Towards a State Structure in the Eastern Desert and the Red Sea: The Case for Ptolemaic Elephant Hunting  

When studying activity in the Eastern Desert and the Red Sea throughout antiquity academic attention frequently focuses on the Roman period. Recently however, some, such as Sidebotham, have recognised that a more organised and systemic approach to a number of activities in this region began under the Ptolemies.[footnoteRef:1] In addition, Cobb argues that it was due to the efforts of the Ptolemies that the majority of the physical infrastructures and social networks that would facilitate Roman activity were established.[footnoteRef:2] Despite this, modern scholarship has, overall, paid limited attention to discerning any official state structure through which any one of this variety of important pre-Roman activities was organised.[footnoteRef:3] In contrast, one Ptolemaic activity which has received substantial interest by Casson, Charles, Burstein, Manning and Cobb is elephant hunting.[footnoteRef:4] Although Manning uses elephants as an example for the potential application of ‘Network Theory’ others primarily focus on the use of elephants for warfare, the commercial value of ivory and the factors which contributed to ending hunting expeditions rather than on the state structures which made them possible.[footnoteRef:5] Therefore, this essay seeks to determine if a traceable structure of state appointed officials was created by the Ptolemies to enable the hunting, capture and safe transport of elephants. Firstly, this will be done by examining the Ptolemaic royal court and determining the methods used by the king to exercise his authority with the goal of ensuring that an operation as complex as the hunting of elephants was conducted successfully. Secondly, the evidence for state officials who were actively placed in the Eastern Desert and the Red Sea from the 3rd and 2nd centuries BC to support elephant hunting will be discussed with the objective of determining if a chain of officials were indeed placed inside a discernible state structure to support this activity.  [1:  Sidebotham, 2011, p.28.]  [2:  Cobb, 2018a, p.59-60.  ]  [3:  Otto and Bergston, 1938, p.1-22; Mooran, 1972, p.127-133; Habicht, 2013, p.203-205; Gates-Foster, 2012, p.199-200; Cobb, 2018a, p.45-46; SBV 8036; I. Philae.52; 53; 76.]  [4:  Casson, 1993, p.247-260; Charles, 2016, p.53-65; Burstein, 1996, p.799-807; Manning, 2011; p.296-318; Cobb, 2016, p.192-204. ]  [5:  Manning, 2011, p.296-297; Casson, p.1993, p.247-260; Charles, 2007, p.306-311; Burstein, 1996, p.799-807; Cobb, 2016, p.192-204. ] 


The Ptolemaic Kings, their Courts and the Exercise of Power  
Before examining evidence for any state officials whose duty was to facilitate elephant hunting during the Ptolemaic period and thus, established a formal state structure to support it, it is also necessary to establish the methods which the Ptolemaic Kings utilised to ensure that such an activity as elephant hunting went ahead. Only with this information would it be reasonable to then question if a state-sanctioned chain of related officials might be reconstructed as a result. One way in which this might be done is by considering how the kings ensured that their courts carried out these edicts. On the other hand, examining the Ptolemaic, or indeed, any Hellenistic court is fraught with challenges. These vary from the quality of the evidence to the methodology applied to it. Indeed, Elias rightly notes that studies of courts (and not just those in antiquity) have suffered from a lack of interest following the upheaval and subsequent rejection of monarchic systems of government following the French Revolution in 1789 AD.[footnoteRef:6] This has caused significant gaps in our understanding of how courts functioned in the Classical and Hellenistic periods which have only recently been addressed by Spaworth, Rawlandson, Strootman, and others.[footnoteRef:7] These views oppose older opinions of the Ptolemaic monarchy by Addler and Ma which see it as somewhat unilateral with a ruling elite comprised exclusively of Greco-Macedonians.[footnoteRef:8] In contrast, the former studies, often utilising Elias’ work on the court of Louis XVI, have allowed these earlier courts to be described, more rightly, as being comprised of complex and delicate sets of power relationships which required kings to continuously redistribute honours amongst courtiers, many of whom were natives, to exercise power rather than simply acting unilaterally.[footnoteRef:9] [6:  Elias, 1983, p.8. ]  [7:  Spaworth, 2007a, p.1-16; 2007b, 82-120; Strootman, 2013, p.38-53; Rawlandson, 2007, p.29-52; Moyer, 2011, p.15-44; Thompson, 2017, p.257-267.   ]  [8:  Addler, 2004, p.20; Ma, 2013, p.333-334. ]  [9:  Spaworth, 2007a, p.1-16; 2007b, 82-120; Strootman, 2013, p.38-53; Rawlandson, 2007, p.29-52; Moyer, 2011, p.15-44; Thompson, 2017, p.257-267.   ] 

Nevertheless, while this does provide a better methodological framework through which to discuss how courts functioned and how monarchs in the Classical and Hellenistic periods, such as the Ptolemies exercised their power the situation is further complicated by the surviving evidence and the functions which they attest. These, Rawlandson correctly observes, were diverse and complex.[footnoteRef:10] This view is certainly justified by some of the examples which survive.[footnoteRef:11] However, on the one hand, while Spaworth rightly argues that this evidence does not enable a complete reconstruction of such intricate details as the ceremonial practices of Hellenistic courts which denoted the power of kings and the relative status of courtiers, on the other he convincingly highlights that many of the questions concerning these courts can be answered via the literary material that survives for the reigns of Philip II and Alexander III.[footnoteRef:12] This material presents a distinctly personalised image of the courts of Philip II and Alexander III’s with the title of ‘philoi’ (Friend) of the king being assigned to the individuals comprising the King’s most important officials and intimate social circle.[footnoteRef:13] Indeed, that the Macedonian courts of the 4th century BC were reliant on personal friendships and loyalties presents itself famously in the case of Alexander III and his so-called ‘Companions.’[footnoteRef:14] Moreover, such relations seem to have been further reinforced via institutions such as the ‘Royal Pages’ which saw nobles such as Hermalous serve alongside the Alexander III during childhood.[footnoteRef:15] This group would often occupy the foremost places in the court as regional governors and leaders of elite military forces.[footnoteRef:16]             [10:  Rawlandson, 2007, p.32-33.]  [11:   King, 2010, p.373-374; ZPE 77; IEO 274. ]  [12:  Spaworth, 2007a, p.]  [13:  Spaworth, 2007, p.85 ]  [14:  Arr.Anab.5.28.3]  [15:  Carney, 2015, p.207; 212; Arr.4.13.1; Arr.4.13.2; Curt.8.6.6]  [16:  Fischer-Bovet, 2014, p.156-157; Arr.Anab.5.13.1; ZPE 77. ] 

On the other hand, while the reliance on personal links between the King and his courtiers which has been outlined above is unanimously accepted by modern scholars, Spaworth convincingly cautions that this imbalance of evidence in favour of Philip and Alexander is due to the legacy of the latter’s conquests and, moreover, to the Romans desire to  discuss monarchic forms of government following the creation of the Principate in the late 1st century BC.[footnoteRef:17] Indeed, the aftermath was the time in which the majority (but not all) of our surviving literary sources for this period were written.[footnoteRef:18] Such a context doubtless influenced the material included by these authors and their presentation of Philip and Alexander.[footnoteRef:19] In light of this it is necessary to determine if these sources, which in the case of Plutarch’s ‘life’ concentrates specifically on Alexander can be used to see if the importance of these connections continued into later courts such as that of the Ptolemies and, furthermore, if this can, in turn, be used to outline a state structure relating to the completion of  objectives such as hunting elephants from the 3rd century BC.  [17:  Spawoth, 2007, p.82; 88. ]  [18:  King, 2010, p.373-374.  ]  [19:  Spaworth, 2007, p.88-89; Plut.Al.20.8; 21.4; 22.4; Arr.4.7.4; Diod.Sic.17.77.4; Curt.6.6.1–3; Justin 12.3.8–12. ] 

Although, it has been observed that our sources for the precise nature and ceremony of the Hellenistic courts are sparse there is evidence, in the first instance from Polybius a contemporary of the 2nd century BC, which confirms that the form of and reliance on inter-court relationships which operated during the time of  Philip and Alexander continued into the Hellenistic courts.[footnoteRef:20] Importantly, one passage highlights the continued significance of close personal connections between the king and his courtiers during the 2nd century BC, in this case under Philip V, and demonstrates that these were still considered to be significant for the Antigonids.[footnoteRef:21] Furthermore, Diodorus Siculus, who was writing at the creation of the Principate, shows that the title of philoi was still used by Ptolemy III in the mid-late 2nd century BC.[footnoteRef:22] Therefore, this evidence appears to confirm modern scholarly assertions concerning the continued importance of close inter-court relationships with the king who was reliant on these personal connections to effectively exercise power. In turn, this suggests that the officials occupying state power structures were directly connected to the king and vice-versa that the king was directly connected to the ‘philoi’ serving in high-ranking positions.[footnoteRef:23] However, where Ma rightly observes that the significance of these close personal relationships within courts remained unchanged between Philip II and the Hellenistic dynasts Spaworth stresses that Alexander III represented a significant step towards a more king and courtier dynamic which saw monarchs monopolise prestige which they gifted and revoked allowing them to exercise greater control over their courts.[footnoteRef:24] Nevertheless, Rawlandson correctly cautions that managing such a situation would have to be undertaken with great care.[footnoteRef:25] Regardless, monopolising prestige was a mechanism which the Ptolemies would utilise extensively.[footnoteRef:26]      [20:  McGing, 2010, p.138-139; Plb.30.7.5-8. ]  [21:  Plb.5.26.  ]  [22:  Diod.3.18.4. ]  [23:  Fischer-Bovet, 2014, p.156-157. ]  [24:  Spaworth, 2007, p.86; Plut.Al.47.6. ]  [25:  Rawlandson, 2013, p.37. ]  [26:  Mooren, 1972, p.19-73.] 

Indeed, the features of this system under the Ptolemies and the mechanisms through which any official state structures that it produced functioned, thus, allowing the king to exercise his power may be seen by examining the family history of Aetos and Thraseas, both of whom served as strategoi governing Cilicia in the 3rd century BC.[footnoteRef:27] These offices are attested by an inscription discovered in the city of Arsinoe.[footnoteRef:28] Their importance and status is indicated by the fact that Aetos appears to have founded the city during the 260s BC.[footnoteRef:29] Moreover, the importance for the monarch of maintaining personal relationships with such individuals within their court, whom Fischer-Bovet suggests held higher status due to their local connections outside of Egypt, is highlighted by the office being passed onto the Aetos’ son in the event of the Ptolemaic recapture of Cilicia in c.246 BC.[footnoteRef:30] This validates Rawlandson’s aforementioned argument that personal connections inside the Ptolemaic court had to be carefully managed to guarantee loyalty. Therefore, we witness a member of the same family early in the 2nd century BC being granted an eponymous priesthood in Alexandria, likely to denote their status within the court and their continued value to the monarchy.[footnoteRef:31] Consequently, this case study confirms the methods used by the king within the Ptolemaic court to ensure that his power was exercised effectively. Moreover, it shows that the resultant state structure which was created was one of close personal relationships between the king and his ‘philoi’ with relatively unimpeded communication between the two being a key feature in an exercise of power on a similar level of logistical complexity to sourcing elephants from the Red Sea.[footnoteRef:32]  [27:  Jones and Habicht, 1989, p.318; 337; ZPE 77. ]  [28:  ZPE 77. ]  [29:  Jones and Habicht, 1989, p.337. ]  [30:  Fischer-Bovet, 2014, p.157; Jones and Habicht, 1989, p.337; ZPE 77.]  [31:  Sosin, 1997, p.114; PP III IIX 287.]  [32:  ZPE 77. ] 


Elephants in the Hellenistic World 
Although fifteen elephants were included in the army of Darius III at the battle of Gaugamela in 331 BC it was not until Alexander III encountered Porus’ 130 elephants at the battle of the Hydaspes River in 326 BC that they earned a prominent role in Mediterranean warfare.[footnoteRef:33] This was largely due to the impression that they made on Alexander after which he created his own cadre of elephants.[footnoteRef:34] Subsequently the Seleucids and the Ptolemies, extensively used war elephants alongside other notable powers of the time such as Carthage and Pyrus of Epirus.[footnoteRef:35] This has caused modern scholars to extensively discuss the species of elephant used, their size and their tactical ability.[footnoteRef:36]   [33:  Diod.Sic.17.87. ]  [34:  Cobb, 2016, p.192. ]  [35:  Cobb, 2016, p.192-193; Plb.3.14; Plut.Phyr.15.]  [36:  Charles, 2016, p.53-65; Yahalom, 2017. ] 

Additionally, Kosmin highlights the importance of elephants as symbols of power for the Hellenistic dynasts, especially the Seleucids who he notes are virtually synonymous with the image of the elephant as it is appears on coins, in literary accounts and was depicted throughout the kingdom such as above the gate to the fort at Mount Karasis in Cilicia.[footnoteRef:37] This clearly indicates that, at least for the Seleucids, elephants were seen as vitally important, both as weapons of war and as markers of dynastic power. However, this image is nonetheless true for the Ptolemies despite not being as closely linked with elephants as the Seleucids. Indeed, the inclusion of elephants in the so-called Pomp of Ptolemy II along with Manning emphasizing that the great lengths to which the Ptolemaic Kings would go to obtain them via the Eastern Desert and Red Sea displays both the power of the Ptolemies and the importance of elephants to the dynasty.[footnoteRef:38] Despite this, Cobb rightly notes that the drive to obtain these elephants was motivated, not just, by the status with which they provided but also due to the need to counter the military threat posed by Seleucid elephants as is shown by Polybius’ account of the battle of the battle of Raphia in 217 BC.[footnoteRef:39] All of this made obtaining elephants crucially important for the Ptolemies both for ideological and practical purposes. However, the Ptolemies were unable to access elephants directly from India following Seleucus I’s treaty with Chundragupta, therefore, necessitating the discovery of a new source by 301 BC.[footnoteRef:40] Such an opportunity was provided by the Red Sea and from 275 BC Ptolemy II begun sending royally sanctioned hunting expeditions down the coast to locate, capture and train elephants.[footnoteRef:41] It is to the officials put in place to support these efforts and to the potential of outlining any formal state structure that they occupied that rest of this essay is dedicated.  [37:  Kosmin, 2014, p.1-3. ]  [38:  Manning, 2011, p.313; Ath.197C-203B. ]  [39:  Charles, 2007, p.306-311; Plb.5.84.]  [40:  Grainger, 2016, p.66; App.Syr.15; Strabo.15.2.1.]  [41:  Strabo.2.5.12; 16.4.5; 16.4.7. ] 


The Leader of the Hunts and the Hunting Parties 
Evidence for the parties hunting elephants in the Eastern Desert and the Red Sea on behalf of the Ptolemaic monarchs is, unlike that relating to commerce and mining operations in the same period, well attested by both literary works, inscriptions and papyri.[footnoteRef:42] Firstly, it is clear that the aforementioned expeditions sent in search of elephants were sanctioned and supported by the royal family.[footnoteRef:43] This is apparent from a passage by Diodorus Siculus which states that Ptolemy III dispatched Simmias with all necessary supplies to search for elephants.[footnoteRef:44] Secondly this passage confirms that these expeditions were led by individuals who were the king’s ‘philoi.’[footnoteRef:45] This indicates, furthermore, that this task was crucial and worthy of considerable respect within the Ptolemaic court. Vitally, this enables us to surmise that the hunting of elephants was primarily structured in a way which meant that it was led by members of the elite who answered directly to the monarch and otherwise acted almost independently of other officials as did overseas governors such as Aetos and Thraseas.  [42:  Diod.Sic.3.18.4; ]  [43:  Diod.Sic.3.18.4; Strabo.2.5.12; 16.4.5; 16.4.7.]  [44:  Diod.Sic.3.18.4; Strabo.2.5.12; 16.4.5; 16.4.7.]  [45:  Diod.Sic.3.18.4] 

However, it would be right to question where Diodorus, as a Graeco-Roman historian of the late 1st century BC, based in Sicily, obtained his information regarding who led these excursions during the 2nd century BC.[footnoteRef:46] This question may be answered by observing that in other sections of his Historical Library where Diodorus quotes passages which have been identified as belonging to the no longer surviving work of Agathachiades of Cnidus who wrote one of the only known works relating to Ptolemaic activity in the Eastern Desert and Red Sea, On the Erathrean Sea, during the 2nd century BC.[footnoteRef:47] The reliability of this work is attested by its use both by Diodorus and several other Roman historians and writers.[footnoteRef:48] More importantly, it seems clear that Agathichiades had access to Ptolemaic documentation relating to activities in the Eastern Desert and the Red Sea.[footnoteRef:49] Therefore, while there is no direct evidence that Diodorus’ information regarding Simmias came directly from Agathachiades’ work, Diodorus’ use of his material in other areas relating to the Red Sea suggests that he was well informed of Ptolemaic activity in the area which, furthermore, suggests that Diodorus’ account of Simmias’ expedition should be trusted. [46:  Sacks, 2003; Burstein, 2010, p.1.]  [47:  Burstein, 2010, p.13. ]  [48:  Diod.Sic.3.12.2-3; Strabo.14.2.15; Pliny.NH.]  [49:  Burstein, 2010, p.15; Photius.Cod.213. ] 

On the other hand, while it is clear that elephant hunting parties were led by elites within the Ptolemaic court, who were ‘philoi’ of the king the evidence which survives also references leaders of these expeditions with titles such as ‘Eponymous Officer’ and ‘Strategos’ rather than simply ‘philoi’ of the king as Diodorus does.[footnoteRef:50] Initially this presents a problem in constructing a clear picture of the official state structure of the hunts by offering evidence for the potential involvement of different officials. In contrast, both positions were frequently related to affairs of governance or warfare, an area in which the elephants were of paramount importance, these, moreover, could be filled by the king’s´ philoi. Indeed, records show that both Eponymous Officers and Strategoi served as regional governors in Cilicia and at Thebes in Egypt as Fischer-Bovet observes.[footnoteRef:51] Moreover, viewing each piece of evidence chronologically suggests that perhaps, rather than them representing different officials in charge of hunting parties they in fact highlight the gradual formalisation of this position into a recognised state office over time. Indeed, this trend within the Ptolemaic court is something which is noted by Mooren, Moyer and Thomson.[footnoteRef:52] [50:  Fischer- Bovet and Will, 2012, p.30; Gates-Foster, 2012, p.199; PP II and VIII 1899 = 4420; PP II 1938 = 4422; Pros.Ptol. II 1998 = 4425; OGIS 1.82; 1.86.  ]  [51:  Fischer-Bovet, 2014, p.159; PP II/VIII 1869; PP II/VIII 1940; PP II/VIII 1919.   ]  [52:  Mooren, 1977, p.19-73; Moyer, 2011, p.15-16; Thompson, 2017, p.257-263.] 

By examining each of these accounts individually a clear chronology does emerge. Diodorus’ discussion of Simmias during the reign of Ptolemy III refers to the leader as a ‘philoi’ of the king operating between 246-222 BC. The second set of records which Fischer-Bovet highlights mentions Eponymous Officers and dates to the late 3rd to early 2nd century BC. The final accounts which Gates-Foster notes are inscriptions that reference a strategos date either to 215 BC or 204 BC.[footnoteRef:53] Given that the Great Revolt (207-186 BC) severed the Ptolemaic state’s access to the elephant hunting stations the former date of 215 BC seems more likely.[footnoteRef:54] Therefore, these documents, despite being isolated examples, do offer a potentially clear chronology for charting the formalisation of the position of leader of the elephant hunting expeditions from being a philoi of the king during the mid-3nd century BC through to being a philoi with the formalised official title of strategos or Eponymous Officer by the late-2nd century BC.  [53:  Fischer- Bovet and Will, 2012, p.30; Gates-Foster, 2012, p.199; PP II and VIII 1899 = 4420; PP II 1938 = 4422; Pros.Ptol. II 1998 = 4425; OGIS 1.82; 1.86.  ]  [54:  Fischer-Bovet, 2014, p.92; Plb.5.107; Strabo.17.1.53. ] 

Indeed, the frequent change in title during the later hunts may be accounted for by Cobb’s suggestion that elephant hunts, while important, were not conducted every year but rather semi-regularly perhaps due to the need for extensive planning.[footnoteRef:55] Nevertheless, when they did take place they seem to have been on a very large scale. This is shown by the seventy-three live elephants fielded at Raphia in 217 BC and the 300 elephants which were needed to achieve the number of 600 tusks supposedly displayed by Ptolemy II in his so-called Pomp during the 2nd century BC, although this figure could be exaggerated.[footnoteRef:56] However, Burstein rightly observes that while modern scholars focus on the hunting of live elephants the economic value of the ivory made it likely that far greater numbers were hunted and killed for this rather than for military purposes.[footnoteRef:57] This latter assertion is confirmed firstly by inscriptions from Delos which indicate a sharp drop in the price of ivory during the Hellenistic period and secondly the continued value and import of ivory during the Roman period.[footnoteRef:58] [55:  Cobb, 2016, p.195-196. ]  [56:  Burstein, 2010, p.804; Plb.5.82; Ath.197C-203B.  ]  [57:  Burstein, 2010, p.804.]  [58:  Evers, 2018, p.22-43; IG XI 2163A; 203A71; 287a118; Plin.NH.8.4.7.] 

Certainly, the scale of these operations and subsequently, the importance of the individual leading them is displayed by a papyrus which records that one group of hunters comprised 231 men during the latter quarter of the 2nd century BC.[footnoteRef:59] In addition, the vast cost of this activity is highlighted by the fact that these men were paid about twice the estimated average wage for a skilled labourer.[footnoteRef:60] This added with the need for specialist boats (elephantagoi) to transport the elephants from the stations established in the Red Sea and up to the port of Berenike as well as the need to import food to support these expeditions provides clear proof of the scale of the operation and thus, the vital importance of the individuals placed in charge.[footnoteRef:61] However, while these leaders mostly acted independently Gates-Foster correctly notes the organisation of elephant hunts seem to be somewhat unique within the Ptolemaic state (especially compared to the example of Aetos and Thraseas) with evidence for the involvement of another official besides a ‘philoi’ of the king. Therefore, to obtain a clearer picture of a possible structure of officials who supported elephant hunting this evidence must be examined in greater detail.  [59:  Manning, 2011, p.314; P. Eleph.28.]  [60:  Manning, 2011, p.314. ]  [61:  Sidbotham, 2011, p.48; P.Petrie II 40a; Diod.Sic.3.40.4; Agath.5.85.  ] 


The Leader of the Elephants 
In one of the few studies which considers a state structure supporting Ptolemaic hunting activities in the Eastern Desert and the Red Sea Gates-Foster observes the existence of a papyrus dating to 255 BC which clearly states that an official operated in the region with the purpose of leading elephants through the desert: “to the person in charge of leading the elephants to the Thebiad.”[footnoteRef:62] This, as Gates-Foster suggests indicates that this official was responsible for leading the elephants, perhaps from the port of Berenike where a preserved ditch indicates that the elephants were corralled, to Memphis where a papyrus mentions obtaining food for them.[footnoteRef:63] This has caused Casson and Cobb to suggest that this was the base of those elephants used for military purposes.[footnoteRef:64] Therefore, Gates-Foster argues convincingly that such an official represents a specialist feature within the state structure enabling elephant hunting.[footnoteRef:65] One explanation for this feature is the central importance of the elephants, financially, symbolically and militarily. Since elephants were significant to the Ptolemies in so many ways it seems logical that a specific official might oversee their safe delivery. On the other hand, as has already been seen the elephant hunting expeditions were led by the king’s philoi who appear to have wielded significant power. This then suggests that there would be no need for a specialist official to ensure their delivery.  [62:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.199; P.Hibeh I 110. ]  [63:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.199; Sidebotham, Hense and Nouwens, 2008, p.162; Casson, 1989, p.259; P. Petre.2.20. ]  [64:  Casson, 1989, p.258-259; Cobb, 2016, p.197. ]  [65:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.199. ] 

However, while Bagnall, who, in discussing how the Ptolemies governed territory argues, that it was primarily in the hands of a strategos he cautions that it was also often split between the strategos and another official frequently with a financial remit (see below).[footnoteRef:66] Moreover, he proposes that the purpose of this division was to prevent any one official from obtaining enough power to challenge the reigning monarch.[footnoteRef:67] Therefore, given the immense ideological importance and military power of elephants which is demonstrated by the state’s investments in hunting expeditions to obtain them it may be the case that the official attested in the document pointed to by Gates-Foster was also put in place to further reduce the power of the leaders of these expeditions once the elephants were captured. This was done by removing them from the leaders’ control.[footnoteRef:68] Moreover, that the risk of a leader of the hunting expeditions could obtain too much power was genuine is confirmed by Strabo in his record of the story of Eudoxus’ alleged first voyage to India when he mentions that there were also military garrisons stationed in the Red Sea.[footnoteRef:69]   [66:  Bagnall, 1976, p.247-250. ]  [67:  Bagnall, 1976, p.247-250. ]  [68:  P.Hibeh I 110.]  [69:  Sidebotham, 2011, p.29-30.] 

Indeed, while the total number of troops comprising these garrisons is unknown Sidebotham discusses an ostracon discovered at al-Kanais which indicates that the garrison of this one site comprised around 15 men.[footnoteRef:70] Although Sidebotham argues that this represents an insignificant number of troops an inscription shows that the garrison of Teos only consisted of 20 soldiers which, in turn, suggests that the garrison of al-Kanais was not an unusual size for Ptolemaic garrisons.[footnoteRef:71] Thus, considering the evidence for the presence of perhaps several hundred Ptolemaic soldiers stationed at sites in the Red Sea this further explains the existence of an official whose function seems to have been specifically designed, firstly, to ensure the elephants completed their journey south and, secondly, and more importantly, to prevent the leaders of the hunting parties from obtaining the military, financial and ideological power that came with possessing elephants during the Hellenistic period. Moreover, while Ptolemaic garrison commanders appear to have been directly appointed by the king, likely to further ensure that no one individual gained enough power to present an independent threat, the possibility of a rogue philoi of the king operating in the Red Sea who could gain control of elephants and several military garrisons was genuine, especially considering the Great Revolt. This makes the official observed by Gates-Foster vitally important for ensuring success and stability. Moreover, it hints at a more complex structure of officials in the region. In addition to this apparently increased complexity, Manning has espoused the presence of a financial official within the state structure managing Ptolemaic activity in the Red Sea.[footnoteRef:72] Although such a proposition makes sense, especially considering the economic value of ivory provided by the elephants along with commerce from mining and trade, it is necessary to discuss Manning’s suggestion to confirm the existence of a more complex and formal structure of appointed officials related to elephant hunting. [70:  Sidebotham, 2011, p.29-30]  [71:  SEG XXXVI 1306.]  [72:  Manning, 2011, p.7. ] 

 
 Financial Officials in The Eastern Desert and the Red Sea
Despite the absence of any direct evidence Manning’s connection of a Ptolemaic financial official at Edfu, close to operations in the Eastern Desert and the Red Sea, who might be involved in managing its financial output is significant for any outline of a state structure of officials.[footnoteRef:73] Manning bases this argument firstly on the reconstruction of the temple of Horus in c.237 BC and secondly, on the fact that traditionally Egyptian temples acted as so-called ‘gateway communities’ which collected taxable revenue.[footnoteRef:74] Thirdly, he rests his argument on a letter dating to 222 BC from one Euthronios (possibly the praktor for all temples of the Thebiad) to Milon, the praktor of the temple of Horus in Edfu.[footnoteRef:75] Indeed, that the temple was reconstructed 38 years after the start of efforts to hunt elephants is strongly suggestive that Manning’s assertions are accurate. Additionally, that there was substantial motivation for placing an official directly related to managing finances from activities in the  Eastern Desert and Red Sea at Edfu is highlighted by Casson and Cobb with the latter pointing to a statement in the 1st century AD guide to the Indian Ocean trade ‘The Periplus’ that mentions the re-appropriation of hunting stations for commercial purposes.[footnoteRef:76] Furthermore, the geographical placement of Edfu as the principle site connecting the ports of Myos Hormos and Berenike to the Nile valley during the Ptolemaic period made it a prime location from which to ensure the extraction of revenue.[footnoteRef:77] Therefore, it seems likely that the elephants and other products obtained via the Ptolemies activities would have passed through Edfu, thus, making a financial officer such as a praktor based in this location a logical necessity for the state when creating a formal structure of officials for the region.  [73:  Manning, 2011, p.5. ]  [74:  Manning, 2011, p.6-7. ]  [75:  Manning, 2011, p.7; P. Elph.10.]  [76:  Casson, 1989, p.256; Cobb, 2016, p.201; PME.3.]  [77:  Manning, 2011, p.5. ] 

However, McLaughlin has proposed that it may be the products of the Indian Ocean trade, and presumably elephants, were subject to a state monopoly.[footnoteRef:78] Indeed, given the involvement of the king’s philoi and of the ‘Leader of Elephants’ then the addition of a praktor whose role was to account for the incomes from the Eastern Desert Red Sea seems somewhat redundant. However, McLaughlin’s suggestion, based on Strabo’s account of Eudoxus voyage, is fiercely debated and is difficult to prove, not least, because it appears to relate to a single case of state action rather than a specific policy.[footnoteRef:79] In contrast, the evidence supporting Manning’s suggestion that the praktor attested at Edfu was indeed placed to deal with the revenue from activities in the Eastern Desert and Red Sea which includes literary, inscriptional and papyrological material strongly indicates that he is correct.  [78:  McLaughlin, 2010, p.26. ]  [79:  Cobb, 2018a, p.47; Srabo.2.3.4-5. ] 


Towards a State Structure: The Case for Ptolemaic Elephant Hunting 
Despite the period of Ptolemaic activity in the Eastern Desert and the Red Sea being frequently overlooked by modern scholars as has been outlined above, the evidence, which is both extensive, allows for some potentially interesting, yet necessarily hypothetical, conclusions regarding the existence of a formal state structure for officials who operated in the region to be made and subsequently outlined (see below). On the other hand, the evidence relating to commercial endeavours is not as extensive with the first official attested around 130 BC.[footnoteRef:80] However, by studying the evidence for officials put in place to enable the practice of elephant hunting it may, firstly, be observed that, despite one unique and important component, it is clear that the state structures concerning officials for which evidence survives is well within the precedents of Ptolemaic governance and is attested across the Empire. These officials included positions filled by the king’s philoi, large parties of hunters, an officer responsible for safely delivering the elephants, garrison commanders and a praktor based at Edfu in addition to food supplies and specialist ship builders.  Simply by noting the involvement of so many individuals and officials it confirms the claims of Manning, Casson and Cobb that elephant hunting was an enormously complex and expensive exercise frequently repeated by the state over at least a century.[footnoteRef:81] Moreover, it strongly suggests that a formally imposed state structure for these officials did exist.  [80:  Gates-Foster, 2012, p.200-201; OGIS 132.  ]  [81:  Manning, 2011, p.314; Casson, 1989, p.259; Cobb, 2016, p.202-203.  ] 

On the other hand, while it may be possible to reconstruct a preliminary outline for this formal state structure which supported elephant hunting there are several problems. Although there is reliable evidence for the officials involved, regarding their role and, when and where they were operating it must be cautioned that few, particularly the leader of the elephants and the praktor is explicitly shown by the evidence as being connected to another official such as the strategos or any of the garrison commanders. As a result, attempts to reconstruct a formal state structure for those officials involved in carrying out Ptolemaic expeditions in search of elephants must, again, be treated as appropriately hypothetical considering the state of the current evidence. Despite this, most of the evidence, both for the way in which the Ptolemaic kings ensured operations such as hunting elephants were conducted and for the officials involved is attested by contemporary papyri or inscriptions, all of which are securely dated to the 3rd century BC. Moreover, they clearly outline the roles of the officials which they discuss. Indeed, where, in the case of the officials involved the evidence is obtained from literary sources which were written several hundred years later they appear to be based on reliable evidence from a contemporary and respected author with direct access to Ptolemaic data. Therefore, the evidence does allow for some tentative, yet necessarily theoretical, conclusions to be made concerning the official state structure put in place by the Ptolemies to hunt for elephants. These are presented below in figure 1.        
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Figure 1: The Organisation of Ptolemaic Elephant Hunting by the late 3rd Century BC.
Conclusion 
It has been argued throughout this essay that although modern scholars tend to focus mostly on activity within the Eastern Desert and Red Sea during the Roman era it is necessary and possible to consider aspects of the Ptolemaic period in greater detail as some modern scholars such as Sidebotham and Cobb have begun to do. Moreover, while the evidence for commercial activity under the Ptolemies is not as extensive as it is for the Roman period elephant hunting by the Ptolemies is an area which has attracted much scholarly attention and for which extensive source material survives. On the other hand, modern scholarship frequently focuses on the use of these elephants in warfare, the importance of their ivory and their over-hunting despite some rightly acknowledging that this was an extensive state-backed venture. Therefore, this essay has sought to refocus these arguments towards confirming and outlining the formal structure of state officials who supported this activity by firstly examining the way in which the king ensured that his courtiers successfully undertook such an operation as obtaining elephants and secondly it has discussed the evidence for the numerous Ptolemaic officials involved with elephant hunting and the duties which they performed. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The result both confirms the presence of a formal structure of state officials and allows for a hypothetical outline to be reconstructed. This, despite one exception, was seemingly closely aligned with similar Ptolemaic structures for regional governance, in places like Cilicia, via officials who were closely linked with the king and his court and many of whom held the title of philoi. These conclusions allow for modern scholars to begin to more thoroughly consider not only the scale of Ptolemaic activity but also more logistical aspects of this often-overlooked yet vitally important period in the Eastern Desert and Red Sea. Moreover, this allows for a more detailed understanding of the state structures prior to the Roman conquest of Egypt which subsequently saw both a phase of significant commercial growth within the sphere of the Indian Ocean and a utilisation of many officials with similar remits to those seen under the Ptolemies.        
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