
Seizing the Scales: The Growth and Development of Trade in the Indian Ocean during the Late Ptolemaic Period 
Most recent modern scholarship dealing with Mediterranean participation in the Indian Ocean trade has tended to focus on Roman trading activity primarily between the 1st and 3rd centuries AD.[footnoteRef:1] During this time the larger volume of trade compared to what was seen under the Ptolemies is often highlighted.[footnoteRef:2] Warmington argued that this was because of an absence of direct Ptolemaic trade with India and Sidebotham, subsequently, attributed this to successful attempts by Arab merchants to conceal information.[footnoteRef:3] McLaughlin, in contrast, proposes that this discrepancy was due to excessive state control and Cobb and Wilson suggest that it was due to the benefits of a politically unified Mediterranean that a spike in trade occurred during the 1st century AD.[footnoteRef:4] Consequently, where many individual reasons have been suggested for the differences in the scale of trade between the two periods none examine this further to determine if there was a single reason or, more likely, several reasons why the Indian Ocean trade did not reach the scale seen during the Roman period under the later Ptolemies.  [1:  For recent overviews of Roman trade in the Indian Ocean see: McLaughlin 2010; Sidebotham 2011; Evers 2017 and Cobb 2018a. ]  [2:  Sidebotham, 1986, p.38; Tchernia, 1997, p.261; Whittaker, 2004, p.21; Cobb, 2018b, p.17. ]  [3:  Warmington, 1928, p.38; Sidebotham, 2011, p.37-38. ]  [4:  McLaughlin, 2010, p.26; Cobb, 2018b, p. Wilson, 2015, p.13. ] 

Therefore, this essay examines several factors to determine which were most significant in limiting the scale of late Ptolemaic trade in the Indian Ocean between 116 BC and 30 BC. This is despite organised activity in the Eastern Desert, the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean beginning under Ptolemy I with the extraction of minerals and being expanded by Ptolemy II for the purpose of obtaining elephants in 275 BC.[footnoteRef:5] There are several reasons for focusing on this later chronological period, notably the evidence suggesting that several important innovations effecting trade took place at this time. The areas which this essay will discuss are: (1) The development of Ptolemaic knowledge of the sea routes to India, (2) political instability within the Ptolemaic kingdom and (3) differences in the Roman period which may have prompted a significant growth in trade. By examining these issues, it will be argued that several factors, rather than one hindered the growth of trade in the late Ptolemaic period and prevented it from reaching the extent that it did in the years following the Roman conquest. Such an analysis represents a marked contrast to modern scholarship.      [5:  Redon, 2018, p.9-13; Wilson, 2015, p.13-14; Agathichiades.1.1; Strabo.17.145.] 


The Development of Knowledge of the Trade Routes Under the Ptolemies  
For modern scholars such as Warmington, late Ptolemaic trade failed to reach the levels of the Roman period due to there being no direct route to India.[footnoteRef:6] This, he argues, was due to traders having insufficient information.[footnoteRef:7] The lack of knowledge has been attributed to Arab merchants attempting to withhold information concerning trade routes.[footnoteRef:8] This view is upheld by Sidebotham who argues that the so-called ‘discovery traditions’ which record the establishment of a direct sea route to India prove that Arab merchants were withholding information.[footnoteRef:9] On the other hand, Cobb rightly argues that such a view is incorrect due to the different sailing schedules used by Arab and Ptolemaic merchants, therefore, making retaining such information unnecessary.[footnoteRef:10] Indeed, while the traditions concerning the discovery of the so-called ‘monsoon winds’ do differ they provide no mention of Arab merchants to support Sidebotham’s interpretation.[footnoteRef:11] Nevertheless, they remain important for understanding the events which expanded Ptolemaic trade in the Indian Ocean and whether the development of knowledge of a direct sailing route to India impacted this. The two traditions are preserved in Strabo’s Geography, the Natural History of Pliny the Elder and the Periplus, a 1st century AD merchant’s guide to Indian Ocean trading.[footnoteRef:12] However, the conflicting nature of these two traditions have caused differing opinions amongst modern scholars.[footnoteRef:13]  [6:  Warmington, 1928, p.38. ]  [7:  Warmington, 1928, p.38. ]  [8:  Warmington, 1928, p.38.]  [9:  Sidebotham, 2011, p.37-38; Plin.NH.6.101-106; Periplus.57.]  [10:  Cobb, 2018a, p.42-43. ]  [11:  Strabo.2.3.4-5; Plin.NH.6.101-106; Periplus.57.]  [12:  Strabo.2.3.4-5; Plin.NH.6.101-106; Periplus.57.]  [13:  Mazzarino, 1997, p.72-79; Tchernia, 1997, p. 250-261; Habicht, 2013, p.197-206; Cobb, 2018a, p.41-45. ] 

Initially, the tradition cited by the author of the Periplus has much to commend it, not least since the author appears to have been a Graeco-Egyptian merchant who sailed the routes which he describes and so likely had excellent knowledge of the trade.[footnoteRef:14] Furthermore, Pliny’s record of a similar story as that in the Periplus using information which was also provided by merchants also indicates that this account is credible.[footnoteRef:15] However, while this appears to be the case, the narrative is problematic. Foremost amongst these, Pliny’s use of the name Hippalus has been argued by Mazzarino to be misleading and that the original text referred to hypalum or an undersea wind which was later “corrected” by copyists to Hippalus.[footnoteRef:16] Opposing this, Habicht views this as referring to a wind coming from a promontory which Pliny also mentions.[footnoteRef:17] Undeniably, while such claims are hard to confirm the Periplus specifically refers to winds that were named for Hippalus following his discovery.[footnoteRef:18] This supports other suggestions that the figure of Hippalus was, in fact, a metaphor for the winds rather than a correction of Pliny’s text.[footnoteRef:19] However, while Habicht acknowledges that the Hippalus tradition could pre-date the earlier ‘Eudoxus tradition’ its date is uncertain, thus, making it problematic for charting developments in Ptolemaic trade with India.[footnoteRef:20] Therefore, whilst this tradition cannot be ignored, it is not reliable for obtaining a clear picture of the advancing knowledge of a direct route to India for use by Ptolemaic traders.  [14:  Casson, 1989, p.8; Periplus.29.9.27. ]  [15:  Tchernia 1997, p.252; De Romanis, 1988, p.5-13; Cobb, 2018a, p.41-42. ]  [16:  Mazzarino, 1997, p.72-79.]  [17:  Habicht, 2013, p.197-206; Plin.NH.172. ]  [18:  Periplus.57. ]  [19:  Tchernia, 1997, p.256; Habicht, 2013, p.205-206. ]  [20:  Habicht, 2013, p.202; Raschke, 1978, p.661. ] 

In contrast, Strabo’s preservation of Posidonius’ account, presents a clearer narrative which, when seen alongside evidence for administrative developments within Egypt’s Eastern Desert and archaeological finds offer a better alternative.[footnoteRef:21] This tradition records that Eudoxus, with the help of a shipwrecked Indian, was dispatched on a royal mission during the reign of Ptolemy VIII around 116 BC to India and successfully established what Habicht correctly identifies as a direct sea route.[footnoteRef:22] Furthermore, Strabo records that Eudoxus made additional expeditions to India.[footnoteRef:23] On the other hand, while Strabo, unlike the author of the Periplus, wrote a century after the events he describes and disparages Posidonius, Habicht and Cobb rightly note that his account can be believed.[footnoteRef:24] This is despite Strabo presenting a Romano-centric view of involvement in the Indian Ocean trade.[footnoteRef:25] However, this account has led others, such as McLaughlin, to argue that, because Eudoxus’ shipment was seized by the Ptolemaic state, then the Ptolemies operated a monopoly on the trade which prevented it from equalling the scale seen in the Roman era.[footnoteRef:26] Conversely, Cobb observes, that this voyage was supported by the royal family, thus calling into question Eudoxus’ ownership of the cargo.[footnoteRef:27] Moreover, that Eudoxus sought to conceal goods is stated explicitly.[footnoteRef:28] Therefore, this does not suggest that seizing Eudoxus’ cargo was a wider policy but rather a specific response to one merchant. Furthermore, Bowman has shown that private enterprises were an important feature of the Ptolemaic economy with this being demonstrated by a contract to the ‘spice-bearing land’ dated to 150 BC which included several participants.[footnoteRef:29] This indicates that McLaughlin's argument for the existence of a Ptolemaic monopoly on the Indian Ocean trade preventing it from reaching the scale of the Roman Empire is incorrect.  [21:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.197; 200; Srabo.2.3.4-5; SBV 8036; I. Philae.52; 53; 76. ]  [22:  Habicht, 2013, p.201. ]  [23:  Strabo.2.3.4-5.]  [24:  Habicht, 2013, p.205-206; Cobb, 2018b, p.45.]  [25:  Habicht, 2013, p.205-206; Cobb, 2018b, p.45. ]  [26:  McLaughlin, 2010, p.26; Whittaker, 2004, p.163; 167.  ]  [27:  Cobb, 2018a, p.47.]  [28:  Srabo.2.3.4-5. ]  [29:  Bowman, 2010, p.104; S B III 7169.] 

Irrespective of the details it seems that Posidonius’ account denotes a crucial point of growth in Ptolemaic trade in the Indian Ocean and provides a more preferable means to assess developments in knowledge than the Hippalus tradition. That this is the case is also supported by the appearance of state offices relating to the management of activity in the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean around this time. One such office is the role of ‘Overseer’ of the Indian Ocean.[footnoteRef:30] This position has been dated to 110-109 BC by Otto and Bengston based on a reference from an inscription to a ‘year 8’ perhaps pertaining to the reign of Cleopatra III.[footnoteRef:31] On the other hand, Mooran argues, based on the titles in the inscription that it dates to 74/73 BC.[footnoteRef:32] Alternatively, Habicht rightly sees it as possible that this role may have existed by 110 BC but she, along with Gates-Foster and Cobb correctly point out references to other individuals fulfilling this office, confirming its existence during the 70s or 60s BC.[footnoteRef:33] Regardless, while we cannot know who originally brought the items of archaeological discoveries to southern India it has been convincingly argued, based on these finds, that there was some direct Ptolemaic trade by the mid-2nd century BC.[footnoteRef:34] Nevertheless, the time taken for these developments to take effect suggests that this negatively impacted the size of trade prior to Roman control. [30:  SBV 8036; I. Philae.52; 53; 76. ]  [31:  Otto and Bergston, 1938, p.1-22; SBV 8036.]  [32:  Mooran, 1972, p.127-133. ]  [33:  Habicht, 2013, p.203-205; Gates-Foster, 2012, p.199-200; Cobb, 2018a, p.45-46. ]  [34:  Will, 2004, p.328-329. ] 

Therefore, in opposition to Warmington, it seems reasonable to view Posidonius’ account, alongside the appearance of state offices and archaeological artefacts as reflective of significant developments in Ptolemaic trade with India. Despite this, the evidence discussed suggests that such developments took time, not least the apparently 50 years between Eudoxus and the creation of state offices relating to trade. This indicates that, since trade had been operating since Ptolemy II, it took some time for it to reach a scale which compelled state involvement.[footnoteRef:35] Thus, although Warmington is wrong to argue that there was no trade with India during the Ptolemaic period it appears that the trade was indeed checked from reaching Roman levels by the time needed for knowledge of a direct sailing route to develop. Certainly, Tchernia and Cobb rightly argue that this is reflected by the existence of the discovery traditions.[footnoteRef:36] Furthermore, even when it seems clear that direct trade was established, along with state offices to support it, its scale seems to have been further impacted by political instability within the Ptolemaic kingdom. Indeed, while activity in the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean had taken place throughout the dynasty’s history, that this was likely impacted by political instability seems especially true of the period when direct trade began until the end of the monarchy.      [35:  Srabo.2.3.4-5; SBV 8036; I. Philae.52; 53; 76.]  [36:  Cobb, 2018a, p.44-45; Tchernia, 1997, p.258-259. ] 


The Impact of Political Instability on Trade under the Ptolemies  
Alongside the effect that the slow development of knowledge of the routes to India had on the scale of trade prior to the Roman period, Gates-Foster and Speidel respectively suggest that internal and external political and military instability negatively impacted Ptolemaic trade.[footnoteRef:37] This is certainly possible given Errington’s observation that the period from c.145 BC until 30 BC was one of decline for the Ptolemies.[footnoteRef:38] Certainly, events such as the Great Revolt (207-186 BC) which cut the Ptolemies off from the Red Sea region and Antiochus IV’s temporary occupation of Egypt (168 BC) strongly indicate that this was the case.[footnoteRef:39] Similarly, Fischer-Bovet notes several significant revolts recorded by our literary sources during this period and even goes as far as suggesting that the Ptolemaic army was restructured to ensure internal stability.[footnoteRef:40] Indeed, the changing focus of the military during the last century of monarchical rule is clearly seen by the foreign wars fought during this time. Whereas Monson observes that the Ptolemies undertook massive campaigns during the 3rd century BC, deploying 75,000 men at Raphia, Fischer-Bovet observes that by the 1st century BC only 6,000 were sent to support Antiochus IX.[footnoteRef:41] Undeniably, while this discrepancy does not confirm Fischer-Bovet’s suggestion that the Ptolemies could only muster 20,000 men by 55 BC, it does indicate that the events of the final century - which included several major civil wars - had a profound impact, not just on the military, but on the entire kingdom.[footnoteRef:42]  [37:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.199-200; Speidel, 2015, p.100. ]  [38:  Errington, 2008, p.295.]  [39:  Monson, 2012, p.251-251; Plb. 5.107.1; 28.19.1-20.1.]  [40:  Fischer-Bovet, 2014, p.114-115; 2015, p.18-20. ]  [41:  Monson, 2012, p.251-252; Fischer-Bovet, 2014, p.106; Joseph.AJ.13.278.]  [42:  Errington, 2008, p.295-308; Caes.Bell.Civ.3.110.1-2; Bell.Alex.2.1.] 

In addition, Fischer-Bovet does not include the battle of Actium or the civil war between Cleopatra VII and Ptolemy XIII in her discussion.[footnoteRef:43] Despite this conflict being resolved by Roman military intervention, the battle of Actium alone is said to have cost Cleopatra 20,000 talents and 200 ships.[footnoteRef:44] This further suggests that internal and external political stability had a significant effect which prevented the trade from reaching its level under the Romans. Moreover, that the impact of political instability was significant for the potential size of the Indian Ocean trade under the Ptolemies is shown by the apparently large proportion of Graeco-Egyptian merchants and investors during the more peaceful Roman period.[footnoteRef:45] [43:  Fischer-Bovet, 2015, p.1. ]  [44:  Plut.Ant.56.1-6.]  [45:  Cobb, 2018a, p.76-77.  ] 

On the other hand, it is important to emphasize that although political instability likely prevented trade from equalling the size of the Roman period, as has already been observed, state offices relating to the trade do not appear until 110 and the 60s BC, the height of political instability. This implies, paradoxically, that trade not only functioned but grew. Additionally, that the discovery traditions also appear around this time supports this. One explanation has been proposed by Gates-Foster who highlights nomadic involvement in Eastern Desert activities since the c.270s BC.[footnoteRef:46] Even though nomads seem to have been a security concern under the Ptolemies there are records of some marrying into Ptolemaic communities and it has been suggested that others acted as fishermen or guides.[footnoteRef:47] Based on this, and considering inscriptions referring to duties for overseeing trade and mining activity Gates-Foster suggests that the Red Sea roads continued to be used during periods of political instability and, furthermore, that nomads took over from the Ptolemaic state, operating the trade on behalf of localised rulers.[footnoteRef:48] This, she argues, enabled commerce to continue to operate and grow. Despite this, she also notes a gradual decline in pottery assemblages at Ptolemaic sites from c.150 BC onwards and a relative lack of interest by the state after elephant hunting ended. This suggests, instead, that trade was declining. Nevertheless, this was also likely due to the political instability of the last century of Ptolemaic rule with the kingdom being split between multiple rulers during the later 2nd century BC.[footnoteRef:49]     [46:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.197; Strabo,17.1.2; Theoc.7.111-114; P. Hauswaldt.6; 15. ]  [47:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.197; Brun, 2006, p.196; Cuvigny, 2006, p.267-273; Hauswaldt.6; 15. ]  [48:  Gates-Foster,2012, p.200-202; OGIS 132. ]  [49:  Cobb, 2016, p.193; Gates-Foster, 2012, p.200; 202. ] 

On the other hand, rather than seeing this as a reduction in trade, Gates-Foster argues that the disappearance of pottery represents a shift in the material culture used to transport commodities from ceramics to natural materials used by nomads.[footnoteRef:50] Certainly, although this suggestion provides an excellent explanation for the fluctuations in material it does present several problems. Firstly, very little is known of the material culture of the nomads of the Red Sea, particularly before Late Antiquity.[footnoteRef:51] Indeed, while sources such as Strabo, Pliny, and Diodorus imply a less settled lifestyle they tell us very little of their culture, instead focusing on anachronistic accounts of the behaviour of these groups rather than providing a serious discussion.[footnoteRef:52] Secondly, far less evidence detailing what products were exchanged by Ptolemaic merchants survives.[footnoteRef:53] Although small numbers of coins have been found throughout India and wine amphorae of different types have been discovered at the port of Arikamedu in the south the full range of goods being exchanged is unknown.[footnoteRef:54] Certainly, while the comparative lack of evidence for traded goods does not rule out more organic products, thus not requiring amphorae, the large-scale demand for wine (not least for ballast) in the Roman period, along with the Ptolemaic-era remains of amphorae from Arikamedu suggest that such products were an important component of Ptolemaic as -well as Roman trade.[footnoteRef:55] Therefore, while a potential shift in products would not have prevented trade the apparent absence of valued commodities will have hampered it from reaching the same peak of the early Roman period if indeed, nomads took over from the Ptolemies as Gates-Foster suggests. [50:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.203.]  [51:  Lassanyi, 2012, p.249-253.]  [52:  Strabo. 16.4.4-5, 17.1.25-30; Pliny.NH.6.33.167-68; Diod.Sic.3.32-33.]  [53:  Sources tell us far more about exports in the Roman period: PME.39; 49; 56.  ]  [54:  Peacock, 2011, p.85-87; Will, 2004, p.328-329.]  [55:  Cobb, 2015a, p.193; Will, 2004, p.328-329; PME.49; 56.] 

Thirdly, where there is evidence to suggest that individuals of nomadic origin cooperated with the Ptolemies there is none to suggest that such involvement was on a large scale. This is something which Gates-Foster acknowledges.[footnoteRef:56] As a result, her suggestion, useful as it may be, is subject to speculation until evidence to the contrary emerges. Instead, we should, perhaps, view the absence of pottery as representative of a genuine decline (but not complete cessation) of trading activity perhaps with limited but periodic growth during times of relative stability. This is suggested by the discovery traditions, the creation of state offices and royal decrees for kingdom wide fiscal and administrative reform around 118 BC, shortly before Eudoxus’ first mission.  [56:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.203. ] 

Indeed, that a decline in trade is the case is emphasized by increases in pottery at the same sites after 30 BC, when Egypt became a Roman territory, thus suggesting an increase in trade.[footnoteRef:57] Therefore, while a direct correlation between the Ptolemaic volumes of trade and the impact of political instability is difficult to discern, that this was the case seems evident from the last century of Ptolemaic control, one riddled with political unrest. In addition, the decline in finds from sites in the Eastern Desert during the same period supports this. On the other hand, while Gates-Foster posits a reasonable theory and rightly indicates that trade continued throughout periods of Ptolemaic unrest, and appears, even, to have grown periodically as the emergence of state offices suggests, the argument that nomads participated in the trade in large numbers during these times is unsupported by any evidence and remains open to speculation.  [57:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.200.] 

Alternately, the importance of political stability for increasing trade in the Indian Ocean is confirmed by the boom recorded by Strabo during the late 1st century BC when he states that 120 ships sailed to India under Augustus compared to 20 under the Ptolemies.[footnoteRef:58] While Cobb has rightly argued that this figure is exaggerated he is also correct to use the number of coins from this time to suggest that it was the height of trade.[footnoteRef:59] This confirms that, although political instability was not significant enough to entirely prevent Ptolemaic trade, even allowing for irregular growth, political instability, alongside the gradual development of knowledge of a direct trade route played a role in limiting the potential of trade to match the scale of the Roman period. Finally, we must consider if Roman rule brought any advantages which meant that a level of trade was reached which the Ptolemies could not match. [58:  Strabo.2.5.3; 17.3.]  [59:  Cobb, 2015b, p.363-390; 2018b, p.46-47. ] 


Roman Innovations in the Indian Ocean Trade 
Where several modern scholars have argued that the Roman period brought about substantial changes in the nature of trade compared to the Ptolemaic period this has rightly been questioned by recent work.[footnoteRef:60] While questioning this narrative, Cobb nevertheless broadly accepts the premise that the significant growth in trade during the Roman period was facilitated through the advantages of a politically unified Mediterranean, a larger market demanding Indian Ocean goods and greater levels of investment in commercial ventures.[footnoteRef:61] While the advantages of political stability have already been discussed it is worth comparing the latter two propositions in the Ptolemaic and Roman periods to ascertain if they played a role in encouraging a level of trade under the Roman Empire which was not seen by the Ptolemies. [60:  Tomber, 2008, p.18; 71; Sidebotham, 2011, p.5; Cobb, 2018a, p.28-90; 2018b, p.17-51.  ]  [61:  Cobb, 2018b, p.17. ] 


Market Demand for Indian Ocean Goods Under the Ptolemies
Given the expense of items obtained via trade in the Indian Ocean such as a rock crystal bowel recorded by Pliny or jewellery worn by members of the Roman upper class worth millions of sestertii modern scholars such as Jones and Morley have argued that the scale of trade, even under Rome was small and limited to expensive products utilised only by wealthy individuals.[footnoteRef:62] On the contrary, Sidebotham convincingly highlights the range of contexts and utilities for which  our sources show the products of Indian Ocean trade being used which in turn suggests they were highly demanded in the Roman Empire.[footnoteRef:63] Such uses included religious ceremonies, medical purposes, banquets, and funerary contexts.[footnoteRef:64] Despite this, it should be noted that many sources frequently describe the items of trade and their social uses in a negative light.[footnoteRef:65] Nevertheless, the Muziris papyrus, which records the products imported by the trading vessel, the Hermapollon clearly shows the potential scale (and market demand) of Indian Ocean products during the Roman period since it has been estimated to have carried 300-625 tons.[footnoteRef:66] However, while this figure along with literary references is suggestive of a high level of market demand within Roman society it is necessary to compare this to evidence for the level of demand during the Ptolemaic period.  [62:  Jones, 1974, p.149-150; Morley, 2007, p.39; Plin.NH.37.10.29; 21.81-82.  ]  [63:  Sidebotham, 1986, p.14. ]  [64:  Sidebotham, 1986, p.14. ]  [65:  Plin.NH.12.83-84; Tac.Ann.3.53; Juv.6.464-6; 509. ]  [66:  Rathbone, 2000, p.46; De Romanis, 2012, p.89; P. Vindob.40822. ] 

Similarly to the Roman era, there are several literary references to the uses of Indian Ocean goods under the Ptolemies, although their social significance has not been discussed by modern scholars to the same extent as for Roman society.[footnoteRef:67] Irrespective, inscriptions from the Eastern Desert show that spices were used in religious rituals by traders and further evidence from Delos indicates a large drop in the price of ivory, thus, suggesting that large quantities were imported from the Red Sea.[footnoteRef:68] This was a result of state-driven elephant hunts, the product of which was sold, within Egypt and overseas.[footnoteRef:69] Moreover, the widespread sale of the products of Indian Ocean trade is confirmed by mentions of Arabian spices within the Archive of Apollonius, a significant court official under Ptolemy II.[footnoteRef:70] Likewise, Theophrastus’ Enquiry into Plants references several different plants originating from the Indian Ocean which appear to have made their way into Hellenistic society.[footnoteRef:71] Furthermore, that Theophrastus spent time in Athens and Lesbos suggests, moreover, that products entered Hellenistic society beyond Ptolemaic domains, although, the extent of demand is unknown.[footnoteRef:72]  [67:  For the social significance of Indian Ocean goods within Roman society see Cobb 2013.]  [68:  IG XI 2163A; 203A71; 287a118. ]  [69:  Burstein, 1996, p.800; 804; P.Petrie.III.114; IG XI 2163A; 203A71; 287A118; Agath.1.1.; Plin.NH.8.8.25. ]  [70:  Thompson, 2012; P. Cairo Zen. 459.]  [71:  Theoph.Enq.9.7.2. ]  [72:  Sharples, 2012, ] 

Therefore, it appears that there were quite extensive calls for Indian Ocean goods during the Ptolemaic period as is demonstrated by the literary references alluding to the range of uses for these products. On the other hand, that the market demand was significantly higher after 30 BC is apparent for several reasons. Firstly, the number of authors and social commentators which refer to Indian Ocean products during the Roman period is greater than under the Ptolemies with even a general overview revealing that at least 7 notable Roman writers mention the produce of the trade and its uses in society compared to only 4 under the Ptolemies.[footnoteRef:73] Nevertheless, it must be noted that this survey is neither comprehensive nor is it wholly representative of the Ptolemaic literature relating to commerce with Agatharchiades’ fragmentary work of On the Erythrean Sea indicating a missing corpus compiled prior to Roman custody of trade.[footnoteRef:74] That this is the case is also supported by the appearance of black peppercorns dating to the Republican period at the so-called ‘House of Heracles’ Wedding’ in Pompeii.[footnoteRef:75]   [73:  Plin.NH.12.83-84; Tac.Ann.3.53; Juv.6.464-6; 509; Strabo.2.3.5; Appicius.1.1.1-2; Mart.14.87; Sen.Ep.19.11; Agath.1.1; Ath.197C-203B; Theoph.Enq.9.7.2; P. Cairo Zen. 459.]  [74:  Burstein, 2010, p.12-13. ]  [75:  Cobb, 2018c, p.538. ] 

Secondly, one of our most significant surviving mentions of Indian Ocean products under the Ptolemies is the inclusion of elephants, spices and precious stones in the so-called ‘Pompe of Ptolemy II’ which was a significant festival held in the city of Alexandria.[footnoteRef:76] This suggests that many of the items of trade were immensely valuable and while they may have been in high market demand this was likely amongst a smaller section of the population than during the Roman period. Indeed, that Indian Ocean products were demanded by a higher portion of Roman society is clearly shown by Apicius’ cookbook of which most of the 480 recipes use black pepper.[footnoteRef:77] Additionally, Pliny’s record of the prices of pepper shows that it was relatively affordable.[footnoteRef:78] Its affordability is also confirmed by modern scholars who convincingly show that pepper could be purchased in small quantities by the middling section of Roman society depending on their disposable income.[footnoteRef:79] Lastly, the population of the Roman Empire which has been estimated at c.45-60 million inhabitants greatly exceeds that of the Ptolemaic Empire with c.3-7 million being proposed for Egypt, excluding the overseas territories.[footnoteRef:80]  [76:  Rice 1983: 28-29; Ath.197C-203B.  ]  [77:  Cobb, 2018c, p.526; Parker, 2008, p.169. ]  [78:  Plin.NH.12.14.26-29.  ]  [79:  Cobb, 2018c, p.519-559.]  [80:  Bowman, 2011, p.318; McLaughlin, 2010, p.169. ] 

Indeed, while the size of the population alone does not confirm that a higher proportion of society demanded Indian Ocean goods it does suggest a greater number of middling and elite individuals with the surplus income to support purchasing the produce of the trade. Thus, it appears that while market demand for Indian Ocean goods was not insignificant during the Ptolemaic era this may have frequently been limited to the elite or individuals of middling income of which there would likely have been a far greater number after 30 BC. Therefore, it appears that Cobb’s proposal of the growth in trade during the 1st century AD being, partly due to an increase in market demand is supported by the available evidence which suggests a notable but comparably limited level of market demand in the period prior. Following this it is important to determine the validity of Cobb’s second suggestion: that increasing levels of investment in the trade during Roman rule led to the spike during the 1st century AD, not least because this will have facilitated increasing market demand.

Levels of Financial Investment in Indian Ocean Trade
It has been argued by Warmington and Raschke that, under Roman management, not only did the scale of trade alter significantly, but also, the nature of commercial activity which, they suggest, became more open.[footnoteRef:81] Furthermore, others such as Whittaker suggest that this change was due to an extensive increase in the circulation of financial capital after the battle of Actium, primarily by Italian merchants.[footnoteRef:82] This view is supported by Fitzpatrick who points to the apparent scale of moneylending by Roman elites which needed to be temporarily regulated under Tiberius.[footnoteRef:83]   [81:  Warmington, 1928, p.82; Raschke, 1974, p.244.  ]  [82:  Whittaker, 2004, p.163-164. ]  [83:  Fitzpatrick, 2011, p.37; Tac.Ann.16-17. ] 

In contrast, while Cobb acknowledges increasing investment by Italians after Actium he rightly highlights that it is difficult to know the exact ethnic origin of traders and their investors during the Roman period.[footnoteRef:84] Despite this, Mcleister convincingly posits that Roman elites certainly participated in the trade to some degree.[footnoteRef:85] This was despite a social taboo against supporting such activity.[footnoteRef:86] Furthermore, laws that were passed by the late 3rd century BC which banned senators from engaging in maritime commerce suggest that it was extensively practiced.[footnoteRef:87] Undeniably, as is shown by a loan contract for a voyage to the so-called ‘Spice Bearing Land’ it is clear that Italians had been involved with Indian Ocean commerce as early as 150 BC.[footnoteRef:88] That this seems to have increased under Augustus is indicated by the appearance of Latin inscriptions at Coptos and of Italian names in trading documents found across the Eastern Desert.[footnoteRef:89] All of this certainly suggests that under Roman governorship trade in the Indian Ocean witnessed increasing levels of financial investment which could not be matched during the Ptolemaic period with greater numbers of Italians participating in trade, either as traders or financiers. [84:  Cobb, 2018a, p.76-77. ]  [85:  McLeister, 2011, p.19-20. ]  [86:  Plin.NH.12.41 and 6.26.]  [87:  Liv.21.63.3-4.]  [88:  S B III 7169.]  [89:  CIL.III 6628.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack] Cobb, through examining documents from both the Nikanor Archive and the Berenike Customs Passes, argues that, although the number of Italians increased, there was a high proportion of Graeco-Egyptians participating and investing in commercial ventures.[footnoteRef:90] He reaches this conclusion by first noting that, of the 67 individuals named in the surviving 84 documents of the Nikanor Archive (these record the commercial activity of a family involved in moving goods in the Eastern Desert), 32 mention Graeco-Egyptians whereas, only 6 or 7 reference Italians.[footnoteRef:91] Furthermore, the fragmentary nature of these ostraca makes the identification of Italians problematic. Secondly, of the 81 Berenike Customs passes (passes permitting individuals to move goods along the Eastern Desert roads) found between 1994 and 1998, 34 name Egyptians and 29 reference Greeks.[footnoteRef:92] Thus, proportionally, many surviving documents support the view that Graeco-Egyptians, rather than being displaced, continued to be heavily involved in trade. This appears to undermine Whittaker and Fitzpatrick’s suggestions that trade grew substantially due to Italian investment.  [90:  See Cobb, 2018a, p.64; 76-77 for a list of relevant ostraca. ]  [91:   See Cobb, 2018a, p.64 for a list of relevant ostraca.]  [92:  See Cobb, 2018a, p.64 for a list of relevant ostraca.  ] 

However, this method is not without its issues as Cobb recognises.[footnoteRef:93] This is not least due to the preservation of only parts of the tria nomina in the case of Italian merchants and so the lack of certainty that the names which survive represent the ethnic identity of traders alongside the potential archaeological bias (as noted some documents are fragmentary) which may underrepresent Italian involvement.[footnoteRef:94] Moreover, that many investors traded through agents who acted on their behalf make it it at least theoretically possible that such methods could obscure the full extent of Italian financial investment which, as observed from literary sources, seems to have been quite high.[footnoteRef:95] Despite this, significant investment by Graeco-Egyptians is shown in the case of Marcus Julius Alexander and the potential problems of archaeological bias is mitigated by both the chronological span of the Nikanor Archive between the late 1st century BC to the mid -1st century AD and the fact that the Berenike Customs Passes were recovered over several seasons of excavation and not in a single cache.[footnoteRef:96] Nevertheless, it is important to note that while the number of Italians seems to be smaller we cannot know the proportionate value of financial investments between the Graeco-Egyptian and Italian merchants. This makes it difficult to completely confirm the validity of Cobb’s view that Graeco-Egyptians remained vital financial investors in the Indian Ocean trade.  [93:  Cobb, 2018a, p.64.]  [94:  Cobb, 2018a, p.64; 76-77. ]  [95:  Sidebotham, 1986, p.114; Bowman, 2010, p.106-107; Nappo and Zerbini, 2011, p.65; Cobb, 2018a, p.123-126; O.Petr.290; O. Ber.147-148.  ]  [96:  Cobb, 2018a, p.64.] 

Regardless, his argument correctly highlights that Graeco-Egyptians continued to participate and invest in the trade to a high degree after the Roman conquest instead of a takeover by Italian merchants as some modern scholars have suggested. Still, the evidence strongly suggests that, whatever the ethnic origin of those involved in the trade, financial investment increased dramatically following the Roman conquest. This is confirmed by the differing levels of state investment in facilities and security in the Red Sea throughout the Roman era versus the Ptolemaic with the significant renovation of ports and construction of forts.[footnoteRef:97] In large part, this increase must have been due to the comparative peace and political stability of Roman rule.[footnoteRef:98] That this was the case is strongly suggested by the participation by Graeco-Egyptians. This further demonstrates the impact of political instability discussed previously. Therefore, the Roman period, in contrast to the Ptolemaic, presented several advantages such as market demand and financial investment which allowed trade to grow to a degree not seen previously.            [97:  Sidebotham 1986: 48-51; Sidebotham, 2011, p.28-29. ]  [98:  Wilson, 2015, p.13. ] 


Conclusion    
In conclusion, this essay has argued that, in contrast to modern scholars such as Warmington and McLaughlin, there were several important reasons why late Ptolemaic trade within the Indian Ocean did not reach the scale of the Roman period. Whereas Warmington has argued that there was no direct trade to India this has been shown to be incorrect. Nonetheless, the gradual development of knowledge of a direct sailing route to India does appear to have slowed the growth of trade. Similarly, where McLaughlin has argued that the failure of the Ptolemies to match the scale of Roman trade was due to a state monopoly this has been shown to be incorrect. In contrast, it has been suggested that political instability within the Ptolemaic kingdom during the last century before Roman rule, in addition to the gradual development of a direct route certainly had an impact on the level of trade. Despite this, it is noted that periodic growth does appear to have taken place, often at times of relative stability as is suggested by the creation of state offices to manage trading activity. Finally, it has been demonstrated that, in line with Cobb, the Roman period presented opportunities for substantial growth which were not available during the Ptolemaic period. As a result, it has been suggested that both an increased level of market demand, not least due to the size of the Roman and Ptolemaic populations and a greater amount of financial investment by both Graeco-Egyptians and Italians that the trade grew substantially in size. Thus, this essay has shown that the comparatively smaller trade under the Ptolemies was due to several factors and not just one as some suggest.     
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