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Abstract 

ɁMonumentalizing Infrastructure:  Claudius and the City and People of Romeɂ is 

a comprehensive study of public infrastructure in Rome under the emperor Claudiu s 

(41-54 CE).  Recent scholarship has targeted Claudiusɀ reign as an important moment in 

the development of the Roman Princip ate.  Overshadowed in the scholarship by 

 ÜÎÜÚÛÜÚɀɯÛÙÈÕÚÍÖÙÔÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ1ÖÔÌɯÍÙÖÔɯÈɯÊÐÛàɯÖÍɯÉÙÐÊÒɯÛÖɯÔÈÙÉÓÌȮɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛÚɯ

centered on providin g protection from floods, fires, and diseases, and assuring the 

availability of enough clean water, food, and means of transportation.  Building a large 

marble temple certainly made a symbolic and aesthetic impact, but nearly doubling 

1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÞÈÛÌr supply mu st have meant more to the common person living day -to-day in 

the city.  By focusing on Claudian infr astructure initiatives and using G IS to map and 

contextualize this work, this dissertation interrogates traditional scholarly approaches to 

Roman imperial building and ancient urban planning.  

Following a surve y of the ancient sources for Claudian building in Rome  in 

Chapter 1, Chapter 2 examines the practical measures put in place to secure and 

advertise the steady supply of affordable grain to th e city.  Many have explored the 

convoluted history of the grain supply in Rome.  I do not replicate such studies, whose 

findings have not been changed by any significant new discoveries, but instead I focus 
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on how the labors put in  to improve and advertise such improvements to the food 

supply of Rome under Claudius changed and  shaped the urban landscape. 

Chapter 3 centers on water and its distribution in the city .  I use archaeological, 

epigraphic , and literary  evidence to assess Claudiusɀ effects on Romeɀs water supply.  

Visualizing these changes lets us consider building as a process, and see what 

disruption, repair, and construction of aqueduct lines did to water distribution to 

particular regions of the city. The maps suggest that Claudius improved the potable 

water supply in areas where the poorer population  of Rome lived. 

Chapter 4 addresses boundary marking  and road building ɭthe visual and 

practical changes made to the organization of and movement in the city.  Organizing the 

boundaries into and out of the city facil itated the urban development of areas along the 

banks of the Tiber river.  The visualization  in this and other chapters allow us to see 

much more clearly than before, and emperorɀs impact upon the general populace and 

obtain a clearer picture of the cityɀs urban history. 

My compila tion and analysis of the evidence reveals a thorough revision of 

Romeɀs infrastructure under Claudius, despi te his common denigration as an ineffectual  

buffoon or a puppet of his wives and freedmen.  T his dissertation provides a new 

framework f or examining imperial building in Rome.  The infrastructure projects that 

made all other construction possible are at the forefront.  The negative aspects of 
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Claudiusɀ character portrayed in the literary sources are counterbalanced or at least 

nuanced when a focus on infrastructure and care for the people provides a different 

viewpoint.  An emperor ɀs popularity and legacy among the people would not be 

measured by jealous quarrels among the aristocracy.  The imperial government was not 

merely reacting to crises, rather it was proactively seeking long-term solutions.  
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1. Introduction:  Constructing Claudian Rome 

1.1 Introduction 

As the first emperor born outside of Italy  and a member of the imperial fami ly 

excluded from a politic al career until he was 47 years old, Claudius had something to 

prove when the Praetori an Guard named him emperor following "ÈÓÐÎÜÓÈɀÚɯ

assassination in 41 CE.1   ÓÛÏÖÜÎÏɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÛÏÐÙÛÌÌÕ-year reign brought Rome military 

victories and major infrastructure improv ements, ancient writers, li ke Suetonius and 

Seneca the Younger, overshadowed these achievements by focusing on depict ing him as 

the feeble puppet of his  wives and freedmen.2  These ancient literary assessments 

heavily influe nced historical interpreta tions of Claudius into the 20th century.  Theodor 

Mommsen, perhaps the most prominent Roman historian of the 19th century, described 

Claudius  as an apolitical ×ÌÙÚÖÕɯɁÞÐÛÏɯÕÖɯÞÐÓÓɯÖÍɯÏÐÚɯÖÞÕȮɂɯÞÏÖse reÐÎÕɯÞÈÚɯɁÖf little 

general inÛÌÙÌÚÛȭɂ3  More recent biographical monographs, by scholars like Arnaldo 

Momigliano in 19 34, Barbara Levick in 1987, and Josiah Osgood in 2011, have generally 

rehabiliÛÈÛÌËɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÐÔÈge.  These revisionist views , which survey ClaudiusɀÚ 

                                                      

1 Hereafter all dates are CE (Common Era) unless specified otherwi se. 
2 Halfway thr ough the Life of Claudius, Suetonius w ri tes that all of  the good Claudius did f or Rome and the 

Empire really came from his wives and freed men (Claud. 25.5:  sed et haec et cetera totumque adeo ex parte 

magna principatum non tam suo quam uxorum libertorumque arbitrio administravit ).  The Apocolocyntosis, a satire 

wr itten after the death of Claudius  and attributed to Seneca, casts the former emperor as a fool.  
3 Mommsen, republished in 1992, 157-58. 
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political, economic, and military  work on an empire-wi de scale, have opened additi onal 

avenues for research on indi vidual  aspects of the period.  

In their recent works, Annalisa Tortoriello  and Anne-Claire Michel have nuanced 

our understanding of Claudi an political culture .  Annalisa Tortor ielloɀs reconstruction of 

the consular lists and Anne-Claire Michelɀs analysis of the imperial court  use epigraphic 

evidence and prosopographical analysis to show convincingly that Claudius possessed a 

sharp politi cal acumen.  The ancient literature exaggerated the hostile connection 

between the emperor and the senatorial order.4  Claudius respected the political 

hierarchies in place whi le shaping his relations with the senate and the imp erial court.  

Despite a clear consensus that some of ÛÏÌɯÌÔ×ÌÙÖÙɀÚɯÉÌÚÛɯÞork was connected to his 

public-work  projects,5 no comprehensive study of ClaÜËÐÜÚɀ public bui lding in the city 

of Rome has yet been published.   

The lack of studiÌÚɯÖÕɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÉÜÐÓËÐÕÎɯÐÕɯ1ÖÔÌɯÚÛÈÕËs in contrast to the 

numerous monographs and articles on building  there dur ing the August an period (27 

BCE ɬ 14 CE), like Lothar HaselbeÙÎÌÙɀÚ Mappin g Au gustan RÖÔÌɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛȮɯ#ÐÈÕÌɯ%ÈÝÙÖɀÚɯ

Urban Image of Augustan Rome, and PaÜÓɯ9ÈÕÒÌÙɀÚɯThe Power of Images in the Age of 

                                                      

4 Tortoriello 2004; Michel 2015. 
5 In the primary sources, see Plin. HN 36.122-25 (quoted and translated on p. 110-11) and Suet. Claud. 20. In 

the secondary sources, see Levick 1990, 109-14 and Osgood 2011, 168-89. 
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Augustus,6 to name just a few.  In-depth studies on the build ing pro grams of individua l 

dynasties and emperors have proven fruit ful contributions to the discipline, such as R. 

Darwall -2ÔÐÛÏɀÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ%ÓÈÝÐÈÕÚȮɯ,ÈÙàɯ3ȭɯ!ÖÈÛÞÙÐÎÏÛɀÚɯÞÖÙÒÚɯÖÕɯ'ÈËrian, and Susann 

LÜÚÕÐÈɀÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌ Severans.7  Such works have shown that through architecture and 

inf rastructu re an emperor could radical ly tra nsform the capital city as well as shape his 

public image.  A close analysis of Rome under Claudius offers an opportu ni ty to 

investigate the state of the city of Rome a generation after Augustus boasted of having 

transformed it from  ɁÈɯÊÐÛàɯof bri ck into a (monumental) city of ma rbleɂɯȹ2ÜÌÛȭ Aug. 28.3:  

ut iure sit gloriatus marmoream se relinquere, quam latericiam accepisset).  Scholars tend to 

assume that Julio-Claudian Rome was synonymou s with  Augustan Rome and that no 

major changes occurred until the Great Fire of 64 during th e reign of N ero.8  But the 

reality was much more nuanced.  By concentrating primaril y on the large monuments 

put up by  emperors, I believe, we lose sight of the citàɀÚɯÊÖnstant state of transformation  

and the less visible foundational work that made th e constructi on of temples and fora 

possible.   

                                                      

6 Haselberger et al. 2002; Favro 1996; Zanker 1988. 
7 Darwal l-Smith 1996; Boatwri ght 1987 and 2000; Lusnia 2014. 
8 Interesting books and articles continue to be published on AugÜÚÛÜÚɀɯÉÜÐlding program  (as noted above) 

and NÌÙÖɀÚɯÊÖÕÚÛÙÜÊÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÏÐÚɯ&ÖÓËen House following the Great Fire of 64.  For Neroɀs Golden House, see 

Bergmann 1994 and Ball 2003, for example.  
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3ÐÉÌÙÐÜÚȮɯ ÜÎÜÚÛÜÚɀɯÚÜÊÊÌÚÚÖr, became known  for  constructing no major publi c 

works  dur ing his time as Pri nceps (Suet. Tib. 47), but he did  pay for the reconstruction  of 

large parts of the city devastated by fl oods and fir es.  A major flood in 15 destroyed 

buildings and killed people  living in th e flood plain (Tac. Ann. 1.76: eodem anno continuis 

imbribus auctus Tiberis plana urbis stagnaverat; relabentem secuta est aedificiorum et hominum 

strages).  A fire in 26 burnt everything on the Caelian hill to ashes (Tac. Ann. 4.64: cum 

ignis violentia urbem ultra solitum adfecit, deusto monte Caelio).  Another fire  in 36 burnt 

part of the Circus Maximus and much of the Aventi ne region (Tac. Ann. 6.45).  A 

signific ant flood also hit the city in 36 (Dio 58.26.5; Zonar. 11.3).  Despite TiberiuÚɀɯ

alleged disinterest in what  we would deem  ÈɯɁÉuilding  proÎÙÈÔȮɂɯÛÏÌɯËÌgradation of 

the city from n atural disasters forced rebuilding du ring his 23-year reign.  Overall, 

TiberiÜÚɀ mark on Rome was the result of necessity and not prior planning or 

attentiveness for the ciÛàɀÚ residents.  In fact, Tiberius famously preferred to  distance 

himself from  Rome dur ing his reign, retiring and taking  up residence in his villa on 

Capri in 26, the same year as Caelian hill conflagration (Suet. Tib. 43; Tac. Ann. 4.67.1). 

Caligula, w ho was assassinated less than four  years into  his reign, was not in 

power long enough for  us to assess his building fully.  What can be gleaned from the 

extant sources is thaÛɯÔÖÚÛɯÖÍɯ"ÈÓÐÎÜÓÈɀÚɯÉÜÐÓËÐÕÎɯÐÕÐÛÐÈÛÐÝÌÚɯÞÌÙÌɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯÉÌÕÌÍÐÛɯof 

himself or other  areas of the empire.  Some of the most remarkable projects were for his 
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own personal enjoyment or display, like the massive palace-like fl oating barges on Lake 

Nemi and the temporary pontoon bridge built from Baiae to Puteoli to parade across 

(Suet. Calig. 12).9  Neither of these structures served practical purposes or were even 

permanent.  Following a  major earthquake in 37 (Malalas 10.313-14), Antioch was given 

aid to rebuild, and  under Caligula funds were also provided to Syracuse to rebuild  its 

city wa ll s (Suet. Calig. 21).10  In the city of Rome, Caligul a started construct ion on what 

would  be the aqueducts called the Aqua Claudia  and on an amphitheater in the Campus 

Martius, which, as we see below in Chapter 3, actually destroyed the public work  that 

was part  of another aqueduct called the Aqua Virgo ( CIL 6.1252 = ILS 205).11  Josephus, 

writ ing in Rome in the late first  century , explicitly cond emns Caligula for t aking on no 

great imperial building projects of worth for the people ( AJ 19.206-207).  CÈÓÐÎÜÓÈɀÚɯ

buil ding initiat ives seem to match his legacy in the li terary sources.   

Claudius, on the other hand, is generally depicted in the  ancient histor ical and 

biographical sources as weak and the puppet of his imperial wives,  especially Messalina 

                                                      

9 See Barrett 1989, 201-202 for more on the Nemi ships. 
10 Barrett 1989, 195.  See Barrett 1989, 192-212 for an assessmenÛɯÖÍɯ"ÈÓÐÎÜÓÈɀs building and artistic pro gram 

in the Roman empire.  Barrett argues that Caligula picked up where August us left off w ith a zeal for 

building and art, but the colle ction of projects that survi ve in the record are not particularly prac tical. 
11 See Chapter 3 on ClaudiuÚɀɯÐmprovements to the water supply of rome  for more on the Claudian 

inscription  explicitly condemning  CaliÎÜÓÈɀÚɯËÌÚÛÙÜÊtion of the Aqua Virgo CIL 6.1252a = ILS 205).  This 

inscrip tion  is only surviving evid ence for an emperor cri ticizing the actions of his predecessor. 
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and Agrippina t he Younger, and his freedmen, most notably Narcissus.12 Suetonius 

indicates that Claudius suffered so severely from various disorders  throughout his 

childhood  that it dulled the future emperorɀs body and mind  (Claud. 2.1:  atque 

adulescentiae tempus variis et tenacibus morbis conflictatus est, adeo ut animo simul et corpore).  

Currently, t he most widely accepted diagnosis for Claudiusɀ condition  is cerebral 

palsy.13  Augustus apparently decided that the best course of action would be to keep 

Claudi us away from the public eye (Suet. Claud. 4).  During  this relegation to a life of 

study out of  the publi c eye and with the support of his tutor , the famous Roman 

historian  Titus Livius  (59 BCE - 17 CE), Claudius  wrote a twenty-book history  of the 

Etruscans, an eight-book history of the Carthaginians, and an extensive history of Rome 

from  Julius Caesarɀs rise to power  to his own day (Suet. Claud. 42.2).14  This in-depth 

research on foreign powers  (both of which  were once in conflict with Rome), and on the 

formation of the prin cipate equipped Claudius  with  a thorough historical  knowl edge.   

Claudiusɀ upbringing  may explain  his interest in adding new letters to the 

alphabet (Suet. Claud. 41.3; Tac. Ann. 11.13-14) and in celebrating the Secular Games 

(Ludi Saeculares) in 47 (Suet. Claud. 21.2), only 64 years after the Augustan Secular Games 

                                                      

12 See below for more on the historical and biographic al sources of Claudius.  
13 Levick 1990, 13n7 gives bibliography for t he different diagnoses.  The diagnosis of cerebral palsy is based 

on the symptoms gleaned from the literary  sources.  It is possible that the literature presented more 

hyperbolic descripti ons of Claudiusɀ condition.  
14 See Momigliano 1934, 1-19 for more on Claudiusɀ education. 
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of 17 BCE.  For the former, the three new letters were never universally int roduced and 

fell out of use shortly after Claudiusɀ death (Tac. Ann. 11.14).  For the latter, which  were 

supposed to be celebrated once a lifetime (saeculum), Claudius reportedly claimed that 

Au gustus celebrated them too early (Suet. Claud. 21.2:  fecit et saeculares, quasi anticipatos 

ab Augustuo nec legitimo tempori reservatos).15  Tacitus suggests that Claudius  wanted to  

celebrate the 800th year since Romeɀs founding by having the Secular Games in 47 (Tac. 

Ann. 11.11).16  Claudiusɀ background is said to have shaped these scholarly and 

antiquarian  pur suits during his time in powe r.  I argue that such a thorough study of 

Romeɀs history could have influ enced his building init iatives as well.   

In this study, I shall not analyze or discuss Claudiusɀ entire reign, especially not 

his wives and other political conflic ts.  These events have been fully explored.  The 

pol it ical and mi li tary events of the period are summarized in the timeline in the 

appendix .17  My wor k, however, turns to the mu ch less notorious, but essential, steady 

admini strative work on Rome .  When we consider the fuller historical record, and bring 

                                                      

15 Osgood 2011, 151-54 discusses the Claudian secular games.  Suetonius, who must have read parts of 

Claudiusɀ history of Rome from the rise of Julius Caesar (Hurley 2001, 150), indicates that Claudiusɀ own 

writing about  the Augustan Saecular games does not accuse Augustus of miscalculation.  Given that 

Claudius was discouraged f rom writing ab out the second triumvirate by his mother Antonia and his 

grandmother Livia, i t makes sense that Claudius would not critici ze an important moment from Augustu sɀ 

reign. 
16 Momigliano 1934, 90. 
17 Momiglian o 1934; Scramuzza 1940a; Levick 1990; Osgood 2011.  See Fasolin i 2006, 25-41 for a succinct 

summary of t he scholarship on Claudius  and the imperial family .   
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epigraphic, numi smatic, and archaeological evidence to bear on the literary accounts, 

Claudius appears as an emperor seeking to cult ivate a beneficent imperator image 

through building.  In  contrast to the prototypical Augustu s, however, Claudius focused 

on inf rastructure rather than monuments.18  Under ClaudiuÚɀɯÙÜÓÌɯÛÞo major aqueducts 

were completed, structures for grain storage and d istribution were built , a new port was 

constructed, new roads were cut through the city and environs, and more.19   

A thorough st udy of Claud iusɀɯÊÏÈÕÎÌÚɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÊÐÛàɯÖf Rome also aids our 

understanding of the projects undertaken by subsequent emperors.  Nearly every 

emperor who contribute d substantially to the topography of Rome has his building 

projects read as hearkening back to the great buildi ng program of Augustus.   Although  

Augustus was the prototype, throughout  this study, I show that many of the projects of 

the Flavian emperors tie back to Claudiusɀ ventures and models.20  Augustus 

undoubtedl y made an impact on Rome, but in the Flavian period, Claudius was the 

                                                      

18 Infr astructure improvement s were made under Augustus, bu t most of them were completed under 

Agripp aɀs name. 
19 Richardson 1992, 445-58 provides a timelin e of building  projects in the city fr om 753 BCE to 608 CE, 

including ones attributable  to Claudiusɀ reign.  Thornton and Thornton 1989, Appendix 2 lists ever y known 

structure built by the Julio -Claudian emperors.  I am indebted to these compilations as a startin g poin t for 

my own compilation  of the evidence. 
20 Boyle 2002, 11 refers to Augustus as Vespasianɀs primary model for emulatio n, while Claudius and Galba 

served as two other models :  for example, Vespasianɀs and TiÛÜÚɀɯÙepairs on the Aqua Claudia and Anio 

Nov us (Chapter 3) and Vespasianɀs extension of the pomerium (Chapter 4) .  Vespasian also oversaw the 

completion of the Temple of Divine Claud ius complex on the Caelian Hill, which w as left incomplete during  

-ÌÙÖɀÚɯreign.  See Coarelli 2009 for a series of short studies on the Flavian contributions  to Roman 

topography.  
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most recent emperor  who spent much of hi s time in the city of Rome, unlike Tiberi us, 

and who  was not a narcissistic and immature ruler,  like Caligula or Nero.  When 

Vespasian became emperor in 69, very few people living i n the city li ved under or were 

old enough to have vivid memo ries of Augustan  ru le.  On the other hand, a good 

portion  of RomÌɀÚɯpopulation in 69 would remember  ClauËÐÜÚɀɯÙeign, a mere 15 years 

removed.   

 The kinds of pro jects that Claudius tackled were no t flashy, but necessary, and 

previous study has tended to downpla y them.  Marion  Blake described "ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯ

contributi ons to the ÜÙÉÈÕɯÓÈÕËÚÊÈ×ÌɯÖÍɯ1ÖÔÌɯÈÚɯɁÜÛÐÓitar ian or of minor importance ,ɂɯ

ÈÕËɯÏÌÓËɯÛÏÈÛɯɁÏÐÚɯÔÈÐÕɯÐÕÛÌrest was in engineering works away from Rome.ɂ21  Osgood 

dedicates one chapter of his study on C laudi us to the emperoÙɀÚ Ɂ/ractical PàÙÈÔÐËÚȮɂ22 

a clever but somewhat trivializing title ; even here the emphasis falls more on how 

"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɯÚÖÜÎÏÛɯÛÖɯÊÙÌÈÛÌɯÈɯɁÎod-likÌɂɯÐÔÈÎÌɯÉàɯÔÈÕÐ×ÜÓÈÛÐÕÎɯÕÈÛÜre, and less on how 

these building proj ects impacted daily l ife and the urban landscape for inhab itants of 

Rome.  In contrast, I aim at precisely this latter topic.  Osgood, with an empire -wide 

scope for his project, was interested in illuminating what emp erors symboli zed in Rome 

and in the provinces rather than wh at they actually did.   Keeping the di verse population 

                                                      

21 Blake 1959, 25. 
22 Osgood 2011, 168-89. 



 

 

10 

of the city content or at least acquiescent was key for a Roman emperor to be successful 

and remain in powe r.23  What further drew me to study  building duri ng Claudiusɀ 

principate is  the emphasis on public works designed to create long-term solutions to 

problems endemic to 1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÜÙÉÈÕɯ×Ö×ÜÓÈÛÐÖÕȮɯÓÐÒÌ famin e, drought, and flooding.  

Even Ɂengineering works away  from Romeɂ had effects on the city. 

 That emphasis on public works is clear in the extant sources.  Writing a hal f-

century after ClaudÐÜÚɀɯËÌÈÛÏȮɯ2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜs opens a section of his biography of Claudius by 

stating that the emperor alw ays gave the most scrupulous attention t o the city and the 

annona, the public grain dole (Claud. 18).  Building enterprises of such magnitude wer e 

not the wor k of one individual,  but required the mobilization  of a group of workers,  

supervisors and project managers, and quite a bit of money.24  M. K. Thornton and R. L. 

3ÏÖÙÕÛÖÕɀÚɯÉook on the building progra ms of the Julio -Claudian emperors attempted to 

quantif y the logistics, but potential pitf alls in their quantification m ethods seem to have 

deterred others from expanding on their a nalysis.25  In th is dissertation, I investigate 

how Claudius attended to the needs of a vast urban popu lation in Rome, and how his 

                                                      

23 Flaig 2010 convincingly tiÌÚɯ-ÌÙÖɀÚɯÍÈll from power to his  decline in favor in the eyes of the Roman people. 
24 Suet. Claud. 20.2 mentions that 30,000 workers contributed to the draining of the Fucine Lak e project.  Plin . 

HN 36.122 gives a figure of 350,000,000 sesterces for the cost of building the Aqua Claudia a nd the Aqua 

Anio Novus.  
25 Thornton and Thornton 1989.  Some more successful uses of quantifica tion in the study of Rom an 

architecture include DeLaine 1997 on the Baths of Caracalla, and Lancaster 1999 on the Column of  Trajan.   
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buil ding in these areasɭgrain supply, water supply, and boundary marking and  road 

building ɭdisseminated his beneficent imperator image.   

Just because a building project can be described ÈÚɯɁÜÛÐÓÐÛÈÙÐÈÕɂɯËÖÌÚɯÕÖÛɯÔean it 

could nÖÛɯÉÌɯɁÔÖÕÜÔÌÕÛÈÓɂ in terms of physical appearance and pu blic impact.26  A 

good example is the towering, travertine double -bay arch, known now as the Porta 

Maggiore, where two aqueducts of Claudius cross the convergence of two major roads 

into  the city; we will invest igate that structure in Chapter 3.27  Whil e Claudius did not 

rebuild 82 temples in the city, as Augustus boasts in the Res Gestae Divi Augusti (RG 20), 

"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÜÕÐØÜÌɯÔÈÙÒɯÊÖÜÓË be seen on the street level by his provi sion of a more stable 

system for  grain suppl y and dist ribu tion, an increase in the water supply and abundant 

public wat er basins, and the organization of boundaries and land within  the city, 

including the shoring up  the riverbanks and the reclaiming of pub lic land ill icitly ta ken 

into pr ivate hands.  These infrastructure improvement s must have meant more to the 

common person living d ay-to-day in the city than  did  a new forum.   

                                                      

26 Thomas 2007, 1 provides a useful concept of monument ality in his study of the monumentality  of the 

Antonin e emperoÙÚȯɯɁȻthis book] attempts, rather, to consider the signif icance of the architecture of this 

period fo r contemporaries.  Its focus is the question of architectural meaning.  In the ancient world,  

buildings were not on ly a backdrop  and setting for social int eraction, but also a form of social language.  

This language had meaning not just for the professional group who constructed those buildings, but for the 

wh ole populati on who experienceËɯÛÏÌÔȭɂ 
27 LTUR 3.310-11, s.v. ɁPorta Praenestina,ɂɯȹ&. Pisani Sartorio).  The Porta Maggiore is often compared to a 

triu mphal arch, but I argue in Chapter 3 that the design is more reminiscent of Roman stone bridge design.   
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Projects that receive the most attention in ancient sources and in modern 

scholarship tend to be temples and civic buildings . 28  Consider the public bu ilding 

sectiÖÕɯÖÍɯ ÜÎÜÚÛÜÚɀɯRes Gestae.  Nearly all of the structures recorded in chapters 19 

through 21 are temples, fora, and basilicas, although a few infra structure projects are 

mentioned, lik e repairing aqueducts and rebuild ing parts of the Via Flaminia  (RG 20).  

However, the infrastructure improve ments are literally buried a mong an exhaustive list 

of temples.  An drew Wallace-Hadrill, acknowl edging the impact of large monumental 

structures under Augustus, argues that the dissemination ÖÍɯ ÜÎÜÚÛÜÚɀɯÐÔÈÎÌ and 

ideology largely happened at the street-level through  the neighborhood magistrates, 

called the vicomagistri, and the smaller-scale imperial shrines.29   

In a differe nt vein, Gerda De Kleijn exÈÔÐÕÌÚɯÏÖÞɯ ÎÙÐ××ÈɀÚɯÐÕÍÙÈÚÛructure 

impr ovements as aedile in 33 BCE heÓ×ÌËɯÉÖÓÚÛÌÙɯ.ÊÛÈÝÐÈÕɀÚɯÙÐÚÌɯÛo power by addressing 

the needs of the people.30  Infrastruct ure improvements were made under Augu stus, 

who put Agrip pa in charge of the more humdrum, but e ssential initiatives  like bu ildi ng 

the Aqua Virgo and clearing out the sewer system.  While Agrippa t ook care of the dirty 

work , so to speak, Octavian oversaw the completion of the monumental struct ures, 

                                                      

28 Kaiser 2011, 18-19 points out that scholars often assume that the physical make-up of a city is a direct 

reflection of  elite view s of societal norms, but th at such an assumption assumes that members of varyin g 

socio-economic class and ethnic backgrounds willingly sub mit to elite visi ons of space syntax.  His book 

applies space syntax theory to Roman urban street networks. 
29 Wallace-Hadrill 2003. 
30 De Kleijn 2003. 
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including Jul ius CÈÌÚÈÙɀÚ forum, the Cur ia Julia, and a Temple to Divine Julius Caesar.  

Agri ppa was the one who rode a boat through the Cloaca Maxima to celebrate the 

clearing of blockage in the sewer system, not Augu stus (Dio 49.43).  Instead, Claudius 

was the face of his own in frastructure projects.    

Rather than provide a survey o f CÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯwork region by region in the c ity,  as 

has been the usual approach for studies of building  with in the reign of a particul ar 

emperor , the following chapters of  my d issertation center on impo rtant infrast ructure-

driven  initiative s in the city :  the grain supply, water supply , and boundaries and roads.  

With this categorical approach, I will spend comparatively less time on imperial 

buil din g in the city that did not relate to essential infrastructure , such as alterations to 

the imperial residence on the Palatine hi ll. 31  Despite the destruction caused by the Great 

Fire of 64, I show that ClaÜËÐÜÚɀ physical and organizational imprint  remained.  This 

investigation will be of use not only  to those interested in Claudius and Julio-Claudian 

Rome, but also for any interested in imperial bu ildin g programs and their greater imp act 

on urban and social history.  How did  a Roman emperor go about solvi ng, or attempting 

to solve, day-to-day problems in the city?  And could his efforts to address such 

transient yet vit al problems affect the city in a lastin g manner?   

                                                      

31 See Michel 2015, 50-58 for a summary of the work  done on the Domus Tiberiana.  Michel 2015, 63-73 

addresses the imperial acquisition of gar dens (horti) on the eastern side of the city. 
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The exact agency of a Roman emperor in adminis trative  decision makin g is 

virtually im possible to discern given the lack of evidence.  When I refer to Claudius  

doing something , I do so with an understand ing that Claudius may not have personally  

signed off on the decision.  However, an emperorɀs overall  approach likely influ enced 

decision makin g at all levels.  Fergus Millar ɀs seminal work in 1977, The Emperor in the 

Roman World, argued that the emperor prima rily react ed to entreaties and crises, rather 

than takin g a proactive approach.  Jonathan Edmonson more recently has asked if it is 

possible to make a generalized statement about the relationship between the emperor 

and his subjects across such a wide time frame and geographic extent.32  This study 

seeks to nuance Millar ɀs argument by showin g how withi n the reign of a particular 

emperor, in this case Claudius, efforts can be discerned that indicate a more proactive 

approach.  This interpretation is supported  by Claudi usɀ well -known inte rest in history , 

which can well be i magined as providing him a wealth of examples of the cityɀs 

problems.33  Claudius  init iating construction on Portus may well have been inspired by 

the food shortage at the start of his reign, but the soluti on had a long-term impact.   

The rest of this chapter lays out the di fferent types of sources and various 

interpretations at disposal for "ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÈctions in the city of Rome.  I end with a 

                                                      

32 Edmondson 2015, 702. 
33 Suet. Claud. 41 references Claudius writing a forty -one-book history of Rome from the death of Caesar and 

an eight-book autobiogr aphy.  Unfort unately, none of these works survive. 
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sumÔÈÙàɯÖÍɯ1ÖÔÌɀÚɯ×Ö×Ülation and d emographic makeup, and the state of the urban 

landscape when Claudius came to power i n 41.  This lays the foundati on for the next 

three chapters, each of which  examines ClaudiuÚɀɯÐÔ×ÈÊÛɯÖÕɯÈ different  category of 

infrastructure.  Urban design during  this period was very much influenced by the needs 

of Romeɀs masses; it was not simply power architecture for  the sake of grandeur and 

aggrandizement. 

Chapter 2 looks at the practical measures put in pla ce under Claudius to secure 

the steady supply of affordable grain to the city and how this was advert ised.  Many  

scholars have explored the convoluted history  of the grain supply in Rome. 34  I do not 

replicate such studies, whose findings have not been changed by any signif icant new 

discoveries, but instead focus on how the labors put in to im prove and to adverti se such 

improv ements to the food supply of Rome under Claudius changed and shaped the 

ÊÐÛàɀÚɯÜÙÉÈÕɯÓÈÕËÚÊÈ×Ìȭɯɯ3ÏÌɯchapter highlights how Claudius work ed to assure the 

urban grain supply with infrast ructure imp rovements, from  the cultiv ation of the crop 

to it s distr ibution to t he people.  For example, a new stru cture called the Porticus 

Minu cia Frumentaria was built for the distri bution of m onthly rations of free gr ain to 

                                                      

34 See, for example, Rickman 1980 and Vi rl ouvet 1995. 
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qualifyin g citizens.35  Archaeological remains of this portico have yet to be definitively 

identi fied, but th ree structures in archaeological record in the Campus Martius have 

been argued to be the Porticus Minucia  Frumentari a.  I spatially evaluate each proposal 

based on its size, proximity to t he Tiber, and location in the flood  plains.  I consider how 

far a Roman citizen may have had to carry his 5 modii allotment of approxima tely 75 

pounds of grain from the port ico to his residence, considering what other Claudian 

monuments he would pass along the way.36   

In Chapter 3, focused on water and its di stribution in t he city, I analyze 

archaeological and epigraphic evidence to assess "ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÌÍÍÌÊÛÚɯÖÕɯ1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÞater 

supply.  By establishing large markers for wat er routes Claudius changed 

commemoration of water supply improvem ents in Rome, impacting the city and setting 

a trend that w ould be followed by la ter emperors.  I ÜÚÌɯ%ÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀɯÈÕÊÐÌÕÛɯÛÙÌÈÛÐÚÌ on 

1ÖÔÌɀÚɯwater supply together wit h archaeological and epigraphic evidence to map 

diachroni c changes in the regional distribu ÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÞater under Claudi us. 

Visual izing these changes lets us consider bui lding as a process, and see what 

disruption, r epair, and construction of aqueduct lines did to water distrib ution to 

                                                      

35 Some, including Coarelli 1968, believe that the Porticus Minucia Fru mentaria was built after C laudiusɀ 

reign.  We explore this f urth er in Chapter 2. 
36 In Chapter 2, I examine the archaeological sites that Coarelli 1968, Richardson 1992, and Zevi 1993 identify 

as the Porticus Minucia Frumentaria. 
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particular regions of the city. The maps suggest that Claudius improved the potable 

water supply in  areas where the poorer population of Rome lived.37 

Chapter 4 addresses road building and boundary  marking, the visual and 

practical changes made to the organization of and movement in t he city.  Even the most 

symbolic of boundari es, the pomerium, the sacred boundary of Rome orig inally marked 

out by Romulus, saw an expansion and the creation of monumental markers by 

Claudius.   Organizin g the boundaries into and out of the  city facil itated movement and 

the urban development of areas along the banks of the Tiber River.38  I argue not only 

that the boundary -definin g and road-building initiatives , largely undertaken during  

ClauËÐÜÚɀɯÊÌÕÚÖÙÚÏÐp from 47 to 48, visually and symbol ically infl uenced the city in 

uni que and trend-setting ways, but also that ClaÜËÐÜÚɀɯÈÚÚÜÔ×ÛÐon of this tradi tional 

off ice facilitated his adding new roads and public land bo undaries, so critical to the 

organization of the city. The visualization in this and ot her chapters allow us to see, 

much more clearly than before, an empÌÙÖÙɀÚ impact upon the general populace and 

toobtain a clearer picture of the cityɀs urban history . 

                                                      

37 I recognize that there was not zoning in the ancient city of Rome and that people of a variety  of social 

classes would be living  in the same neighborhood (Wallace-Hadrill 2003, 195).  However, housing in low -

lying areas of the city, prone to f looding, wo uld not have been the first choice for a wealthy resident.    
38 See Malmberg 2015. 
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My compilation and analysis of all pertinent evidence r eveals a thorough 

ÙÌÝÐÚÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ1ÖÔÌɀÚ infra structure by Claudi us, despite his common denigratio n as an 

ineffectual buffoon.  His new water basins and grain warehouses impacted the li ves of 

1ÖÔÌɀs underprivileged masses.  My w ork provide s a new framework for examinin g 

imperial bui ld ing in Rome.  The infrastructur e projects that made all other construction 

possible are at the forefront .  The negativÌɯÈÚ×ÌÊÛÚɯÖÍɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÊÏÈracter portr ayed in 

the literar y sources are counterbalanced or at least nuanced when a focus on 

infr astructure and care for the people provides a diff erent view point.  An emperorɀs 

popular ity and legacy among the people would not  be measured by jealous quarrels 

among the aristocracy. 

1.2 Claudius the Builder: The Sources 

The sources for ClaÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌign in general and for his  building and infrast ructure 

changes in the city of Rome vary both in type and utility.  The b iographic al and 

historical  accounts of Suetonius and Tacitus respectively have been the most prominent 

in reconstructing t he story and por trait of C laudius as emperor.  One aim of this 

dissertation is to reexamine the image of Claudius portrayed in Suetoni us and Tacitus 

by bringing  other liter ary accounts and various material evidence to bear.  Since the 

emphasis of this stud y is on infrastructure built in or f or the city  of Rome, less 

tradit ional types of liter ary evidence can be incorporated into the analy sis, like 
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FrontinÜÚɀɯÛÙÌÈtise on the aØÜÌËÜÊÛÚɯÈÕËɯ)ÖÚÌ×ÏÜÚɀɯÈÊÊÖÜnt of the death of Caligula and 

rise of Claudiu s.         

Constructing a coherent picture of buil ding i n Rome during the reign of 

Claudius, particularly of inf rastructure, requires the integration of the l iterary,  

numismatic, epigraphic, and archaeological evidence.  A useful variety of prim ary 

sources survi ve for Claudiu s and his prin cipate, but each type of source has its own 

merits and limi tations.  Survivin g literary evidence that menÛÐÖÕÚɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀ buildin g 

projects can offer insight into how they were perceived at the time the respective author 

was writing.   Since these sources represent a wide range of genres from history  and 

biography to technical and encyclopedic, genre and purpose must be considered before 

extrapolating any information as histo rical fact.  I consider below what each category of 

source material  can tell us about buil ding and infr astructure during Cla udiu sɀɯÙÌÐÎn, in 

general terms. 

1.2.1 Literary Evidence 

 Suetonius, Tacitus, and Cassius Dio are our pri mary historical sources for the 

reign of Claudius.  None li ved in the years from 41 to 54, wit h Suetonius and Tacitus 

writ ing in the late first  to early second century, and Dio writing in th e third  century, but 

all wrote extensive extant works that in clude the Julio -Claudian period .  Though each 

author contributes valu able inform ation, their overall assessments of Claudi us are 
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similar :  Claudius did som e good, but he was controlled by his wiv es, most notoriously 

Messalina and Agrip pina, and his freedmen.  Pliny th e Elder, Seneca the Younger, and 

Josephus were all alive during ClauËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕȮɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÍÐÙÚÛ two actively w riting a t the 

time.  Frontinus composed a treatise on the aqueducts, presenting information he gained 

during  his time as curator aquarum in 97 under Nerva.  While Fron tinus was not a 

contemporary of Claudius, the state of the water supply  system he described did n ot 

undergo any major changes in the half-century f ollow ing Claudi usɀɯËÌÈÛÏ in 54.39  No 

new aqueducts were built betw een 52 and 97.40  I consider these literary sources not in 

chronological order, from most to least contemporary to ClauËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎn, but in or der of 

the amount of info rmati on provided  about Claudius and his role in public building.  

SuetonÐÜÚɀɯDe Vita Caesarum, Lives of the Caesars includes a biography on Claudius 

amongst those on Julius Caesar through Domitian. 41  The Life of Claudius is not as long as 

the Lives of the other Julio -Claudians, but i t is more than twice the length of the 

indiv idual Lives of each of the Flavian emperors.42  Before assessinÎɯ2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜÚɀɯÛÈÒÌɯÖÕɯ

building under Claudius, w e should first consider the ÈÜÛÏÖÙɀÚɯÔethod and purpose.  

Different from a conventional historical account presenting events in chronological 

                                                      

39 The aqueduct repairs recorded by Vespasian and Titus on the Porta Maggiore (CIL 6.1257ɪƕƖƙƜ) were not 

as substantial as the language in the inscriptions sugg est.  See LTUR 3.310-11, s.v. Ɂ/ÖÙÛÈɯPraeneÚÛÐÕÈȮɂɯȹ&ȭɯ

Pisani Sartorio) for more on the Porta Maggior e. 
40 Nero had an extension of the Aqua Claudia built to carry water to the Palatine hi ll.  
41 For a recent collectÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÚÛÜËÐÌÚɯÖÕɯ2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜÚɀɯÉÐÖÎraphies, see Powers 2014. 
42 Hurley 2001 is the most recent commentary on the Life of Claudius.   
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orderȮɯ2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜÚɀɯLives of the Caesars are usually described aÚɯɁÉÐÖÎÙÈ×ÏÐÌÚɂɯÙÈÛÏÌÙɯÛÏÈÕɯ

ɁÏÐÚÛÖÙÐÌÚȭɂ43   Our natu ral propensity to categorize SuetoniusɀɯÞÙÐÛÐÕÎÚ as something 

other than history  assumes that contemporary  readers had a preconceived set of generic 

expectations for biography.  Some later writers  referred to Suetonius as a historian, 

while othe rs spoke of ÏÐÚɯÞÖÙÒɯÈÚɯɁ+ÐÝÌÚȭɂ44  Ultimately, Tr istan Power makes a valid 

point tha t quibbling over termino logy is less important than understanding SuetoniuÚɀɯ

lives on their own  terms, developing the stylistic cri teria he uses.45  

 The stylistic elements that distinÎÜÐÚÏɯ2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜÚɀÚɯÞÙÐÛÐÕÎÚɯÈÙÌɯÏÐÚɯÊÖÕsistent use 

of 3rd-person verbs and the categorical arrangement of informatio n using rubrics, which 

are basically headings as topic sentences.  Except for the Life of the Deified Julius Caesar, 

the subject of the third person singula r verbs is rarely ever repeated because the subject 

is almost exclusively the emperor himself.46   A natural problem for any modern  

historian u sing Suetonius is that the nuances of agency are undetectable, since nearly 

every action is attributed to the emperor.   

                                                      

43 Pelling 1999, 329n14 argues that biography is essentially a useful shorthand for us to t alk about one of the 

many diff erent ways Romans wrote about the past.   
44 Power 2014, 2.  
45 Power 2014, 1-2. 
46 The Life of the Deified Julius Caesar is the exception because of the other major players vying for power 

during the m id -1st century BCE, like Pompey the Great.   
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From his use of rubri cs, Suetonius generated a set of standards by wh ich he 

measured each emperor, because the same or similar rubrics c an be found in each Life.47   

This facilit ated direct comparisons between the individu als in respective categories or 

character traits and can better reveal Suetoniusɀ assessment of each emperor.  Most of 

the Lives reveal a distinct tur ning point in the nar rativ eȭɯɯ%ÖÙɯɁÉÈËɂɯÌÔ×ÌÙÖÙÚȮɯÓÐÒÌɯ

Caligul a (Calig. 22), Nero (Nero 19.3), and Domitia n (Dom. 10), that moment represents a 

shift fro m good characteristics and actions to bad ones.48  The rubric marking the turning 

point for Caligula speaks of moving on from  descri bing his role as emperor, to a 

description  of his time as a monster (hactenus quasi de principe, reliqua ut de monstro 

narranda sunt).  FÖÙɯɁÎÖÖËɂɯÌÔ×ÌÙÖrs, like Titus, the shift is  from bad to good (Titus 8).  

As Donna Hurley h as observed, even the more neutral emperors like Tiberius  and 

Claudius  are placed on this binary axis of good and bad.49   Tiberius is relativel y good, 

until h e heads off  to Capri (Tib. 43.1), while Claudius is generally praised, until the 

credit for all th e good things he did is given to his wives and freedmen (Claud. 25.5).  

The credit assigned to Claudiusɀ wive s and freedmen is not tied to a specific event, but 

rather a general statement about his time in pow er. 

                                                      

47 Hurley 2014, 30. 
48 Unlike  Domiti an, Caligula and Nero were never offic iall y voted a damnatio memoriae by the senate. 

According to  Dio, Claudius prevented this from hap pening for Caligula  (Dio 60.4.5).  Nero, instead, was 

declared a hostis publicus.   
49 Hurley 2014, 32. 
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Suetonius presents publi c buildi ng and fund ing for ludi (public games) almost 

exclusively i n a positive l ight in the Lives of the Caesars, except in the cases of Tiberius 

and Nero.50  Public building is mentioned in both the positive and negative sections of 

both Lives.  Tiberiusɀ construction of the Temple of Concordia and restoration of the 

Temple of Castor and Pollux duri ÕÎɯ ÜÎÜÚÛÜÚɀ reign are both noted early in his Life 

(Suet. Tib. 20), but later Suetonius states that Tiberius completed no  great works while 

emperor (Suet. Tib. 47).  This latter note serves as a point of contrast to AugusÛÜÚɀɯgreat 

works  (Suet. Aug. 28-29), and possibly i mplies that Augustus was the only the reason 

why Tiberiu s built anything  in Rome.   Similarly , in the Life of Nero Suetonius praises 

-ÌÙÖɀÚɯÊonstruction of a massive amphitheater in the Campus Martius made out of 

wood in  the span of only one year (Nero 12).  Other projects mentioned in the positive 

section of the Life of Nero include  developing a new building style to prevent fires (Nero 

16.1) and a plan to extend the walls of the city to Ostia and to bui ld  a canal to aid 

movement of goods between the port and th e city (Nero 16.1).  For the reader of 

Suetonius who knew about th e Great Fire of 64 (Tac. Ann 15.38-41, Suet. Nero 38), the 

                                                      

50 The treatment of public building in the Life of Tiberius and Life of Nero is a nice illustrati on of CiceÙÖɀÚ 

earlier disti nction between liberales and prodigi (Off. 2.16-20). The distinction between the two seems straight 

forward at first: the prodigi give public banquets, gladiatorial shows, essentially ephemeral things, while the 

liberales help with debt s, paying r ansom.  As the definition of liberales continues, however, the distinction 

between the two becomes very fuzzy.  Cicero states that if the public d emands games, then they should be 

given.  If money must be spent on improving the city, then it sho uld be on walls, docks, aqueducts, and 

othÌÙɯ×ÜÉÓÐÊɯÞÖÙÒÚȮɯÉÜÛɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÚÈÔÌɯÛÐÔÌɯÏÌɯËÖÌÚɯÕÖÛɯÖÜÛÙÐÎÏÛɯÊÙÐÛÐÊÐáÌɯ/ÖÔ×Ìàɀs new theater and temples.  

In nearly every Life, publi c building falls under the liberalitas rubric or at the very least on the positive side 

alongside other topics like gifts and  entertainment. 
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fact that Nero created a new building code to help prevent  fi res would seem a bit ir onic.  

At the turning poin t from good to bad, public building shows up again, but this time 

with the rubric that there was nothing Nero was more prodigal i n than building, at 

which  Suetonius tur ns to a description of the Golden House (Suet. Nero 31).  The 

creation of a new building cod e to bolster fire  protection probably occu rred after 64, but 

this information is placed earlier in the Life to keep NerÖɀs good and bad actions 

separate.  This brin gs us to one of the inherent problems in SuÌÛÖÕÐÜÚɀɯmethod:  his use 

of topical arrangements jumbl es chronology.   

Looking specificall y at Claudius, Suetonius tells us that he centered his efforts on 

upkeep of the city and the grain supply ( Claud. 18: urbis annonaeque curam sollici tissime 

semper egit ), but that his public  wor ks were great rather than numerous (Claud. 20.1:  

opera magna potius necessaria quam multa perfecit, sed uel praecipua).51  Following the i ni tial 

rubri c are specific illustra tive examples.  For public works,  Suetonius lists the Aqua 

Claudia and Ani o Novus begun by Caligula  but finish ed by Claudius (Claud. 20.1:  

ductum aquarum a Gaio incohatum), the attempt to drain  the Fucine Lake (Claud. 20/1:  

Fucinum adgressus est), and the harbor at Portus (Claud. 20.1:  Portum Ostiae extruxit ).  The 

                                                      

51 Hurley 2001, 143-44 points out a textual problem with the opening line of Chapter 20.  The manuscripts 

have an extÙÈɯØÜÈÔɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÕÛÌÕÊÌȯɯɁopera magna potius quam necessaria quam multa perfecit, sed uel praecipua.ɂɯ 

The tone of the sentence changes significantly if the first quam is retained and the second quam removed: 

Ɂ"ÓÈudius  completed many projects that were greÈÛɯÙÈÛÏÌÙɯÛÏÈÕɯÕÌÊÌÚÚÈÙàȭɂɯɯ2ÐÕÊÌɯnone of the other rubrics 

from sections on ClaudiuÚɀɯ×ÜÉÓÐÊ works (chapters 18-21) offered judgement, it would be out of place fo r 

Suetonius to state that the works were not necessary. 
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last two p rojects, though outside of Rome, still had an impact on the city and provide a 

good illustration of types of projects undertaken ËÜÙÐÕÎɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙeign.  To judge from 

SuetÖÕÐÜÚɀɯËÌÚcription of the fountains of wate r as plentiful and ornate (plurimos et 

ornatissimos lacus), a good number of them may have stÐÓÓɯÉÌÌÕɯÐÕɯÜÚÌɯÐÕɯ2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜÚɀɯÛÐÔe.  

For the city of Rome, the new aqueducts and the many beautifully orn amented 

fount ains distrib ut ing water certainly made a lasting impact for the people.   

Suetonius substantiates with speci fic examples his claim that Claudius gave the 

best care and attention to the city  (Claud. 18.1).  Claudius is depicted as caring so much 

about the city that he spent the night in the Diribitorium  in the Campus Mar tius so that 

he could  oversee the firefighting efforts for a destructive fire.  People may or may not 

have literally  pelted Claudius with bread crusts to express their anger about the grain 

shortage, but the story does suggest that the collective actions of inhabitants in Rome 

could incite change.  This story also underscoreÚɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀÚɯÙÌÚ×ÖÕÚÌɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ×ÌÖ×ÓÌɀÚɯ

needs and desires.  Claudius is shown attending to an unpred ictable crisis and 

responding to the crowd  (Suet. Claud. 18.2-19).  Additionally, the emperor  is shown to 

have made long-range plans by offerin g incentives to those who could assure that grain 

imports arrived in Rome in a timely manne r.  In this example, Claudius  sought  a long-

term solution to a common problem i n the city. 
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Infrastr ucture initiati ves are found not only under publ ic buil ding rub ri cs.  

Earlier in the Life of Claudius, Suetonius writes that Claudius completed a monumental 

arch dedicated to Tiberi us near the Theater of Pompey, a display of pietas for his family 

lineage (Suet. Claud. 11.3).  Overall, Suetonius provides us with useful inform ation on  

what was built or done t o help the people of Rome, but his method makes nuances of 

chronology and agency diffi cult to determine.  The fact that Suetonius ultimately assigns 

agency for nearly all actions carried out duri ng Claudiu sɀ reign to the emperoÙɀÚɯÞives 

and freedmen (Claud. 29) is problematic because of tÏÌɯÊÓÌÈÙɯÐÕÍÓÜÌÕÊÌɯÖÍɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯ

scholarl y pursuits on monumental design, rusticated column s, and inscriptional 

orthography, w hich I address at different point s thr oughout  this study.  For the 

historian interested in diachronic changes within the reign of a single emperor, 

2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜÚɀɯÊÈÛÌÎÖÙical organization of material confuses chronology.   

Tacitus offers a more traditional ann alistic historical presentation of ClaudÐÜÚɀɯ

time in power but due to a problem with manuscript survival, the books of TaÊÐÛÜÚɀɯ

Annals on the principate of Claudius a re incomplete.52  We are misÚÐÕÎɯ3ÈÊÐÛÜÚɀɯÈÊÊÖÜÕÛɯ

of the years 38-46, which in cludes nearly half of ClÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÛÐÔÌɯÈÚɯÌÔ×ÌÙor.53  A lthough 

                                                      

52 Malloch 2013 is the most recent commentary on Book 11.  Koestermann 1967 is a commentary on Books 

11-13.  See Malloch 2013, 9-21 for a summary of the scholarship on the manuscript tradition for Tacitus ɀ 

Annals. 
53 Books 11 and 12 were likely  part  of an original four o n the reign of Claud ius (Malloch 2013, 1). 
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the Annals have a chronological basis for the narrative,  the prominence of certain 

episodes, such as the death of Messalina (11.26-38), and frequent digressions, including 

one on the history of the alphabet (11.14), allowed Tacitus to craft his own  portrai t of 

Claudius.  Tacitusɀ portrait is one of a passive leader, preoccupied with trivial matters 

whi le his wives and freedmen take control.54 

Book 11 covers the years from 47 to 48, which includ es Claudiusɀ time as censor 

w ith Lucius Vitellius .  Tacitus opens his description of Claudi usɀ censorial 

accomplishments by openly stating  that he ignored the issues surrounding  his marriage 

to Messalina to focus on the office (Ann. 13.1).  As censor, in addition to ove rseeing the 

fi rst census taken since AugustusɀɯÙÌign, Claudius assumed traditional dut ies of that 

position such as maintaining the city and bui lding new roads ( Ann. 11.13).   The notable 

actions of ClaudiusɀɯÛÐÔÌɯÈÚɯÊÌÕÚÖÙȮɯÈÊÊÖÙËÐÕÎ to Tacitus, were the enactment of laws 

against the greed of money lenders, forbidd ing them to lend money basÌËɯÖÕɯÖÕÌɀÚɯ

inheritance; the construction of the Aqua Claudia; and the incorporation of  three new 

letters into the alphabet (Ann. 11.13).  It is here where Tacitus spends an entire chapter 

discussing the history of alphabets (Ann. 11.14).  

                                                      

54 Malloch 2013, 4-5 describes Tacitusɀ depiction of Cl audius as passive and margina lized.  See Syme 1958, 

259-60 and Griffin 1990, 483-84 for more on Tacitusɀɯ×ÖÙÛÙÈàal of Claudius . 
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While Tacitus implies that Claudius was preoccupied with a rela tively trivia l 

matter with the introducti on of three letters into the alphabet, the epigraphic  record tell s 

a different story.  The new letters were: aÕɯɁÈÕÛÐÚÐÎÔÈɂȮɯÔÌant to replace the sound of 

B+S or P+S, the Claudian digamma, represented by an inverted  F,55 and what appears to 

be a half H ( ), the exact function of which  remains obscure, but may have stood in for 

the Greek upsilon or a sound between e and i.56  Both Suetonius (Claud. 41.3) and Tacitus 

(Ann. 11.14) speak as though the new letters were used ubiquitously and universally in 

Claudian Rome.  Two of the three letters appear in the epigraphic record, with the 

Claudian digamma ( ) used more frequently. The half -h survi ves, but is almost 

exclusively on inscriptions established by private individuals .  My study of the extant 

evidence, wh ich I will publish elsewhere, shows that the orthographic changes were not 

ÛÐÌËɯÛÖɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÊÌÕsorship and the changes were not evenly implemented even on the 

most monumental of Claudian inscriptions. 57  Their dissemination on imperially issued 

                                                      

55 The digamma was inverted for use in the Latin alphabet to avoid confusion with F.  
56 Oli ver 1949 argues that the letter was based on a 5th century Boetian character meant to represent the 

ÚÖÜÕËɯÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯÌɯÈÕËɯÐȭɯɯ.ÓÐÝÌÙɯƕƝƘƝȮɯƖƙƖȯɯɁ ÓÛÏÖÜÎÏɯÈÓÓɯÛÏÌɯÐÕÚÊÙÐption s are private rather than official, the 

number of occurrences is sufficiently great, I th ink, to preclude the possibility of error, and  to render it 

unliÒÌÓàɯÛÏÈÛɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÐÕÚÛÙÜÊÛÐÖÕÚɯÞÌÙÌɯÚÖɯÊÖÕÚÐÚÛÌÕÛÓàɯÔÐÚÜÕËÌÙÚÛÖÖËȭɂɯɯThere is more work to be done on 

the dissemination of Claud ian orthography on priva tely commissioned inscriptions.  C ertain workshops 

may have been more well-versed on the changes or people were influenced by what could be seen on 

imperially issued inscriptions (i.e. spread based on fashion, lik e self-presentation in female hairstyles). 
57 Two boundary marking inscription s from ClaudiusɀɯÊÌÕÚÖÙÚÏÐ×ɯÚÜÙÝÐÝÌȮɯÖÕÌɯȹCIL 6.919 = ILS 211) uses a 

Claudian digamma, w hile the other (CIL 6.40887) does not.  The Porta Maggiore, recording the dedication of 

the Claudian aqueducts in 52 offered several opportunities to deploy a digamma,  but none are included.   
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inscription s was not nearly as ubiquitous as Suetonius suggests, and Claudius w as not 

as preoccupied with t he task as Tacitus implies .   

In a narrative turn  like  Suetonius, Tacitus concludes his account of ClaudiÜÚɀɯ

time as censor and states that this was the point w hen domestic affairs, particularly with  

respect to his wives and freedmen, became a distraction (Ann. 11.25).  Tacitus casts 

Narcissus in the lead role in revealing and responding to Messalinaɀs affair.  Claudius is 

relegated to the background, reacting wi th fear, confusion, and silence while Narc issus 

acts.58 Book 12 opens with  a statement that Claud ius had no likes, disl ikes, or 

incli nations of his own , but instead had matters dictated to him ( Ann. 12.3).   Some 

scholars have characterized TaciÛÜÚɀɯÈccount oÍɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɯÈÚɯɁÛÞÖ-sided,ɂ much lik e 

2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜÚɀɯ×ortrait of the emperor.59   

Tacitusɀ source material for crafting his his tories has been hotly debated.  Sir 

Ronald Syme argued that Tacitus' main source of information when writing the Annals 

was the acta senatus,60  the written accounts of senatorial debates.  Others believe that 

Tacitusɀ primary sou rce was the work of another  historian .61  Tacitus reports a speech of 

Claudius delivered to the senate about allowing Roman ci tizens from Gaul to become 

                                                      

58 Malloch 2013, 5.  
59 Griffin 1990, 483. 
60 Syme 1958, 282. 
61 Griffin 1990, 483. 
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senators (Ann. 11.23-25.1).  This speech was also preserved in an inscription, known as 

the Lyon Tablet, encouraging comparisons between the tw o to elucidate TacÐÛÜÚɀ 

approach.62  Miriam Griffin argues th at Tacitus, having access to a reliable source, used 

recorded speeches of Claudius to  highlight both good and bad aspects of the emperor in 

a more balanced way than did Suetonius.63  It  has been assumed that Suetonius read the 

Annals and wrote his Lives as a kind of supplement  to Tacitusɀ material.  Power has 

shown that such an interpretation is not supported by the evidence .64 

The types of sources a historian u sed or had access to contributes to the 

perceived veracity of the information presented.  Even if Tacitus used credible, primar y 

source material when writing th e Annals that does not mean that his account was 

unbiased.65  The Annals must be understood as a work  of literature.  Tacit us marshalled 

the evidence in a way to recount the reign of the Julio-Claudians as he viewed it.  

Tiberius, Caligula, Claudius, and Nero are not treated the same.  For example, unlike 

Tiberiu s Claudius  is not given an obituary  in the Annals to summarize the 

accompl ishments of his reignȭɯɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀ death is presented as mere stepping stone on 

                                                      

62 For more on the Lyon Tablet, see Fabia 1929.  The Lyon Tablet has been used to evaluate the historical 

technique emplÖàÌËɯÉàɯ3ÈÊÐÛÜÚȮɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÚÊÏÖÓÈÙÓy pursuits, and the spread of Roman citizenship.  See 

Syme 1958, 317-19, Momi gliano 1934, 10-16, Grif fin 1982, and Osgood 2011, 165-67.  Townend 1962, 358 

argues that Tacitus did not have the original speech at his disposal, but instead had it from another 

annalistic historical sou rce. 
63 Griffin 1990. 
64 Power 2014. 
65 Sief 1973, 295-98. 
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the path to Nero coming to power.  Tacitusɀ narrative, though inc omplete, provides 

info rmation  about the period from 46 to 54 that is not present in other sources, but his 

interpreta tion of Claudiusɀ character as being controlled influ ences his presentation of 

the emperorɀs building pro jects. 

Cassius Dio, writing his Roman Histories i n Greek in the early third century  (Dio 

72.23), spends two books on the reign of Claudius , Books 60 and 61.  Book 60 is intact, 

but Book 61 survives only in epit omes.66  His account of Claudius opens with pr aise of 

many of "ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÈÊÛÐÖÕÚȮɯÞÐÛÏɯÛÏÌɯÊÈÝÌÈÛɯÛÏÈÛɯÏÐÚɯÞÐÝÌÚɯÈÕËɯÍÙÌÌËÔÌÕɯÊaused the 

deterioration of his condition (60.2.4).  Some of the praiseworthy actions include  his 

presence and visibility in the c ity; sitting on a tribunal hearing cases on a near daily basis 

(60.4.3); his hatred of wasting money on unnecessary things, including  people spending 

money to dedicate votive statues in his honor (60.5.4-5), and the construction of Portus 

to assure a consistent grain supply to the city, even during the wi nter mont hs (60.11.1).  

While removed from the Claudian period by over 150 years, Cassius Dio does help 

suppl ement what others wrote about the reign, and he gives a sense of how Claudius 

                                                      

66 Millar 1966, 1-4 summarizes the sources used to restore Dioɀs narrative in the books that survive only in 

fragments or epitomes. 
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was viewed later in Roman history .67  Readings of Dio must acknowledge, however, the 

infl uence that contemporary politics had on his narrative.  

 A few more contemp orary literary sources can help supplement the historical 

accounts of Suetonius, Tacitus, and Dio.  Pliny the Elder was born around 23, durin g the 

reign of Tiberiu s, and died d uring the eruptio n of Mt.  Vesuvius in 79, in the reign of 

Titus, the second emperor  of the Flavian dynasty.  A true contempor ary of the Claudi an 

period, Plin y the Elder served in several political and military posts during the ti me, 

even serving a s an advisor to the emperor.68  Pliny the Elder speaks about Claudiusɀɯ

building projects in very posi tive terms.  He notes that at a cost of 350,000,000 sesterces, 

the Aqua Claudia and  Aqua Anio Nov us surpassed all other aqueduct projects (HN 

36.122).  Plin y remarks that the person who saw the sheer amount of water supplied and 

the size of the enterprise must admit that there was nothing in the world more 

marvelous (HN 36.122:  fatebitur nil magis mirandum fuisse in toto orbe terrarum).  The 

passage continu es to describe the construction of the tunnel to drain the Fucine Lake in 

central Italy  (See Fig. 1).  Pliny concludes by employing  praeteritio to mention a few other 

projects: 

                                                      

67 Millar 1966, 83-118 uses the reign of Augustus as a case study for examining the influence of 

contemporary politic s and hindsight on  Dioɀs narrative.  Edmondson 1992 brings together the sections of 

#ÐÖɀÚɯ'ÐÚÛÖri es ÛÏÈÛɯɁÍÐÓÓɯÐÕɯtÏÌɯÎÈ×ÚȮɂɯÚÖ-to-speak, froÔɯ3ÈÊÐÛÜÚɀɯÕÈÙÙÈÛÐÝÌȭ  
68 See Murphy 2004, 2-3 for a summary of Pliny the Elderɀs political , milita ry, and scholarly career. 
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nam portus Ostiensis opus praetereo, item vias per montes excisas, mare Tyrrhenum a 

Lucrino molibus seclusum, tot pontes tantis inpendiis factos.  

Now I pass over construction of the harbor of Ostia, and also the roads cut 

through mountain s, the separation of the Tyrrheni an sea from the Lucrine Lake 

with  moles, and all the bridges built at such great a cost (Plin. HN 36.123-25).69 

 

It  is clear that Pliny admired "ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀ building project s for their practical ity despite 

their  exorbitant cost.70   

 

Figure 1:  Map of central Italy .  Cities and g eographic features discussed in this 

study are marked with a rectangle  (Base map source:  Ancient  Wor ld Mapp ing 

Center). 

                                                      

69 All translations are my own  unless specified otherwise. 
70 Osgood 2011, 177; Coates-Stephens 2004ȮɯƗƙȮɯÈÙÎÜÌÚɯÛÏÈÛɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÈØueducts were two of the greatest 

feats of engineering in Roman times.   
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Frontinus, w ho served as the water commissioner of the aqueducts under Nerva 

in 97, wrote a treatise De aquaeductu urbis Romae, On the Water Supply of the City of Rome.71  

Based on the numbers provided by Frontinus , the Aqu a Anio Nov us and the Aqua 

Claudia supplied nearly fifty percent  of water in the city in  his time (Frontin. Aq. 72-73).  

No new aqueducts had been built between the reign of Claudius and the time Frontinus 

was writin g, so his treatise serves as a useful source for the water supply of Rome 

duri ng the Claudian period.72   

One historical account of ClaudiÜÚɀɯÙÌign that is not often at the forefront of 

ÚÛÜËÐÌÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÌÔ×ÌÙÖÙɯÐÚɯ)ÖÚÌ×ÏÜÚɀɯÈÊcount of the assassination of Caligula and the 

elevation of Claudius to  head the principate in his Ant iquities of the Jews, Antiquitates 

Iudaicae.  Josephus, born in Jerusalem, traveled to Rome in 64 at the age of 26, and then 

returned to his homeland to participate in t he disastrous First Jewish Revolt.73  

Transferring allegi ance to Vespasian and the Romans, Josephus was granted Roman 

citizenship in 71 and began wri tin g histor ies in Greek.  His first was an account of 

Jewish War in 66.  Commissioned by Titus himself, the work places Vespasian, Titus, 

and the actions of the Romans in a positive ligh t.  The next wri ting project tackled by 

Josephus was the Antiquiti es of the Jews, which aimed to tell the stor y of the Jewish 

                                                      

71 See Evans 1994, 1-8 for more informa tion  on Frontin us.   
72 See the summary of Chapter 3 below on the water sup ply of Rome under Claudius.  
73 Wiseman 1991, ix-x.  
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people from the creation of Ad am up to the Jewish Revolts.  It is this work that con tains 

a valuable, more contemporary view of Cl auËÐÜÚɀɯÞÖrk in Rome compared to that of 

Caligula.   

 Josephus' obituary for Cali gula explicitly condemns him  for  taking on no great 

imperial building projects of worth for the p eople (AJ 19.206-207).  He mention s that 

Caligula was reported to have had plans to build  a large harbor in Southern I taly (near 

Rhegium) to help the transport of grain, but that this  was nevÌÙɯÚÛÈÙÛÌËɯɁÉÌÊÈÜÚÌɯÏÐÚɯ

enthusiasm for useless expenditure on pleasures that benefited no-one but himself took 

away his ambition  for unden iably greater things.ɂ74  This statement is followed by 

glowing pra ise for CaligulÈɀÚɯÖÙÈÛÖÙÐÊÈÓɯÚÒÐÓÓɯÈÕËɯÐÕÛÌÓligence, which shows that Josephus 

was not simply writing a hyperbolic, scathing denunciation .  From a historiographical 

standpoint , there seems to have been a link between build ing in the city of  Rome and 

being considered a Ɂgoodɂ emperor.  According to Josephus, the Senate was not keen on 

the choice of Claudius as CaliÎÜÓÈɀÚ successor, but the people were.  Josephus reports 

that the people viewed Claudius as an emperor wh o would  prevent the type of civi l 

strife th at plagued the mid -first  century  BCE (19.228).  Josephus helps fill in gaps in the 

historical narrative b y giv ing a more contemporary account of the transition from 

                                                      

74 AJ 19.206-207:  ϔдϧϜϢϠɯϗɀɯНϠɯЗɯϣϘϤЯɯϧϳɯϵϪϤϘжϔɯϦϣϢϨϗЖɯϝϔЯɯϧсɯϗϔϣϔϠѦϠϧϔɯϘбϥɯЗϗϢϠϲϥȮɯϔгɯϝϔϧϔϟрϠϔϥɯ

ВϟϘϞϞϢϠɯѡϯϘϞϘжϠȮ ϔѐϧѴɯяϯϔϜϤϘжϠɯϧЪϥ ЏϣЯɯϧϢжϥɯϝϤϘЮϦϦϢϦϜϠɯϵϠϬϟϢϞϢϖϚϟЌϠϢϜϥɯϯϜϞϢϧϜϟЮϔϥȭ  The translation 

above is from Wiseman 1991, 30.  
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Caligula to Claudius , and he stresses the utilit y of impe rial projects in his short remarks 

on Caligula and Cl audius. 

The authors discussed above do not represent an exhaustive list  of every piece of 

literature relevant to Claudius and bu ilding during his re ign, but t hey happen to be the 

most informa tiv e.  Seneca the Younger, writin g his Consolatio ad Polybium in 43/44 CE, 

captures infrastructure and people -focused emphasis under Claudius by stating tha t the 

emperor showed how much more effectively imperial p ower was secured by beneficia 

than by arms (Sen. Cons. ad Polyb. 12.3).  The assessment may have been driven by 

SeneÊÈɀÚɯdesire to flatter the emperor and to earn a pardon allowin g him to return to 

Rome from exil e in Corsica.75  Followi nÎɯÛÏÌɯÌÔ×ÌÙÖÙɀÚɯËÌÈÛÏȮɯit may h ave been Seneca 

wh o was quick to deÕÐÎÙÈÛÌɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙeputation with the Apocolyocyntosis, a satirical 

mix of poetry and prose that mocks ClaudÐÜÚɀɯËÌÐÍÐÊation.76  Barbara Levick and others 

have warned about the varied and shifting le gacy of Claudius in the  literary sources 

being more of a reflection of the time when an author was writ ing than of  Claudius 

himself.77   Regardless, the literary record does seem to substantÐÈÛÌɯ2ÌÕÌÊÈɀÚɯÊÓÈÐÔɯÐÕɯÛÏÌ 

Consolatio ad Polybium that Claudius solidi fied his political p ower with care for the 

                                                      

75 See Gloyn 2014, 451n3 for scholarship regarding the connection between Senecaɀs Consolatio ad Polybium 

and the Apocolocyntosis. 
76 See Eden 1984, 1-25 for more on the Apocolocyntosis.  The title Apocolocyntosis is not given to the text in any 

of the surviving manuscripts but  has been connected to this work because of a reference by Cassius Dio 

(60.35.2). 
77 Levick 1990, 187-97. 
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people rather than by force, even if the statement was intended to flatter Claudius.78  My 

project seeks to bring this part of ClaudÐÜÚɀ princip ate to the forefront.   

1.2.2 Regionary Catalogues 

The two documents known as the Curiosum and Notit ia, and usually groupe d 

together as the Regionaries or the Regionary  Catalogues, record major buildings and 

monuments in Rome organized by the fourteen Augustan regions.  Au gustus divided 

the city of Rome into four teen regions and 265 wards in 7 BCE (Plin. HN  3.66; Suet. Aug. 

30.1; Dio 55.8).79  In addition to list ing the names of bui ldings, the Regionaries include 

numerical counts of vari ous types of structures in each region.  The structures 

enumerated inclu de insulae, warehouses, baths, and various named buildi ngs.80  The 

exact date of the two documents is still debated.  Some argue that the Curiosum catalog is 

older than the Notit ia, others, the opposite.81  Regardless, it is generally agreed that the 

Regionaries date to the fourth  century.   

                                                      

78 Gloyn 2014 pushes back on the overall assessment that Seneca was attempting to gain Claudiusɀ favor 

through fl attery in the Consolatio ad Polybium by elucidating the Stoic dimension of the text.   
79 For more on the reforms of Au gustus in ÛÏÌɯÙÌÖÙÎÈÕÐáÈÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯ1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÙÌÎions and neighborhoods, see Lott 

2004, 81-127. 
80 See Storey 2002 for a study on the definition of insula in the Regionary Catalogues. 
81 Storey 2002, 412-13 offers extensive bibliography on the dating debates for the Regionary Catalogues.  

Nordh 1949, 58-67 argues that the Curiosum was compiled under D iocletian, and that the Notitia was 

compiled  under  Constantine.   
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As the Regionary Catalogues attest, these fourteen regions were used 

continuously un til at least the fourth  century.82  The defini tive  boundaries of the 

fourteen regions remain a subject of debate because we simply do not  have enough 

evidence to confirm how far regions on the periphery extended before the area was 

considered extra urbem, outside the city.  In fact, the regional boundaries must have been 

dynamic,  changing over t ime to accommodate demographic changes in the city .  

Regardless, the Regionnaries preserve the names of some Claudian structures, like the 

Porticus Minucia Frumentar ia.  Although it is not str aight forward.   

1.2.3 Numismatic Evidence 

The numismatic ÌÝÐËÌÕÊÌɯÍÖÙɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐgn is plentiful an d serves as a source 

of informatio n for the kinds of me ssages the state desired to circulate through  Rome.  

For the purposes of this study, I focus on coins struck in imperi al mints rather than local 

provincial mints.  This restriction p laces emphasis on the obverse and reverse types most 

likely circulated in the city of Rome.83  The imagery depicted on Roman coins was much 

more dynami c than on modern coins because there was not a standard heads and tails 

design.  The variety of images circulated on coins throughout Rome and the provinces 

have led scholars to understand numismatic eviden ce as synonymous with 

                                                      

82 Proof that the region names were not given duÙÐÕÎɯ ÜÎÜÚÛÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕɯÐÚɯÛÏÈt the name of Region IV 

Ɂ3ÌÔ×ÓÜÔɯ/ÈÊÐÚɂɯËÌÙÐÝÌÚɯÍÙÖÔɯÈɯÉÜÐÓËing that  was not built unt il the reign of Vespasian (69-79).  
83 See Heuchert 2005, 29-44 for a useful introductio n to Roman provincial coinage.   
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Ɂ×ÙÖ×aganda.ɂ84  Yet propaganda is a loaded modern term that conjures up the 

assumption that  the issuing authori ty intended to persuade the intended audience of 

something.  I follow  Wallace-HaËÙÐÓÓɀÚɯÌßÈÔ×ÓÌɯÈÕË others and avoid using the word 

Ɂ×ÙÖ×ÈÎÈÕËÈȮɂ instead using Carlos -ÖÙÌęÈɀÚɯÛÌÙÔɯɁÊÖÔÔÜÕÐÊÈÛÐÖÕȭɂ85  Whether or not 

the audience was aware of the images depicted on coins, the selection of images for low 

and high denomination coinage represents a deliberate choice by the issuing authority.  

Some message was meant to be spread through the imagery.  Under the Julio-Claudian 

emperors, especially Tiberius , Caligula, and Claudius, new coinage was not consistently 

produced, but instead minted i n short bursts when necessary .86  

One potential use of iconography on Roman numismatics is for the 

reconstruction of ancient buildin gs that are lost or partially lost t o the archaeological 

record.  But this assumes that the ancients designed monumental reverses in the manner 

of a photograph, a  snapshot of what  the build ing looked like.87  Where it is possible to 

compare the images of structures depicted on coins, which I  call monumental reverse 

types, to extant archaeological remains, it i s clear that precise renderings were not the 

                                                      

84 See Grant 1952, 8 for example. 
85 Wallace-Hadrill 1986 , 68; Noreña 2011, 248-49.  
86 Butcher and Pontin g 2005, 167 look specifically at the silver denarius issues of Claudius and show that 

they were not issued continuousl y, but rather in 41-42, 43-45, 46-47, 49-52.   
87 The earlier scholarly opinion was that mo numental reverse types were a contemporary snapshot of the 

structure; see Hill  1989, Price and Trell 1977, and Fuchs 1969, for example.  
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aim of the d ie carver.88  A ci rcular temple to the god Mars Ul tor shows up on coins 

dating to around 19 BCE, but according to the archaeological evidence the Temple of 

Mars Ultor  in the Forum of A ugustus was a rectangular, octastyle temple that was not 

dedicated until 2 BCE.89  This is one among many examples of build ing reverse types 

that predate the completion of the monument itself.    

The Arch of Claud ius from the Via Flaminia may be an example of a coin 

depiction pr edating the monum ent itself.  Claudius return ed victoriou s from his 

campaign in Britain in 43; around the same time coins were minted depicting a single-

barreled arch surmounted by a triumph al quadriga with de Brittan(is) inscribed in the 

architrave (Fig. 2).  Epigraphic evidence does confi rm the construction of the British  

victory arch but dates it to 51/52, long after the fir st issue of the arch reverse type in 46 

(CIL ƚȭƝƖƔɪƝƖƗ = ƗƕƖƔƗɪƘȺȭɯɯHarriet Flower has argued that the arch may have been 

erected in 46 with  Messalina included, and was later reworked after  Messalinaɀs 

adultery  and death.90  While certainly not ancient p hotographs of Rome, monumental 

reverse types from the Claudian period can still  tell us about wh at was built during the 

                                                      

88 Burnett 1999. 
89 For more on the Temple of Mars Ultor in the Fo rum of Augustus, see LTUR 4.289-95, s.v. ɁForum 

Augustu m,ɂ (V. Kockel). 
90 Flower 2006, 186-87. 
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time.  Compared to Augustus and Nero , Claudius issued fewer coins representing 

monuments in the city of Rome. 

 

Figure 2:  Denarius of Claudius  depicting a n arch celebrati ng the victory in  

Britain , dating to  46-47. (RIC 12 34)91 

It is also import ant to consider iconography on  coins beyond the monumental 

Ûà×ÌÚȭɯɯ%ÖÙɯÌßÈÔ×ÓÌȮɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÈÛÛÌÕÛÐÖÕɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÎÙÈÐÕɯÚÜ××ÓàɯÞÈÚɯÊÓÌÈÙÓàɯÈËÝÌÙÛÐÚÌËɯÖÕɯ

coins, particularly  those of lower denominations like the as and dupondius.  In Chapter 2, 

I argue that the minting o f grain supply image ry on only low denomination co ins 

reflects the intended audience: those affected by the grain shortage in Rome at the time 

of Cali gÜÓÈɀÚɯËÌÈÛÏ.  At various  points throughout th is study, numis matic evidence will 

offer another angle to approach the circulation of imp erial messages. 

                                                      

91 Obverse:  Ti(berius) Claud(ius) Caesar Aug(ustus) p(ontif ex) m(aximus) tr(ibunicia) p(otestate) VI 

imp(erator) XI.  Reverse:  De Brittan(ia). 
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1.2.4 Epigraphic Evidence 

Inscriptions prov ÐËÌɯÚÖÔÌɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÉÌÚÛɯÌÝÐËÌÕÊÌɯÍÖÙɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕȮɯ×ÈÙÛÐÊÜÓÈrl y 

for the study of buildi ng and infrastructure .  From the period examples of monumental 

arches, riverbank and pomerium boundary stones, mile -marki ng cippi, Senate decrees, 

and dedicatory inscrip tions are preserved, some in situ.   In many cases, the epigraphic 

evidence converges with the literary evid ence, allowing both sources to either 

complement or contradict one another.  For example, a Senatus Consultum found in 

Herculaneum  in the seventeenth century and now lost, now known as the SC 

Hosidianum , records a ruling from 47 meant to prevent people fro m buying buildi ngs in 

Rome only  to tear them down for profit  (CIL 10.1401 = ILS 6043).92 The senate had a long 

history of regulating the demolition of  houses in Rome.93   Osgood argues that the aim of 

this Senatus Consultum is more on image and less on preserving housin g for the people. 94   

His in terpretation is that by tearing down buildings, t hese enterprising Romans were 

sending the message that the city was not worth preserv ing.  But preserving the cityɀs 

image and preserving affordab le housing do not have to be mutually exclusive aims.   

Many of the inscriptions from  this period are boundary markers.  These cippi are 

made of a slab of travertine and are, typically,  around 0.7 meters wide, two meters tall, 

                                                      

92 Tortoriello 2 004, 420-21.  
93 For example, the senate could decree to have an individual ɀs house demolished as a punishm ent for 

crimes.  See Roller 2010 for a study of the sociocultural impac t of these demolitions in the Roman Republic. 
94 Osgood 2011, 155.  
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and 0.5 meters thick, with inscribed letter heights between three and eight centimeters 

tall  (See Fig. 38 for an example of a pomerium stone dati ng to 49).  In Chapter 4, I 

analyze the various categories of extant Claudian boundary stones.  Along  with care for 

administrati ve boundarie s, Claudius expanded the sacred boundary of the  city, known  

as the pomerium.95  The process of mapping the many inscriptio ns highligh ts their 

pervasive nature through t he city, many of  which we must imagine had dupl icates, like 

the pomerium boundary and the riverbank boundary .  Instances where we have the 

archaeological evidence to guarantee an in situ location for inscr iptions  allowed me to 

map and contextualize the evidence. 

1.2.5 Archaeological Evidence 

Although i nfrastructu re-centered buildin g made less of an aesthetic impact and 

the Great Fire of 64 destroyed a large part of city as it had been under Claudius, several 

key pieces of evidence survive in th e archaeological record, like aqueducts, arches, 

utilitarian wareho use structures, and possibly the Claudian  portico built for  grain 

distr ibution .  Parts of the Aqua Virgo, the Aqua Claudia, the Aqua Anio Novus, and 

other buildings  remain intact.  Points w here the conduits rise from the gr ound atop 

impo sing arches continue to make a visual impa ct as they snake through the city, as we 

wil l see in Chapter 3.  Since extant aqueduct channels can be examined and measured, 

                                                      

95 For more on the pomerium , see LTUR 4.96-105, s.v. Ɂ/ÖÔÌÙium,ɂɯȹ,ȭ Andreussi).  
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we can compare modern calculations with tho se provided by Frontinu s in his De 

Aquaeductu Urbis Romae.  A recent study by Duncan Keenan-Jones improves the 

methodology for flo w rat e calculations by studying t he limestone deposits in the 

channels of the Aqua Marcia.  Instead of assuming that the conduit s were constantly 

fil led to their m aximum  volume at all times, we can observe marks left by the wetted 

perimeter of the channel.96  Their resul ts suggest that the actual amount of water 

reaching Rome via the Aqua Marcia was nearly half the total given by Frontinus.   

Therefore, Frontin uÚɀɯÊÈÓÊÜÓÈÛÐÖÕÚɯÙÌ×resent absolute maximums for flow  rate and total 

water supply.  

Other structures in the archaeological record from the Claudian period  are 

utilitarian  in nature.  Arc haeologists have identi fied a warehouse (horreum) on the 

Oppian Hill, u nder that wing of NerÖɀÚɯ#ÖÔÜÚɯ ÜÙÌÈȭ97  The three primary proposals 

for the location of the Porticus Minu cia Frumentaria are connected to extant 

archaeological remains.  Having archaeological evidence in situ helps us contextualize 

and visual ize Claudian Rome.   

                                                      

96 Keenan Jones 2015, 1-2. 
97 Caruso and Volpe 1992, 6. 
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1.3 The City of Rome in 41 

1.3.1 Population and Demographics 

To understand and evaluate Claudiusɀ impact on the city and people through 

infrastruc ture projects, we must consider 1ÖÔÌɀÚɯ×Ö×ÜÓÈÛÐÖn size and demographic 

breakdown.  The city was not an empt y network of streets and structu res, as it may look  

in It alo GismÖÕËÐɀÚɯÔÖËÌl of ancient Rome representin g the city around 315, so we need 

to repopul ate the densely populated, cosmopolitan space.  Determining the population 

of ancient Rome has proven to be a difficult task. 98  Though we do not possess definitive 

fi gures on the populatio n of the capital city under Claudius, Tacitus does note that the 

census of Claudius and Vitellius  recorded 5,984,072 citizens in the Roman empire (Ann. 

11.25).  This number is significantly larger tha n the 4,937,000 citizens in 14 (Aug. RG 8).99  

E. Lo Cascio believes that the population of Italy did not grow b etween 14 and 47, 

arguing that the population  increase of one milli on was the result of the expansion of 

citizen status in the empire and manumission.100  Walter Scheidel, on the other hand, 

argues that the rising popul ation trend within the Augustan period, as att ested in the 

                                                      

98 See the recent and useful summary in Morley 2013. 
99 The census data does not account for the number of non-citizens or slaves living in t he empire.  Though 

we cannot corroborate these estimates, Beloch 1886 estimates that there were 2 million non-citiz ens, while 

Brunt 1987 estimates 3 million non-citizens. 
100 Lo Cascio 1994. 
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Res Gestae, would not hav e stopped simply  because the emperor died (A ug. RG 8).101  

The populati on of Rome was larger when Claudius was in power than wh en Augus tus 

ruled.  What can we say about the popul ation of the capital city at the time? 

Scholars have taken a variety of differen t approaches and come to wide -ranging 

popula tion estimates.  Some use the number of domi and insulae listed in the 4th-century 

Regionary Catalogues, though G. Hermansen has ri ghtfully questioned whether the 

ɁËÞÌÓÓÐÕÎɂɯÕÜÔbers in the catalogues were ever meant to be precise.102  Others have 

turned to papyri recording the impor ts of grain from Af rica to estimate how many 

people could be fed on that amount of food. 103  This method requires us to estimate how 

much grain each person ate, which may or may not have been at basic subsistence level, 

dependi ng on eacÏɯ×ÌÙÚÖÕɀÚɯÚÖÊÐÖ-economic status.  From these and other attempts, 

however, scholars have arrived at  a generally accepted estimate for the population of 

                                                      

101 Scheidel 2007, 3.  Aug. RG 8: Ɂ( made a census of the people with Marcus Agrippa as my colleague. I 

conducted a lustrum, after a forty -one-year gap, in which lustrum were counted 4,063,000 heads of Roman 

citizens. Then again, with consular imperium I condu cted a lustrum alone when Gaius Censorinus and 

Gaius Asinius were consuls (8 BCE), in which  lustrum  were counted 4,233,000 heads of Roman citizens. And 

the third time , with co nsular imper ium, I conducted a lustrum with my son Tiberiu s Caesar as colleague, 

when Sextus Pompeius and Sextus Appu leius were consuls (14), in which lustrum were counted 4,937,000 of 

the heads of Roman citiáÌÕÚȭɂ 
102 Hermansen 1978; Morley 2013, 36-37 agrees with the skepticism surrounding  the use of the Regionary 

Catalogues to derive popula tion numbers.  
103 Oates 1934. 
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Augustan Rome, between 800,000 and 1,000,000 people in an area of around 1300 

hectares (13 km2).104   

Most scholars now agree that the populati on density of Rome, combined wi th a 

resultant high preva lence of disease, forced the city to depend on immigration to keep 

the city running. 105  With Rome clearly established as the capital city and a general peace 

through t he empire encouraging movement, the population of Rome must have 

increased in the years following th e principate of Augustus.  Since the population was 

dynamic, fluid, and a mix of many cu ltures, the overall demographic makeup of Rome 

was likely  quite diff erent when Claudius came to power th an it had been two 

generations earlier.  The construction of Portus, bringing  more merchants closer to the 

city of Rome, must have contributed to an inf lux of people from all parts of th e 

empire.106   

1.3.2 Building and Monumentality 

 RÖÔÌɀÚ overall layout  and network of streets never matched the regularized 

orthogonal plans that Roman urban planners preferred when developing new colonies.  

                                                      

104 See Morley 2013, 30.  Hopkins 1981, 98 considers this range of 800,000 to 1,000,000 as a reasonable 

population est imate despite the very hi gh populatio n density it produces.    
105 See Scheidel 2009 for more on disease and death in the city of Rome. 
106 The first phase of the synagogue at Ostia dates to the mid-firs t century , and Squarciapino 1963, 139-40 

connects its foundation wit h the construction of Claudian Portus.  Runesson 2001, 81 summarizes the 

debates on the date of the original building.  
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If the Roman state was establishing towns on gr id -plans as early as the mid -Republic, 

why did the city of  Rome never develop such organization?  The hilly  landscape of the 

city, famous for its seven canonical hillsɭthe Capitoline, Palatine, Aventine, Esquiline, 

Caelian, Quirinal , and Vimin alɭmade the development of a strict gri d system di fficult .  

Yet Alba Fucens, a town nestled in the Apennine  mountains in central Italy  and founded 

as a Roman colony in 304 BCE, was given an orthogonal plan that  paid  little attention to 

the geography of the space.  Streets headed straight  up steep hills to continue the 

orthogonal street network.  While topography certainly influ enced 1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÜÙÉÈn 

design, Livy implies that the hap hazard and hasty rebuilding of the city after the Gallic 

sack in 390 BCE was the cause of the contemporary cityɀs lack of organizat ion (Livy  

5.55).  This perceived disorder in the urban plan was the result not of a single moment, 

such as the Gallic sack, but rather of a city that expanded over time from a hilltop 

settlement to a major metropolis. 107  Fires, floods, and other disasters meant that parts of 

the city were frequently being rebuilt.  Except for the Great Fire of 64 and the subsequent 

construction of the Domus Aurea  under Nero , Roman leaders did not use disasters to 

make dramat ic changes to the urban plan.  Claudius  sought to improve the city wit hin 

the bounds of ancient Roman tradition.  As I show in Chapter 4, Claudius recovered 

                                                      

107 Ogil vie 1970, 751. 
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public territor y and shored up boundaries, but the sources do not record a large-scale 

confiscation of property  or reorganization of street networks.   

As I outlined earlier , public  building in Rome was largely neglected between 

AÜÎÜÚÛÜÚɀɯËÌÈÛÏɯÐÕ 14 and ClaudiÜÚɀɯÙÐse to power in 41.  Tiberius only built out of 

necessity, due to fires and floods, whil e Caligula was more interested in building for his 

own personal enjoyment.  Claudiusɀ contributions  to the city were less grandiose than 

those of Augustus , but they were still m onumental  in terms of overall  impact and even 

in physical appearance.  Claudius monumental ized infrastructure projects.   

What do I mean by the claim that Claudius  Ɂmonumentalizedɂ infrastructure in 

the city of Rome?  A universal definition for monumentali ty that can be applied to any 

civilization throughout history  does not exist.108  The criteria for  deeming something 

Ɂmonumentalɂ have often related to the size of the venture .  The larger and more ornate 

the building, the more monumental it was.  For example, B. G. Trigger define d a 

monumental structure as a building for which the scale and decoration surpass wh at is 

necessary for practical use.109  Triggerɀs concept of scale is not limit ed to the physical 

measurements and materiality  of a structure.  He considers the energy consumed in the 

creation and maintenance.  A structure like the Forum of Augustu s and Temple of Mars 

                                                      

108 Osborne 2014, 1-19 is a thorough survey of the scholarship on defining monuments and monument ality.  

This is the introduction to a series of case studies on the topic. 
109 Trigger 1990, 119. 
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Ul tor , completed in 2 BCE, easily fit s this definit ion, but so do the Claudian aqueducts. 

The towering ar ches of the Aqua Claudi a and Anio Novus,  and the Aqua Virgo  were 

constructed with a uniquely Claudian masonry technique called rus tication  (See Fig. 20 

for  an example).110  Rustication, a masonry technique meant to look deliberate ly 

roughhewn , was used in Claudian projects and in building s built i n his honor.111  The 

style, which may be a reflection of ClaÜËÐÜÚɀɯÈÕÛÐØÜÈÙÐÈn interests, was not popular 

beyond ClauËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕ.     

The rusticated aqueducts (Chapter 3) are the most visible extant remains of 

Claudian  building , but much of work done i s preserved in smaller inscriptions .  J. F. 

Osborne summarizes monumentality as more than just the size and visibility of  a 

structure, but also the Ɂmeaning created by the relationship that is negotiated between 

object and person, and between object and the surrounding con stellation of values and 

symbols in a cultur e.ɂ112  Perhaps the numerous boundary  markers, examined in 

Chapter 4, could also be considered monumental.  The less visible, but vital  wor k 

                                                      

110 Claudian rustication was popularized again by fifteenth century Italian Renaissance architects. 
111 Liljenstolpe 2000 discusses in detail the use of rustication in Roma n architecture and its reception in 16th 

century architecture.  He suggests that rustication  was intended to evoke martial or commerci al activities 

(Liljenstolpe 2000, 70-72). 
112 Osborne 2014, 13.  Osborne 2014, 13-14 asks if a small figurine called the Guennol Lioness could be 

considered monumental .  A similarly nuanced definition of monumentality  is given in Thomas 2007, 1. 
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recorded in these inscriptions, like flood prevention an d riverbank maintenance, often 

goes ignored in urban history studies. 113 

In this study, I have used GIS to contextualize the Claudian projects.  My 

visualizations  use the Mapping Augustan Rome map by Loth ar Haselberger et al. as the 

base, with the perm ission of David  G. Romano, director of the Digital Augus tan Rome 

project.114   I have compiled the liter ary references, inscripti ons, and archaeological 

evidence for the city of Rome under Claudius.  When possible, I mapped the in situ 

locations of each inscriptio n.  The process of layering the food supply , water supply, and 

boundary marking projects on top of each other allowed me to  see a regional focus for 

building efforts over the course of Claudius ɀ reign.  Bringing smaller inscriptions and 

seemingly less grandiose build ing to the foref ront of the study of Claudius helps nuance 

the passive and manipulated character portrayed in the historical primary sourc es.  In 

this dissertation, I show that Claudian interven tions in the city of Rome, primarily 

through infrastructure, had an important and lasting impact.   

Why were certain large-scale infrastructure pro jects, such as the construction  of a 

safe harbor at the mouth of the Tiber, not attempted before Claudius?   The life of study 

                                                      

113 Sara Gallettiɀs Paris of Waters project is an example of recent work highlighting the need to study the 

impact of infrastructure on the history of a  city  (http://www.dukewired.org/projects/paris -of-waters/). 
114 The Digital Augustan Rome map can be accessed http://digit alaugustanrome.org.  My base map was 

created by scanning the printed  1:6000 scale map from Haselberger et al. 2002.    

http://www.dukewired.org/projects/paris-of-waters/
http://digitalaugustanrome.org/
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Claudius lived  before having access to a political career may have played a role.  Writing 

extensively on Etruscan, Carthaginian, and Roman history must have given Claudius 

insight into the recurrent problems facing the inhabitants of  an urban center.  

Ultimately, Claudiusɀ attentiveness to the long-term needs of the urban populace set in 

moti on the developments necessary for the city to sustain its peak population in the 2 nd 

century. 
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2. A Shortage of Grain:  Claudius and the Food Supply 

2.1 Introduction 

According to Seneca the Younger, when Claudius was named emperor in 41, a 

mere eight-day supply o f wheat was available for the urban population (Sen. Brev. Vit. 

18.5).1  This was not the first time that food scarcity threatened the city, nor  would  it be 

the last.  With some 800,000-1,000,000 people liv ing in Rome, as we saw in Chapter 1, 

and thus dependent on the grain supply, shortage was a common and frequent concern.  

In fact, the grain shortage in 41 was not the only example of such an event in ClaudÐÜÚɀɯ

reign.  Both Tacitus and Dio mention another shortage that afflicted Rome in 51 (Tac. 

Ann. 12.43; Dio 41.10).   A different pers pective on the problem is provided by 

Suetonius.  With his customary lax chronology , Suetonius recounts an anecdote about 

Claudius being pelted  with pieces of bread in the forum  by a mob of people, although 

we cannot definitively as sign this to either dated famine (Claud. 18).2 

                                                      

1 Hurley  2001, 141 gives Dio 59.17.2 as evidence for the famine in 41, the claim that CaligÜÓÈɀÚɯÛemporary 

bridge from Baiae to Puteoli employed so many boats that he caused a famine, particularly in  Rome.  Most 

date Caligulaɀs bridge to the summer of 39 (Barrett 1989, 94), but Winterling 2003, 100-104 argues for the 

summer of 40 as the date.  If the bridge w as built  in the summer of 39, then the famine in January 41 seems 

too far removed.  The famine Dio references in connection with  CaliÎÜÓÈɀÚɯÉÙÐdge may be a separate event, 

since he describes the grain shortage in 41 as severe but does not cite CaligÜÓÈɀÚɯÉridg e as the cause (60.11.1).  

Tacitus (Ann. 12.43) also wr ites about Claudius being pelted with bread in the Forum , but in a story  dating 

to 51.  I argue that Suetonius has conflated the dating in his passage because he seems to be referring to a 

shortage at the start of ClÈÜËÐÜÚɀ reign.  It is following the fi rst shortage that we see an outpouring of 

measures to assure the grain supply, like  the construct ion of Portus and incentives for merchants.  Suetonius 

may have used the story of being mobbed in the forum as a vivid w ay to show cause and effect in the 

emperoÙɀÚɯÈÊtions.  See Powers and Thomas 2014 for more on the authorial craft  of Suetonius. 
2 Osgood 2011, 182n61 offers bibliography on Suetonius that att ributes this event to 51 and not 41. 
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People may or may not have pelted Claudius with insults  and stale bread to express 

their anger about the lack of grain available in the city,3 but the story does imply  that the 

collective needs of inhabitants in Rome could incite change.  Suetonius chose to 

underscore the ÐÔ×ÌÙÐÈÓɯÎÖÝÌÙÕÔÌÕÛɀÚɯÙÌÚ×ÖÕÚÐÝÌÕÌÚÚɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ×ÌÖ×ÓÌɀs requests and 

desires under Claudius.   By offering i ncentives to those who could assure grain imports 

arri ved in Rome in a timely manner, Claudius sought a long-term solution to  a common 

problem i n the city.   

Many scholars have written at length on the history  of the annona, the food 

supply in Rome.4  Since these studies have not been challenged by any signif icant new 

fin dings, I focus on how the efforts put in to imp rove and advertise improvement s to the 

annona ÖÍɯ1ÖÔÌɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕ changed and shaped the urban landscape of the 

city.5  Urban design during the Claudian period was very much influenced by the needs 

of the masses, not simply p ower architecture for the sake of grandeur and 

aggrandizement.  Over the course of his reign Claudius  monumentalized infrastructure 

                                                      

3 According  to Appian, Octavian was pelted with stones during  a food shortage in 38 BCE (App. BC 5.67-68).  

Hu rley 2001, 141 suggests that the mob pelting Claudius wi th bread crusts, rather than stones or other non-

food related products, gives SuetoÕÐÜÚɀɯÚtory  a comical tone.   
4 Van Berchem 1939, Rickman 1980, and Virlo uvet 1995 are a few of the seminal wor ks on the grain supply 

and its distr ibution in  Rome.  See Erdkamp 2005 for  more on the grain market in the Roman empire.  
5 The term annona refers to the food suppl y of Rome in general and not the free monthly dist ribut ions of 

grain.  Bernard 2016, 50 uses the term frumentationes for the grain dole to distinguish it f rom annona. 
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projects related to the grain supply even as he attended to ensuring  a predictable supply 

itself. 

Grain, olive s, and wine were the primary compo nents of the ancient Roman diet, 

with grain making up about two -thirds of th e total.6  References in literary sources tend 

to speak about grain (frumentum) and bread (panis), like the ÍÈÔÖÜÚɯɁÉÙÌÈd and circuseÚɂɯ

line in a satire of Juvenal (10.81:  panem et circenses), whi le other food stuffs are rarely 

mentioned,7 except by those speaking about the dini ng habits of the upper classes.8  

Grain made up the bulk  of the ancient Roman diet because it was a relatively  cheap 

source of caloric intake, though deficient in supply ing some key nutrients.9  Grain was 

publicly sponsored since 123/122 BCE, whereas other foodstuffs w ere not publicly 

supplied unti l Septimius Severus added pork to the monthly dole in the early 3rd century 

and Aurelian added olive oil in the la te 3rd century .10  Because the focus of this project is 

on the food supply of  the general populace, grain will be at the center of my discussion 

but I understand that the annona was not limited to grain.  The state also worked to 

                                                      

6 Aldrete and Mattingly 1999, 172. 
7 Erdkamp 2013, 262. 
8 For example, the story of Trima lchiÖɀÚɯËÐÕÕeÙɯ×ÈÙÛàɯÐÕɯ/ÌÛÙÖÕÐÜÚɀɯSatyricon (36).  Though because of the 

satiric genre of the work , the extravagant nature of the dinner is a hyperbolic treatment of a wealthy dinner.  

See Donahue and Gold 2005 for a series of studies on Roman dining practices, and Gower 1997 for a study 

of Roman culture via repr esentations of food in literary s ources. 
9 Rickman 1980, 262. 
10 The annona included only  allotments of grain until Septimius Severus added olive oil ( SHA Sev. 18.3).  

Aur elian later added pork to the monthly all otments (SHA Aurel. 35.2). 
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assure a steady supply of other product s to the markets of Rome to be sold at reasonable 

prices.11   

Following a surve y of historical background and sources on the grain supply of 

Rome, I analyze the visual, spatial, and legal changes.  I also assess the practical impact 

made on the infrastructu re of farming, with  ClaudiuÚɀɯÈÛÛÌÔ×ÛɯÛÖɯËÙÈÐÕɯÛÏÌɯ%ÜÊÐÕÌɯ+ÈÒÌȭɯ 

I further sur vey shipping, with the  construction of Portus, the Tiber river infrastructure, 

and ClaudiuÚɀɯÐncentives to merchants.  The final section attends to distribution, with  

bringing th e distribution of s tate publicly supplied grain allotments to a central location, 

the Porticus Minuc ia Frumentaria, and adding war ehouses to the city.  We will foll ow 

these improvement s from farm t o table, so to speak.   

The role of Claudius  in transforming th e annona for the city  has been 

downplayed , especially the free grain distributions ,12 but my close analysis of the 

projects in this order shows an organized program for impro ving pro visioning the  city 

from growing the crops to distributing them to the peopl e. 

                                                      

11 Aldrete  and Mattingly 1999, 179. 
12 Rickman 1980, 214-215. 
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2.2 The Grain Supply in Rome:  A Brief History 

Outlining a basic history of the grain  suppl y to the city of Rome up through the 

early principate will help contextualize and evaluate the changes that took place during 

Claudi uÚɀ reign.   The first recorded law rela ted to government-subsidized grain supply 

of the city, the Lex Sempronia Frumentaria, was initiated by Ga ius Gracchus in 123 BCE 

(App. BC 1.21).  This law, however, was not designed to provide fre e grain to 

indiv idual s, but rather to assure that grain could  be sold at an affordable price to the 

people of Rome.13  Later grain laws duri ng the late 2nd and early 1st century BCE could 

not continuously guara ntee grain at affordabl e prices.14  It has been estimated that by 73 

BCE, only around 40,000 individuals were receiving subsidized grain.15  Soon thereafter 

grain distributions became an important political tool in  the civil wars. 16 

                                                      

13 Specifically, that the grain wo uld be sold at a price of 6 and 1/3 asses per modius (Duncan-Jones 1982, 145-

46).  None of our evidence for GaiuÚɯ&ÙÈÊÊÏÜÚɀɯÎrain law is contemporary, so we turn  to the wri tings of later 

authors like A ppian (BC 1.21) and Plutarch (C. Gracchus 5).  Garnsey and Rathbone 1985 provides useful 

background information on the grain law of 123 BCE. 
14 Other grain laws were passed between those of Gaius Gracchus in 122 BCE and Clodius in 58 BCE, 

including the Lex Octavia in the 90s and the Lex Porcia in 62.  For a thorough treatment of the grain supply 

of Rome during the Republic, see Rathbone 1985, 20-25. 
15 Garnsey 1988, 212 and Rickman 1980, 166 estimate 40,000 dole recipients in 73 B"$ȮɯÍÙÖÔɯ"ÐÊÌÙÖɀÚɯÊÓÈÐÔɯ

that the plebs frumentaria could be fed on grain from Sicily  (Cic. Verr. 5.21.52). 
16 Livy  records a grain shortage in 492 BCE, in the midst of the struggles between the patricians and the 

plebs.  Marcius Coriolanus tried to convince his fellow senators to withh old the grain supply  as a means to 

convince the plebs to turn over the powers of the  tribuneship (2.34-35).  Ogilvie 1965, 222-23 argues for the 

authentici ty of the grain shortage at this time because this is when the cult of Ceres supposedly was 

established in Rome but notes the simil arities of language and rhetoric ÉÌÛÞÌÌÕɯ"ÖÙÐÖÓÈÕÜÚɀɯÚ×ÌÌÊÏɯÈnd late 

Republican politics.  The use of the grain shortage in 492 as a polit ical tool in the Struggle of the Orders is 

likely anachronistic.       
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Thus, in 58 BCE, Publius Clodi us Pulcher, now fam ous for his feud with Ci cero, 

proposed a revolutionary measure to guarantee free distribution  to qualify ing citi zens 

above the age of ten.17  Though popular among t he massÌÚȮɯ"ÓÖËÐÜÚɀɯÝÌÙÚÐÖn of the grain 

dole was difficult for the st ate to assure and affor d.  Cassius Dio viewed t his law as a 

means to garner support of the popula ce, more than a desire to keep the public safe, in a 

judgement that surely repeats some contemporary invective of t he late Republic (Dio 

38.13).  In 46, 360,000 adult male cit izens qualified for a monthly allotmen t of grain.  This 

was measured in a modius, which was a standard dry -measure vessel holding 16 sextarii 

or one peck (about 2.3 gallons).  Each month qualifying male citizens received fi ve modii, 

enough for tw o people to survive at subsistence level.18  However, many of the grain 

dole recipients, especially those with ch ildre n, would have been trying to stretch this 

amount to feed more than just two in dividuals.       

The logistics of ClodÐÜÚɀ grain law  were too difficult to  support lo ng-term, 

prompti ng Julius Caesar to reduce the number of people quali fying  from 360,000 to 

between 150,000 and 200,000, around twenty percent of ÛÏÌɯÊÐÛàɀÚɯ×Ö×ÜÓÈÛion, if we 

assume that the population was around one million  in the mid-1st century.19  Since the 

                                                      

17 Aldrete and Mattingly 1999, 162. 
18 Duncan-Jones 1974, 147 provides informatio n on the caloric values of grain.   
19 Aldrete and Mattingly 1999, 178.  To keep the number of recipients steady, Suetonius describes an annual 

drawing of lots by  the praetor to replace those who died (Caes. 41). 
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allotment could sustain two people at subsistence level, around  forty percent of the 

population received free grain from the government  in the late first century  BCE.20  Yet 

these government-subsidized grain distribution s were not a tool designed to alleviate 

poverty because only adult male citizens qualified, and as we saw above, the distribu ted 

wheat could not possibly have sufficed  for a man wit h a larger family. 21  The recipient 

would also have to procure the funds to mill a nd bake the bread as well as buy other 

meal supplements like frui ts and vegetables.22  A signific ant number of slaves, women, 

children and non -citizens, who did n ot qualif y for free grain distribution, also po pulated 

the city. 23  How would these groups  have access to sufficien t sustenance?  Those 

excluded from the free grain distri butions could obtain grain directly from warehouses 

or markets.   

Possessing control of the grain supply  was known to be a powerful polit ical tool.  

This led to the decree, passed in 43 BCE, that required more than one person be in 

                                                      

20 As the population grew from the first to the second century , the percentage of the population  sustained by 

free grain distribution s would have gradually decreased. 
21 The age of qualifi cation for grain distrib utions did not remain the same through out Roman history.  

Rickman 1980, 8 gives the age of 14 as the ɁÈÎÌɯof qualificatÐÖÕɂɯÍÖr free grain all otments. Suetonius 

mentions Augustu s not excluding minores pueros from a distribution of largesse, which they usually only 

received after 11 years of age (Aug. 41). 
22 Rickman 1980, 173.  
23 Some have suggested that the free grain distributi ons attracted migrants into the city.  Bernard 2016 

argues against a connection between the frumentationes and the influx of immig rants into the city.   
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charge of the grain supply at any one time (Dio 46.39.3).24  Sometime between 8 and 14, 

Augustus created the office of praefectus annonae,25 an equestrian position that ranked 

behind only  the prefect of Egypt and the Praetorian Prefect.26  The praefectus annonae had 

to serve as a liaison between grain merchants, warehouse officials , and the imperial 

government.  Duri ng the Republic a quaestor was appointed to oversee the naval fleet 

and merchant activity at Ostia .  This post would change under Claudius.  

In 22 BCE, during the reign of Augustus, Tiberius strug gled with his duties as 

the quaestor posted in Ostia to alleviate famine in the city (Suet. Tib. 8),27 forcing 

Au gustus to step in and offer  a quick albeit temporary fix (Dio 54.1 .3; Aug. RG 5.2).  This 

fix involved Augus tus using his own money ( RG 5.2:  impensa et cura mea) to buy up 

additiona l stores of grain.28  Temporary fixes usually entailed the emperor purchasing 

additional crops f or the city when available.  The actions of Claudius exhibit less interest 

in temporary  fixes, and more interest in lon g-term improve ments to the cityɀÚɯÎÙÈÐÕɯ

supply.  Likely coincidi ng with the decisi on to construct the harbor at Portus, Claudius 

                                                      

24 Rickman 1980, 263. 
25 The date range of 8-14 derives from a passage of Tacitusɀ Annals (1.7). 
26 Robinson 1992, 148. 
27 Robinson 1992, 150. 
28 Cooley 2009, 129 summarizes and provides relevant bibliography on AuÎÜÚÛÜÚɀɯÙÖÓe in managing the 

grain suppl y in Rome.  The ability to quickly provi de grain to the people, as Augustus puÛÚɯÐÛɯɁÐÕɯÈɯÍÌÞɯ

ËÈàÚɂɯȹdies paucos), implies that someone already had stores of grain on hand in the city.  Either 

Augustus/the state had been collecting a surplu s in case of emergency, or more cynically i n case the 

populace needed to be controlled, or oth ers had been hoarding excess grain (Rich 1990, 172 on CasÚÐÜÚɯ#ÐÖɀÚɯ

account of this shortage). 
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replaced the Ostian quaestorship with a group of offi cials under the authority of the  

praefectus annonae.  Suetonius indicates that the Ostian quaestors were reassigned to 

oversee the treasury at the Temple of Saturn in Rome (Claud. 24.2).  The new officials 

were called the procurator annonae Ostiensis and the procurator portus.29  These posts could 

be held by imperial freedm en, a deviation from the senatorial oversight pro vided by the 

quaestor in the past.   

2.3 Sources for the Food Supply in Rome under Claudius 

2.3.1 Literary Evidence 

 Literary evidence provides  some of our best information on the grain supply of 

Rome and its impacts.  As we saw above, biographical and historical sources record 

some of the food shortages and the reaction of the masses to such scarcities.  For 

CÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕȮɯ2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜÚȮɯ3ÈÊÐÛÜÚȮɯand Dio are the main historical sources, while Pliny 

the Younger and Seneca the Younger offer more contemporary accounts in different 

genres of writing.  Unfortunate ly, however, the literary sources tell us very little  about 

the micro-scale mechanics of the grain dole  or the movement of grain within the city 

from wareh ouses to the homes of not only the plebs frumentaria, but also the general 

populace who d id not quali fy for the dole.  Since the authors of the lite rary sources were 

                                                      

29 Robinson 1992, 150.  A second century inscri ption on a marble statue base in Ostia is dedicated to a 

procurator annonae Ostiensis (CIL 14.2045).  The individua l who held this position w as an imper ial f reedman. 
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men of the elite class and not interested in such minutiae , especially when the details  did 

not pertain to their own status , we must tur n to other types of sources to gain a different 

perspective and to fill in  some of the details. 

2.3.2 Numismatic Evidence 

Numismatic evidence can corroborate or contribute new informat ion to the 

literary accounts of the grain supply in Rome.  It al lows us to examine what the central 

authority inten ded to communicate to the people about the food supply.30  My 

methodology for using numismatic eviden ce as a historical source is discussed in detail 

in Chapter 1.31  As I explained, I focus on coins produced in imp erial mints, which 

circulated primarily in Rome, Italy, and the western provinces.32  The coins I analyze in 

this section are predominantly low denomination bronze coins, which rarely c irculated 

outside of the Italian peninsula.33  I am concerned wit h the coin types, that is the 

combination of imager y and text on the obverse and reverse, and not the economics 

                                                      

30 For more on Roman numismatic s and its role in communica tion, see Noreña 2011.  Wolters 2012, 342 urges 

us to avoid overemphasizi ng the communicativ e abilit ies of coins, and instead to understand the imagery as 

contributing to com munication when combined with o ther media.  Duncan-Jones 2005, 471 argues that the 

Romans were not interested in using coinage as a means of disseminating inf ormation.   
31 See Chapter 1, pp. 38-41. 
32 Coins minted during  the Roman Principate are divided by modern scholars into two categories:  Roman 

Imperial Coinage and Roman Provincial Coinage.  Given the scope of my project, I am more interested in 

coins that circulated in th e city of RÖÔÌȮɯÛÏÜÚɯɁ1oman Imperial Coinage.ɂɯɯ5ÌÙàɯÓÐÛtle provincial coinage 

wou ld have circulated in Rome under Claudiu s. 
33 The quadrantes, worth a quarter of an as and the smallest denomination of the Augustan reforms, in 

particular hav e very rarely been found outside the Italian peninsula (Wolte rs 2012, 345).   
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behind their production and use.  I arg ue that the low-denomination coinage of 

Claudius emphasizes work  done to improve the grain supply in  Rome.  The direct, 

unambiguous depic tion of a modius, the iconic symbol for  measuring grain, which first 

appears as the central image of a coin under Claudius, set a trend for future emperors to 

follow. 34 

In 42, the year following t he first food shortage of ClaÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙeign recorded in the 

lit erary sources (Sen. Brev. Vit. 18.5; Dio 60.11.1), "ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÈÛÛÌÕÛÐÖÕɯto grain w as clearly 

marked on coins, particular ly those of lower denominations like the dupondius and 

quadrans.  One coin type that ties to the grain supply shows the goddess Ceres Augusta 

on the reverse of a dupondius, a brass coin worth 2 asses (Fig. 3).  Ceres Augusta is seated 

on a throne, holding out an ear of grain with her right hand.  The association of the 

beneficent goddess with the regime is suggested by her epithet Augusta. 35   

Another Claudian  coin type related to grain (Fig. 4) is unique because it is the 

first extant imperial coin featuring  a modius, the container used to measure allotment s 

of grain .  This coin is a quadrans, which was worth one quarter of an as, making it the 

                                                      

34 The modius appears in earlier imperial coin types, but as one small  piece of a larger composition, not the 

central image.  RIC 12 313 shows a quadriga pulling w hat Sutherland 1984, 63 describeÚɯÈÚɯÈɯɁÔÖËius shaped 

car with t hree ears of corn protruËÐÕÎȭɂ 
35 See Boatwright forthcoming (coins as historical evi dence for imperial women) for more on the connection 

between imperial w omen and coin reverse types with  divi nit ies given the epithet August a.  There may also 

be a connection here between Ceres and Livia.  
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smallest denomination regularly minted during the Roman principate.  With th e modius 

as the only image depicted on the coin, the emphasis lies on grain prov isions and not on 

a portrait of t he emperor or even an abstract personification of grain , through Ceres. 

Did the  minting off icials in Rome target people of a lower socio-economic status 

with grain-focused imagery on low denomination coinage?  Reinhard Wolt ers argues 

against the concept of targeted messaging on base metal coinage because coin finds in  

archaeological contexts, coin hoards for example, include mixtures of coins fro m all 

denominations.36  Wealthy individuals were not exclusively handling gol d and silv er 

coinage and lower status individual s were not only h andling bronze coinage.  I argue 

that the reality of  coin cir culation cannot disprove that reverse types were designed with 

an audience in mind .   

                                                      

36 Wol ters 2012, 345; Wolters 2000/1, contra Wigg 1997.  A coin hoard is a group of 2 or more coins collected 

and stored together for a specific purpose. 
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Figure 3:  Dupondius of Claudius depicting Ce res, seated, holding out an ear of 

grain, dat ing t o 42. (BMC  197)37 

 

 

Figure 4:  Quadrans of  Claudius depicting a mod iu s used to measure grain, 

datin g to 42. (RIC 12 84)38 

William Metcalf observed on Julio -Claudian coinage that liberalitas was 

represented by a personification on precious metal coinage and by a liberalitas scene of 

                                                      

37 Obverse:  Ti(berius) Claudius Caesar Aug(ustus) p(ontifex) m(aximus) tr(i bunicia) p(otestate) imp( erator) 

p(ater) p(atr iae).  Reverse:  Ceres Augusta [ex] s(enatus) c(onsulto). 
38 Obverse:  Ti(berius) Claudius Caesar Aug(ustus); Reverse:  co(n)s(ul) desi(gna)t(us) pon(tifex)  max(imus) 

[ex] s(enatus) c(onsulto). 
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an emperor handing goods over to the people on base metal coinage.39  Similarly, 

Annalisa Ma rzÈÕÖɀÚɯÚÛÜËàɯÖÍɯ×ÜÉÓÐÊɯÉÜÐÓËÐÕÎɯÐÔÈÎÌÙàɯon low er versus higher 

denominati ons of Trajanic coinage makes a similar case for intended audiences.40  Public 

spectacle buildings were found on  lower denominations, while elite administ rative 

buil dings, like the Basilica Ulpia, were depicted on higher den ominat ions.41  Imagery of 

the goddesses Ceres or Annona appear on all denominations under Vespasian, Trajan 

and Hadrian, but  never appear on gold or silver coinage under Claudius.  The Claudian 

period, then, may have been a time when the imperial court and mintin g official s were 

more interested in audience targeting.42 

Someone in the imperial government, communicating w ith the m int in Rome, 

decided that the early bronze coin issues of ClaudÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕɯshould center on the grain 

supply.  Bronze coins apparently  had less mobility, so if not a lower status audience, we 

can argue that the imagery was aimed at the residents of the city of Rome.  The modius 

was an iconic symbol of grain measurement, which comes to represent the grain trade in 

                                                      

39 Metcalf 1993. 
40 Marzano 2009. 
41 The argument for  targeted imagery is stronger for the Trajanic period, because coins of all denominat ions 

were produced iÕɯ1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÔÐÕÛ.  During t he Julio-Claudian period, gol d and silver coinage were produced 

at a mint in Lugdunu m, Gaul, and bronze coinage was produced in  Rome.  Beckmann 2012, 406-407 gives a 

summary  of the evidence for the organization o f the mint under Tra jan and Hadr ian. 
42 Hekster 2003, 23 suggests that we not be quick to discount audience targeting just because the patterns are 

not univ ersal across all periods.  Audience targeting for coins should be studied with in a certain reign or 

dyn asty instead. 
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general.43  The literal i magery on the quadrans differs fr om personifications of grain 

through Ceres.  The only denominat ion the modius appears on dÜÙÐÕÎɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕɯ

was the bronze quadrans, and only one other image appeared on the quadrans coinage 

under Claudius. 44   

 Rickman warns against placing weight on t he modius reverse type from 

ClÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯreign as evidence of the imperial government communi cating a message to 

the people about grain surety.  He argues that the message would have been lost among 

the other reverse types minted early in Claudiusɀ reign, specifically the praetorian guard 

type.45  This reverse type, an example of which can be seen in figure 5, depicts the 

praetorian barracks in Rome with a soldier standing at the top hold ing a spear in his 

right hand.  Emblazoned across the wall of the praetori an barracks is the legend 

imper(atore) recept(o), referring to the praetorian guardɀs proclamation of Claudius as 

emperor in the wake of "ÈÓÐÎÜÓÈɀÚɯÈÚÚÈÚÚÐÕÈtion.  But while this revers e type was 

                                                      

43 For example, several of the mosaics in front of stall s within the Piazzale delle Corporazioni in Ostia use a 

modi us to represent that particuÓÈÙɯÎÜÐÓËɀÚ role in the grain trade.  The extant mosaics date to the Severan 

period (Coarelli  2007, 457). 
44 RIC 12 91 = BMC 174.  The coin is a quadrans of Claudius dat ing to 42 with a hand holdi ng scales on the 

obverse.  The other quadrans, also dating to 42 with th e identical reverse type of s(enatus) c(onsulto) in a 

larger font, surroun ded by ClaudiuÚɀ titulatur e, hints at another problem l eft for Claudius at the start of his 

reign, namely restoriÕÎɯÛÏÌɯÝÈÓÜÌɯÖÍɯ1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÊÖÐnage.  This coin has the same legend as the modius coin , but 

instead, in th e center, a hand holds a pair of scales wi th the letters PNR inscribed in  between.  The PNR has 

been interpreted as p(ondus) n(umi) r(estitutum), t he weight of coinage restored. Stevenson (Dictionary of 

Roman coins).  Though in the minor ity, Haverfor d thin ks the abbreviation stands for p(ondus)  n(umi) 

r(omani).   Wolters views this coin as an announcement of tax measures, for the city, and perhaps for the 

larger Italian peninsula ( Wolters 2012, 345). 
45 Rickman 1980, 75.  This argument is repeated in the index of Rickman 1980 on Ɂ"ÖÙÕɯÈÕËɯ"ÖÐÕÚȭɂ 
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prevalent on coins of higher denominations, the aureus and denarius, it did  not appear at 

all on survi ving coins of lower denominations.  The lower-status individuals of Rome 

were probably less interested in who was named emperor or by which aut hority  the 

position w as granted, and more interested in accessibility of fo od. 

 

Figure 5: Denarius of Claudius depi cting the Praetorian Camp i n Rome, dating 

to 43-44 (RIC 12 20). 

The modius type appears again on the extant coinage of Vespasian, Domitian, 

and Nerva.46  The reprisal of this image, I argue, hearkens back to the Claudian coin.  

There is a tendency in the scholarship to interpret the actions of subsequent emperors as 

emulations of Augustus, but very few l iving during t he Flavian dynasty were alive 

dur ing the reign of the first princeps.  Although the Flavians likely used Augustus as a 

                                                      

46 For Nerva, see RIC 2.109-113, with Brennan 1998, who views the reign of Nerva as a turning point for the 

relationship between the people and the emperor.  Nerva gave some power back to the Senate in the control 

of the grain supply, which had been brought u nder imperi al control under Cla udius.  Rickman 1980, 213-17, 

however, argues against Claudius bringing th e grain supply unde r complete imperial  control.  
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model to a certain extent, I argue that by using the same reverse type, with clear 

connections to the grain supply in the city, minting officials were attempt ing to look 

back to tÏÌɯÓÈÚÛɯɁÎÖÖËɂɯÌÔ×eror in recent memory.47  And f or the FlavÐÈÕÚȮɯÛÏÈÛɯɁÎÖÖËɂɯ

emperor was Claudius.48   

2.3.3 Other Ancient Evidence 

Though compiled in t he fourth century, the Regionary Catalogues remain a 

valuable source of information for  scholars of Roman topography .  The entry in them 

that is important for this chapter is a building ca lled the Porticus Minucia Frumentaria, 

which both catalogues list in Region IX, the Circu s Flaminius.  In the Curiosum, the 

entr y reads ɁMinuciam Veterem et Frumentariamȭɂɯɯ(ÕɯÛÏÌɯ-ÖÛÐÛÐÈȮɯÛÏÌɯÌÕÛry reads 

ɁMinucias duas veterem et frumentariumȭɂɯɯ Ú we will see below, this evidence, albeit at 

fir st sight apparently tautological, has been interpreted in several differ ent ways.  There 

is litt le consensus in the scholarship as to where the portico for grain dis tribution was 

located, or if the Frumentaria  was even a separate building fr om the Vetus.49  What we 

can conclude is that the center for the distribution of the gra in allotments was still 

                                                      

47 The concept of a ɁÎÖÖËɯÌÔ×ÌÙÖÙɂɯÝÌÙÚÜÚɯÈ ɁÉÈËɯÌÔ×ÌÙÖÙɂɯÚÌÌÔÚɯÛÖɯÉÌɯËÙÐÝÌÕɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯÉÐographi cal genre.  

One key difference between emperors with g ood and bad legacies is their contributi on to public building in 

the city of Rome. 
48 Vespasian was a contemporary of Claudiu s, and his career in Roman military and political life really 

accelerated under Claudius.   He was appointed to command a legion in Germany and was then transferred 

to Britain (Suet. Vesp. 4.1).   
49 Coarelli 1968.   
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standing in the western section of the Campus Martius during  the late Empire, which 

speaks to its location in a vibrant area of the city that mai ntained good roads and other 

communications.   

Epigraphic and archaeological evidence for the grain supply in Ro me is both 

info rmativ e and cryptic at the same time.  Recent excavations at Portus have brought to 

light mo re information on the de sign of ClaudiÜÚɀɯ×ÖÙÛɯÈÕËɯÐÛÚ connection to Rome.50  

The structu re in Rome presumably built during C laudiusɀɯreign for dis tributing grain, 

the Porticus Mi nucia Frumentaria, is indirectly attested in epi graphic sources but difficult 

to pinpo int precisely in the archaeological evidence.  I will consider various theories for 

its location below in the context of other Claudian in itiatives.  

2.4 Practical Impact and Visual Commemoration of Food Supply 
Improvements 

 The assembled evidence strongly suggests that efforts were made during  

"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯreign to improve the grain supply of the cit y of Rome, from growi ng the crop 

to shipping i t, and finally th e monumentalization and logistics of its distribution to the 

people.  Showing how Claud ius initiate d projects early in his reign to assure the grain 

                                                      

50 See Keay and Paroli 2011 for a series of studies based on the recent excavations at Portus. 
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supply  at every level, I argue that we see the concerted effort of an emperor and of the 

imperial government in general to be proactive rather than merely reactive.51 

2.4.1 Farming:  Fucine Lake Draining Attempt 

 One of the most ambitious, but only partially  successful, projects undertaken by 

Claudiu s was the draining of the Fucine Lake.  The Fucine Lake was a shallow body of 

water l ocated in central Italy  about 50 miles east of Rome (see the map of central Italy, 

Fig. 1).  Surrou nded by mountains and fed by rainw ater and snowmelt, the lake had no 

natural outle t for  drainage.  This situation made  the people settled along its banks 

subject to unpredictable flooding (Strabo 5.3.13) and its consequences; destruction of 

property, w ater-borne gastrointestinal diseases, and malaria.52  One group living 

adjacent to the Fucine Lake, an Italic people called the Marsians, asked Augustus to  help 

aÓÓÌÝÐÈÛÌɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÉÓÌÔÚɯÊÈÜÚÌËɯÉàɯÛÏÌɯÓÈÒÌɀs unpredict able flooding (Suet. Claud 20.1).53  

Suetonius notes that Augustus refused the MarsiansɀɯÍÙÌØÜÌÕÛɯÌÕÛÙÌÈÛÐÌÚ, highlighti ng 

the dif fi culty of the task and implicitly contrasting the inaction of Augustu s with the 

init iative  of Claudius.  

                                                      

51 Millar 1992 argues that the emperor was reactive rather than proactive in run ning the empire. 
52 Aldr ete 2007, 91-128 surveys the ancient evidence for the immediate impa ct of flooding in Rome.   
53 Suet. Claud. 20.1: quamquam sciret ex iis alterum ab Augusto precantibus assidue Marsis negatum. Not hing else 

is known about the relationship between  Augustus and the Marsi (Hurley 2001, 144).  
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Undeterred by the diffi culty of the endeavor, Claudius initiated  work to dig a 

drainage channel from the lake to the nearby Li ris River.  Successfully draining the lake 

had the potential  to earn Claudius more than just the gratitud e of the Marsians.  

Draining  the entire Fucine lake would  uncover around 140 square kilometers of fertile 

farmland.54  Dio mentions a secondary benefit gained from draining the la ke, namely 

improving  the navigability of the  Liris River (Dio 60.11.5).55  The massive undertaking is 

described or touched on by numerous authors.  Suetonius characterizes this task as both 

a practical undertakin g and a means of attaining glory:  

Fucinum adgressus est non minus compendii spe quam gloriae, cum quidam privato 

sumptu emissuros se repromitterent, si sibi siccati agri concederentur. Per tria autem 

passuum milia partim effosso monte partim exciso canalem absoluit aegre et post 

undecim annos, quamvis continuis XXX hominum milibus sine intermissione 

operantibus. 

He made the attempt on the Fucine lake as much in the hope of gain as of glory, 

inasmuch as there were some who agreed to drain it at thei r own cost, provided 

the land that was uncovered be given to them. He fini shed the outlet, which was 

three miles in length, partly b y levelling and partly by tun neling a mountain, a 

wor k of great difficulty and requiring eleven years, although he had thirt y 

thousand men at wor k all the time without interrupti on. (Suet. Claud. 20; trans. 

Rolfe) 

Suetonius states that the Fucine lake project took eleven years to complete.  Tacitus 

marks the completion of the channel in 52.  If Tacitusɀ dating is correct, then the 

                                                      

54 These figures come from a quantitative study in  Thornton 1985, 106. 
55 The Liri s River flows f rom the central Apennines near Alba Fucens and the Fucine Lake to the Tyrrhenian 

Sea just south of Minturnae a t the border between Lazio and Campania. 
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construction began in 41 (Ann. 12.56), at the beginning of ClaudÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕ.  This coincides 

with  ÛÏÌɯÊÐÛàɀÚɯÍÖod shortage recorded by Seneca and Dio (Sen. Brev. Vit. 18.5, Dio 

60.11.1).  As seen in the passage above, Suetonius claims that 30,000 people worked 

continuously fo r eleven years on the project.  M. K. and M. L. ThorntoÕɀs quantitative 

study of Julio-Claudian buil ding projects tested the accurÈÊàɯÖÍɯ2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜÚɀɯÍÐÎÜÙÌ.56  

While they confirm ed the plauÚÐÉÐÓÐÛàɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ×ÙÖÑÌÊÛɀÚ time to completi on, they argue that 

the number of laborers working on the tunnel  at any one time could not h ave exceeded 

3,000.57   The 30,000 figure may have been mere hyperÉÖÓÌɯÖÕɯ2ÜÌÛÖÕÐÜÚɀɯpart, intended 

to underscore the scale of the project, or the number may have included everyone 

tangentiall y related to the effort, like administrators and suppli ers, not just the people 

working on the tunnel at any one time.58   

The fact remains that draining the Fucine Lake offered a wide vari ety of benefits 

in terms of protection for  a local populace, additio nal farmland for growing much 

needed resources, and a near continu ous stream of work for lab orers.59  These laborers 

                                                      

56 Thornton and Thornt on 1989, 61-67. 
57 Thornton and  Thornton 1989, 70. 
58 Debate surrounds the meaning of the adjective continuis in the passage.  Hurley 2001, 146 instructs the 

reader to translate continuis as an adÝÌÙÉɯÜÚÐÕÎɯɁÊÖÕÛÐÕuouslyɂɯÐÕɯEnglish and deems the 30,000 men figure 

untenable.  Thornton and Thorn ton 1989, 71n.38 suggest using one of the other meanings given for 

continuus.  When referring t o men the adjÌÊÛÐÝÌɯÊÈÕɯÔÌÈÕɯɁÈÚÚiduou s and unreÔÐÛÛÐÕÎȭɂɯɯ(Õstead of 

imagining  30,000 men working at  the same time, they would be 30,000 hard working me n. 
59 Bernard 2017, 64-69 discusses the Roman labor market for the imperial build ing industry .  Forced labor 

seems to have been utilized prima rily in the provin ces. 
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seem to have ranged in level of specialization and in status.  Seth Bernard identifies  

three general categories of Roman laborers:  slaves, unskilled casual labor, and forced 

labor, wit h slaves being the most likely to be specialized.60  In the city, through oral 

advertisement potential wor kers may have gathered in areas where potential employers 

could seek them out.  Speculativel y, Claire Holl eran suggests that a passage from 

Suetonius in which Claudius ord ers a crowd  of slaves and operarii  away from the rostra 

may be one of those gatherings (Suet. Claud. 22).61  Since there were several massive 

infrastructure projects operating at the same time, there must have been high demand 

for workers. 

Tacitus chose to emphasize not the potential benefits of the project, but instead 

highlight s the extravagant celebration marking th e inauguration  of the channel and the 

ultimate failure of the original enterp rise (Tac. Ann. 12.56-57).62  In the narrative,  he 

compares the spectacle to AuÎÜÚÛÜÚɀ earlier staged battle in the Naumachia in Romeɀs 

Transtiberim (Ann. 12.56).  According to  Tacitus, ClaudiÜÚɀɯÚ×ÌÊÛÈÊÓÌɯÖÕ the Fucine Lake 

was much larger and magnificent in scale, drawing peop le from Rome and nearby 

                                                      

60 Bernard 2017, 65 points to the columbarium of the Statilii Tauri .  The inscriptions preserved within this  

place of burial included many slave and freedmen builders.  
61 Holle ran 2017, 91-92. 
62 Kief 1973 highl ights Tacitusɀ stylis tics means to undermÐÕÌɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÈÊÏÐÌvements here. 
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towns, seated on the hillsid es as though in a theater.63  Full sized naval vessels were 

pitted against each other, and over 19,000 men, mostly condemned criminals , engaged in 

combat that resulted in bloodshed.  After th e naval battle, the drainage channel was 

opened.  Chaos then ensued after its initial opening because it was not designed 

correctly (Ann. 12.57).  In particular, Tacitus notes that the channel was not dug as low 

as the bottom of the lake, rendering  complete drainage impossible.  3ÈÊÐÛÜÚɀɯaccount of 

thi s event ends wit h Agrippina taki ng advantage ÖÍɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÍÌÈÙɯÛÖɯreprimand  

Narcissus for  avarice and embezzlement of funds, and Narcissus in turn  reproaching 

Agrippin a for excessive ambition (Ann. 12.57).64 

Al though of course we cannot ascertain motiv ations of an emperor, the primary 

intention may have been more about providing benefaction than gaining a great 

reputation .  Back amidst the chaos of the start of his reign as he tried to establish his 

authority, C laudius w as probably not  thinking about the elaborate spectacle he would 

put on eleven years later to commemorate the completion of a drainage channel.  Tacitus 

ends up attributing  the ultimate failu re to the misappropriation  of fund s by Narcissus, a 

freedman of the emperor who skyrocketed to a position of great power in ClauËÐÜÚɀɯ

court.  Dio , wri ting long ÈÍÛÌÙɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯËÌÈÛÏȮɯÊÖÕÊÓÜËÌÚɯÏÐÚɯËescription of ClÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯ

                                                      

63 Tac. Ann. 12.56:  ripas et collis montiumque edita in modum theatri multitudo innumera complevit .   
64 Tac. Ann. 12.57:  simul Agrippina trepidatione principis usa ministrum operis Narcissum incusat cupidinis ac 

praedarum. nec ille reticet, impotentiam muliebrem nimiasque spes eius arguens. 
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attempt on the Fucine Lake by remarking  that the money was spent in vain (60.11.5:  

ϟϲϧϚϠ ϗЍɯϗЖɯЏϗϔϣϔϠЕϛϚȺȭ  Pliny the Elder, who was known to favor  Claudius, on the 

other hand, ranked the Fucine lake project as the greatest undertaking of his reign, 

despite its flaws in design (Plin . HN  33.63).  Pliny instead criticizes Nero for not 

continuing wor k to complete the project, and views the act of tunneling the channel 

through the mountain as an engineering marvel beyond what words  could capture.   

Resuming work on the Fucine Lake tunnel , Trajan (CIL 9.3915 = ILS 302)65 and 

Hadrian  (SHA  Hadr. 22.12) understood that there were benefits to be gained from 

impro ving  the design of the conduit  and uncovering additional  land.  A marble base 

dedicated to Trajan was found near the Church of S. Bartolomeo in Avezzano, a town on 

the edge of the Fucine Lake in antiquity .  According to the inscription, t he Senate and 

People of Rome dedicated the base because Trajan recovered and returned the lands 

which the Fucine Lake had disturbed.  The Trajanic inscription  makes explicit that the 

city of Rome was concerned with  the flooding of the Fucine lake, which I believe was the 

case under Claudius as well.  Trajan oversaw at least some work on the Claudian 

drainage tunnel , and Hadr ian either continued or returned to the pro ject. Hadrian also 

                                                      

65 CIL 9.3915 = ILS 302:  Imp(eratori) Caesari divi |  Nervae fil(io) Nervae  |  Traiano Opti mo |  Aug(usto) 

Germanico |  Dacico Parthico |  pont(ifici)  max(imo) trib(u nicia) pot(estate) XXI im[p(eratori) XII] |  

co(n)s(uli) VI patr i patriae |  senatus populusq(ue) Rom[anus] |  ob reciperatos agros et possess[ores 

reductos] |  quos lacus Fucini viol ent[i a exturbarat] . 
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sponsored a project to drain lake Copais in Boeotia, Greece, another body of water  

subject to unpredictable flooding, especially  in winter months. 66  The Fucine lake was 

not completely drained under Hadrian but by lowering the drainage channel additional 

fertile f armland w as exposed.   

While ClaÜËÐÜÚɀɯ%ÜÊÐÕÌɯÓÈÒÌɯËÙÈÐÕÐÕÎɯ×ÙÖÑect did not  meet initial expectations, 

the attempt may have been borne out of need for more farmland to support the urban 

popula tion.  Despite the best efforts of Claudius, Trajan, and Hadrian , the complete and 

permanent drainage was not completed until the 19 th century using a plan designed by 

Swiss engineer, Jean François Mayor de Montricher.  The uncovered land from  the 

Fucine Lake remains to this day an extremely fertile region in  Italy.  Despite not being 

dug deep enough to secure complete drainage, the ancient drainage tunnel  formed the 

backbone of the one in use today.67 

With a partial drainage of the lake by Claudius, some farmland must have been 

uncovered in the process.  Paul Erdkamp uses passages in Cicero, Varro, and Columel la, 

and comparative evi dence, to estimate grain yield on one iugerum of land.68  We can use 

Erdkampɀs 60 modii: 1 iugerum ratio  to calculate the landɀs productivity potential.  F or 

                                                      

66 Boatwright 2000, 112-20 for more on the engineering pro jects Hadrian initia ted outside the city of Rome.   
67 See OɀDwyer 2018 for mor e details on the nineteenth century drainag e of the Fucine Lake and its 

connection to the ancient drainage channel. 
68 Erdkamp 2005, 34-38 surveys the few literary  references to crop yield in the ancient literary sources.   
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the 140 square kilometers or 56,000 iugera of land covered by the Fucine Lake gives a 

yield of 3,360,000 modii.  Even if the lake was only half drained by Claudius, the land 

had the potential to produce enough grain to provide the 60 modii a year allotment to 

around 30,000 people.69  For a time up unti l the channel became blocked due to lack of 

maintenance, a significant amount of  arable land was uncovered.  Tacitus may have 

critic ized the execution, and Dio the cost of the project, but at the time even a partial 

draini ng of the lake could have an imp act on the grain supply of Rome and environs.  

2.4.2 Shipping:  Portus and River Infrastructure 

 On two occasions in the extant Annals, Tactus comments on the unstable nature 

of RomeɀÚɯÙÌÓÐÈÕÊÌɯÖÕɯÐÔ×ÖÙÛÐÕÎɯÎÙÈin from elsewhere in the  empire (Ann. 3.54; 12.43).   

The first comment is found in a paraphrased letter written by Tiberius to the Sen ate 

regarding p roposed sumptuary legislation, which,  as Tacitus writes,  many Senators did 

not support , fearing that their lavish lifestyles m ight become limited  (Ann. 3.54).  Later 

in the Annals, Tacitus himself echoes this same sentiment when writes about the food 

shortage in 51 under Claudius (Ann. 12.43).  He first sets the stage, describing the 

various negative omens that descended upon the Roman people during that year, 

                                                      

69 The calculations above are my own.  These calculations repr esent maximums, assuming that all of  the land 

cleared from draining would  be used to grow g rain for  the state.  Regardless, the quantification does 

illuminate what Claudius lik ely saw as a massive benefit gained from  drainin g the lake.  The amount of 

ferti le farmland near the city could supp lement the cargoes arriv ing from Alex andria and Sicily.  It  woul d 

have been cheaper and more convenient to grow grain closer to the city.  
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including  ominous bird  sightings on the Capitoline, house-toppling earthquakes, and 

famine.70  Only the grace of the gods, according to Tacitus, alleviated  the shortage by 

bestowing a mild winter up on the people.  Closing out his thoughts on the struggles of 

the year, Tacitus remarks that the Romans once exported grain to their military 

ÌÕÊÈÔ×ÔÌÕÛÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯÍÙÖÕÛÐÌÙÚȮɯɁÉut now we rath er cultivate Af ri ca and Egypt, and the 

livelihood of the Roman people has been surrendered to boats and accidentsɂɯȹAnn. 

12.43: sed Africam potius et Aegyptum exercemus, navibusque et casibus vita populi Romani 

permissa est).  Tacitus was not implying that Rome should stop import ing grain from 

across the Mediterranean.  As would become even more obvious in the storm that 

wrecked 200 ships at Ostia in 62 (Tac. Ann. 15.8.3), the food suppl y of Rome was very 

much at the mercy of the weather and water transport.  

Water transport was crucial because the cost of transporting goods, especially a 

crop as heavy and temperamental as grain, was much cheaper by boat than by cart over 

land.71  A . H. M. Jones once calculated tÏÈÛɯÐÛɯÞÖÜÓËɯÉÌɯɁÊÏÌÈ×ÌÙɯÛÖɯÚÏÐ×ɯgrain from  one 

end ÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ,ÌËÐÛÌÙÙÈÕÌÈÕɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯÖÛÏÌÙɯÛÏÈÕɯÛÖɯÊÈÙÛɯÐÛɯƛƙɯÔÐÓÌÚɯÖÝÌÙɯÓÈÕËȭɂ72  Shippin g 

grain by sea was a far more cost effective option than by land, bu t Rome was at a 

di sadvantage because there was not a natural port at the mouth of the Tiber river.   

                                                      

70 See Keitel 2010 for more on Tacitus and the disaster narrative. 
71 E.g., Rickman 1980, 262.   
72 Jones 1964, 845. 
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Figure 6:  Portus and its surround ings du ring  3ÙÈÑÈÕɀÚɯÙeign (Keay and Paroli 

2011, Fig. 1.3). 

Anoth er major undert aking of ClaudiÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕ was the construction of a stable 

port at Ostia at the mouth of the Tiber riv er.  Before Portus, the procedure for shipping 

grain into the city involved several treacherous steps, with risk s to the safety of the crop 

present at each.   Larger boats would sit in the open sea while their cargoes were 

off loaded onto smaller boats.  These smaller boats would make their way to shore and 
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the goods would then be put on barges designed to be towed up the Tiber river.  Puteoli 

(modern Pozzuoli), a city  on the Bay of Naples, continued to be used as a major port 

even after the construction of Portus (Sen. Ep. 77; see the map of central Italy , Fig. 1).73  

Figure 7 shows the plan of Portus followi ÕÎɯ3ÙÈÑÈÕɀÚɯÙÌÚÛÖÙÈÛÐÖÕȮɯÉÜÛɯwith Claudiusɀɯ

original design  marked.  The Claudian port enclosed 200 hectares of the sea and featured 

a large lighthouse (pharos) and two artificial mole s extending from the shoreline toward 

the lighthouse.74  Both Pliny  the Elder and Suetonius indicate that the base of the 

lighthouse was created by sinking the boat Caligula used to transport an obelisk from  

Egypt to Rome (Pliny HN 36.14; Suet. Claud. 20.3).  That obelisk was once used to 

ËÌÊÖÙÈÛÌɯ"ÈÓÐÎÜÓÈɀÚɯÊÐÙÊÜÚɯÖÕɯÛÏÌ Vatican plain.75  (Using that boat is just one example of 

Claudius d estroying something of CaliÎÜÓÈɀÚɯÍor the sake of an infrastructure project .  In 

Chapter 3, I show that Claud ius permanently  haltÌËɯÞÖÙÒɯÖÕɯ"ÈÓÐÎÜÓÈɀÚɯÈÔ×ÏÐÛÏÌÈÛÌÙɯÐÕɯ

the Campus Martius to  repair the arches of the Aqua Virgo.  Claudian building a fter 

Caligula may have served as a model for the Flavian emperors to return much of the 

land covered by the Domus Aurea over to the public). 

                                                      

73 For more on PuteoliɀÚɯÙÖÓÌɯÐÕɯthe commerce of RomeȮɯÚÌÌɯ#ɀ ÙÔÚɯ1981, 121-74 and Frederiksen 1984, 319-

58. 
74 Excavations of the area during t he construction of Fiumicino A irport in the 1950s and 1960s uncovered 

parts of the Claudian mol es.  For a useful summary of recent archaeological work on t he early phases of 

Portus, see Keay and Paroli 2011, 2-7. 
75 See Richardson 1992, 84-84 and LTUR 1.267-6ƝȮɯÚȭÝȭɯɁ"ÐÙÊÜÚ Gaii et NeroÕÐÚȮɂɯÍÖÙɯÔÖÙÌɯÖÕɯÛÏÌɯ"Ðrcus of 

Gaius and Nero, also known as the Circus Vaticanus.  
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The harbor at Ostia may not have been dedicated before ClÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯËÌÈÛÏ, but 

some elements were complete before 54.  The evidence that has been used to argue for a 

later dedication is a sestertius of Nero dating to 64 (Fig. 6).  The reverse of thi s brass coin 

is remarkable for its detailed depiction  of the port  with two styli zed moles surrounding 

seven ships.  At th e top, where the lighthouse would be  expected, is a statue, perhaps a 

representation of the emperor.  The reverse legend reads as Ɂthe port of Augustan Ostia , 

by a decree of the senateɂ (augusti | s(enatus) port(us) ost(iensis) c(onsulto)).76  Alth ough 

this coin may celebrate an official dedication of Portus, the port was already in use by 

62, the year in which 200 ships were destroyed in the harbor by a storm (Tac. Ann. 

15.8.3).    

 

Figure  7:  Sestertius  of  Nero depicting Por tus, dating  to 64 (RIC 12 82). 

                                                      

76 Obverse:  Nero Claud(ius) Caesar Aug(ustus) Germ(anicus) p(ontifex) m(aximus) tr (ibuni cia) p(otestate) 

imp(erator ) p(ater) p(atriae). 
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The surviving evidence does not preclude the possibility that the h arbor at 

Portus was functional before "ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯËÌath.  The fact that he organized Ostia into 

regions analogous to those set up in Rome, and established a procurator annonae Ostis 

and procurator portus, also imply a more functional harbor at Portus.  Even earlier than 

the evidence from Tacitus is a Claudian in scription , once probably on the attic of a 

monumental arch, showing that a major part of the port was complete by 46:   

Ti(berius) Claudius  Drusi  f(ilius) Caesar | Au g(ustus) Germanicus pontif (ex) 

max(imus) | tr ib(unici a) potest(ate) VI co(n)s(ul) design(atus) IIII imp (erator) XII 

p(ater) p(atriae) | fossis ductis a tiberi operis portu[s] | caussa emissisque in 

mare urbem | inunda tionis peric ulo li beravit  

Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus, son of Drusus, Germanicus, Pontifex 

Maximus, holding tribuni cian power  for the 6th tim e, consul elect for the 4th tim e, 

Imperator 12 times, father of the country, after leading canals from the Tiber for 

the sake of the works at Portus, and sending them forth to the sea, he freed the 

city fro m the danger of flooding .  (CIL 14.85 = Thylander B310) 

Within five  years of starting work on P ortus, Claudius  had canals completed to facilitate 

movement of goods from th e port up the Tiber , and to alleviate flooding  in the city .77  

From a hydrolo gical standpoint, the canals did nothing t o prevent flooding in  the city.78  

The Claudian inscription, as I argue in Chapter 4, also exhibits an emphasis on 

protecting and organizing the city. 79   

                                                      

77 Claudius' father, Drusus had built canals at mouth of Rhine river (Sue t. Claud. 1.2). 
78 Aldre te 2007, 184. 
79 See Chapter 4 for more on the boundary marking wo rk done along the banks of the Tiber River in Rome.   
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On top of initializing construction on a safe harbor and thus setting in motion 

further  urban development in Rome, Claudius also used every possible means to 

encourage private shippers to bring grain to Rome, even in the winter s eason (Suet. 

Claud. 18.2).  Shipping was seasonal and at the mercy of nature.  Even with th e 

construction of a new port, the movement o f grain from Egy pt or North A frica remained 

a multi -step process.  Larger ships carrying g rain wo uld reach the port near Rome, but 

the cargo then needed to be loaded onto smaller barges, called naves codicariae, to make 

the 15-mile  journey from the mo uth of  the Tiber into  the city.  Since Rome never had a 

designated merchant fleet, the transportation of grain relied heavily  on priva te 

merchants.80  The shipping season was at the mercy of three major factors: the 

navigability of the Tiber river, storms on the Mediterranean sea, and harvest timing. 81  

From December to March, the Tiber reached its highest levels and rendered the current 

too strong for towing goods upstream.  Winter was also the season believed to be the 

most difficul t for shipping on the Med iterranean.  The harvest season began in April and 

extended through  November, so there was a constant stream of goods arriving  at Rome 

in those months.  Suetonius lists the measures put in place by Claudius to encourage off-

season shipping.  He guaranteed that the state would ins ure merchant vessels 

                                                      

80 A ldrete and Mattingly 1 999, 184; Robinson 1992, 147. 
81 Malmberg 2015, 189-90. 
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attempting th ese treacherous journeys in case of storms (Suet. Claud. 18.2).  This seems 

uniqu e:  there is no evidence for another emperor offering to protect merchants from 

monetary loss in shippi ng after Claudius.82    

Claudius also encouraged ship build ing by offering ince ntives.  Suetonius 

defines these benefits in detail,  noting that they were still in effect to his day: 

et naves mercaturae causa fabricantibus magna commode constituit pro condicione 

cuiusque:  civi vacationem legis Papiae Poppaeae, Latino ius Quiritum, feminis ius IIII 

liberorum, quae constituta hodieque servantur.  

And he offered to those who would build merchant vessels great advantages in 

accordance with the legal status of each:  for a citizen, exemption from the Lex 

Papia Poppaea, to a Latin, the rights of Roman citi zenship, to women, the rights 

of four children, which once established remains in force even today. (Suet. 

Claud. 19) 

The benefits offered were substantial.  The Lex Papia Poppaea of 9 expanded upon and 

clarified the Lex Iulia maritandis ordinibus of 18 BCE.  Both laws are considered part of 

AuÎÜÚÛÜÚɀɯÔÈÙÙiage legislation intended to encourage people, especially  higher-status 

members of society, to produce more children.   Exemption s from these laws were 

traditiona lly  granted by the senate during the  Republic, but in the principat e they were 

granted by the emperor (Dio 55.2.5-7).  The Latini refers to info rmally f reed slaves who  

possessed only partial citizenship , similar  to the Latin rights hel d by Italian people 

                                                      

82 Hurley 2 001, 141-42 references a passage in Livy about the Punic War in which merch ants demanded the 

state take on the risk of transporting goods to  Spain (Livy  23.49.1-3). 
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possessed before the Social Wars in 89 BCE.83  If their ships were large enough and could 

remain in use for six years, then the Latini were given full ci tizenship, ius Quiritum  (Gai. 

Inst. 1.32c). Women, who must have had a significant stake in merchant activities to 

warrant a separate provisiÖÕɯÐÕɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯbenefits, were given the rights of mothers of 

four child ren.84  This would give  the woman control ov er her own property.  These 

provisions , which were designed to entice people from al l echelons of society to 

participate,  must have had some degree of success to be still honored when Suetonius 

was writing in the early second century.  

Ultimately, building  a port  at the mouth of the Tiber influenced the development  

of additi onal port infra structure elsewhere along the riverbanks in Rome.85  The need to 

bring mo re grain into t he city was a key factor dr iving this development .  The import of 

grain fr om Sardinia and Sicily in t he late third  century BCE had led to the construction 

of the emporiu m district ; the grain laws in the mid -1st century  BCE necessitated 

addit ional infras tructure to handle more import ation; import of  grain from Sardinia and 

Sicily necessitated the creation of port structures to facilitate import ; and after "ÓÖËÐÜÚɀɯ

grain law went int o effect in 58 BCE, in 55/54 BCE the censors worked to demarcate the 

                                                      

83 Hurley  2001, 142. 
84 See Treggiari 1996, 886-90 for a summary of the comp lexiti es of the Augustan social legislation and 

marriage. 
85 Malm berg 2015 argues that there was a direct correlation  between the increased use of the Tiber River as a 

mode of transport , and 1ÖÔÌɀÚɯurban development. 
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land around the banks of the Tiber to keep the towpaths and loading facilities clear .86  As 

I address in Chapter 4, Claudius also worked to shore up the riverbank boundaries ( CIL 

6.31545 = ILS 5926).87   

Simon Malmberg gives most of the credit to Trajan for bolsterin g port 

infrastructure in the city, but due to persistent floods, constant inhabit ation along the 

banks of the Tiber, and the construction of embankments in the 19th century, the extant 

remains are sparse.  On the other hand, we know that "ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯ×ort reached some 

degree of completion during his reign, sh ippers were protected by the imperial 

government for attempting journeys dur ing the off -season, and shipbuilders were 

rewarded w ith legal prov isions.  The buildup  of port i nfrastructure along the Tiber 

River must hav e at least begun under Claudius .  Evidence for the protection of the 

riverbanks un der Claudiu s is discussed in detail in Chapter 4. 

2.4.3 Distribution:  The Porticus Minucia Frumentaria and 
Warehouses 

Aft er examining w hat Claudius did to imp rove the transport of grain to Rome, 

we can consider what was done to help facilita te the distribut ion of that grain to the 

people.  A struct ure, called the Porti cus Minucia Frumentar ia in the Regionaries, seems to 

                                                      

86 Malmberg 2015, 200 summarizes the evidence. 
87 See Chapter 4 below. 
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have been built in t he mid-first  century; it marked a major change in the way free grain 

allotments were distri buted.  None of the literary sour ces specifically attribute this 

bui lding t o Claudius, but none credits another emperor with its con struction.  While 

epigraphic evidence can only offer a terminus post quem date of 41 for the portico, I argue 

that the sheer amount of contemporaneous effort  to improve the grain situa tion in Rome 

makes a Claudian date attractive.  At some point in the fir st century, the free grain 

distri butions transitioned fr om senate to imperial control.  Some argue that this 

happened under Claudius, whi le others argue that it happened later. 88  Those who 

believe that this shift fro m senate to imperial control happened l ater also argue that the 

Claudi an period brought no subs tantial administrat ive changes to grain distribution.   I 

believe that determining the entity which  held  symbolic  control over the grain 

distributions  is not as important as what wa s done to improve grain dispersals during 

"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙeign.89  He could stil l have initiate d building of warehouses and the Porticus 

Minucia Frumentaria even if the grain dole were technically  controll ed by the senate at 

the time.   

                                                      

88 Rickman 1980, 213-17 argues against MomigÓÐÈÕÖɀÚɯÝÐÌÞɯÛÏÈÛɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙeign marked a transition  of the 

grain distributions fr om senatorial to imperial control ( Momiglian o 1934, 50).   
89 Rickman 1980, 268 reframes the question.  Senate and imperial powers in the early princi pate were not so 

clearly delineated for us to debate who had ultimate control  of a certain enterprise.  Instead, we should 

consider the relationship between the state and individual enterpr ises in the grain supply and distributi on 

network.  
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Much ink has been spilled on the location of the Porticus Minucia Frument aria, 

and there is very little consensus.90  I spatially  analyze three proposed locations below , 

based on their proximity to t he Tiber, location in the flood pla in, ease of access from 

other areas of the city, and their connection to other buil ding projects of Claudius.  I also 

examine some utilitar ian storage Ú×ÈÊÌÚɯÊÖÕÚÛÙÜÊÛÌËɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙeign.  ClaÜËÐÜÚɀɯ

building initiat ives related to grain storage and distribution  show that the emperor truly 

tried  to prevent grain shortages from farm to table.    

The logistics of grain distribution s during  the Republic and early Principate are 

not known definiti vely  due to the paucity of the evidence.91  There was likely  not a 

purpose-bui lt structure for  the distributio ns prior to th e construction of the Port icus 

Minucia Fru mentaria.92  Grain may have been distr ibuted in horrea (warehouses) and/or 

other public  buildings  through out the city.  Rickman postulates that the location and 

time could vary each month , but argues that all of the plebs frumentaria would receive 

                                                      

90 For example, Zevi 1993, 666-67n13 compiles bibliogr aphy for seven other hypotheses for the Porticus 

Min uciÈɯ%ÙÜÔÌÕÛÈÙÐÈɀÚ location .   
91 Virlo uvet 1995, 27-59 surveys the evidence for the topography of gr ain distrib ution  in the Republican 

period. 
92 Rickman 1980, 185 cites the Table of Heraclea, Lex Iulia Municipalis of 45 BCE as confirmation  of the lack of 

a dedicated space for di stributions.  The law wa s to be posted in th e forum and in th e place where grain 

would b e given to the people.  No structure is cited for where grain would be given to the people. 
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their grain o n the same day in the Republic.93  This organizati on would  change, as we 

see below. 

Epigraphic evidence from the mid -first  century CE shows that the free allotments 

of grain were not di stribu ted on a single day to the 200,000 ɬ 250,000 people who 

qualifi ed.  Instead, the plebs frumentaria were divided up, wi th groups assigned to 

specific days over the span of a month.  Different groups received their allotment s on 

separate days.  An inscriptio n that articula tes this new group distribution met hod, and 

whic h may date the Porticus MinucÐÈɯ%ÙÜÔÌÕÛÈÙÐÈɯÛÖɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀ reign, comes from a 

dedication m ade by a freedman of Claudius: 

Ti(berius) Claud ius Au g(usti) l ib(ertus) 

Ianuarius curator  

de Minucia die XIII  

ostio XLII et 

Avoni a Tyche uxor eius 

Pituaniani solaria de sua 

impe(n)sa fecerunt 

Tiberius Claudius, freedman of A ugustus [Claudius], Ianuarius, c urator, from 

the Porticus Minucia o n day 13, in bay 42, and Avonia Tyche, his wife, from the 

college of the Pituaniani,  built t erraces at their own expense. (CIL 6.10223 = ILS 

6069)94   

                                                      

93 Rickman 1980, 185. 
94 The translation of Pituaniani p resents some difficulty because it could either be a nominative plural, 

describing a group or college of which  the couple were members, or it could be genit ive singul ar, indicatin g 

whose Ɂsolariaɂ the couple bui lt.  Virl ouvet 1995, 237n226 favors the former interpretation,  while 
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This inscription was found in Rome, but  its original location is unknow n.  As a 

freedman of Claudius, indi cated by his praenomen and nomen, Tiberius Claudius 

Ianuarius probably put up this i nscripti on dur ing the Claudian period  or slight ly 

afterw ards.  The terminus post quem date of 41 is at least know n with certainty. 95   

The first point to address is the attr ibution of the Porticus Minucia Frumentaria 

to Claudius.  Arnaldo  Momiglian o, Fausto Zevi, and others support a Claudian date 

based on the inscription presented above and the archaeological evidence.  Daniele 

Manacorda in the Lexicon Topographicum Urbis Romae, however, argues that the 

attribution of the portico t o ClaudiusɀɯÙÌÐÎÕ has historical and epigraphic merit, but that  

no archaeological or topographical evi dence supports it.96  This statement is problematic 

because it privileges extant archaeological remains over historical and epigraphic 

testimony.  Coarelli  argues for a Domitianic d ate for the Porticus Minucia Frumentaria  

using the testimony of th e Chronographer of 354 regarding #ÖÔÐÛÐÈÕɀÚɯÙÌÉÜÐÓËÐÕÎɯÌÍÍorts 

                                                      

 

Wellebrouck 2016, 97 favors the latter.  I follow V irlouv etɀÚɯÐÕÛÌÙ×ÙÌÛÈÛÐÖÕɯÐÕɯÔàɯÛÙÈnslation, but the choice 

does not affect my argument. 
95 See Weaver 1963, 272 on dating inscrip tions of imper ial freedmen.  The nomenclature of a manumitting 

emperor generally persists around  40 yeÈÙÚɯÈÍÛÌÙɯÛÏÈÛɯÌÔ×ÌÙÖÙɀs death.  The latest dated inscription w ith  the 

name Tiberius Claudius Augus ti  libertus dates to 108.  
96 Momigliano  1934, 50; LTUR 4ȭƕƗƙȮɯÚȭÝȭɯɁ/Ört icus Minucia F rumentaÙÐÈȮɂɯȹ#ȭɯ,ÈÕÈÊorda).  Manacorda and 

Zanini 1997 have shown that the archaeological remains at Via delle Botteghe Oscure have a Republican, 

Julio-Claudian, and Domitianic phase.  With its early phases, this structure seems better ident ified as the 

Porti cus Minucia Vetus.  



 

 

92 

after the extensive fire of 80.  This fire affected the Capitoline and Palatine hills and  

spread through much of the Campus Mar tiu s.  The Chronographer of 354 lists the 

structures Domitian rebu ilt from the ground up, which  included the Porticus Minuci a 

Vetus, but not the Frumentaria (Chron. 354 144).  CoarÌÓÓÐɀÚɯÈÙÎÜment is that the 

Chronographer of 354 listed only structures rebuilt  by Domitian, no t new building s.97  

However, that argu ment hinges on the Porticus Minucia Vet us and Frumentaria being 

adjacent to one another, and thus subject to analogous devastation from  the fire.  The 

Tiberius Claudius Ianuarius inscription may have been erected after Claudius  died, but 

for  the phrase de Minucia to have meaning for someone reading the inscription , the 

Porticus Minucia  Frumentaria would ha ve had to be well established as the center for 

the frumentationes.  Since it is a dedication and not a funerary inscripti on, Ianuarius was 

still  alive when it was erected.  

Second, there are a couple of different  interpr etations for  the phrase de Minucia in 

the inscription.  The de Minucia either can be taken as part of the title of hi s curatorship 

or the line break separates the two: curator, de Minucia.  Was he a curator in charge of 

grain distr ibutions from that stall  in the Porticus Mi nucia Frumentaria, or was he touting 

his status as a recipi ent of the frumentum publicum?  The latter is more li kely .  Ianuarius 

                                                      

97 Manacorda and Zanini 1989, 28. 



 

 

93 

referenced two separate achievements:  his curatorship, and the fact that he qualifi ed to 

receive a grain allotment on  the 13th day of the month f rom stall 42 of the Porticus 

Minucia Frumentaria.  No other surviving inscriptions  include the phrase curator de 

Minucia, but as we see below others do celebrate the ind ividualɀs membership in the 

plebs frumentaria. 

Qualifying fo r monthl y grain distri butions, namely being a member of the plebs 

frumentaria, was used in other inscrip tions as a marker of status.  Two funerary 

inscriptions from Rome of  male children m ention the fact that they were entitled to an 

allotment of grain. 98  One is from the mid -first  to early-second century, for a Gaius 

Sergius Alci mus who , though dead at the age of three, had received grain on the 10th day 

from stal l 39 (CIL 6.10224 = ILS 6069:  C(aius) Sergius C(ai) fil(ius) Alcimus |  vixit ann(is) III 

mensib(us) III |  diebus tribus frumentum accepit |  die X ostio XXXIX |  Sergius Alcimus f(ecit) 

suo).99  Another, from th e mid-second to early-thi rd  century CE for a Gaius Vibius Celer, 

who died at the age of four, shows he received grain on 7 th day from stall 15 (CIL 6.10225 

= ILS 6070: D(is) M(anibus) |  C(aius) Vibius C(ai) f(ilius) Celer |  vix(it) ann(is) IIII 

                                                      

98 Both inscripti ons were found in Rome, but their exact provenience is unknown.   One is now in the Bri tish 

Museum (CIL 6.10224 = ILS 6069), and the other is in the Naples Archaeological Museum (CIL 6.10225 = ILS 

6070). 
99 This inscription  is one of two carved on the monument.  The first inscription, car ved inside of a marked 

tabula at the top, records the death of another child who li ved to be one year, seven months, and one day 

old (L(uc ius) Cocceius M(arci) f (ilius) Dexiu s Clymenus, vixit annum I, menses VII,  diem unum).  
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mens(i)b(us) XI |  frum(entum) ac(cepit) d(ie) VII ostio XV |  Vivius Celer f(ilio) suo).100  A 

couple of differences stand out between IanuariÜÚɀɯÐÕÚÊÙÐ×ÛÐÖn and the other two , which 

were funerary and not dedicatory .  The formula is identical on the  two  funerary 

inscrip tions, includ ing frumentum accepit, ÉÜÛɯ(ÈÕÜÈÙÐÜÚɀɯÐnscription does not explicitl y 

mention receiving frumentum.  Instead it includes de Minucia.  It is also worth 

considering that the other inscriptions are  both for children who died yo ung and were 

technically n ot old enough to receive grain allotments .101  Perhaps qualifying for 

monthly grain distributions was the greatest achievement that could be recorded on the 

epitaphs of these children who died before adulthood , while  Ianuarius included  this 

inf ormatio n after celebrating his time as a curator.  The evidence may be sparse, but 

these logistical changes to the distribution of t he grain allotmen ts fit best in the context 

of the other initiat ives related to grain distributi on that were undertaken duri ng 

ClauËÐÜÚɀɯreign.102 

Young chil dren, like those in the two epitaphs presented above, may have had 

access to grain distributions, desp ite not technically being of age to qualify, because 

                                                      

100 Above this inscription is a  sculptural frieze of a dog and a boy, which may represent the deceased child.  

Virl ouvet 2009, 218-21 considers this inscription and other inscriptions of child ren noting a ri ght to a 

monthl y dist ribution of gr ain.   
101 Virlouvet 1995, 208-209 indi cates that some people may have been able to buy a tessera frumentaria for 

access to the free grain distributions.   
102 Sall. Hist. 3.48 indicates that the age of qualif ication for free grain distributions was fourteen.  
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tessera frumentaria could be bought and sold.103  Catherine Vir louvet inv estigated all  of 

the evidence for the tessera frumentaria and concluded that the se were a type of 

ident ification card that individuals  would  bring each month to their assigned stall to 

retrieve their five modii of grain, not, as previousl y argued, a set of tokens.104  The 

information conta ined in th e epigraphic record not only elucidates the power for oneɀs 

self-presentation of qualifying  for grain distr ibution s, but also sheds light on the 

longevit y of the logistical arrangements established in the mid -fi rst century.  The way 

that the dedicators of each inscription me ntion a day and stall pr oves that distribution 

continued to be spread out over the course of the month.  Presumably, the Porticus 

Minu cia Frumentaria was buzzing with activ ity most days of the month,105 making t he 

location all the more signifi cant. 

Where exactly the Porticus Min ucia Frumentaria was continues to vex Roman 

topograph ers.  From the Regionary Catalogues we know that the structure was in 

Region IX, the Circus Flaminius  region, wh ich encompassed the area in the Campus 

Mar tius w est of the Via Flaminia/ Via Lata to the banks of the Tiber rive r.  Both the 

Curiosum  and Notiti a catalogues mention a Porticus Minucia Vetus and a Porticus 

                                                      

103 For example, Digest 32.35 (Scaevola) notes that a tessera frumentaria could be bought in much the same 

way that one could buy membership into a part icular tribe.  Nicole t 1980, 412n49 indicates that it is unclear 

whether the tesserae were sold by privat e indivi duals or the imperial gove rnment.  
104 Vi rlouvet 1995, 309-68. 
105 Distributions would not have happened ever y single day of each month (Virlouvet 1 995, 16). 
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Min ucia Frumentaria.  Apuleius, wri ting in t he mid-2nd century, mentions going to a 

Porticus Minu cia to get grain in hi s De Mundo (35:  alius ad Minuciam frumentatum venit).  

Despite the importan ce and longevity of  this structure, it has never been convincing ly 

located.   

Bringing a spatial analysis to the dif ferent theories may elucidate the problem.  

Claudius built or re stored several other structures in this city region and its 

adjacenciesɭa monumental arch for h is victory in Britain (Ch apter 3), the Aqua V irgo 

(Chapter 3), the Theater of Pompey (Suet. Claud. 21.1; Dio 60.6.8), and an arch dedicated 

to Tiberius (Suet. Claud. 11.3).  Further, he extended the sacred boundary o f Rome, the 

pomerium, to cover more of the Campus Martius and shored up the riverbank  of the 

Tiber (Chapter 4).  I argue that Claudius fo cused his attention on an area where daily  

foot traffic of those picking  up their grain was  assured.    

Since I am more interested in how the structure fit  into ClauËÐÜÚɀɯÌÍÍÖrts to 

improve  infrastr ucture, I will not address every single location ever proposed for the 

Porticus Minucia FrumentaÙÐÈɀÚɯÓÖÊÈÛÐÖÕȮɯÉÌÊÈÜse most have been shown to be 

untenable.  The three I analyze closely are the arguments made by Filippo Co arelli, 
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Lawrence Richardson, and Fausto Zevi.106  We must keep in mind that all three scholars 

associate the Port icus Minuc ia Frumentaria with extant ar chaeological remains, but most 

of the Campus Martius has not been excavated due to nearly constant occupation since 

antiqui ty and a dramatic rise of the ground level from ancient t imes (between 3 and 10 

meters in spots).107  The Porticus Minucia Frumentaria could very well hav e been in a 

spot that has not been excavated.   

                                                      

106 Coarelli 1968, Richardson 1992, and Zevi 1993.  Zevi 1993, 666-67n13 compiles bibliography for the seven 

other hypotheses for the Porticus Minucia FrumentariaɀÚɯÓÖÊation.  Coarelli and ZÌÝÐɀÚɯ×Ùoposals for the 

Porticus Minucia Frumentaria are the two addressed in detail in LTUR 4.132-37, s.v. ɁPorticus Minucia 

Frumentaria,ɂ (D. Manacorda). 
107 Corazza and Marra 1995, tav. 13 provides a detailed map of the amount of natural and man-made fill  that 

has accumulated in Rome since the ancient period.   
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Figure 8:  Map of Coarelli, R ichardson, and ZÌÝÐɀÚ theories for the Porticus 

Minucia F rumentarÐÈɀÚɯÓÖÊÈÛÐÖÕɯÐÕɯÛÏÌɯcontext of ot her Claudia n building initiatives.  

Figure 8 designates the location and size of the structures identified  as the 

Porticus Minu cia Frumentari a by Coarelli (gr een lines), Richardson (purple crosshatch), 

and Zevi (red  dots).  CoareÓÓÐɀÚɯ×ÙÖ×ÖÚÈÓɯis the most widely  accepted.108  He argues that 

the original Porti cus Minucia, built around 100 BCE by M. Minucius Rufus , surrounded 

the four  Republican temples buil t along the triumphal r oute in an area now called Largo 

Argentin a.  With what would later be called the Porticu s Minuci a Vetus, the Old 

                                                      

108 For example, Dyson 2010, 245 staÛÌÚɯ"ÖÈÙÌÓÓÐɀÚɯÛÏÌÖÙà as fact.  See LTUR 4.132-ƗƛȮɯÚȭÝȭɯɁ/ÖÙÛÐÊÜÚɯ,ÐÕÜÊÐÈɯ

Frumentaria,ɂɯȹ#ȭɯ,ÈÕÈÊÖÙËÈȺɯÍÖÙɯÈ summary of the various theories on the location of the porti co.  

Manacorda is most convinced Éàɯ"ÖÈÙÌÓÓÐɀÚɯÈÙÎÜÔÌnt. 
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Port icus Minucia , also located in that  area, Coarelli argues that the larger portico just 

east of the Largo Argentin a was an extension of the origin al portic o.  Thus, this 

extension became known as the Porticus Mi nucia Frumentaria.  This portico and the 

temple located within it are  attested in the archaeological record (Fig. 9) and on 

fragments of the Severan Marble Plan.  The surviving pieces of the Severan Marble Plan 

contain the letters MINI, whic h Coarelli and others have read as MINU[cia] (Fig. 10).109  

The archaeological evidence for Coarelliɀs Porticus Minucia  Frumentari a preserves a 

cryptoporticus, b ut no rooms of utilitar ian character; instead, wh at has been excavated 

looks like a fairly typical tem enos with a temple.  Yet the temple is not even 

symmetrically  arranged.   

                                                      

109 Coarelli  1968, 377.  The way that the Porticus Mi nucia Vetus and Frumentarium are linked in their entries 

in the RÌÎÐÖÕÈÙàɯÊÈÛÈÓÖÎÜÌȮɯɁ,inuciam V eterem et FrumentarÐÈÔɂ (Curiosum)  ÈÕËɯɁ,ÐÕÜÊÐÈs duas veterem 

et frumeÕÛÈÙÐÜÔɂɯȹ-otit ia), does not prove that the two struct ures were topographically linked.  T here is no 

topographi cal organization to the lists.  Reynolds 1996, 213-24 argues that the Regionaries were the wri tten 

equivalent  of the Severan Marble Plan, giving a sense of RomeɀÚɯÎÙÌÈÛÕÌÚÚȭ 
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Figure 9:  Remains of a templ e in the temenos of  the Porticu s Min ucia on Via 

delle Botteghe Oscure (photo by  author). 
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Figure 10:  The fou r temples of the Largo Arg entina and th e Severan Marble 

Plan fragment s of a Porti cus Minucia  (Clari dge 1998, 216, Fig. 100). 

Richardson and Zevi  agree with the interpretation that MINI[cia] is MINU[cia], 

but instead identi fy the Severan Marble Plan Minu cia structure as the Porticus Minuci a 

Vetus and the temple wit hin it as the Temple of the Lares Permarini.110  Proponents of 

this argument prefer to assign the Porticus Minucia  Frumentaria  to a utilitarian struc ture 

                                                      

110 Richardson 1992, 316; Zevi 1993.  Cozza 1968 was the first to ident ify  the large portico north of the Crypta 

Balbi and South of the Diri bitorium a s the Porticus Min ucia Vetus.  Zevi  2000 made the connection with the 

Temple of Lares Permarini, whic h Coarelli pl aces in the Largo Argentina. 
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with featur es of a warehouse (horreum) in a  location that would clearl y separate the 

Vetus and Frumentaria. 111   

For example, Richardson argues that the utili tarian structure fl anking the Via 

Flaminia, once thought to be 1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÝÖÛÐÕÎɯÌÕÊlosure called the Saepta Julia, was the 

Porticus Minucia Frumentaria.112  Rodolfo  LancianÐɀÚ map of the area (Fig. 11) conjectures 

a structu re of enormous size, approximately  400 x 60 m, based on the erroneous 

placement of some fragments of the Severan Marble Plan.  In 1934 G. Gatti showed that 

the fragments were actually part  of a warehouse in the emporium distri ct at the base of 

the Aventine hill  called the Porticus Aemilia. 113  The Saepta Julia has since been 

associated with archaeological remains just east of the Pantheon, and the structure on 

the Via Lata has been reconstructed to be a more modest three-aisled structure , 27 x 100 

m in  size.114  Richardson refers to rusticated piers, known both from a 18th century print 

by Giovanni Batti sta Piranesi and from in situ remains.115  Since Piranesi tended to 

                                                      

111 Rickman 1983, 105; Zevi 2000, 453. 
112 Richardson 1992, 315-16.   
113 Boatwright 2012, 1n2. 
114 See LTUR 4.228-29, s.v. Ɂ2ÈÌ×ÛÈɯ(ÜÓÐÈȮɂ (E. Gatti) and Richardson 1992, 340-41 for more on the Saepta Julia.  

Krautheimer 1971, 72 reconstructs a 1st centur y CE portico stretching along the Via del Corso from the Via 

Lata to Vicolo Doria.  
115 Sjöqvist 1946, 81-83 reports seeing rusticated travert ine piers dating to the Claudian period and damaged 

by fire, probably the great fir e under Domit ian in 80. 
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exaggerate rustication in his prin ts, we have to be careful when using PiÙÈÕÌÚÐɀÚɯ

depiction of rusticated architecture as undisputed evidence for a Claudian date.116     

 

Figure 11:  LancianiɀÚɯÔÈ×ɯ(1901) of the central Campus Martius  showing the 

archaeological remains of a buil ding that he identified at the time as the Saepta Julia. 

Finally, Zevi argues that the remnants of a building near t he Circus Flaminius on 

Via Santa Maria dei  Calderari are part of  the Porticus Minucia Frument aria.117  The 

visible eviden ce inclu de two traver tine columns and a brick arch (Fig. 12).  The 

individua l drums of the t ravertine colum ns are relatively smooth now but may have 

been rusticated originally.  A seventeenth-century p rint by  Alò Giovannoli (Fig. 13) 

                                                      

116 Boatwr ight 2012, 16ff. 
117 Zevi  1993, 690-92. 
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suggests more rustication in the columns and surrounding masonry.   Nonetheless, the 

same disclaimer for Piranesiɀs prints applies in this case as well.  Zevi proposes a 

Claudian date for the  structure and argues that the name Minucia Frumentaria was given 

to the build ing to honor Marcus Minuci us Rufus, who built the Por ticus Minucia Vetus,  

served as tribune of the plebs in 121 BCE, and was associated with the grain laws of C. 

Gracchus.118 The size of this and the other two proposed buildings would have been 

adequate for the distributions.  

 

Figur e 12:  Two (rusticated?) travertine piers from  an unidentified building on 

Via S. Maria dei Ca lderari (photo by  author).  

                                                      

118 Zevi  1994, 1073-74. 
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Figure 13:  Seventeenth century etching o f the structure  on V ia S. Maria dei 

Calderari b y Al ò Giovannoli.  119 

Assuming that Claudius  did initia te the construction of the Porticus Minucia 

Frumentaria, we can consider the proposed locations in terms of practical and symbolic 

criteria wi thin hi s reign.  What might have been considered appropr iate when choosing 

a spot for a permanent structure for di stributing the frumentationes?   Proximity to the 

Tiber River, the docks, and the large warehouses of the Emporium district would have 

simplifi ed the process of moving grain to the Porticus Minucia Frumentaria.  Since the 

Campus Martius was squarely in a flood plain of the  Tiber river, are any of the 

structures less flood-prone than the others?  If those collecting their free grain ration  had 

                                                      

119 Zevi 1993, 690 Fig. 8 shows a print of t his area from the 17th century.  The travertine p iers then look 

especially rusticated.   
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to travel to a centralized location f or their allot ment, woul d the structure be easily 

accessible?  Were there any other Claudian structures or buildin g initia tives nearby to 

ÎÐÝÌɯÛÏÌɯÚÌÕÚÌɯÖÍɯÈɯɁÜÕÐÍÐÌËɯÉÜÐÓËÐÕÎɯ×ÙÖÎÙÈÔɂȳɯɯ(ɯÈm not implying that th at the urban 

planners and engineers of the Claudian period  assessed the suitabi lity of a building site 

in this wa y, but such questions can guide an analysis of the three potential locales.  This 

examination considers the larger spatial and historical  context.     

For dist ribution, g rain w ould  have to be moved directly from the docks or from 

storage warehouses elsewhere in the city to the Porticus Minucia Frumentaria.  

1ÐÊÏÈÙËÚÖÕɀÚɯÚÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÌɯÍÓÈÕÒÐÕÎɯÛÏÌɯ5ÐÈɯ%laminia/Via Lata is the fur thest of the three 

from th e Tiber River.  If grain happened to arrive  at Tor di Non a, a harbor in the 

northern Campus Martius, directly across the Tiber from the Castle SaÕÛɀ ÕÎÌÓÖȮɯthe 

shipment  could have been moved along two major thoroughfares ɬ the Via Recta and 

Via Flaminia.  Even on such a direct route and assuming that grain even arrived at this 

particular por t120 and immediately  transported to the Porticus Minucia Frumentaria, the 

buil ding was still ov er a kilometer away.  9ÌÝÐɀÚɯÚÛÙucture in the Circus Flaminius is th e 

closest to the river and th e Emporium district .  As we saw above, grain was cheaper to 

transport by water than by land, but the Tiber River was not navigable during the 

                                                      

120 Malmberg 2015, 195-96 notes differences in Tor di No naɀs design compared to the port structures  near the 

Emporium district and Monte Testaccio.  Smaller boats from points upstream were more likely to dock at 

this harbor . 
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winter months.  CÖÈÙÌÓÓÐɀÚɯ×ÙÖ×Ösed portico lies between the two in an area heavily 

populated by other monumental build ings.  Very li ttle is known about the small-scale 

network of roads in the city, but in such a space crowded with known buildin gs and 

monumental structures, access to CoaÙÌÓÓÐɀs structure  seems more dif ficult than the 

others.121  Given the practical locations of other Claudian projects, such as embedding 

the triumph al arch celebrating his Briti sh Victory in t he course of his repair of to the 

AØÜÈɯ5ÐÙÎÖȮɯ9ÌÝÐɀÚ structure in t he Circus Flaminius makes the most sense based on 

access.   

Flooding was a common concern in the city  of Rome and Claudius at tempted to 

reduce flooding by digging ca nals at the mouth of th e Tiber near the new harbor at 

Portus (CIL 14.85 = Thylander B310).122  Figure 14 simulates a minor fl ood in the city, a 

rise in water levels to 10 meters above sea level.  (For reference, the Roman Forum was 

situated at 10 meters above sea level.)  In this scenario, RicÏÈÙËÚÖÕɀÚɯÚtruct ure is the only 

one completely spared from flo odwaters.  9ÌÝÐɀÚɯÐÚɯpart ially hit , and CoarellÐɀÚ is 

completely inun dated.  In the event of a major flood,  15 meters above sea level, all three 

structur es would be affected.  Even if RichardsonɀÚɯÚÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÌ was not the Porticus 

Minucia Frumentar ia, the building could have been a safer place to store grain durin g 

                                                      

121 For example, there was very little space between the Theater and Crypt a Balbi, built  in A ugustusɀ reign, 

and Coarelliɀs Porticus Minucia Frumentaria. 
122 See above, p. 81 for the inscription.  
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the off-season before moving it for  distrib ution.   Another factor to consid er is that the 

rising level of the Tiber river would make it more difficult to navigate barge s 

underneath bridges up to the  Augustan harbor in t he northern Campus Martius .  Since 

the Emporium distr ict was situated before the cityɀs bridges and was just as flood-prone 

as the Campus Martius, I would we igh access to the Tiber as a more important  criteri a in 

choosing a location for the Porticus Minuc ia Frumentaria.  I u ltimate ly fiÕËɯ9ÌÝÐɀÚɯ

proposal more likely in  the context of floodi ng, especially since the structure had 

multiple stories.  

 

Figure 14:  Map of t he extent of a min or flood (10 m eters above sea level) in  

Rome.123 

                                                      

123 Aldrete 2007, 45-46 defines 10 meters above sea level as a minor flood, 15 meters above sea level as a 

major flood, and 20 meters above sea level as an exceptional flood. 
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The shift from decen tralized t o centralized distribution of the m onthly g rain dole 

shifted the burden of transporting  grain from the state to the people.  One modius of 

grain weighed between 6.5 and 7 kilogra ms, around 15 pounds.124  The 5 modii grain 

allotment  would have weigh ed around 75 pounds.  Such a weight must have been 

di fficult to carry es pecially because the grain would have shifted i n transport.  Some 

recipients may have had access to a small cart or a pack animal.125  Organization of cities 

on grid plan may have been the dominant form of urban planning in Rom an colonies, 

but the city of Rome grew organically  and needed to contour to accommodate the hil ly 

topography.  Non e of the three proposed structur es for the Porticus Minucia 

Frumentaria are especially close to the Subura or t o Transtiberim, known as densely 

inhabited Ɂlower -classɂ areas.  In Chapters 3 and 4, I will show how ClaudiuÚɀɯÞork on 

the water supply and bounda ries centered on the Campus Martius  and Transtiberim 

area, arguing that these areas of the city were more pop ulated during the Claudian 

period than on ce thought.  

                                                      

124 Rickman 198ƔȮɯƖƚƗȭɯɯ1ÐÊÒÔÈÕɀÚɯestimate is based on a passage of Pliny the Elder (HN  18.66). 
125 For a long time, scholars misunderstood the laws restricting cart tr affic in cities in the Tabula Heracleensis. 

Kaiser 2011, 174-75 looks at the vocabulary  used in the law and concludes that the only type of cart 

mentioned is the ancient equivalent of an 18-wheeler, massive carts used to move massive quantities of 

goods. 
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Figure 15:  Five-minut e walk radius for the Porticus Minucia Frumentar ia 

theories (~400 m radius).  Claudian building and infrastr uctur e proj ects are marked. 

With the Porticus Mi nucia Frumentaria and other structur es built in the C ampus 

Martius , how did Claudiu s change and shape the experience of walking through 

Rome?126  Modern urban  planners use a five-minute walk as a unit of measure for the 

interaction  between different buildi ngs.127  Figure 15 marks the extent of a fiv e-minute 

                                                      

126 This is the question Favro 1996 asked of the Augustan period.  
127 The five-minute wa lk  is a traditional unit for urban planni ng (e.g., http:/ /urb an 

landscapes.info/2010/08/23/the-five-minut e-walk -more-than-just-a-circle/).  For my approach see, Favro 1996 

and Boatwright 2015. 
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walk  approximately 400 meters from each potenti al location for the Porticus Minucia 

Frumentaria.  One caveat to the 400-meter radius circle is that it represents a five-minute 

walk  ɁÈÚɯÛÏÌɯÊÙÖÞɯÍÓiÌÚȭɂɯɯConsidering the limitations o f a road networ k to move dir ectly 

between two point s, the extent of the circle likel y covers more distance than one could 

walk in fÐÝÌɯÔÐÕÜÛÌÚȭɯɯ"ÖÈÙÌÓÓÐɀÚɯ/ÖÙticus Minucia Frumentaria was within a five -minute 

walk of t he Theater of Pompey, which Claudius rededicated.  RiÊÏÈÙËÚÖÕɀÚɯÉuilding on 

the Via Flaminia wa s within a fi ve-minut e walk of ClaÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÜÚÛÐÊated reconstruction of 

the Aqua Virgo , the Britannic Victory arch , and a set of dynastic statue bases, sometimes 

called the Monumentum Claudiaum on the Via Flamin ia.128  This is also the same area 

where Caligula  destroyed part of th e Aqua Virgo while initiating construction on an 

amphitheater.  Claudius seems to have abandoned the amphitheater project in favor of  

restoring the water supply  in the area.  A visual message oÍɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯattention to much 

needed infra structure is on displ ay wi th a fiv e-minute walking dista nce of RichardsonɀÚɯ

ÚÛÙÜÊÛÜÙÌȭɯɯ9ÌÝÐɀÚɯÚÛÙÜÊÛure falls within a five -minute distance from the Theater of 

Pompey but  is also close to sections of the Tiber ri verbanks that were shored up under 

Claudius  (CIL 6.31545 = ILS 5926), and near the area where an inscription  reclaims public 

                                                      

128 For more on the Monu mentum Claudianum , see Boatwright forthcoming.  Barrett 1991, 7-9 believes that 

the fragmentary statue bases were part of the Britannic Victory A rchɀs design, but Rose 1997, 113-15 argues 

against this interpretation because it would be difficu lt to incorporate seven statues and their  bases into the 

arch. 



 

 

112 

territory that fell  into private hands  (CIL 6.919 = ILS 211).129  Though very litt le 

archaeological evidence remains along the banks of the Tiber, I believe that we need to 

imagine some type of addi tional port i nfrastructure built in th is area under Claudius.  

.ÝÌÙÈÓÓȮɯ9ÌÝÐɀÚɯproposal for the Porticus Minucia  Frumentaria  in the area of the Circus 

Flaminius  is the best fit based on access and proximit y to the docks, emporium distr ict, 

and where a large part of the population likely  lived.    

 Under Claudi us, new storage warehouses were not limited to the new port at 

Portus.  RichardsÖÕɀÚɯ×roposal may not have been the Porticus Minucia Frumentaria, 

but it was certain ly a utilitarian structure. 130  If it w as built under  Claudi us, then it was a 

substantial ly  sized storage facility along a major route in and out of the city.  

Conveniently loc ated in the Campus Mart ius, the facility may have stored grain used for 

the frumentationes and could have been a place where those without access to a free grain 

ration purchased their grain at lower fixed  prices.131  Another Claudian storage facility i n 

the archaeological record wi th rusticated architecture  was on the Oppian hill, n orth of 

the Colosseum valley.  Nero bui lt over this util itarian structure with a section of the 

Domus Aurea, which stands in contrast to Claudiusɀ decision to abandon Caligulaɀs 

                                                      

129 See Chapter 4 below for more on these boundary  inscriptions.  
130 Boatwright 2012, 16 concludes that the Via Flaminia/Via Lata struct ure was not the Porticus Minuc ia 

Frumentaria, but does agree with Richards onɀs inclination  that it was some kind of utilita rian building.  
131 Aldrete  and Matt ingly 1999, 190. 
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amphi theater project to rebuild the  Aqua Virgo .  The footprint of Claudius ɀɯÞÈÙÌÏÖÜÚÌɯÐÚɯ

still visible  in the arrangement of rooms in  that section of the Domus Au rea.132  The 

construction of Portus probably instigated a buildup of storage facilit ies along the banks 

of the Tiber.  As we will see in Chapter 4, the epigraphic evidenc e from boundary stones 

shows a concerted effort to keep the banks of the Tiber free from the encroachment of 

private build ing.  Claudius did much facilitat e the distribut ion of grain in the city, 

regardless of the debates surrounding  the status of the senate or the emperor as the 

figurehead of  grain distributi on. 

2.4 Conclusion 

From the beginning to the end of "ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌign, efforts to impr ove the food 

supply  to the city touched upon every step of the process from growing grain to its 

di stribut ion.  Work on draining  the Fucine Lake to bring flood relief to the local Marsian 

Italians and to render arable additional farmland some 50 miles from Rome, as well as 

creating a safe harbor for ships to anchor at the mouth of the Tiber river , started at the 

beginnin g of the Claudian perio d.  The Claudian iteration of the  Fucine lake project was 

completed in 52.  Though it was not entirely successful, a large amount of f ertile 

farmland must have been uncovered at this time, a significant achievement.  Subsequent 

                                                      

132 Caruso and Volpe 1992, 6. 
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emperors allowed these two projects to languish without enough upkeep, but Trajan 

and Hadrian later picked up where Claudi us left off.  We do not know  exactly when the 

new port at Portus was completed, but a significant portion must have been usable by 46 

when Claudiu s erected an inscription celebrating the completio n of the canals 

connecting the port to the Tiber river  (CIL 6.964 = 14.88 = ILS 5797a = Thyl ander B311).  

The PorÛÐÊÜÚɯ,ÐÕÜÊÐÈɯ%ÙÜÔÌÕÛÈÙÐÈɀÚɯËÈte is debated, but the most plausible location has 

archaeological remains from  the Claudian period .  This structure woul d remain the 

location for public gra in distributions  for at least 300 years, but should not overshadow 

the other grain storage facilitie s built  during the period .   

The second grain shortage in 51 may suggest that the Claudian in itiatives wer e 

not wholly s uccessful.  On the other hand, no emperor completely  eradicated the 

occasional grain shortage.  Grow ing and transporting grain was a mul ti -step process.  

Environmental and admin istrative mish aps could  cause the partial or complete 

destruction of  a given crop.  The initiat ives taken during ClauËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕɯÛÖ assure the 

food supply of the capital  city made a significan t impact on the urban l andscape of 

Rome.  In the next two chapters, other infrastructure related building, including the 

water supply and the various boundarie s shored up between 41 and 54, also connect to 

public health and safety.  All  these massive building projects require d the mobilization 

of a large workforce, which likely b rought employment to ur ban plebs who did not 
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qualify  for monthly grain distributi ons and provided some funds to affor d buying grain 

at one of the warehouses in the city.    



 

 

116 

3. Water for the Masses:  Claudius and the Water Supply 
of Rome 

3.1 Introduction 

Suetonius marveled at the two new aqueduct lines, the Aqua Claudia and the 

Aqua Anio  Novus, completed dur ing the reign of Claudius , describing them in very 

positiv e terms:  

Claudiae aquae gelidos et uberes fontes, quorum alteri Caeruleo, alteri Curtio et 

Albudigno nomen est, simulque riuum Anienis novi lapideo opere in urbem perduxit 

diuisitque in plurimos et ornatissimos lacus. 

 

[Claudius]  brought to th e city  on stone arches the cool and abundant springs of 

the Claudian aqueduct, one of which is called the Caeruleus and the other the 

Curtius and Albudignus, and at the same time the spring of the new Anio, 

distributing them into very many beautifully orna mented pools. (Suet. Claud. 20) 

 

From the time they were buil t and for several decades following, these two aqueducts 

provided near ly  ÏÈÓÍɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÐÛàɀÚɯÞÈÛÌÙɯÚÜ×ply.1  The construction of those many 

ɁÉÌÈÜÛÐÍÜÓly ornamented pÖÖÓÚɂɯËÐÚÛÙÐÉÜÛÐÕÎɯÞÈÛÌÙɯÍÙÖÔɯthese new aqueducts must have 

impacted residential commun ities from a practical and as well as a visual standpoint. 

Clean water may well  have meant more to the people of Rome than the construction of a 

spectacle building.   In fact, when Claudius became emperor in 41, a third  aqueduct, the 

Aqua Virgo , had been disrupted by the construction of an amphitheater by hi s 

                                                      

1 The percentage of 1ÖÔÌɀs total water supply brought i nto the city by the Aqua Claudi a and Anio Novus is 

based on data in FrontinusɀɯDe aquaeductu urbis Romae and is generally accepted by Evans 1994, Bruun 2001, 

Peachin 2004, and others.  See below for m ore on Frontinus. 
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predecessor Caligula.  Rather than completing the  amphitheater, Claudius abando ned 

the project (Suet. Calig. 21.1) and focused on getting the Aqua Virgo repai red by 45 (CIL 

6.1252a = ILS 205).  The act of leveling the foundations of an entertainment venu e, 

restoring the arches of an aqueduct, and commemorating the action with a monum ental 

arch inscriptio n made a mark on the urban landscape as well as a statement about the 

imper ial priorities o f the time.   

I begin with an overview of the various sources f or the water supply of ancient 

Rome.  In the followin g section on water infrastru cture and its publici zed value, I show 

that Claudius changed the types of commemoration for  water supply improvements i n 

Rome.  He thus left a mark on the city and set trends that wou ld be followed by 

subsequent emperors.  I then assess, using ancient data from Frontinus and 

archaeological and epigraphic evidence, the extent to which  Claudian water projects 

actually improv ed water supply for public consumption. My maps reveal d iachroni c 

changes in the regional distribution of wate r in the city  even under Claudius, allowing  a 

more nuanced understanding of his work than Suet onius and other authors provi de.  

Visualizing the ch anges under Claudius allows us to consider building as a  process and 

to understand the impact that disruption , repair, and construction of aqueduct lines had 

on water distr ibution to regions of the city.  My maps strongly suggest that Claudi an 

initiatives  impr oved the potable water supply in areas wh ere poorer popul ations of 
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Rome lived, particularly in  the flood pl ains on either side of the Tiber.  I argue that the 

emphasis on inf rastructu re imp rovements in the Campus Marti us and Transtiberim 

under Claudius suggests dense inhabitation much earlier  at least in the Campus 

Martius.  Claudiusɀ work with 1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÞÈÛÌÙɯÚÜ××ÓàɯÐÚɯÖÕÌɯÐÕÚÛÈÕce of an overall 

emphasis on the Roman people, rather than lavish  munificence, during his reig n. 

3.2 Sources for the Water Supply in Rome  

Before analyzing the changes under Claudius, let us consider the ancient 

evidence for the water supply in the city of  Rome.  Literary sources range from the 

histor ical and encyclopedic sources, like Suetonius, Tacitus, and Pliny the Elder, to more 

technical writings, like Vitr uvius, Frontinus, and the Regionary Catalogues.  The vast 

majority of these are not contemporary to ClÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯreign, but nevertheless provide 

evidence for the supply , management, and an overall assessment of the water supply 

system in Rome.  Archaeological evidence survives for the aqueducts feeding into Rome, 

but very little remains of the pipe netw ork, the fountains, cisterns, and public water  

basins in the city.  Epigraphic evidence is perhaps our  best source for diachronic changes 

in the water supply, b oth in commemoration and management, because it records 

repairs with dates.  As we see below, integrating these various sources is the most 

effective way to analyze the changes over time in the visual commemoration of wat er 

supply related construction and the practical reality of the  wor k done.   
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3.2.1 Literary Sources 

Ancient literary sources for th e aqueducts of Rome all agree that these are among 

the greatest engineering feats of the time.  Even a generation before Claudius, the Greek 

geographer Strabo ranks the aqueducts and sewers among the greatest achievements of 

the Roman empire (5.3.8).  Pliny the Elder, a contemporary  of the Claudian p eriod, states 

that if anyone should calculate the sheer amount of water conveyed by the aqueducts, he 

would have to admit there is nothi ng in the world more wondrous ( HN  36.123).  

Frontinus, writing in th e early 2nd century , conveys a similar sentiment  about the 

aqueducts, while also taking a jab at the Ɂunpractical and idleɂ monum ents of the 

Egyptians and Greeks (Aq. 16).  That the aqueducts were a great engineering 

achievement cannot be disputed.  But what more can we learn about them from the 

ancient literary sources? 

Pliny the Elder in his Historia Naturalis describes the two new aqueducts 

completed ËÜÙÐÕÎɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕȮɯÛÏe Aqua Claudia and Aqua Anio Novus , 

emphasizing their cost, influence, and overall engineering achievement: 

Vicit antecedentes aquarum ductus novissimum inpendium operis incohati a C. Caesare 

et peracti a Claudio, quippe a XXXX  lapide ad eam excelsitatem, ut omnes urbis montes 

lavarentur, influxere Curtius atque Caeruleus fontes et Anien novus, erogatis in id opus 

HS |MMM| D.  quod si quis diligentius aestumaverit abundantiam aquarum in 

publico, balineis, piscinis, euripis, domibus, hortis, suburbanis villis, spatia aquae 

venientis, exstructos arcus, montes perfossos, convalles aequatas, fatebitur nil magis 

mirandum fuisse in toto orbe terrarum. 

 

The cost of all aqueducts has been surpassed by the most recent, the work on 
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whi ch was begun by Caligula and comp leted by Claudius, inasmuch as the 

Curtian and Caerulian Springs, as well as the Anio Nov us, were made to flow 

from the 40th milestone at such a height as to supply water to all th e hills of the 

City; disbursed for the work  was 350,000,000 sesterces.  But if one takes into 

careful consideration the abundant supplies of water in pu blic building s, baths, 

pools, open channels, private houses, gardens, and country estates near the city ɬ 

the distances traveled by the water, the raising of arches, the channeling of 

mountains, the leveling out of  deep valleys ɬ he shall admit that there has never 

been anythi ng in the whole world more marve lous. (Plin. HN 36.122) 

 

From this passage, we learn that (1) the Aqu a Claudi a was begun under  Caligula, (2) 

both aqueducts supplied all seven hills of the city, (3) the cost of the work was 

exorbitant, and (4) the aqueducts provided water to various publ ic and private areas 

both inside and outside of the city.2  Pliny  the EldÌÙɀÚɯÛÌstimony  is seconded by two later, 

more brief notices.  Tacitus mentions the Aqua Claudia  among the achievements of 

ClaudÐÜÚɀɯÊÌÕÚÖÙÚÏÐ×ɯÐn 47-48 CE, though Tacitus may be wrong here in the dating .3  

Suetonius, as noted above, remarks on the number of beautiful po ols bui lt to distribute 

the water of the Aqua Claudia and Anio Novus (Suet . Claud. 20).   

                                                      

2 Many doubt the 350,000,000 sesterces cost of the project reported by Pliny the Elder, with  some think ing it 

the result of an error in tex tual transition (e.g. Osgood 2011, 177).  Coates-Stephens 2004, 35 defends the 350 

mil lion figure, pointing to  the 180 millio n sesterces it cost to build t he Aqua Marcia 200 years earlier (Front. 

Aq. 7).  He argues from the fourt een-year length of the project and the fact that money also had to be 

allocated towards bureaucratic organization  of aqueduct upkeep.  Exaggerated figur e or not, the fact of the 

matter is that the cost of building  the Aqua Claudia and Aqua Ani o Novus was remarkable.  
3 It is unclear from  what Tacitus wr ote whether the Aqua Claudia and Anio Novus we re completed during  

or were one of the prim ary ini tiatives of ClaudiuÚɀɯÊÌÕÚorship (47-48).  If the aqueducts were completed by 

48, this would mean t hat the aqueducts started supplyin g water earlier than the official dedication d ates 

inscribed on the Porta Maggiore arch (CIL 6.1252a = ILS 205) and writt en by Frontinus  (Aq. 1.13).   
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In contrast, ClauËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌ×ÈÐÙÚɯÛÖɯÛÏÌɯ ØÜÈɯ5ÐÙgo are not mentioned in the literary 

sources and are known only t hrough epigraphic and archaeological evidence.4  The 

absence of the Aqua Virgo repair f rom the literary sources reflects the emphasis placed 

on the original build er of a structure.5  Several sources mention AÎÙÐ××ÈɀÚɯÊÖÕÚÛÙÜÊÛÐÖÕɯ

of the Aqua Virgo and the opening of his baths in 19 BCE (Frontin. Aq. 1.10; Plin. HN 

31.42).  For more detailed infor mation on each aqueduct and the management of the 

water supply, howeve r, we must turn to other source s. 

Vit ruvius, a Roman architect of the late 1st century BCE, includes a book on water 

engineering in his treatise De Architectura.  He justifies the inclusion of a whole book (of 

his ten-book work) on water by emphasizing that wat er is an essential resource for life, 

for pleasure, and for daily use (Vit r. De Arch. 8.1.1: [Aqua] est enim maxime necessaria et ad 

vitam et ad delectiones et ad usum cotidianum).  Vitr uvius wrote thi s book ×ÙÐÖÙɯÛÖɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯ

reign and even before AugustuÚɀɯÔÈÑÖÙɯÞÖÙÒɯÖn the aqueducts in 11-9 BCE.  

Nevertheless, Vitruvius is ou r best source for understanding how  aqueduct castella 

functi oned, for example.6  While w e have a substantial amount of inform ation on the 

                                                      

4 The Aqua Vir go repair is only bri eÍÓàɯÔÌÕÛÐÖÕÌËɯÐÕɯ.ÚÎÖÖËɀÚɯÉÖÖÒɯÖÕɯÐmage and power under Claudius 

(Osgood 2011, 180). 
5 The emphasis placed on the origina l builder of a struct ure can be seÌÕɯÐÕɯ ÜÎÜÚÛÜÚɀɯRes Gestae when he 

expl icitl y says that he rebuilt th e Theater of Pompey without ins cribing his own name ( RG 20).  The most 

famous example of th is practice is Hadr iaÕɀÚɯÙÌÚÛoration of AÎÙÐ××ÈɀÚɯÐÕÚÊÙÐption on the Pantheon after 

rebuilding t he structure (CIL 6.896) (see Boatwright 2013).   
6 Evans 1994, 7. 
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courses of the aqueducts, these structures did not carry water directly from the  source to 

individual fountains or homes, but instead terminated in castella, essentially water 

collection tanks.  According t o Vitruvius, there were three ma in pi pes connected to a 

castellumɭone pipe carried water to basins and fountains, one to the baths, and one to 

private homes (De Arch. 8.6.1-2).  In practice, the archaeological evidence seems to be at 

odds wit h Vi tru vius.  Pipes connected to surviving castella in Pompeii and Nim es do not 

distribute based on function but on geo graphy .7   Each pipe connected to the castellum 

carried w ater to different ar eas of the city.  The highl y theoretical nature of Vitruviu Úɀɯ

treatise may explain the discrepancies between ÛÏÌɯÈÙÊÏÐÛÌÊÛɀÚɯËÌscriptions and actual 

practice.8   

Sextus Julius Frontinus, who served  as the water commissioner of the aqueducts 

under Nerva in 97, wrote a treatise De aquaeductu urbis Romae.9  No new aqueducts were 

built between the reign of Claudius an d the time Frontinus was wri ting, so his treatise 

can serve as a useful source for the water supply of Rome during the Claudian period. 10  

For each aqueduct, Frontin us notes whic h of the fourteen Augustan regio ns it served.  

                                                      

7 Evans 1994, 8 n. 28 provides bibliography on the water distribution  systems of Pompeii and Nimes.  See 

Keenan-Jones 2015 for a reevaluation of Pompeiiɀs water distribution ne twor k.  
8 Bruun 1991, 16; Evans 1994, 7-8. 
9 Rodgers 2004.  For more information on Sextus Juliu s Frontinus , see PIR 2 I 322.  The original t itle of the 

work  is lost.  De Aquaeductu Urbis Romae comes from the earliest surviving  manuscri pt dating to the 12th 

century.   
10 Noreña 2006 uses Frontinus as a source for  the Augustan period.  The Claudian period i s a half century 

closer to the time Frontinus wa s writin g. 
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For example, the Aqua Appia, the  first aqueduct of Rome, served seven of the fourteen 

regions when Frontinus was writ ing (Regions 2, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14) (Frontin. Aq. 79).11  

His i nformation will  allow us to inv estigate the regional distribution  of aqueduct lines 

duÙÐÕÎɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕȭ 

Other useful data in FrontiÕÜÚɀɯÛÙÌÈÛÐÚÌɯÈÙÌɯnumbers for the amount of water 

distrib uted by each aqueduct.  Frontinus breaks down the distri bution o f water intra 

urbem, water brought into the city,  into three categories:12  Nomine Caesaris (imperial use), 

privatis (private use), and usibus publicis (public u se).13  The usibus publicis category is 

further divid ed into castra (water collection tanks),14 munera (probably fount ains), lacus 

(public basins), and opera publica (public works). 15   

Table 1 tabulates the number of quinariae, a Roman unit of water supply, brought 

in by each aqueduct for each of the three major categories.   

                                                      

11 For more on the Aqua Appia, see Richardson 1992, 15-16, Evans 1994, 65-74, De Kleijn 2001, 10-12. 
12 There is not enough ÌÝÐËÌÕÊÌɯÐÕɯ%ÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀɯÛext to know exactly where the cut-off poin t between intra and 

extra urbem was.  Bruun 1991, 148 proposes the larÎÌÚÛɯÙÈËÐÜÚɯÍÖÙɯ%ÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀɯurbs of the seventh milestone on 

outgoing roads.  I focus on the intra urbem quantit ies of Frontinus in my analysis.  
13 Noreña 2006, 95. 
14 %ÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀ definition  of castra is difficul t to di scern. Wilson 2007, 440-442 accepts BruunɀÚɯÈÙÎÜÔÌÕÛɯÛÏÈÛɯ

the castra were not narrowly defined a s water supplied to camps or the stations of the cohortes vigilium, but 

instead just a specialized feature of the water supply system, like cisterns on localized sections of the system 

(Bruun 1991, 254-56). 
15 The Latin term lacus has a wide range of meanings but in the context of water supply i t means a public 

basin fil led by the waters of an aqueduct.  Noreña 2006, 93n10 nicely summarizes the evidence for this 

defini tion of a lacus.  See Del Chicca 1997 for a more detailed investigat ion into the terminolog y of publi c 

fount ains in Rome.  See Haintzman 1975, 25-29, Bruun 1991, 102; Evans 1994, 8-11 for  more on these terms 

used by Fronti nus for d ivisio ns in water supply use. 
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Table 1: Distribu tion of water intra  urbem by aqueduct as reported by 

Frontinus, measured in quina riae (97). 

Aqueduct  Nomine Caesaris  Priv atis 

Usibus 

Publicis  

Aqua Appia  151 194 354 

Aqua An io Vetus 64.5 490 552 

Aqua Marcia  116 543 443.5 

Aqua Tepula 44 237 50 

Aqua Julia  18 196 383 

Aqua Virgo  509 338 1457 

Aqu a Alsietina ? ? ? 

Aqua Claudia/Anio Novus  816 1567 1115 

 

Although at first  sight, one might  expect the Nomine Caesaris to include water for public 

use; structures lik e imperi al bathing complexes, entertainment  buildin gs, markets, and 

porticos are listed among the opera publica in the usibus publicis category.16  The generally 

accepted definition for FrontÐÕÜÚɀɯNomine Caesaris is water ɁËÌÓÐÝÌÙÌËɯÈÛɯÛÏÌɯÌm×ÌÙÖÙɀÚɯ

disposition to supply the i mperial palace and buildings di rectly  under his control, to 

include staff headquarters and offiÊÌÚȭɂ17  Since the focus of this study is on water  supply 

improveme nts for the general populace under Claudius, we will be mos t concerned with  

the usibus publicis category, acknowledgin g that some of the water brought in Nomine 

Caesaris may also have been distributed for pub lic use.  

                                                      

16 Lanciani 1881, 581; Hainzmann 1975, 28; Robinson 1992, 78. 
17 Evans 1994, 9. 
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Several scholars believe that much of the population drew their water from th e 

lacus, the public basins, but Bruun notes that people could have also obtained water 

from munera and opera publica.18   I am incl ined to follow Bruun  and assume that the 

daily need for clean water would have driven p eople to obtain water from wherever 

they could find it ɭwhether it be from a designated public basin, a decorative foun tain, 

or some kin d of public building.  For my  purpÖÚÌÚȮɯɁ×ÜÉÓÐÊɯÈÊÊÌÚÚ ÞÈÛÌÙɯÚÜ××ÓàɂɯÞÐÓÓ 

include lacus, munera, and opera publica.  We must also recognize that other sources of 

water like wells, cisterns, and springs existed to supplement this supply, even though 

the dearth of evidence makes it diff icult  to estimate their overall impact. 19  The very 

existence of aqueducts in Rome starting in the fourth century BCE proves that wells, 

cisterns, and springs could not  sustain the populat ion on their own.  

Some of Frontinusɀɯwater supply data, however, cannot necessarily be taken as 

fact.  Bruun prov ides a general disclaimer about ÜÚÐÕÎɯ%ÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀ measurements, noting 

Frontinus w as not an engineer but a member of the senatorial class serving in a 

bureaucratic position. 20  Was the water supply and its maintenance tru ly revolutionized 

under hi s supervision, or is that simply the story Fronti nus wanted to tell with his data?  

                                                      

18 See Rodgers 2004, 136-38, Blackman and Hodge 2001, 119-20, and Noreña 2006, 93 for the viewpoint that 

people drew water only f rom lacus, and Bruun  1991, 102-3 and De Kleij n 2001, 78 for the argument that 

people may have drawn water from ot her public water sources. 
19 Colin i 1941, 71-80. 
20 Bruun 1991, 370.  
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At no point in  the narrative does Frontinus explicitly de tail how measurements were 

taken, but he does spend an extended period of time describing  the various units  of 

measure (Aq. 24-63).21  D. R. Blackman and A. T. Hodge make a strong case that the 

amount of water that  had been lost by illegal tapping was exaggerated by Frontinus t o 

bolster his own numbe rs and legacy.22  Regardless, much of FrontinuÚɀɯËÈta was taken 

directly  from the imperial  records, the imperial commentarii (Aq. 64).  Some of the 

numbers may have been inflated, but his fi gures for the amount of  water suppli ed to the 

city from each aqueduct relative to the others can still be used.23  In other words, 

Frontinu s can at least give us a general idea of the percentage of the total water supply 

carried into the  city by individual aqueducts.24   

3.2.2 Regionary Catalogues 

As I mentioned above, in addi tion to listing various monumental structures , the 

Regionaries also give numerical counts of various types of structures organized by 

region.  The structures counted for each region include:  insulae, warehouses, baths, and 

most important for th is study, lacus or public basins.  I wil l use the numbers of public 

basins per region below.  The definitive boundaries  of the fourteen regions remain a 

                                                      

21 Blackman and Hodge 2001, 126. 
22 Blackman and Hod ge 2001, 35. 
23 See pp. 43-45 below for more on hÖÞɯ%ÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀɯËÈÛÈɯÊÈÕɯÉÌɯÜÚÌËɯÌffectively.  
24 Keenan-Jones et al. 2015, 4.  Several scholars use FÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀɯËÈÛa, includ ing Bruun 2001, 55; Evans 1994; 

Peachin 2004, 127-29. 
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subject of debate because we simply do not h ave enough evidence to confirm how f ar 

regions on the periphery extended before the area was considered extra urbem, outside 

the city.  In fact,  the regional boundaries must have been dynamic, changing over time 

to accommodate demographic changes in the city.25  We also cannot say much about the 

demography of these various regions at any point in time.  To fil l in the gaps in the 

lit erary sources, we must turn to the surviving arch aeological and epigraphic material. 

3.2.3 Archaeological and Epigraphic  

A significant body of archaeological and epigraphic material survives for the 

ancient aqueducts of Rome, thanks to evidence in situ and the documentation efforts 

from the seventeenth century to modern t imes.26  RÖËÖÓÍÖɯ+ÈÕÊÐÈÕÐɀÚɯÔÈ×ȮɯÛÏÌɯForma 

Urbis Romae, captures the ancient remains of Rome known in the period from 1 893 to 

1901, and serves as a valuable historical document of the city before extensive changes 

ËÜÙÐÕÎɯ,ÜÚÚÖÓÐÕÐɀÚɯÙÜÓÌɯand beyond.  Thomas Ashby, known for his contribution to a  

topographical dicti onary of ancient Rome with Samuel Ball Platner in 1929, also 

publis hed a monograph on the aqueducts of ancient Rome.  Much of AshbàɀÚɯËÈÛÈɯÊÈÔÌɯ

from t he work of a team of Italian  archaeologists, who collected detailed measurements 

                                                      

25 Platner and Ashby 1929, 444-47. 
26 Lanciani 1901; Ashby 1935; Van Deman 1934.  See Evans 2002 for the text and an accompanying 

commentary on FabrettÐɀÚɯÞri tings on the aqueducts in the seventeenth century.  
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of the extant aqueducts in the early twentieth century. 27  All  subsequent work on the  

water supp ly of Rome, including the current  study, are deeply indebte d to the 

inform ation collected, compiled, and analyzed by these scholars. 

From the various castella, water was distributed via a network o f fistulae, pipes 

made of lead (Front. Aq. 20.2).  Thousands of fragments from these pipes have been 

recovered in Rome, but not enough to reconstruct the distribution network on a micro -

scale.  Bruun estimates that we have only around 4-5% of the total number o f fistulae 

from the  ancient period. 28  Of that 4-5%, only half have documented find spots.29  This 

relative dearth of evidence did not stop Gerda De Kleijn from mapping t he fistulae with 

known provenance.30  The fistulae appear to have come in two typesɭthose stamped 

with the n ame of the emperor , beginning wi th Augustus, and those stamped with the 

names of private indivi duals.  Of all the fistulae found in situ, three are stamped with the 

name of Claudius.31  Al though this evidence is not enough to draw sweeping 

conclusions about the water supply system under Claudius, it does pose interesting 

questions when mapped alongside other inscriptions  (Fig. 23).  One of the fistulae 

appears in the northern Campus Martius, near the bank of the Tiber river .  I now t urn to 

                                                      

27 Reina, Corbellini , and Ducci 1917. 
28 Bruun 1991, 20. 
29 Bruun 1991, 66-71. 
30 See De Kleijn 2001, chapter 5 for the data set and maps. 
31 The three fistulae stamped ÞÐÛÏɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÕÈÔÌɯÈÙÌɯCIL 15.7269a; CIL 15.7269b; MN R inv.n o. 61136-8.  

Figure # below maps their locations in the city.  
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an investigati on of the visual impact of CÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀ water supply  improvements in Rome 

and then an analysis of to what extent these changes actually improved w ater supply for  

the people of Rome, particularly poorer population s dependent on public basins. 

3.3 Monumental Advertisement of Water Supply Improvements  

To judge by the surviving evidence, t he monumental commemoration of 

aqueduct construction and repair did not become widespread until th e Augustan 

period. 32  One method of marking aqued uct repairs was with cippi.   These were installed 

to funct ion like  mi lestones, marking aqueduct channels and commemorating work 

done.33   These stones appear to be a phenomenon limited  to the aqueducts feeding into 

the city of Rome and were in use for a short period  of time.  No aqueduct cippi have been 

found on  Italian or provincial aqueducts, and none date earlier than Augustus or later 

than 44/45.34   

The common formulae for aqueduct cippi include  an abbreviation of the 

aqueduct name at the top, followed  by imperia l titulature,  the cippus number, and the 

distance to the next cippus, always 240 Roman feet.35  The stones were usually made of 

travertine,  around two meters tall and 70 centimeters wide , with inscribed letter heights 

                                                      

32 To my knowledge, there are no surviv ing Republi can inscriptions marking aqueduct repairs in the city of 

Rome. 
33 Dembskey 2009, 72. 
34 Hodge 2002, 103. 
35 Not enough aqueduct cippi surviv e to assess how  consistently these markers were placed in the city 

(Hod ge 2002, 103). 



 

 

130 

between two and four centime ters.  Augu stan examples of aqueduct cippi have been 

found for the Aqu a Ani o Vetus (CIL 6.1243a) and the Aqua Julia, Tepula, and Marcia 

(CIL 6.1249b).36  Two Tiberian examples have been found for the Aqua Virgo ( CIL 

6.1253a = 6.31565a; CIL 6.1253b = 6.31565c).  Claudius continued this tradition with 

several cippi found for  the Aqu a Vir go, dating to 44/45 (CIL 6.1254 = 6.31565b = ILS 5747b 

(Fig. 1); CIL 6.40880 = AE 1939, 54; AE 1994, 287; CIL 6.40881 = AE 1974, 145).   The 

Claudian i nscriptions on the Aqua V irgo document its repair  process, signifying that 

part  of the repair reached completion by 44/45 (Fig. 16): 

Virg (o)  

Ti(berius) Claudius Drusi  

fi li us Caesar 

Aug(ustus) Germanicus 

pontifex maxi mus 

tribunic(ia) potestat(e)  IIII  

co(n)s(ul) III imp(erator)  VII I p(ater) p(atriae) 

XLV P CCXL 

 
[Aqua] Virgo . Tiberius Claudius, son of Dru sus, Caesar Augustus Germanicus, 

pont ifex maximus, with  tribunician po wer for the fourth time, consul for the 

third t ime, imperator eight times, father of his country, 45 th marker, 240 feet. (CIL 

6.31565d = ILS 5747b) 
 

The Claudian cippi (see map, Fig. 17) on the Aqua Virgo are the latest dated examples of 

aqueduct cippi found in Rome.   

 

                                                      

36 There are numerous Augustan aqueduct cippi in additi on to the examples given above.   
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Figure 16:  Example of an aqueduct cippus d atin g to the Claudian period  now 

in t he Museo Naz ionale: Terme di Diocleziano.  

The fact that aqueduct cippi all date within a 50-year time span and are not found 

outside the city of Rome raises questions about their intended function.  If the aqueduct 

cippi were intended for  administrative purposes , why did they fall out of use?  I suggest 

that they were not replaced and fell out of use because aqueduct cippi were not 

necessary for aqueduct maintenance.  Instead, they reflect a desire for commemoration 

in the Augustan period .  Claudius installed several aqueduct cippi along the course of 

the Aqua Virgo early in his r eign, but none have been found along the course of the 
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Aqua Claudia and Ani o Novus, including the underground  portions, the two aqueducts 

he completed by 52.37 

 

Figure 17:  Map of monum ents and inscript ions rela ting to water supply 

im provements put up during  ClaudÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕȭ 

                                                      

37 Tacitus mentions the two aqueducts among the achievements of ClaudiÜÚɀɯÊÌnsorship in 47-48 (Tac. Ann. 

11.13).  It is unclear from what Ta citus wrote wh ether the Aqua Claudia or An io Novus were completed 

during ClaÜËÐÜÚɀɯcensorship (47-48) or were one of its primary initiatives.  I f the aqueducts were completed 

by 48, this would  mean that they started supplyi ng water earlier than the officia l dedication d ates inscribed 

on the Porta Maggiore arch (CIL 6.1252a = ILS 205) and recorded by Frontinus (Aq. 1.13).   
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Another method of advertising imper ial improvement  to the water supply was 

with inscriptio ns affixed above aqueduct arches at important cros sroads.  Augustus was 

the first to do thi s at the Porta Tiburtina, on  the eastern edge of the city where the 

conduits of the Aqua Jul ia, Tepula, and Marcia crossed the Via Tiburt ina.38  The short 

inscription  dates to 5/4 BCE and claims the renovation of all aqueduct channels: 

Imp(erator) Caesar Divi Iuli f (ilius ) Augustus  | pont ifex maximus co(n)s(ul)  XII | 

tribunic(ia) potestat(e) XIX  imp(erator) XIIII  |  riv os aquarum omnium refecit  

 

Imperator Caesar, son of divine Julius, Augustus, Pontifex Maximus, Consul  for 

the 12th time, in his 19th year of tribunicia n power, imperator 14 times, rebuilt the 

courses of all the aqueducts. (CIL 6.1244 = ILS 98) 

 

A fter the last cippus inscription  of 44/45, a Claudian arch inscription , with letter heigh ts 

between 15 and 20 cm tall, marks the completion  of repairs on the Aqua Virg o in 45: 

Ti(berius) Claudius Drus i f(iliu s) Caesar Augustus Germanicus | pontifex 

maximus trib(unicia) potest(ate) V imp(erator) XI p(ater) p(atria e) co(n)s(ul) 

desig(natus) IIII  | arcus ductus aquae virginis  disturbatos per C(aius) Caesarem 

| a fundamenti s novos fecit ac restituit  

 

Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus Germanicus, son of Drusus, pontif ex 

maximus, in his fifth yea r of tribunician power, imperator 11 times, father of his 

country consul designate for the fourth time, rebuilt and restored  from their 

foundation  the arches of the Aqua Vir go destroyed by Gaius Caesar. (CIL 6.1252a 

= ILS 205) 

 

                                                      

38 For more on the Porta Tiburtina, see LTUR 3.312-ƕƗȮɯÚȭÝȭɯɁ,ÜÙÐ Aureliani:  Porta TiburtiÕÈȮɂ (G. Pisani 

Sartorio). 
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The detail provided in this  inscription stands in contrast to the short rebuilding 

inscription of Augu stus.  The Claudian inscription describes buildin g, and restoring 

from the ground  up, the arches of the Aqua Virgo destr oyed by Caligula.   

The Aqua Virg o inscription was located near the modern Via Nazzereno (Fig. 18) 

and fragments of an identical inscript ion w ere found on the opposite side of the arch 

(CIL 6.1252b).  Since the same inscription could be seen on either side of this arch, this 

must have been a crossroads with enough fo ot traffic for people t o be able to see and 

appÙÌÊÐÈÛÌɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÉÜÐÓËÐÕÎ of the aqueduct arches destroyed by Caligula.  Yet the 

location of the arch does not coincide wit h any known major road through the city  (see 

map, Fig. 17).  The arch at the crossing of the Aqua Virgo an d Via Flaminia , the main 

route out of the city to the  north,  was reserved for commemorating ClaudiusɀɯÝÐÊtory in 

Britain  and was not completed until 51.39  Perhaps this arch spanned an area marking  a 

road or path through the Campus Agr ippae.40   

                                                      

39 For more on the CÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯ!ÙÐÛÐsh Victory  Arch, see Barrett 1991, Richardson 1992, 24, LTUR 1.85-86, s.v. 

Ɂ ÙÊus Claudii ,ɂ (E. Rodr íguez Almeda).  The fact that the British Victory Arch  inscription ( CIL 6.920 = ILS 

216) dates six years after the fir st Aqua Virgo arch inscript ion (CIL 6.1252a = ILS 205) indicates that the 

aqueduct was likely comple tely repaired lon g before the arch was decorated for the British Vic tory.  
40 LTUR 1.217, s.v. Ɂ"ÈÔ×ÜÚɯ ÎÙÐ××Èe,ɂɯȹF. Coarelli); Richardson 1992, 64. 
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Figure 18:  Arch of the Aq ua Virgo . The inscrip tion records  CÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯ

rebuilding  (phot o by author). 

Very little is known about the Campus Agrippa e besides that it was a tract of 

land Romans could walk thr ough (Au l. Gell. 14.5.1) and it housed the Porticus Vipsania 

somewhere within its space.41  If the inscriptions were not at an importa nt crossroad, it  is 

tempting to conn ect its location and focus on rebuilding with  the actual spot where 

                                                      

41 LTUR 4.152, ÚȭÝȭɯɁ/ÖÙÛÐÊÜÚɯ5Ð×sania,ɂɯȹF. Coarelli); Richardson 1992, 319-20; Boatwright 201 5.  
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"ÈÓÐÎÜÓÈɀÚɯÈÔ×ÏÐÛÏÌÈÛÌÙ destroyed the arches of the aqueduct.  But Suetonius describes 

the location of the amphitheater of Caligula as iuxta Saepta, next to the Saepta (Calig. 21), 

leading most scholars to locate the buil ding west of the Via Flaminia, around 500 meters 

away from  the arch inscription .42  I would  argue that because the amphitheater was 

effectively erased by Claudius, physical evidence for its locati on wou ld not have been 

visible  to Suetonius, writing near ly a century later.  The Suetonius reference does not 

eliminat e the possibility that the Via N azzereno inscripti on marks the spot where the 

amphithe ater stood.  If th e amphitheater had been next to the Saepta, flanking the Via 

Flaminia, then Claudius may h ave elected to save the closest arch for commemorating 

his victory in Britain , and use the next crossroad for an inscrip tion about reconstructing  

the arches of the Aqua Virgo .  Regardless, the location of the arch must have held special 

significance, despite our lack of knowledge of i ts surroundings at the time .  

Claudius i nstalled a third aqueduct  arch inscription at the convergence of the Via 

Praenestina and the Via Labicana on the eastern side of the city, commonly  known as the 

Porta Maggiore.  This inscription , placed at a towering height of 26 meters, spanning 30 

meters with letter heights between 60 and 70 centimeters, records the dedication of the 

Aqua Claudia and Aqua Anio Novu s in 52:43 

                                                      

42 LTUR 1.3ƙȮɯÚȭÝȭɯɁ Ô×ÏÐÛÏÌatrum Caligula e,ɂɯȹG. Palombi); Richardson 1992, 6-7. 
43 LTUR 3.310-ƕƕȮɯÚȭÝȭɯɁ/ÖÙÛa Praenestina,ɂɯȹ&ȭɯ/ÐÚÈÕi Sartorio) ; Richardson 1992, 306-7. 
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Ti(berius) Claudius Drusi f(ilius) Caisar Augustus Germanicus pontif(ex) maxim(us) | 

tribunicia potestate XII co(n)s(ul) V imperator XXVII pater patriae | aquas claudiam ex 

fontibus qui vocabantur caeruleus et curtius a milliario XXXXV | item anienem novam 

a milliario LXII sua impensa in urbem perducendas curavit 

 

Tiberius Claudius,  son of Drusus, Caesar Augustus  Germanicus, pontifex 

maximus, with tribunician power twel ve times, consul five times, imp erator 27 

times, father of his country,  had the waters of the Claudia brought to Rome from 

the springs called Caeruleus and Curtius at the 45th milestone, and likewis e the 

Anio Nov us from the 62nd milestone, both at his own expense.  (CIL 6.1256) 

 

Below the inscription of Clau dius are inscripti ons of Vespasian44 and Titus45 

commemorating later repairs on the aqueducts (Fig. 19).  The placement of Vespasianɀs 

and TiÛÜÚɀɯÙÌÉÜÐÓËÐÕÎɯinscri×ÛÐÖÕÚɯÑÜÚÛɯÉÌÓÖÞɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀ, and the similar iti es in the 

language used in all  show that Claudi us catalyzed a shift in the commemoration of  

infrastructure projects.  For example, all three inscriptions emphasize that the money for 

the projects came from their own personal funds, sua impensa.46  Both Vespasian and 

                                                      

44 CIL 6.1257: Imp(erator) Caesar Vespasianus August(us) pontif(ex) max(imus) trib(unicia) pot(estate) II imp(erator) 

VI co(n)s(ul) III desig(natus) IIII p(ater) p(atriae) | aquas curtiam et caeruleam perductas a divo claudio et postea 

intermissas dilapsasque | per annos novem sua impensa urbi restituit: Imperator Caesar Vespasian August us, 

Pontifex M aximus, with trib unician  power two t imes, imperator six times, consul three times, consul 

designate four tim es, father of his country,  repaired at his own expense the Curtian and C aerulean waters, 

which had been led to the city by the deified  Claudius and had later fallen into in termitt ent use and 

disrepair for nine year s. 
45 CIL 6.1258: Imp(erator) T(itus) Caesar Divi f(ilius)  Vespasianus Augustus pontifex maximus tribunic(ia) | pater 

patriae censor co(n)s)ul VIII | aquas curti am et caeruleam perductas a Divo Claudio et postea | a Divo Vespasiano 

patre suo urbi restitutes cum a capite aquarum a solo vetustate dilapsae essent nova forma reducendas sua impensa 

curavit: Imperator Titus Caesar son of div ine Vespasian Augustus, p onti fex maximus, wit h tribunician 

power ten times, imperat or seventeen times, father of his country,  censor, consul eight times, brought in at  

his own expense the Curti an and Caerulean waters, brought i n by the deified Claud ius and afterwards 

repaired by h is own fa ther, the deified Vespasian, restored with  new structures, beginning from its source, 

after the aqueduct was ruined to its foundation s from age. 
46 Panciera 1998 examines the use of the phrase sua impensa in imperial bui lding inscriptions.  In addi tion to 

the Porta Maggiore, a small shrine in the Colosseum valley, possibly the Curae Veteres, was rebuilt by 
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Titus mention extensive repairs, but this is likel y an exaggeration of the actual 

maintenance work completed on the Aqua Claudia and Anio Novus during th eir 

respective reigns.  It seems unlikely tha t the aqueducts would have deteriorat ed so 

much as to be disrupted for nine years , only ten years after their dedication.  Even more 

unlike ly is the notion that by 81, Titus would have needed to completely rebuild ent ire 

sections.   

 

Figur e 19:  The western side  of t he Porta Maggiore wi th Claudiusɀ inscript ion 

at the top, V espasianɀÚ in t he middle, and Tit usɀ at the bottom  (photo by a uthor).  

                                                      

 

Claudius sua impensa (Panciera 1996).  Augustus  simil arly  emphasized in his Res Gestae Divi Augusti, an 

inscript ion detailing his achievements during his reign, the utiliz ation of his own funds to better the state.  

Drawing attention to the personal funds contributed to  improve the state became an important part  of an 

emperorɀÚɯÌ×ÐÎÙÈ×ÏÐc presence in the city .  For example, chapter 15 outlines vari ous distributions of  money 

given to the people, some out of his own patrimony ( ex patrimonio meo). 
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The language in Vespasianɀs ÈÕËɯ3ÐÛÜÚɀɯÙÌÉÜÐÓËÐÕÎɯÐÕÚÊÙÐ×ÛÐÖÕÚɯÔÈàɯÉe more 

symbolic  than a reflection of r eality.  Edmund Thomas and Christ ian Witschel compared 

archaeological remains to rebuilding inscriptions and  foundɭpredictably enoughɭthat 

rebuilding ins criptions seem to overstate the amount of destruction and the amount of 

repair w ork completed.47  The archaeological evidence for the Pantheon accounts for 

only a few localized Severan improvements that do not ma tch the language in the 

rebuilding inscriptio n of Septimius Severus and Caracalla (CIL 6.896). 48  Garrett Fagan 

sought to nuance Thomas and WitscheÓɀÚɯÊÖÕÊÓÜÚÐÖÕs with a reminder that what 

survives in the archaeological record is not necessarily complete.  A contemporary  

audience witn essed the rebuil ding process.  If litt le work was done on the monument, 

then a rebuild ing inscription that vastly overstated the repairs would car ry lit tle 

weight. 49  He holds that the third -century w ork on the Pantheon was primaril y 

decorative and is now lost, having  been looted over the years.50  In contrast, the Porta 

Maggiore is a much less ornate structur e.  The Flavian emperors must have made repairs 

to the Aqua Claudia and Aqua Ani o Novus, but the language of complete destruction 

                                                      

47 Thomas and Witschel 1992, 137. 
48 Boatwri ght 2013, 20-21. 
49 Fagan 1996, 82. 
50 Fagan 1996, 91. 
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was likely  an exaggeration.  The archaeological evidence does not reflect extensive 

rebuil ding after th e Claudian peri od.51 

BasÌËɯÖÕɯ5ÌÚ×ÈÚÐÈÕɀÚɯÐÕÚÊÙÐ×ÛÐÖÕȮɯÛÏÌɯÕÐÕÌ-year disruption began in 62, in the 

second half of NeroɀÚɯtime in power .  Vespasian distinguished him self, a beneficent 

emperor focused on repairing the water supply for the people , from Nero, a prodigal 

emperor focused on building himself a sprawling palace .  Ves×ÈÚÐÈÕɀÚɯÊÖÕÕÌÊÛÐÖÕ with 

Claudiu s can be seen in VÌÚ×ÈÚÐÈÕɀÚɯÊÖÔpletion of the massive Temple of the Divine 

Claudius complex on the Caelian hill that was begun shortly after ClauËÐÜÚɀɯËeath by 

Agrippi na and abandoned by Nero.52   

The descriptive monum ental inscriptions were only part of t he visual impac t 

made by water supply building during C laudiuÚɀɯreign.  The above ground condui ts of 

the Aqua Vir go, Aqua Claudia, and Aqua Anio N ovus were monumentaliz ed under 

Claudius with travertine arches with the distin ct rusti cated masonry.53   The arches 

depicted in figures 18 and 19 show this rustication, recalling architectura l styles of the 

                                                      

51 Coates-Stephens 2004, 38-39. Albertini 1906 argued that part s of the Aqua Claudi a and Aqua Anio Novus 

were rebuilt  by Trajan, but this has been disproved by Rodgers 1986.  
52 Darw all-Smith 1996, 50-51.  See LTUR 1.277-78, s.vȭɯɁ"laudius, Divus, Templum  (Reg. II),ɂɯȹC. Buzzetti) 

and Richardson 1992, 87-88 for more on the Temple of the Divine  Claudius. 
53 Darwall -Smith 1996, 33 uses the example of the use of rustication during Claudiu ÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕɯÈÚɯÌÝÐdence of an 

ÌÔ×ÌÙÖÙɀÚɯÐÕÍÓÜÌÕÊe on bui lding in the city.  O sgood 2011, 177 refers to ClaudiÜÚɀɯÙÜÚÛÐÊÈÛÐÖÕɯÈÚɯɁÈɯÚÖÙÛɯÖÍɯ

baroque repudiati on of the more austerely classical architecture favored ÐÕɯ ÜÎÜÚÛÈÕɯ1ÖÔÌȭɂ 
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past.  This style was used only during ClaÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕɯÖÙɯÛo celebrate Claudius, as seen 

in the archaeological remains of the Temple of Divine Cl audiu s.   

The design of the Porta M aggiore, which dates to 52 in Claudiusɀ reign, has been 

interpreted as a combination of the architectural vocabulary o f a triumphal arch , 

monumental gate, and religious aediculae (small shrines).54  The arch borrows from t hese 

structures, but when compared to other surviving triu mphal arches, gates, and religi ous 

structures, the Porta Maggiore has some distinguishing featu res.  First, the size of the 

arch is larger than the other surviving triumphal a rches in the city.  The Arch of 

Constantine, for instance, stands at 20 meters tall, compared to the Porta Maggiore at 27 

meters tall.  Naturally, the height of the arch was driven by the engineering design of the 

aqueduct, which carried water to all areas of the city , including the Palatine hill.  Both 

Vespasian and Titus obviously  thought its placement and visibility was signific ant 

enough to leave their mark on the monument .  The smaller opening between the two 

primary bays is  similar to what can be seen on the well -preserved Pons Fabricius and 

the ruins of the Pons Aemilius .  On brid ges, that opening is not merely  aesthetic, but 

functional.  When the Ti ber flooded , this opening relieved pressure on the structure, 

allowing wate r to flow through, instead of  placing addition al force on the center pier.  

As I wi ll show in Chapter 4 , much of Claudiusɀ work in  the city centered on the Tiber 

                                                      

54 Coates-Stephens 2004, 41-42. 
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river and it s banks.  The Porta Maggiore combines architectural elements of triumphal 

arches, monumental gates, aediculae, and bridges.  It is a truly unique structure that 

represents the fusion of the practical and decorative monumental elements. 

In addition to the aqueduct arches, an eighteenth-century engraving by Giovanni 

Battista Piranesi depicts the remains of an enormous castellum adjacent to the Porta 

Maggiore used to house the water of the Aqua Claudia and Aqua  Anio Novus .  This was 

likely bu iÓÛɯËÜÙÐÕÎɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕɯȹ%ÐÎȭɯ20).55  Such an impo sing structure, clearly visi ble 

from the Porta Maggiore, must have had a visual impact on the urban landscape with its 

basilica-like form .56  Rustication may not have remained in ÚÛàÓÌɯÉÌàÖÕËɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐgn, 

but the monumentalization of aqueduc t repair s certainly did .  Subsequent emperors 

followed Claudi ÜÚɀɯÓÌÈËɯin the language and placement of aqueduct arch inscriptions as 

aqueduct cippi fell out of use. 

                                                      

55 See below for  more information on castella and their purpose in the w ater supply system of Rome. 
56 Not all examples of water collection tanks were bui lt above ground.  The Piscina Mirabil is in Campania 

near the Portus Julius was a massive underground cistern.  It had a similar basilica -like barrel vault 

constructi on to the castellum from Piran esÐɀÚɯÌÕÎÙÈÝÐÕÎ, but underground . 
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Figure 20: Engraving of the castellum of the A qua Claudia and A qua Anio 

Nov us and the Porta Maggiore by Giovanni B attis ta Piranesi (1720-1778). 

3.4 Practical Assessment of Water Supply Improvements under 
Claudius 

The emphasis placed on improving th e water supply un der Claudi us was clearly 

disseminated through cippi, monumental above-ground  aqueduct arches, and an 

imposing castellum collecting and distributing aqueduct waters near the Porta Maggiore.  

In thi s section, I will attempt to tackl e a more diffic ult questio n: to what  extent did the 

more noticeable representation of water supply i mpr ovements translate to actual 

improvements in supply and  distr ibution  under Claudius ?  I use data from Frontinu s, 

archaeological and epigraphic sources, the Regionary Catalogues, and GIS to map out 

diachronic changes in the regional distribution of aqued ucts. 
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With i mperial titulatur e providing dates, t he aqueduct inscriptions preserve 

informa tion for examinin g change over time in the water supply  during the reign of  

Claudius, a topic that has not yet been investigated.57  These aqueduct inscriptions have 

enabled me to create three separate maps to document and assess change over time in 

the water supply, providing sn apshots at 41, the ÉÌÎÐÕÕÐÕÎɯÖÍɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕȰ at 45, the 

completi on of repairs on the Aqua Virgo; and at 52, the dedication of the Aqua Claudia 

and Anio Novus.  The aqueducts could have begun supplying wa ter prior to th e official 

dedication, so these dates simply provide a terminus ante quem for their completion.  The 

reality must have been more of a continuous change rather than discrete moments as 

sections of the aqueducts were fini shed.   

No new aqueducts were built between the reign of Claudius and t he time 

Fronti nus was writing, so his treatise can serve as a useful source for the water supply of 

Rome during the Claudian period.58  For each aqueduct, Frontinus ide ntifies which of 

the fourteen Augustan r egions it supplied, so while a lack of evidence for the piped 

network prevents a small-scale reconstruction  of the distr ibution , we can look at 

distribution o n a larger, more regional scale.  Table 2 represents this data. 

                                                      

57 No one, to my knowled ge, has looked at change over time in the water supply during the reign of a single 

emperor.  Most either focus on the water supply at one specific moment (e.g. Noreña 2006) or take a broad 

chronological approach (e.g. Bruun 1991; De Kleijn 2004). 
58 Noreña 2006 uses Frontinus as a source for the Augu stan period.  The Claudian period is a half century 

closer to the tim e Frontinus was writing.  
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Table 2:  The distribution of each aqueduct by region according to Fronti nus.59 

Region Appia  Anio 

Vetus 

Marcia Tepula Julia Virgo  Alsietina Claudia Claudia/  

Anio 

Novus  

Total 

(# of 

aq) 

I 

Porta Capena 

 X X      X 3 

II  

Caelimontana 

X    X   X X 4 

III  

Isis et Serapis 

 X X  X    X 4 

IV 

Templum 

Pacis 

 X X X     X 4 

V 

Esquiliae 

 X X X X    X 5 

VI  

Alta Semita 

 X X X X    X 5 

VII  

Via Lata 

 X X X  X   X 5 

VIII  

Forum 

Romanum 

X X X  X    X 5 

IX 

Circus 

Flaminius 

X X X   X   X 5 

X 

Palatium 

  X  X   X X 4 

XI 

Circus 

Maximu s 

X        X 2 

XII  

Piscina 

Publica 

X X   X    X 4 

XIII  

Aventi nus 

X       X X 3 

XIV 

Transtiberim  

X X X   X X X X 7 

Total 

(# of Regions) 

7 10 10 4 7 3 1 4 14  

 

My  study  is not the first to map some of %ÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀɯÙÌÎÐÖÕÈÓɯÈØÜÌËÜÊÛɯ

distribution data, but it is the first to do so for the Claudian period.   Carlos Noreña, in 

                                                      

59 This table is based on Evans 1994, Fig. 15. 
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his article on the water supply and residential t opography of Rome in the Augustan 

period  (27 BCE ɬ 14 CE), endeavored to map the regions receiving the most public access 

water in the period following  ÜÎÜÚÛÜÚɀ major overhaul of the system from 11 to 9 

BCE.60  There were seven aqueducts in service at this time, the Aqua Appia, Anio Vetus, 

Tepula, Marcia, Julia, Vi rgo, and Alsietin a.   Frontinus wrote his treatise over a century 

after the Augustan improvements , so Noreña had to argue for the applicabilit y of this 

data to the Augustan period .   The imperial  commentarii  were a source Frontinus says he 

consulted for  information like  water supply  measurements and the number of lacus, 

public basins served by each aqueduct (Aq. 64).61  Noreña suggests that some of the data 

was collected in the Augu stan period and never subsequently updated.62  He thus 

down plays the overhaul of the system under Claudius. 

NoreñÈɀÚ claim is based on an argument from silence.  Frontinus states that he 

could not locate measurements for the Aqua Alsiet ina, completed in 2 BCE, in the 

imperial commentarii .  Noreña infers that no one bothered in the Claudian period  to 

update the records or to retake measurements for old aqueducts.  I think a more 

plausible explanation for the lack of information on the Aqua Als ietina was both the 

                                                      

60 The dates for the overhaul of the water supply system un der Augustus are inferred from  the mention in 

Frontinu s of six senatus consulta dating to 11 BCE (Aq. 100-1, 104, 106, 108, 125, 127) and a Lex Quinaria in 9 

BCE (Aq. 129).  See Noreña 2006, 96. 
61 See Peachin 2004, Appendix 6 f or all references in Frontinus to the imperi al commentarii. 
62 Nor eña 2006, 95. 
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non-potable quali ty of t he water and its original function to suppl y the Naumachia of 

Augustus, a spectacle lake used to stage mock naval battles.63  Whether or not the water 

was of a quality for human  consumption was of no consequence for an aqueduct 

intended to fi ll a massive stage of water.  Frontinus even questions AugustÜÚɀ reason for 

bringing such unwholesome water  into the city, pointing out  that the water was not 

delivered for use by the people (Aq. 1.11).  The absence of data for the Aqua Alsiet ina in  

the official records may be due more to the specialized nature of the aqueduct than 

proof that the water supply im provements under Claudius were not  ÈÕɯɁÖÝÌÙÏÈÜÓɂɯÖÍɯ

the system.64     

Noreña charts out the distribution patterns of the Aqua Appia, Ani o Vetus, and 

Marcia because they supplied the greatest number of lacus, publi c basins, according to 

Frontinus .65  He writeÚɯɁÖÛÏÌÙɯÛÏÐÕÎÚɯÉÌÐÕÎɯÌØÜÈÓȮɯÈÕËɯÉarring any evidence to the 

contrary, greater concentratio ns of service by these three lines imply gre ater 

concentrations of publiÊɯÉÈÚÐÕÚȭɂ66  One problem with excluding  some aqueducts from a 

stud y of regional distribution is that some aqueducts, like the Aqua Virgo , served 

significantly fewer regions, so  the total number of public basins  may be lower as a result 

                                                      

63 LTUR 3.336, s.v. ɁNaumachia Augusti ,ɂɯȹA. M. Liberati); Richardson 1992, 265. 
64 See Taylor 2000, 169-96 for a comprehensive look at the evidence for the Aqua Alsi etina.  
65 Nor eña 2006, 96-97. 
66 Noreña 2006, 97. 
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of the smaller service area.67  We simply do not have enough evidence for the precise 

area and demography contained within each region.  In order to  obtain a more holistic 

picture, w hen mapping regional distribution of water supply under Claudius, I have not 

excluded any of the aqueducts.   

I used the Mapping Augustan Rome map as a base for my water distribution  

visualizations for 41, 45, and 54.68  Most maps of the Augustan regions use the Aurelian 

Wall as an outer border, although  the wall was not built u ntil th e last quarter of the 3rd 

century, long after the reign  of Claudius.69  In my m aps, I have used the regions defined 

by Filip po Coarelli,70 but I do not define an outer border for the regions as they remain 

unknown and may have sh ifted over time .  In addition  to the regional supply data , I 

have incorporated known  natural spring s, cisterns, castella, nymphaea, fistulae, and 

inscription s pertinent to the water supply  into the maps.71  The courses of the aqueducts 

and the drainage channels are marked.  Dist inction s betw een above ground and b elow 

                                                      

67 If we add the Aqua Vi rgo to NoreñaɀÚɯËÐÚÛÙÐÉÜtion  map, Regions 9 and 14, the Campus Martius and 

Transtiberim respectively, received water from all four of  the aqueducts serving the most publ ic basins.  

Region 8, the Capitoline h ill, and Region 7, the other half of the Campus Martius, received water f rom three 

of those aqueducts.  This modification bolsters -ÖÙÌęÈɀÚɯÈÙgument.  If  a correlation existed between access 

to water and residential topography, Noreña concludes that the Campus Martius and Tr anstiberim were 

home to a large part of the population  in the August an period.   
68 I used the Digital Augustan Rome map wit h the permission of David Gilman Romano.  See 

http://digita laugustanrome.org and Haselberger et al. 2002 for more inf ormation on t he Mapping Augu stan 

Rome project.  
69 LTUR 3.290-99, s.v. ɁMuri Aureliani, ɂ (G. Pisani Sartorio). 
70 Coarelli 2008, 7. 
71 Data from the known springs, fountain s, and nymphaea of the Claudian period was drawn from the  

University of Virgi niÈɀÚɯ6ÈÛÌrs of Rome Project (http://www3.iath.vir ginia.edu/w aters/).  For fistulae, see De 

Kleijn 2002, 37-45.  Inscriptions were compiled and documented by the author.  

http://digitalaugustanrome.org/
http://www3.iath.virginia.edu/waters/
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ground channels are made to show what would h ave been visible to someone walking 

through the ancient city.   It is important to remember how much information i s lost in 

the archaeological, epigraphic, and litera ry records, so all conclusions drawn based on 

these visualizations are contin gent on the extant evidence being representative. 

 

 

Figure 21:  Map of  water supply in 41 . 
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Figure 22:  Map of water supply in 45. 
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Figur e 23:  Map of water supply in 52. 

These visualization s highl ight the regions with the greatest amount of change 

over time in aqueduct supply  ËÜÙÐÕÎɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐÎÕɭparti cularly Regions 7 (Via Lata), 

9 (Circus Flaminius), and 14 (Transtiberim).   In 41 Region 9 in the Campus Martius 

received water from three  aqueducts; by 45, it received water from four;  and by 52, from 

five.  Region 14, Transtiberim,  the only region on the western bank of the Tiber river , 

received water from four aqueducts in 41, five by 45, and seven by 52.  Removing the 
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non-potable water of the Aqua Alsietina from the tota ls gives three aqueducts in 41, four 

in 45, and six in 52.   

Upon the completion of aqueduct bui lding and  ÙÌ×ÈÐÙɯÐÕɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯreign, only 

tw o of the ciÛàɀs nine aqueducts did not supply  Transtiberim .  Region 14 may have been 

geographically  separated from the monu mental center of Rome, but it became an 

ÐÕÊÙÌÈÚÐÕÎÓàɯÐÕÛÌÎÙÈÓɯ×ÈÙÛɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÐÛàɀÚɯÌÊÖnomic growth f rom the Augusta n period 

onwar ds.  Coarelli describes the TranstÐÉÌÙÐÔɯÈÚɯÈɯɁÞÖÙking -class neighÉÖÙÏÖÖËȮɂɯÉÈÚÌËɯ

on inscription al and archaeological evidence for such things as brick makin g, port 

structures, and mills. 72  The need to improve the water supply  in the Campus Martius 

and Transtiberium  may reflect the growth  and density of the residential popula tion and 

commercial activity in th ese areas.  In Chapter 4, I discuss ClaudiuÚɀɯÊÖÕÚÛÙÜÊÛÐÖÕɯÖÍɯÛÏÌɯ

Via Portuensis and its potential inf luence on Transtiberim.  

The Campus Martius and Tr anstiberim also happened to be in the lowest lying 

land of the city, directly in the fl ood plain of the Tiber river .  As Gregory Aldrete  has 

shown in his  book on the floods of the Tiber in ancient Rome, these areas were flood 

prone, making this land less desirable and where the poorer residents of Rome likely 

lived .73   Figure 24 is a digi tal elevation model (DEM) of the city created in Arc Scene by 

                                                      

72 Coarelli 2008, 336.  See LTUR 5.77-83, s.ÝȭɯɁ3ÙÈÕÚÛÐberim,ɂ (M. Maischberger), and Palmer 1981 for more 

informa tion on the region.  
73 Aldrete 2007, 113. 
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interpolating the contour data fr om the Mapping Augustan Rome project.74  The 

Mapping Augustan Rome elevation  data captures the topography of Rome around 14, 

which is  more representative of the landsÊÈ×ÌɯÖÍɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀ reign than modern elevation 

data.75  The lower-lying parts of the city wer e between five and 10 masl without 

flooding.   It  also shows the conditions of a typical flood in Rome, a rise to 10 meters 

above sea level (masl), created using GIS watershed analysis and flood plain modeling. 76  

The Campus Martius and Transtiberim were routinely inundated by th Ìɯ3ÐÉÌÙɀÚɯÞÈÛers.77   

 
Figure 24:  Di gital elevation model (DEM) o f Rome und er the conditions of  a 

typic al f lood (10 masl). 

 

                                                      

74 The Mappin g August an Rome contour data is freely available at http://digitalaugusta nrome.org.  
75 Corazza and Marra 1995, tav. 13 provides a detailed map of the amount of natural and man-made fil l that 

has accumulated in Rome since the ancient period.   
76 Aldrete 2007, 46 describes a rise to 10 meters above sea level as a minor and most typical flood.  
77 Aldrete 2007, 47. 
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Just as clean water is essential for any population, too much water in the form of 

flooding damages housing, destroys grain and food suppli es, and spreads diseases.78 

According to various sources, flooding wa s such a prominent threat in Rome that Julius 

Caesar developed plans to combat the problem by divertin g the Tiber, but his proposals 

did not move beyon d the planning st ages (Cic. Att . 13.33.4; Suet. Caes. 44; Plut. Caes. 

58).79  The inscription fro m Portus, discussed in Chapter 2 above, shows that Claudius 

also hoped to reduce the risk of inunda tions in Rome by digging channels from the Tiber 

to the sea (CIL 14.85 = Thylander B310).  Modern hydrology  demonstrates that these 

channels did nothing to decrease flooding in the city, as we saw in the previous 

chapter.80 Nonetheless, "ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÈÛÛÌÔpt to solve the flooding problem in Rome  

exemplifies his attention  to help pro tect the populatio n living  in close quarters in the 

fl ood plain. 

Unfortunately, we have little to no archaeological evidence for the housing of the 

non-elite population in Rome, especially during the Claudian period. 81  The sturdiest 

and thus mor e expensive building material s were not used to buil d apartment buil dings 

for the lower strata of society.  For a city prone to fires and floods, its less expensive 

                                                      

78 Al drete 2007, 232-39. 
79 Aldrete  2007, 181-92. 
80 Al drete 2007, 184-85. 
81 Priester 2002, 235-77 catalogues all of the archaeological, epigraphic, and literar y sources then known for 

multi -level buildings with  residential units and insulae in the city  of Rome.  The earliest archaeological 

evidence dates to the early second century C E. 
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wooden and/or mudbrick c onstructions  simply would neither hold u p indefinitely nor 

surviv e in the archaeological record.  The number of buildin g regulations mentioned in 

the liter ary sources, like Augustus limiting t he height of new buildings on city str eets to 

70 feet (Strabo 5.3.7; Hor. Ep. 1.1.100), indicate that building owners wo uld often use 

shoddy and dangerous construction techniques to turn a better profit. 82  In his argument 

for a densely populated Campus Martiu s, usually considered as a monumental area, 

Noreña argues that apartment buildings could have p opulated the northern and western 

parts of the Campus Martius, along the banks of the Tiber river.83  A fistula of Claudius, 

seen on the map in f igure 10, was found in situ in the northern Campus Mar tius on the 

bank of the Tiber.  What exact purpose the pipe served can only be speculated, but there 

was some need to supply water to the northern bank of the Campus Martius.  We have 

evidence of apartment buildings in the Campus Martius  ÍÖÓÓÖÞÐÕÎɯ'ÈËÙÐÈÕɀs raising of 

ground leve l by around two  meters.84  Perhaps there had already been some residential 

build up in these spots prior to the  Hadriani c period.   

 

                                                      

82 Robinson 1992, 34-38 details the various buildi ng regulations menti oned in the ancient sources. 
83 Noreña 2006, 101. 
84 Priester 2002, 235-36.  See Boatwright 1987, 64-71 for the eviden ce for 'ÈËÙÐÈÕɀs raising of the Campus 

Mart ius.  Rakob 1987, 698, 709-710 argues that raising the level of the Campus Marti us then prepared the 

land in the floodplain for residential  buildin g.  Just because the land was not ideal for buildin g did not mean 

that there were no attempts to build ho using in the Campus Martius p rior to the second century CE. 
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Figure 25:  Map of  the Aqueduct distribution by region (5 4) wi th the relative 

density of p ublic basins  per region (4 th century ). 

 

Though much later, the fourth -century Regionary  Catalogues record the number 

of public basins (lacus) in each region.  Overlayin g the public basin density on the map 

of aqueduct density per region  by the end of the Claudi an period shows that even in the 

fourth  century, the areas with the most public access to water were the Campus Martius  
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and the Transtiberim (Fig. 25).85  We may be able to postulate a certain amount of 

continuity in the urban fabric of Rome from the first -century onwa rds because, despite 

numerous fires and floods, the general topography of the city did not change drastically . 

Another maj or point brought to light by mapping the regional distribution  was 

the importance of the Aqua V irgo repair dÜÙÐÕÎɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÜÚɀɯÙÌÐgn even though, as we 

have seen, this Claudian project is overshadowed in the literary sources by the Aqua 

Claudia and Anio Novus .  Compared to the fourteen regions supplied by the Aqua 

Claudia and An io Novus, t he Aqua Virgo seems but a small piece of a much larger 

water supply system, serving only thr ee regions (Fig. 26).  However, the aqueduct not 

only served three of the low -lyin g areas of the city but, as we will see, it primarily 

provided wat er for public us e.  The construction of CaÓÐÎÜÓÈɀÚɯÈÔ×ÏÐÛÏÌÈÛer and 

subsequent interru ption of the Virgoɀs water supply to th e Campus Martius li kely 

highli ghted the need to assure redundanci es in the water supply  networ k. 86  I wou ld  

argue that the disturbance of the Aqua Virgo by Caligula  served as the catalyst for the 

initi al construction of the Aqua Claudia in 38.  Once the Aqua Claudia and Anio Novu s 

were completed, all f ourteen regions of Rome would potentially have enough water 

supply even in the event of any one aqueduct becoming disrupted. 

                                                      

85 I used the data from the Curiosum in the Regionary Catalogue.  Though there are slight dif ferences in the 

lacus totals, they do not change the fact that Regions nine and fourteen had the most public  basins. 
86 Platner and Ashby 1929; Richardson 1992, 16. 
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Figure 26ȯɯɯ,È×ɯÖÍɯ1ÖÔÌɀÚɯÞÈÛÌÙɯÚÜ××Óy system in 52 wit h the three regions 

served by the Aqua Virgo marked in purple.  

The Aqua Virgo supplied the need s of the Campus Martius and furnish ed water 

to Transtiberim. Both Robert Lloyd  and Harry Evans argue that the Aqua Virgo  

provided the first  extensive distri bution to the distr ict across the Tiber.  Though the 

Campus Martius (Regions 7 and 9) was partially supplied by the Aqua Appia, the Anio 

Vetus, and the Marcia, the quantities reaching these areas must have been smaller 

compared to what wen t to the regions, like the Esquiline, closer to the terminus point s of 
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the above-ground aqueducts.87  As seen in f igur es 7, 8, and 9, nearly  all of the aqueducts 

enter and terminate in the eastern part of the city.  According to Frontinus, t hese 

aqueducts traveling through the Esquiline regio n saw a lot of illeg al siphoning, 

especially for all of the horti in the area (Frontin. Aq. 27, 114).88  3ÏÌɯ ØÜÈɯ5ÐÙÎÖɀÚɯÚÖÜÙÊÌɯ

is also east of the city, but its course was designed to skirt to the north  and take a sharp 

turn south into the Campus Martius.    Similarly,  for Transtiberim,  only small amounts of  

water in the Appia, Anio Vet us, and Marcia wou ld have traveled all the way across the 

Pons Aemil ius to Transtiberim.  Four aqueducts served the region in 41, but the 

A lsietina, as we have seen, was undrinkab le (Frontin. Aq. 1.11).89   The Aqua Virgo 

provid ed a better entry point into Transt iberim, the Pons Agrip pae.  It  crossed the Tiber 

furthe r upstream than the Pons Aemilius , permit ting more wide -spread dispersal 

throu ghout Region 14.90 

This evidence highligh ts how importa nt the Aqua Virgo was to these regions and 

their inhabitants .  Caligula may have underestimated the importance of this one 

aqueduct when he destroyed part of it in t he construction of an amphitheater, cutt ing off 

supply.  A round  the same time, construction  began on the Aqua Claudia and Ani o 

Novus , which would serve all four teen regions of the city  (Frontin. Aq. 86).  A need for 

                                                      

87 Evans 1994, 106-7; Lloyd 1979, 201. 
88 Michel 2015, 97.  
89 See above, p. 134-35. 
90 Lloyd 1979, 201. 
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redundancies in the water supply was the  primary reason for Caligula starting  work on 

the one of the tw o aqueducts that would eventually supply  ÕÌÈÙÓàɯÏÈÓÍɯÛÏÌɯÊÐÛàɀs water.  

When Claudius came to power, he did not bother ÊÖÔ×ÓÌÛÐÕÎɯ"ÈÓÐÎÜÓÈɀÚɯÈÔ×ÏÐÛÏÌÈÛÌr in  

the Campus Martius, but instead destroyed its foundations and focused on getting the 

arches of the Aqua Virgo reb uil t.   

Claudiu s made both a practical and visual statement by leveling an 

entertainment venue, restoring the largest source of water to the low-lying regi ons, 

including water for the massive publ ic bathing complex  of the baths of Agrippa , and 

commemorating the action with  a monumental arch bearing an identi cal inscription  on 

both sides.91  As we see below, some addition al data from Frontinus o n the water suppl y 

can further confirm just how crucial the aqueduct projects com pleted under Claudius 

were to supplyi ng the people of Rome. 

3.5 Improvements in Water Quantity Reaching Rome under 
Claudius 

In addit ion to indicat ing regional distribution, Frontinus reports numbers for the 

amount of water distributed by each aqueduct.  Several have pointed out that Frontinusɀɯ

numbers for the total volume of w ater flowin g into the city are problematic because of a 

flaw  in his unit o f measurement, the quinaria.  A quinaria seems to be equivalent t o the 

                                                      

91 For more details on the Baths of Agrippa, see LTUR 5.40-42, sȭÝȭɯɁThermae Agrippa e,ɂ (G. Ghini ) and 

Richardson 1992, 386-87. 
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diameter of the smallest Roman pipe (5 quadrantes or 1.25 digi ts).92  Thus, a quinaria 

measures only capacity and does not account for the changes in the velocity (speed) of 

the water flowing thr ough the pipes.  But this problem was understood by  Frontinus  

because he does mention his attempts to take measurements at points where the velocity 

of the water was similar to his other points of m easure (Aq. 73).  Several scholars have 

endeavored to convert FÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀɯquinariae into a modern measurement of water supply, 

volume per second (m3/second).93  Blackman was the first to incorporate changes in 

channel shape and slope into a calculation of the value of one quinaria for what he 

ËÌÌÔÌËɯÛÏÌɯɁÍÖÜÙɯÎÙÌÈÛɯÈØÜÌËucts ÖÍɯ1ÖÔÌȮɂɯÛÏÌɯAnio Vetus, Ma rcia, Claudia, and Anio 

Novu s.94  !ÓÈÊÒÔÈÕɀÚɯÈÕÈÓàÚÐÚɯÞÈÚɯÉÈÚÌËɯon the most detailed data set, and resulted in 

quinariae values comparable to the numbers reported in Frontinus .95  The Table 3 below 

compares the calculated value for 1 quinaria from !ÓÈÊÒÔÈÕɀÚ hydraulic calculations 

with  %ÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀɯËÈÛÈȭɯɯ 

Table 3:  Flow  rate calculations by aqueduct. 

Aqued uct Frontinu s Blackman 

An io Vetus 2.11 m3/s 1.2 m3/s 

Marcia 2.25 m3/s 1.1 m3/s 

Claudia 2.21 m3/s 2.21 m3/s 

                                                      

92 Noreña 2006, 92. 
93 See Keenan Jones et al. 2015, Fig. 2 for a nice graphic showing the w ide-ranging valu es for one quinaria 

calculated by different scholars using different methods. 
94 Blackman 1978. 
95 Keenan-Jones et al. 2015, 9; Blackman 1978, 68-69. 
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Anio 

Nov us 

2.27 m3/s 2.0-2.3 m3/s 

 

!ÓÈÊÒÔÈÕɀÚɯÝÈÓÜÌÚɯÍÖÙɯÛÏÌɯ ØÜÈɯ"ÓÈÜËÐÈɯÈÕËɯ ÕÐÖɯ-ÖÝÜÚ are nearly identical to 

Frontin us, but the Anio  Vetus and Marcia fall short of FronÛÐÕÜÚɀɯÝÈÓÜÌÚȭ  This means 

that the Aqua Claudia and Anio Novus had an e ven larger impact compared to the other 

aqueducts, because one quinaria from the Aqua Claudia may ha ve been nearly double 

the amount of one quinaria from th e Marcia. 

A r ecent field study of the Aqua  Anio Nov us by Duncan Keenan-Jones, David 

Motta,  and others has improved upon  !ÓÈÊÒÔÈÕɀÚɯÊÈÓculations by analyzing the 

stratigraphy  of the channel in differen t spots from Roma Vecchia, where the aqueduct 

emerges from undergroun d and travels six kilometers to the Porta Maggiore in Rome.96  

This means that instead of having to assume the aqueduct channel was always filled to  

capacity, as Blackman does, they used the evidence of travertine  deposits to calculate the 

actual height of the water in the channel.97  Their calculations resulted in a flow rate 

measurement of 1.4±0.4 m3/second for the Aqua Anio Novus, sl ightly lower tha n 

!ÓÈÊÒÔÈÕɀÚɯ2.0-2.3 m3/second.98  Until Keenan -Jones and their team can conduct similar  

                                                      

96 Keenan Jones et al 2015, 5-6. 
97 Blackman 1978, 55-57 recognizes that all of the flow rate  calculations for  the aqueducts are maximums 

because he had to assume the channel of the aqueduct was constantly  fi l led, but not pressurized. 
98 Keenan-Jones et al. 2015, 8.  
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studies of the other Roman aqueducts, they recommend using BlackmaÕɀÚ estimates and 

Frontinusɀɯdata as long as we acknowledge that their val ues are maximums.99   

I fully  recognize the problems associatÌËɯÞÐÛÏɯ%ÙÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀ measurements, but my 

study is not using his figures for  exact quantities nor does it require them.  Instead, I 

turn to the measurements to show general trends.  Putting th e data in bar graphs and 

maps will  illustrate these trends, allowing us to step away from the exact numbers and 

some of their problems.  The first graph, figure 27, shows the total number of quinariae 

dispersed inside the city for 41, 45 and 52 with each bar divi ded up betw een imperial 

use, private use, and publi c use (Fig. 27).  Take notice of the spike in public use when the 

Aqua V ir go is repaired in 45, and of how the tot al w ater supply more than doubles in 52 

from its rates in 41 wi th the Virgo,  Claudia, and Anio Novus all in commission.  The 

next graph, figure 28, includes only data for ÛÏÌɯɁ×ÜÉÓÐÊɯaccess ÞÈÛÌÙɯÚÜ××ÓàȮɂɯdivided 

up between lacus, munera, and opera publica.  Similarly,  the increase in publ ic access 

water supply is signific ant with  the repair  of the Aqua Vi rgo, and more than double-fold  

with  the completion of the Aqua Claudi a and Anio N ovus.   

                                                      

99 Kennan-Jones et al. 2015, 9. 
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Figure 27:  The changes over time in  water distribut ion in th e city under 

Claudius , di vided between imperial use , private use , and public use . 

 

 

 

Figure 28:  The changes over time in public access water supply i n the city 

under Claudiu s, divided between public works, fountains, and basins.  
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We can also consider this data by aqueduct (Fig. 29).  The Aqua Julia, Aqua 

Tepula, and Aqua Marcia ran parallel to one another, so I have combined their total 

quinaria.  Even those three combined, according to FrÖÕÛÐÕÜÚɀɯÕÜÔÉÌÙÚȮɯËÐËɯÕÖÛɯÚÜÙ×ÈÚÚɯ

the Aqua Virgo in to tal water supplied  into the city.  The Aqua Claudia and Anio 

Novus, also combined together, clearly pr ovided the most water to the  city .  But then in 

terms of publi c access water, the Aqua Vir go provide d the most quinariae (Fig. 30). 

 

Figure 29:  Total number of quinaria e supplied intra urb em by each aqueduct 

according to Frontinus . 
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Figure 30:  Total number of quinaria e supplied intra  urbem for public  access 

purposes (lacus, munera, and opera publica). 

3.6 Conclusion 

Water is an essential resource for every human population and its supply and 

control were  necessary to sustain RoÔÌɀÚɯÓÈÙge urban populat ion (Vitr.  De Arch. 8.1.1: 

[Aqua] est enim maxime necessaria et ad vitam et ad delectiones et ad usum cotidianum).  Wells, 

springs, and rain-collecting cisterns supplied suffici ent freshwater to the populatio n of 


















































































































































































