
chapter 9

Discussion
Urban water issues have traditionally been approached from a predominantly engineering, economic or
managerial approach with precious little attention to the central role of social and political questions.1

INTRODUCTION

This book is concerned with one aspect of the infra-
structures of a great city. For many readers the key
questions they would wish to be addressed are: When
and why was the water supply system built? What
was the chronological development of the system?
What were the ambitions of the builders? How far
were these achieved and how may they have changed
and been transformed throughout the long life of the
system? As far as possible we have tried to address
such questions, although, as should be apparent, the
nature of the surviving texts does not provide clear,
unequivocal answers, whilst an analysis of the
structural evidence can both question and inform an
historically based account. The quotation at the
beginning of this chapter is taken from a study of the
water provision of a contemporary city in Ecuador
and raises further questions, not just technological
and administrative, but most significantly ‘the
central role of social and political questions’. In Late
Antiquity and Byzantium these questions should not

be ignored, indeed they have not, although once
again the available evidence raises questions which
cannot always be fully answered. In practice studies
of classical and late antique hydraulic technology
and provision still provide instructive comparative
models for the urban studies of more recent times,2

but also raise cultural and religious issues not
addressed by modern sociologists and geographers.

The final chapter of this book is not intended to be
a conclusion; we are aware that a great deal of
further research and fieldwork remains to done in
order to achieve a fuller understanding of the Con-
stantinopolitan water supply. Instead it will consider
in outline a number of themes which will draw
together some of the principal issues already dis-
cussed: the administration of the water supply, a
comparison of the distribution of water at Rome and
Constantinople, and finally how the water supply
was recorded in Byzantine texts and the later
traditions.

ADMINISTERING THE WATER SUPPLY

Aspects of the administration of the water supply
have already been considered in Chapter 2 and
details concerning the regulation of water pipes were
noted in Chapter 6. The surviving law codes from the
late fourth to the sixth centuries also contain impor-
tant references to the funding of the water supply
and its administration in Late Antiquity and clarify
certain elements of the system not apparent in

Frontinus and other Roman sources.3 From the early
imperial period it is clear that certain elements were
funded by the emperor but other parts are less
certain. In the late Roman law codes these elements
are to some extent clarified. Outside the city of Rome
the maintenance of the channels was the responsi-
bility of the landowners through whose land 
the aqueducts passed. This is recorded in a law of

1 Sywngedouw (2004), 8.
2 See the chapter on the water supply of Rome by Hall (1998), 621–56, in his section on ‘The establishment of urban order’ in which he

compares the Roman evidence with the experiences of nineteenth-century London — the utilitarian city — and Paris — the city of
perpetual public works.

3 See the recent comments of Rodgers in Frontinus (2004), xi–xii, ‘he (Frontinus) barely concerns himself with fiscal aspects of management’;
see also the consular legislation quoted by Frontinus, 100 ff.
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Constantine for Rome in 330,4 which also requires a
cleared zone of 15 feet on either side of the aqueduct
to prevent tree-root damage. A similar law for Con-
stantinople dated to 440 requires only 10 feet on
either side of the line;5 but there is no specific
requirement to maintain the channels, although an
earlier law of 384 notes that there is no exemption by
rank for liabilities for the restoration of the ports or
the aqueducts, which is considered to be a common
duty.6

A number of laws specifically refer to ‘the audac-
ity of injuring the interests of the city’ by diverting
the public waters to an individual’s farm and the
severe penalties which follow.7 At the same period,
the law that specifically associates the aqueduct of
Hadrian with the supply to the imperial palace
withdraws any rights to water for the irrigation of
land, country houses or baths in the lands through
which the channel passed as it approached the city.
Another law of 395/6 is concerned to prevent the
direct tapping of water from the aqueduct, rather
than from the reservoir which was considered the
normal practice — a distinction considered in more
detail in the next section.8

General responsibilities for the maintenance of the
aqueducts have been noted, but other revenues for
the repair of the aqueducts were raised from specific
levies, such as the taxes on ladders and from work-
men known as the Cyzicenii.9 The office of
consularis aquarum in Rome is securely attested by
the time of Constantine,10 but the maintenance of
the Constantinople water supply must have fallen
within the responsibility of the city prefect since the
office is not known from Constantinople. In 396, two
laws of Arcadius and Honorius specifically note that
monies normally expended by the five praetors for
theatrical amusements had been ‘diverted to the con-
struction and repair of the aqueduct’ but that in

future the smaller contribution of one praetor should
be assigned to celebrations of Honorius’ birthday.11

This contribution towards public works, rather than
entertainments, had first been introduced in 361;
although the praetors could be expected to contrib-
ute considerable sums, these were not excessive by
the standards of known senatorial income.12 The
compulsory charges of the praetorship in Constan-
tinople came to an end after Marcian, and signifi-
cantly Marcellinus Comes, for the year 451/2, records
that the same emperor declared that those who
would wish to become consuls should not disburse
money amongst the people but spend it repairing the
city’s aqueducts. The same practice is elaborated in a
law of Leo I which refers to the practice of distribut-
ing largesse as ‘squandering without any compen-
sated advantage’; rather it was to be preferred that ‘at
the beginning of every consulate, a hundred pounds
of gold is paid by the consuls for the maintenance of
the aqueducts . . . which will remain a perpetual evi-
dence of his generosity’.13 To ensure these revenues
from the consuls were not diverted for other uses by
the city prefect, a law of Zeno appointed a separate
treasurer to safeguard these and other funds ‘to
ensure the supply of water for the public’. These
sentiments echo an earlier law of Theodosius and
Valentinian which states that, ‘It shall be remem-
bered that none of those who have the right to use the
water shall be subjected to any expenses for repairs,
as it should be abominable for the inhabitants of the
beautiful city to be compelled to purchase water’.14

Both sets of legislation relating to the praetors and
the honorary consuls and their contribution to the
maintenance of the water supply provide a useful
indication of the overall cost of these recurring
expenses. The clearest figure is the mid-fifth-century
sum of 100 pounds of gold (7,200 solidi) paid by each
of the consuls and honorary consuls, although

4 Cod. Theod. 15.2.1; see Appendix 1; for a valuable discussion concerning the administration of the water supply of Constantinople and its
funding based on the Law Codes, see Jones (1964), 695–6, n. 17; the clear association between the initiation of the aqueduct of Theodosius
and the diversion of the payments of the praetors can however be questioned, since these sums were intended for maintenance rather than
new building, which is likely to have been financed from the state treasury. See the discussion of the costs of aqueduct building in Leveau
(1991) and DeLaine (1997), 219; see also pp. 220 ff. for the broader economic significance of such projects.

5 Cod. Just. 11.42.6; see also a law of Leo, Cod. Just. 11.42.10; see Appendix 1.
6 Cod. Theod. 15.1.23; see Appendix 1.
7 In 381; Cod. Theod. 15.2.4; see Appendix 1.
8 Cod. Just. 11.42.6; Cod. Theod. 15.2.6; see Appendix 1.
9 Cod. Just. 11.42.7; see Appendix 1.

10 Ashby (1935), 22.
11 Cod. Theod. 6.4.29; 6.4.30, the latter law refers to the Theodosian aqueduct, although this cannot specifically be associated with Phase II

of the Thracian channels including extension of the water supply channels to Vize.
12 See Jones (1964), 538–9. 
13 Cod. Just. 13.3.2; see Appendix 1.
14 Zeno, Cod. Just. 11.42.9; Theodosius and Valentinian, Cod. Just. 11.42.7; see Appendix 1.
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presumably the number of members adlected could
vary from year to year. The total is unlikely to have
exceeded 300 pounds of gold per year and where
there were no prospective honorary consuls it could
have been as little as 100 pounds of gold. As an
indication of how far this matched other state
expenditure, 300 pounds of gold was the amount
given as a subsidy to the Ostrogoths by Leo in 461.15

One other question is how this burden compares
with the figures known to have been spent by the
praetors for the same purpose at the end of the previ-
ous century. In 384 the total expected expenditure of
the praetors in Constantinople amounted to 1,700
pounds of silver, equivalent to 8,500 solidi.16 This
suggests that the total needed by the mid-fifth cen-
tury to maintain the aqueducts had approximately
doubled, which would appear to reflect the major
extension of the second phase of the system. None of
these figures, however, relates to the overall cost of
building and extending the new system, although the
enormous sum of 30 talents, or 3,000 pounds of
gold, said to have been paid by the emperor Maurice
at the end of the sixth century for the restoration of
the aqueducts represents an otherwise unprecedented
figure.17 This clearly reflects the extent to which the

emperor was taking over direct responsibility for pat-
ronage and the maintenance of the urban fabric.18

The direct involvement of the consuls in the main-
tenance of the water supply also helps to explain the
inscription of Longinus from a small aqueduct
bridge at Elkaf Dere (K20.3). He is recorded as an ex-
prefect and consul and the work can be associated
with a major restoration some time after 540–1.
Although the text is brief and incomplete, it repre-
sents the last clear evidence showing how the late
Roman emperors where able to modify and divert
earlier public munificence and largesse for the con-
tinuing support of the vital infrastructures of the
city.19

One further aspect noted in the laws concerning
the aqueducts is the theft of water for irrigation and
country villas and farms, which was clearly as much
a problem in the suburbs of Constantinople as in
Rome. The law against it was first promulgated
under Theodosius and Valentinian II in the 380s, sug-
gesting that already landowners were attempting to
take advantage of the new aqueduct. The penalties
were harsh and included the confiscation of the
farm.20

ROME AND CONSTANTINOPLE

Writing of the corn supply of ancient Rome,
Rickman observed:

But there is only one strand that was equal in importance
to the supply of corn to the capital, and that was the
supply of water. The Roman efforts to cope with the
problem, spectacularly preserved in the ruins of the
aqueducts, are justly world famous; the Roman efforts to
ensure an adequate supply of corn, which was even greater
but for which we have no similar single archaeological
reminder, deserve to be so.21

In fact these ambitions have been fulfilled and it is
certainly true that for the late antique period we are
far better informed about the provision of grain and
other foodstuffs for both Rome and Constantinople
than about the water supply to the imperial capitals.
What is especially important for our study is that
Rickman, like A. H. M. Jones before him, recognized
the importance of understanding both food and
water as parts of the same provision for great urban
centres.22 The study of the aqueducts of the city of

15 Jones (1964), 221; for the honorary consuls, see also (1964), 533, n. 26.
16 Jones (1964), 538.
17 See Chapter 2, p. 19, n. 51.
18 Magdalino (1996), 49, n. 176.
19 Jones (1964), 709, n. 51; the last city prefect who is mentioned as having been involved in major works including the water supply is

Aristomachus in the reign of Maurice, see John of Nikiu, 95, 16–17, see Appendix 1.
20 Cod. Theod. 15.2.4; see also Cod. Just. 11.42.6; see Appendix 1. Studies of irrigation in the Byzantine world are limited, see now Kakouris

(2000); Gerolymatou (2005). For evidence of aqueducts and irrigation at Rome, see Wilson (1999).
21 Rickman (1980), 210–11.
22 Jones (1964), 695–705; at Rome the curator aquarum et Miniciae combined the provision of water and grain from Commodus onwards, the

post was later termed praefecti Miniciae under the Severi until 328, see Rickman (1980), 195–7. The recent volume on late antique Rome,
Harris (1999), 26–7, has only brief reference to aqueducts and baths, but extensive discussion of pigs and other food sources. For early
medieval Rome, see Coates-Stephens (2003).
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Rome is far more extensive than the more limited
investigations into late antique and Byzantine Con-
stantinople. The aim of this section is to review
briefly similarities and differences between the two
cities and how these might contribute to a fuller
understanding of the late antique systems of water
management and distribution. The differences
between them are fairly obvious: Rome’s eleven aque-
ducts were accumulated over 500 years, and they
entered the city in a number of different places,
although the main concentration, near Porta Mag-
giore, was in many ways analogous to the situation at
Constantinople, since the channels entered at varying
levels. In practice comparison is not made easier by
the divergent archaeological histories of the two
cities, both in terms of their subsequent investiga-
tions and also the very different roles the two cities
played over later centuries.

Storage of water in cisterns is one the most
distinctive features of the Constantinople system.
Bayliss’s location maps (Maps 12–15), combined
with Bardill’s concordance, provide a clear distribu-
tion of the known cisterns within the city. These are
not scattered evenly, but are clustered for the most
part along the ridges relatively close to the two main
water channels. What is not clear is to what extent
they represent the main concentrations of dense
urban settlement, although they need to be con-
sidered in any future assessment of urban density.
The question must be how far these are a unique
feature of the late antique city, reflecting both the
specific needs of water storage necessitated by mili-
tary threats and also meeting the particular
conditions of major seasonal changes in water flow
into the city.23 We have also considered the variations
in size of the cisterns (Figs 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3); from
these comparative plans, it is apparent that the
majority are quite modest in scale, with only a few
matching the size of the Yerebatan Sarayı or the
Binbirdirek. What is impressive is the sheer number,
around 150, including those which have been
recorded but whose exact location is lost. This is of
course not a finite total and further researches, such
as those undertaken by Dr Feridun Özgümüs, will
certainly add significantly to our published total. 

Rome’s water flow is more evenly spread across the
year and certainly the city did not face any significant

security threats until the early fifth century. Given
these differences, it might be thought that there
should be little need for such storage cisterns within
the city. As was noted in the introduction, Forch-
heimer and Strzygowski, pioneers of the study of the
Constantinople water system, provide a table which
lists a number of comparable water storage struc-
tures noted in Lanciani’s Topographia di Roma
antica I,24 as well as a review of other cisterns from
elsewhere in the ancient world, including Alexandria.
Unlike recent studies of Pompeii and Ostia, most of
the studies of the water supply of Rome over the past
decade or so have been concerned with the integra-
tion and understanding of the archaeological
remains with the text of Frontinus.25 Such is the
detail within this ancient text that it has had the
effect of diminishing the significance of the rich
archaeological resources as a way of understanding
the water distribution. Evidence does exist and is
documented in studies of the water distribution, such
as those of Ashby and van Deman, and has been
considered in more recent accounts of the system as
a whole. What is not yet available is a modern review
of the evidence for the system of storage which is
essentially archaeological in interest, rather than pro-
viding structural illustration for Frontinus’ complex
text.26

Both Frontinus and other late texts provide for
Rome a hierarchy of water installations, although the
precise nature of these is often not exactly under-
stood. The aqueducts came to the city and the water
was stored at a series of major castella aquae from
where the water was distributed to a series of second-
ary castella, and thence to public nymphaea and
fountains or basins and to private water pipes for
domestic and industrial use. Elements of the system
are well-known from Pompeii and Ostia. In Rome
this system of provision was much more complex and
is less well-known. However it is worth remembering
that major water storage installations are known
throughout the city, as documented in Lanciani’s and
other later studies.27 Examples of these are the
extensive sequence of installations termed piscinae
by Lanciani, known from the Palazzo delle Finanze
site, west of the Baths of Diocletian, the piscina of
the Aqua Alexandrinae(?), just west of the Porta
Maggiore, and, perhaps best known, the remains of

23 See Procopius, Buildings 1.11.10–15; see Chapter 2, pp. 16–18.
24 Forchheimer and Strzygowski, (1893), 197. 
25 See the judicious comments by Rodgers (1996), 395–6, n. 3.
26 Ashby (1935); van Deman (1934); distribution within the city is considered by Evans (1994), although see the comments of Humphrey

(1995); see also the recent study by Tucci (2006).
27 Lanciani (1880), and on the maps of the Forma Urbis Roma; as well as van Deman (1934), who provides extensive references.
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Fig. 9.1 Comparative size of selected cisterns.
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Fig. 9.2 Comparative size of selected cisterns.
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a structure recorded by Piranesi near to the so-called
temple of Minerva Medica, the terminal castellum of
the Aqua Claudia.28 From reviewing only a few of
these structures, it is apparent that many were, in
part at least, built as freestanding structures,
although others like the Sette Sale were constructed
into the hillside. In comparing the two cities, the
question must be how far the relative paucity of
cistern-type structures in Rome, at least of modest
dimensions, reflects their poor survival rate. Pompeii
and Ostia provide many examples of small water-
storage chambers, which are largely free-standing
against insulae and alongside streets, and the source
for local fountains or lacus. In Rome it would seem
that these simply do not survive in any number,
although as Tucci’s recent study of the Caelian Hill
has shown they can be traced by careful and detailed
research.29

For the city of Rome the question of the smaller
castella must surely remain an outstanding research

question, but for Constantinople their significance
may provide some insight into the role of some of the
lesser cisterns.30 In our account we have suggested
that the largest covered cisterns such as the Binbir-
direk functioned as the terminal castella for the
Valens line, although there remains an enormous
quantitative difference between the capacity of one
of the known terminals of the Aqua Claudia des-
cribed above, and those from Constantinople. A
simple explanation is the variation in water supplies
to the two cities, as has been described before in the
context of the Basilica cistern, but further research in
both places is likely to demonstrate greater
complexity. 

One final, simple, but significant difference is the
design of the great majority of the Constantino-
politan covered cisterns, with their vaulted brick
roofs supported by forests of columns. In a sense
these monumentalized the water installations and are
unparalleled at Rome and elsewhere around the

Fig. 9.3 Graph showing comparative sizes of covered cisterns with known internal dimensions.

28 Lanciani (1880), Tav. 6, fig. 1a; Tav. 3, fig.1; van Deman (1934), 251–2, Textcut 33; Lanciani (1880), Tav. 2, 5; Evans (1994), 117; the structure
measured 21.5 m long by 14.2 wide and a series of scalloped buttresses is shown on Lanciani’s plan. It remains small by the standards of
Constantinople, see Fig. 9.2, where the Piscina Mirabilis from Misenum is drawn in comparison with the cisterns from Constantinople. 

29 Tucci (2006).
30 In his account of the drought in Justinian’s reign in 562, Malalas records that many fights occurred at the cisterns, 18.138; Jeffreys (1986),

301; while Procopius’ Secret History reports that ‘people gathered round the fountains with their tongues hanging out’, 26.23; see Appendix
1. Constantinople seemed to suffer more frequently from droughts than the city of Rome. For Byzantine climatic history see Tellelis (2005).
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The nature of the writings about water in Constan-
tinople, collected in Appendix 1, is very varied,
ranging from conventional historians and chroniclers
like Procopius and Theophanes, to official texts such
as the Theodosian and Justinianic law codes, and the
more explicitly literary accounts of Themistius,
Mesarites, and Chrysoloras. One distinctive genre is
represented by those writings concerned with the
formulation of a ‘Constantinople imaginaire’ which
emerges most clearly in the body of texts from the
Patria.31 Of all the written sources concerned with
the water supply of Constantinople, two may be
regarded as closer to folk tales and romance,
although both reveal the tenacity of the literary
traditions. The first concerns the founding of the city
of Constantinople and especially the aqueducts; it
was recorded in 1912–13 by the Bulgarian officer
Oreshkov from the villagers of Çiftlikköy. The tale
relates how the city of Constantinople was founded
by three brothers:32 one made the Bosporus navig-
able, a second built the Walls, and a third, named
Constantine, brought water to the city from as far as
the Danube. The works kept Constantine away from
the city for over twenty years and he had left behind
his newly-born son who, when he grew up, went
searching for his father. The son eventually found his
father overseeing work at an aqueduct, but Constan-
tine was in a dark mood because the works were long
and hard and there was a heavy toll of fatalities
amongst the workers. So obsessed was he with the
project that he did not recognize his own son and as
the young man approached the father killed him with
one stroke of a hammer. 

But eventually the work was completed and
Constantine the builder went to see his brother the
Emperor of Constantinople, who asked him sarcasti-
cally: ‘Where is the water so much money has been
spent on?’ But the waters of the aqueduct followed

the water supply of byzantine constantinople218

behind him and entered the city and the populace
rejoiced.

Much of this story belongs to the conventional
themes of folk tales — great works only achieved by
sacrifice and personal tragedy — but within it are
recorded the last memories of the Orthodox Greek-
speaking (Rum) population of eastern Thrace, who,
within a decade of the failed Bulgarian siege, faced
expulsion to northern Greece as part of the popula-
tion exchanges following the Treaty of Lausanne.33

Like the writers of the Patria and the account of the
Arab prisoner Haroun-ibn-Yahya, both written in
the tenth century,34 the village tale retained not only
the name of the builder as Constantine, but also the
distant sources in Bulgaria, amplified like Evliya
Celebi’s Seyahatnâme to include the waters of the
Danube.35 But more than anything else the story
reveals wonder at the physical presence of the aque-
ducts in the Thracian forests as seen by the villagers
who lived their lives near them and their empathy for
the huge efforts and the suffering of the builders who
were required to move the great stones and build
bridges like Büyükgerme and Keçigerme.

The second story is much older and more fantas-
tic. It survives only as a fragment translated into
Latin in the Liber Pontificalis of Naples, dating to the
ninth century. The account describes the fight of the
courageous warrior Constantine who single-
handedly and with great ingenuity slew a dragon in
an aqueduct. The warrior can be identified with
Constantine V and the same emperor’s achievements
in respect of restoring the aqueducts were described
in detail by Theophanes, but in the legendary
account ‘avaient été traduits en termes épiques’.36 In
fact the two texts concerning Constantine V, the
anonymous fragment and Theophanes’ Chrono-
graphia, are not so different as they first appear. The
legendary Constantine wore ‘a breastplate furnished

Mediterranean. From Dara and Resafa in Syria to
North Africa cisterns were supported by stone or
brick piers and only at Constantinople (and possibly

Alexandria) were columns and capitals, like those of
early Christian basilicas, employed in their place.

REMEMBERING THE WATER SUPPLY: TEXTS AND MEMORY

31 Dagron (1984b); Cameron and Herrin (1984); see also Magdalino (1996), 13.
32 Oreshkov (1915), 89.
33 Clark (2006), 48–52; Kontogiorgi (2006).
34 Patria 1.69–70; ed. Preger II, 149; see Appendix 1.
35 Evliya Celebi is quoted in Dirimtekin (1959), 218; the Danube source was already claimed in 1509, see Dalman (1933), 35; compare the

Ottoman foundation myths of Yanko, son of Maidan, recorded by Nakkas Sâî Mustafa Çelebi, Tezkiretü’l-Bünyan (written 1583–1584),
quoted in Çeçen (1996b), 37, 42; see Appendix 1.

36 The text is discussed in Gero (1978), especially 156, and Auzépy (2002); see Appendix 1 for texts relating to Constantine V.
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with curved swords which he provided with the
sharpest razors on every side’; it was not just his
courage but also his special equipment and technical
ability that accounted for his success in clearing the
aqueduct channel.37 Theophanes’ text is unusual in
that it provides a detailed listing of the 6,900 workers
needed for the work of the restoration of the
aqueduct of Valens. 

He collected artisans from different places and brought
from Asia and Pontos 1,000 masons and 200 plasterers,
from Hellas and the islands 500 clay-workers, and from
Thrace itself 5,000 labourers and 200 brickmakers. He set
taskmasters over them including one of the patricians.
When the work had thus been completed, water flowed
into the City.

As we have seen in previous chapters, the masonry
restoration is probably represented at the aqueduct
bridges of Ballıgerme and Büyükgerme and else-
where; the plasterers would have been needed for the
restoration of the tunnels and the clay-workers and
brickmakers for piping and other works, probably
within the city itself. The numbers of skilled workers
(1,900) that Constantine V’s empire could summon is
impressive by the standards of any early medieval
state and rather than reflecting the weakness of the
Byzantine empire in the eighth century, as has been
argued, it displays the continuing resources of the
state and of imperial authority.38 Normally Theo-
phanes is highly critical of the iconoclast
Constantine but here he must be quoting from a
source favourable to the emperor, which enumerates
the variety and numbers of workers as a way of
reflecting the extent of the ruler’s power. This is
precisely what Procopius does in his account of
Justinian’s achievements in the construction of
Haghia Sophia by stating that ‘the Emperor, dis-
regarding all questions of expense, eagerly pressed
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on to begin the work of construction, and began to
gather all the artisans from the whole world’.39

Later writings reveal the same wonder and
incredulity about the legacies of the late antique past
noted already from the Patria and Parastaseis.
Nikolaos Mesarites described the church of the Holy
Apostles in a great ekphrasis composed shortly
before 1200, in which he described the irrigated gar-
dens around the church and ‘the inexhaustible
treasures of water and reservoirs of sweet water
made equal to the sea’.40 In its most prosaic form this
response to the aqueduct is expressed in the ‘Seven
Wonders of the City’, one list of which includes the
Aqueduct, presumably the Bozdogan Kemeri, and
another of which mentions five of the great
cisterns.41 Finally, we can note the account of Con-
stantinople by Manuel Chrysoloras c. 1400, which
includes a fantastical and ‘gothic’ description of the
ancient cisterns described variously as ‘caverns’ and
‘fields’.42 All writers share a sense of marvel and
wonder at the achievements of the past, also noted in
the inscription of Basil II from near Karacaköy. But
what is equally astonishing is that the system had
survived for so long; it was only two decades before
Mesarites’ account that the long-distance supply had
been finally abandoned. Within the city, however,
structures like the great bridge of the Bozdogan
Kemeri and the cisterns continue as an enduring
legacy of ‘The Longest Roman Water Supply Line’.
The Byzantine Empire is often viewed as a paradigm
of superstition, decline, and corruption — a per-
spective derived from Edward Gibbon and his
Enlightenment colleagues. By contrast our research
has demonstrated the successful maintenance of
Classical hydraulic technology into the Middle Ages
which provided a model for the achievements of the
sixteenth-century Ottoman city.

37 Imperial ingenuity (with divine inspiration) as a builder is, of course, a theme attributed to Justinian by Procopius in his account of the
water works at Dara, Buildings 2.2.9.

38 Mango (see Chapter 2, note 59) has argued that the size of the workforce that was needed to be brought in under Constantine V indicated
the weakness of the resources of the city itself, also Ousterhout 1999, 56. This view of decline in the early medieval period has been
challenged by Magdalino (1996), 11, passim. See also the comparison with the near-contemporary restoration of the Roman aqueducts by
Pope Hadrian I, Squatriti (1998), 14–15. 

39 Buildings 1.1.23; translated in Dewing and Downey (1940), 11. Muqqadasi notes that the Calif al-Walid summoned workers from Persia,
India, Africa and Byzantium for the building of the Great Mosque in Damascus, Le Strange (1896), 18–19.

40 Nikolaos Mesarites, Description 4.2–4; see Appendix 1.
41 Brodersen (1992), 154, nos 32a, 32b; see Appendix 1.
42 Manuel Chrysolaros, Epistula, PG, 156, 44A-B; see Appendix 1.
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