as P e l ~ s i o ~ ~  are intended to feature promi- 
nently like Antiochia, although the mapmaker takes the inge- 
nious liberty of placing them, not at the end of the Mediter- 
ranean, but earlier. In consequence, the entire stretch of coast 
from the Nile delta to Seleucia and Anti~chia*~ is shifted to be- 
come the final section of the lower Mediterranean shoreline on 
the map. 

North Africa from its lost lefthand end onwards as far as 
Alexandria forms a substantial self-contained segment of the 
map. Within it, both Alexandria's and that of 
Chartagine4' directly below Rome, are surely to be considered 
the pivotal choices, which in turn determine the layout of the 
route network. Despite the loss of the network's corresponding 
'anchor city' at the lefrhand end of the map, it is clear that at 
several stages the width at the mapmaker's disposal to mark the 
successive stretches on some of his routes in-North Africa far 
exceeds what the relevant names and distance figures require. 
In consequence, stretches of exaggerated length occur both be- 
fore Chartagine on parchments I1 and IV, and after it on parch- 
ment V48 At the same time the map's squatness makes it im- . . 

possible to reflect the depth of territory traversed in various di- 
rections by the routes shown; the impression that they all 
proceed smoothly eastwards is inevitably misleading. Such a 
false impression is even more patent in Egypt, where the map's 
shape offers no means to demonstrate the depth of the region, 
nor the south-north course of the Nile and the long route as- 

38 TO the left of the Bosporus by contrast, there are no such consequences to 
ringing the Black Sea with settlements rhat actually lie on its west coast (TAL- 
BERT, Atlas Map 22 F 4 - 52 D 2). 

37 From, say, Lamasco (Tab. Peut. VIII B 2) to Chidum (Tab. Peut. IX B 1 = 

Cnidos). 
40 From, say, Chidum to Aregea (Tab. Peut. IX B 4 = Aegae). 

See further my forthcoming edition of the map. 
42 Tab. Peut. IX B 4. 
43 Tab. Peut. VIII C 3, unnamed. 
44 Tab. Peut. VIII C 4. 
45 Tab. Peut. VIII C 3-IX B 4. 
46 Tab. Peut. VIII C 3. 
47 Tab. Peut. IV C 5 = Carthage. 
48 Elsewhere, too, such stretches can be found in close proximity (along parch- 

ment IV above the Adriatic's upper shoreline, for example, and above Anti- 
ochia at the righthand end of parchment IX), but not to the same extent as 
in North Africa. 
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sociated with it, as well as the south-east direction of the route 
from the river to Pernicide porrum.49 The river and the route 
that follows it are both laid out from the left,50 because the 
space here5' was not needed for any other purpose. In addition, 
this placement permits those who 'read' the map from left to 
right to engage with the river at the earliest opportunity, and to 
follow it from its source. 

Beyond the Mediterranean, the mapmaker exhibits a less 
confident grasp of the landscape, and he is now seriously ham- 
pered both by earlier decisions and by the realization that there 
is insufficient space for everything he would like to include 
here. He may also be calculating that his audience will be least 
concerned about the representation of this region, and thus 
willing to tolerate its especially severe compression in the in- 
terests of balancing the coverage of territory to the left and 
right of the city of Rome at the centre. After all, only by re- 
ducing yet further the coverage of lands east of the city (or even 
east of the Bosporus) within the Roman empire, can the design 
devote more space to lands beyond in that direction. By now 
the mapmaker has allowed the landscape to lose its cohesion, 
and it is hard to see how this could be regained. At the top, the 
uppermost of three routes from T r a p e ~ u n t e ~ ~  proceeds a con- 
siderable distance across the map to Seba~toplis.~~ This is a 
route that should follow the Black Sea shore;54 but instead 
it is placed entirely to the right of it. Below this route, and 
again to the right of the Black Sea, are laid out routes in 
eastern Asia Minor extending as far as S a m o ~ a t a ~ ~  on the Eu- 
phrates. Meantime, further below are marked routes eastwards 
from D a m a ~ ~ o ~ ~  and Antiochia5' to Palmyra,58 Z e ~ ~ m a ~ ~  and 
Samosata, a layout severely warped by the decision to situate 
the eastern shore of the ~editerianean to the left of Antiochia; 
Damaspo is placed well to the left of Antiochia in conse- 
quence. 

The fact that the different components of the larger region 
immediately beyond the Mediterranean fail to coalesce is only 
the prelude to graver shorrcomings. Thereafter, beyond the Eu- 
phrates, Mesopotamia is hopelessly compressed, with its north- 
ern part (where Roman interests lay) forming the main focus of 
attention, and Babyloniabo and Seleucia61 both being situated 
close to the shore of the Indian Ocean. Regions further east are 

49 Tab. Peut. VIII C 5 = Berenice. 
50 Originating in Tab. Peut. VIII C 1. 
51 Unlike to the right in Tab. Peut. VIII C 5 and beyond. 
52 Tab. Peut. IX A 2. 
" Tab. Peut. X A  2. 
54 See TALBERT, Atlas Map 87 E 4-G 2; the route be could regarded as 

the counterpart, so to speak, to the western one from Tomis (see above, 
footnote 38). 

55 Tab. Peut. X B 3. 
56 Tab. Peut. IX C 3 = Damascus. 
" Tab. Peut. IX B 4. 

Tab. Peut. IX C 5. 
59 Tab. Peut. X C 3. 
60 Tab. Peut. X C 4 = Babylon. 

Tab. Peut. X C 4. 
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represented in token fashion at best; Ecbatana6' and Persepo- 
l i ~ , ~ ~  too, are situated along the shore of the Indian Ocean. The 
Caspian Sea is shown,64 but its situation is too remote to assist 
the mapmaker in presenting related cultural features in the way 
that he exploits the Adriatic and Black Seas. The Indian sub- 
continent, reduced to a modest size indeed, is notionally tilted 
like other landmasses already noted, so that its western shore 
(the only one documented here in the regular way) runs along 
the bottom of parchment XI. Ironically, however, at the same 
time as the mapmaker foreshortens the landscape so much, his 
presentation of routes beyond the Euphrates suggests that he is 
struggling against a lack of sufficient space for some of them. 
To an unprecedented extent he now resorts to sloping these ver- 
tically rather than maintaining the regular horizontal layout; 
conceivably, he had not expected to have so much relevant data 
at his disposal here as turned out to be the case (see Fig. 6) .  

In the case of both mountain ranges and rivers it can prove 
difficult, if not impossible, to distinguish between those which 
are fundamental components of the physical landscape base, 
and those more likely to have been added later after the place- 
ment of other features. The distinction is in any event artificial, 
and in itself of limited significance. More important is an ap- 
preciation that certain mountain ranges and rivers act as defin- 
ing landscape features along with shorelines. No route crosses 
the Apennines, for example, between Iria65 and A d ~ a l e m ~ ~ .  In 
addition to the Apennines, the fundamental mountain ranges 
are the Alps67 and the Taurus,'j8 and in all probability the Pyre- 
nees too, although the map as it survives only preserves their 
eastern end." The fundamental rivers without doubt include 
the longest, such as the Rhine, Rhone, Danube, Po, Tiber, 
Nile, Euphrates, Tigris, Ganges. There is every likelihood that 
the mapmaker marked their courses on the map before any cul- 
tural features. How early some other rivers may have been 
marked, despite their prominence, is not so self-evident: 
among these are, for example, the Riger,70 G a r ~ n n a , ~ '  
[ S a v u ~ ] , ~ ~  Orontes," and the two unnamed rivers flowing 
into the Black Sea either side of Trape~unte .~~ The case of the 

Ecbatana =Tab. Peut. XI C 1 Ecbatanis Partiorum. 
63 Persepolis =Tab. Peut. XI C 2 Persepoliscon Mercium persarum. 
64 Tab. Peut. X A 5 -XI A 2, Mare Hyrcanium (leading into Ocean). 
65 Tab. Peut. I11 B 1. 

Tab. Peut. IV B 2. 
67 These are initially a single range (from Tab. Peut. I1 B 2), which soon splits; 

the Apennines continue for far longer (to Tab. Peut. VI B 2) than the Alps 
(to Tab. Peut. I11 A 2, although with separate offshoots thereafter). 
Tab. Peut. IX B 1 -XI B 5. 

69 To Tab. Peut. I B 2. 
70 Tab. Peut. I A 5. 
7L Tab. Peut. I B 5. 
72 Named "FI." only, Tab. Peut. 111 A 5. 
73 Unnamed but for the crossing at Tab. Peut. IX C 5. 
74 Tab. Peut. IXA 2. 

Patabus - far from unique - serves to illustrate the quandary. 
It seems likely, but remains impossible to establish, that the 
mapmaker drew the course of the Patabus in relation to that of 
the Renus, before he laid out the pair of routes from Lugduno" 
to N ~ v i o m a ~ i ~ ~  and the single continuation on to Colo Traiana 
and Veteribusn. In drawing the Patabus, therefore, he may 
have been purposely demarcating space for these routes. 

Altogether, despite our ignorance of the entire context in which 
the map was originally created, its surviving copy does still per- 
mit an appreciation of how the mapmaker addressed the mul- 
tiple challenges of furnishing the coverage desired - centred 
upon the city of Rome in particular, and Italy in general - 
within an extraordinarily elongated frame. He has concluded 
that certain sacrifices must be made and shortcomings toler- 
ated, such as a lack of depth in North Africa and increasing 
compression of the lands east of the Bosporus. Some coasts 
and settlements are situated absurdly close to one another," 
therefore, while others appear unnaturally far apart.79 These 
are consequences of the map's shape which informed viewers 
need to understand and allow for;80 some viewers, of course, 
may even do so with relish. Without doubt, the mapmaker 
must have exploited earlier maps which showed and named the 
principal elements of physical landscape with a fair degree of 
accuracy and without the artificial distortion which his own 
frame introduces. Whatever the ways were in which the map 
advanced cartography, in my view they are to be sought in its 
representation of cultural geography, not physical. Even so, this 
remains the only Roman map which can be subjected to the 
kind of cartographic analysis attempted here. From the physi- 
cal aspect alone it is surely appropriate to conclude that the 
mapmaker brings remarkable creativity and well-established 
principles to the achievement of his ambitious goal, and that he 
is working to please a sophisticated audience within the context 
of an active cartographic tradition. In consequence, here is good 
reason for a rethinking of the current widely held opinion that 
there was little place for mapmaking in Roman culture. 

75 Tab. Peut. I A 1. 
76 Tab. Peut. I A 4. 

Tab. Peut. I A 5. 
" Italy's west coast close to the north coast of Africa, for example; Verona 

(Tab. Peut. 111 A 3) to Ivavo (Tab. Peut. I11 A 4), Actanicopoli (Tab. Peut. VI 
B 3) to Leptimagna col. (Tab. Peut. VI C 4), Pergamo (Tab. Peut. VIII B 3) 
to Alexandria (Tab. Peut. VIII C 3). 

79 For example, Vesontine (Tab. Peut. I1 A 1) to Augusta Ruracum (Tab. Peut. 
I1 A 4), Verona (Tab. Peut. I11 A 3) to Hostilia (Tab. Peut. I11 B 4) and in 
turn to Ravenna (Tab. Peut. IV B 1). 

'O Additional limitations arise from the dificulty of accommodating the map's 
shape to certain principles for the presentation of cultural data: in panicu- 
lar, for example, routes that run parallel to a river on the ground, or settle- 
ments situated on a river, cannot necessarily be shown thus on the map (note 
the instance of the RhBne in Tab. Peut. I B 5-11 A 1). 
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- 
16.1 Sicily on the Peutinger map (I1 B 5-111 C 1) (s. p. 225, Fig. 3) 

16.2 Sardinia on the Peutinger map (V C 5-VI B 2) (s. p. 226, Fig. 4) 

16.3 Bosporus and Asia Minor to the end of parchment VIII (s. p. 227, Fig. 5) 


