CN THE QUESTION OF THE ALEXANDRIAN SENATE
IN PTOLEMAIC EGYPT.

By
LLTFY ARDUL. WANIIAR YEHY A

Mo decisive evidence has yor come ta light on the much debated
question of the Alexandrian scnute. However, in view of the many
conlroyersigl opinions which appeared on various points related 10 i, a
rezssessment and (resh interpretation of the evidence at hand might
not fail to prescnt the matier in a new light and to clanly some of

its deails.

The question fglls broadly in two parts. The first is whether
Alezandria had 3 senate at all when it was firsl founded and the second
is. if it did have onc, whethgr that senatc {which was not in existence
from thg ime of the Roman conquest until the reign of Seplimiusg
Severus) was abalished by Octavian or disappedred sometime during the
Ptolemaic le.

The first half of the querty was started by Mommsen who declired
that neither  Alexandria nor Prolemais could hasve possessed  any
deliberative assembties, whether an dxwdnein or a foudy, singe sueh
constitutionzl organs which where the muinstay of zutonomous rule in
Greck cities, were simply incompatible with a monarchy so lirmly based
on divine rule as thut of the Prolemies .

This assenion which was follawed by Bouchié-Léclery and Tarn?,
was parliy shaken by the discovery in Eeypt, in 1896 ¢, of three decrees
passed by the senate and assembly of Plelemais and the matter iy now
practically setiled to the advaniage of those opposing this view aficr the

I. Mommsen, Romische Gesch, vol. ¥ p. 557,

2. Bowchd-loclerg, Hist. des Lapides vol. 1T pp. 152 M Tarn, Hellenistie
Civilisation {3cd. cdj n 185,

3. Dittenberger, 0.G.1 [, 47, 8. 9.
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discovery of {he Tetter of Claudius to the Alexandrians in which he
refers to their elaim that they hud o senate under their old Kings?,
However, in view of the 1952 edition of Tam's Helfewisiic Civilisation
in which the existence of sugh a senate i3 suil denied, a brief
reexaminution of the ¢lum of the Alexandrians gnd a quick .review of
the opinions expressed roumd it mighi nat he out of order.

The ¢laim of the Alexandrians, it could be said, might not be
true, singe Claudiuz refers te it by simply saying ofe ¢xon depeer,
But the Alexandrians could not buve told such a flagrnt lic. Firsl,
this would stand reainsl their intercits in the lonz run as it would soon
he discovered by Clauvdius, wheilier through his own knewledge ov
otherwise. Secondly. he would have simply faced them willi their lie
and would not have boen bound o resort to the many precaulions
which he look m his reply when he suid that it was net an erdinary
request and should therefore he examined in the lisht of his own
interests and ol what was good for the city and finally (hat he would
entrust this inquiry to his prefect Acmilius Rectus®,

Thus it was not thet he did not know, but mther that he had
nothing to say on e matter of their having had 2 senate woder their
old Kings. He chose to ignore thase kings and their perind and was
going to be bound only by the precedent of the Roman emperors,
especizlly Augustus, whose poticy he fallowed and respected.  And what
he decided to ignare musf have been to the advantage of the Alexand-
niuns, otherwisc his reply 1o them would Liuve been that thay were try-
tng to get from him what their own kings never gave them.

Besides, providing Alexandria with a senute would not have stood
in the way of a monarchical centratiscd rule. Greek cities have kept their
senates and assemblics under similar conditions when they pussed under
Macedonian hegemony  afler Chacroonez and the formation of the
Heltenic Union and even after Alexander showed them the strong hand.
And it would be a wouk argument to sy that Alexandria wes a new
foundalion and would thercfore not confront  Alexander or the
Hellenistic rulers with the obligation of recognising an already existing

L. Bell, (P, Lond.} Jeas 20d Christigns in Egynr, 1924: %= Hunt and Edgar,
Select Papyri, i, oo 212, po BY, 1L 6672

2 Toupuer. Les Assemblics d'Alexandrie & Plpngue Piolensiigue, 1Bull, de
la (Sloc, dYAWch, @ tAdekandne, (1948) pp 73 1L
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vonslitutional organ as wius the cose in dee ciics wiieh were comprised
in the Hellenic Union, since othoer citics alse fuunded in the Hellenistie
peried. such as Andach, were pravided with suel aneans,

Awuin, the first Hellenistic rulers tried their best to attruct the
Greeks 10 their kingdoms and to temnt them Lo senle there permanently,
In the case of the Plolemies those Grasks would form the backbone of
their striking force in (he batteliztd while their experienag i juacters
of administration and ceonomical plansing weuld be an indispensable
¢lement. Under such circunmistanees, @ pranary condition would he to
previde a Greek atmosplicre fo those immigranis — in which gase the
ereation of doliberotive assemblics. if they had oot dlready been pro-
vided hy Alexander, would be a {orceone conclusinn.

In view of these considerations althoupgh Alexandna helonsed,
in meubity, to o new type of ctizs different from e old  madery,
ta use Turn's discoiption,’ the cxisterce of a Senate in that ary, from
the time of its foundation, or at least from the beginning of the Prote-
maie rule should not be o muner of guestion. The gustion should e
rather how much authorily was wvestad i it in order (o provide Ihe
aglonomous Form which would «isfy 1ths sentiments of the immizrant
Greoks who longed for a city-slate tmosphers, without standing in the
way of the cearalised system of government which the Prolemics chose
to adopt.

Alter 1his brief survey 11 would be wasonable to start my trent-
menl of the subject with the assumpuon that e Alexundrian Senate did
exist at the beginning of the Prolumaic rute.  The problem now s the
time of iis disappearance: whether this happencd under Anpustus. 2¢ the
bepinning of Roman rule. as part of the chanpeoser 10 the new cra or
whether 1t 1ook plage st an carlicr date. The method T shatl feftow will
be, first, to reexamine the literary and dosumentury cvidence known (o
us on the suhjcet and then to discuss seme sacial and economic
circumstances which prevaited in Epypt fowurd: (he middle of the
Ptolentaic period and swhich were likely to have a buanng on our quesuon.

1. Op. wtp. 185
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I will stan with the inscription published by E. Dreccia and
réestored by Plumann'.  The restoration, which is very plausible,
records a decision passed by the demos and senzie of Alexandria and
reads as follows :

‘EQ” leplws dunrdlovs Tel. ... ... . 1
['AmeModignn ppappards iy Boudis (73]
{ Tpord Juewv véw wde Lo .. . ... 1
(... .. 7p]irme gfivavrus [ Edale i Puu-]

5 [Mje wne rén] Sfpui mpudd [vews yripy-]
[‘Emreddsy. .. .. Juos dupifles ..o i
[ Gige dyadie wai dud 1] drepos [ yévern mepi]

1 cannot see on the inscobed stone at the Gracco Roman
Muscum, Alexandria, the obligue trace which appeared clearly to
Plaumann before pewv (8th. ling} in Breecia’s photograph, since the
brokcn edge of (he stone is well rounded by eresion and ape — a trace
which must have belanged to a (hin 4 according to Jouguct.® Tt is
evident, however, as Plaumann remarked, that the preceding laticr must
have been a trisngular letter which was most prohably a 4.

This appeirs clearly from a comparison of the distance hetween
the lefters where a 4 or a P come in question. The distance belween
a Pand a preceding £ {which could also stund for plain vertical ketiers)
is 2—3 mms. as in the fisst line of the inscription.  When the prece-
eding letter is an f2 — o rounded letter - - the distance reaches hail a
cm.,.as in the seeond-and sinth linés. The distance we have before the
P in pewr to the edge of the broken stone is 9 mm. and we sl
have no trace of a letter  This iz enly compatible with a 4 since the
distange Detween ihis Jetter and a following vertical lerter (similar 1o
the P} i3 9—10 emm. as in the case of the 4 7 in the first line,

}. T. Brecis. Tsonzione QOreche e Latine no. 164, PL XXVI, 54; Q. Plaumann,
Bemerkungen zi den Agpymlischen Epenymendaiicrungen aus Plolemaischer Zeit, Klia,
XIT pp. 48590,

2. Op i

72



The origin of (he inseription, however. is open to dispute.  The
mention of thg prytaneis in it hos given rise to Lhe possibilily hat it
might have come from Rhodes.! Although this has a preeedent in the
inscription of Abu Mandour”. Jouguel contends that this laier showed
signs of the Dorian dialect whilc Uiwere is narthing in our inscription 1o
stand against its Alexandrian origin. But the dispuied origin i not the
only weak point in it. There is nothing (o indicale the time at which
it had been inseribed and therefore it docs not provide us with a date
at and before which the stnaty was still in existence —- a fucl which
mighl have helped us in deciding, broadly, the tlime of ils disappearance.

A steond picce Of evidemce in this rFespect 15 the  pupyrus
pulslished by Girclamo Yitclii and Medea Norsa.  The text contained
jn it is the arguments put ferth by an Alexanddan embassy 1o " wairzp”
in praise of a senate.  Although the publishers sec in it a plea by the
Alexandrians submitted to Augusiuz in order not te dissolve their
senate?, Oliver sees in it & request fer 2 senatc which they did not
have and prefers to add it, on philological and owher prounds. to the
literary leats which were called the Acts of the Heathen Martyrs
which always deal with an embassy before the emperor and in whigh
the emperor is frequently referred (o as waivep *. Schubart places it at
the 1ime of Claudius basing bis apinion on the fact that in bhiz letter Lo
the Alexandrizcns he mentions that their request for haviog a scnale
was the frist of its kind - which 15 incompatible with the supposition
that they submiticd a similar request under Augusius®. Again on
linguistic and other grounds Bell takes it 10 be **a semi-literary text
hased on official acta which records Lhe proccedings of an Alexandrizn
embassy to Octavian either during his stay in Egypt or morc protubly
gt a latcr period ot just possibly of an embussy to Claudius, <ent 1o
ask for the prant of a scnate™. ®

1. Placmann, ©p. cit., see alen A Wilhelm, Builr:ge rur Griechischen
Tnschrift-kunde, p. 173

2, Iouguer. La ¥ie Municipale dans 1'Egypte Rumaine, Pads 1317, p a7,

1. Responto di wma TrPEn’igF_ﬂ[r[ di Alessandrind off Aupusio, TS A, A,
iy, suppl. pp- ¥ —11. alio by tham, Sul papien delln QOYAH d*Alessandri
B.S.AA., XVIL

4, J. H. Qliver. The floply Papyrus, Acpyptues X1 pp. 165 F

5 W. Schubar, Dae ﬂnuhq von Alesndria. Buofletn de Uinse Fro d Arch,
Oricnule, 00 p. 407, M

6 Dell. The Problem of the Alexandrian Scnate, Aegyptus, XL pp. 173-—184.

73



I am:on the side of those whe assian it to the rcign of Cludius.
The reason is that the mwain uéspru;u.:h 15 common o hoth Lhe request
of this embussy and the Claudian letier to the Alexandrians. In their
request, the members of 1lic cmbuassy enumerate the benefils of the
seitate to thoir city znd (o the government. This iz the samec ling
adopted by Cluudius in bis letter when he says:  0dydor €l oveal ner

7 wodee wne Toly fuoag Fpaypaac. krh.

Hewever, even if it were an official docement addressed to
Avzustus whether wt the Gme of the conquest or shanly after d:at, the
toxt, as mentoned carlier, still falls chort of any delinite indicazion as
to whether it s a request o establish a senulc which did not exist
before ot an appeal not to abolish pne which was alrcady  there and
therefore we cannot depend on it zs decisive evidenee in our querry

* & #*

Thus we fall bzek on the three texts which usually form the
basic evidence an the quesuon.  The two passages in Dio Cassius and
Spartianus and Clandius® fetter 1o the Alexandrians, OfF these | will
start with Dio*s pussuge . Afler talking about the special circumstinces
whigh made Aupustus treat Egypt in a diffiersnt way to the other purts
of the Empire, Dio pocs on to deseribe the speeial constilutionul
measutes which Augustus took in the case of its inhabttants, For the
convemence of the discussion I shall quote the pasase in il ;

Vo s . - ) . .
H pdere o duefinie Lordeizie 2r i Pupn éduxer. i raie
' - [] q - ML ) 2 - . -
;.-ev n;‘.’.ru,' Ty € 0Ty, ™y b A‘uéf-’u rE,'.;i_:)l?J vodue Irzuy.hn'rz.uv mulereu=
. 1 - - ] - .
erilar ewddenack TurndTRi wen VediTegaT Ly aiTEY Kardyre. wal cdiap
* [ . 0 ’ - — » s
oo Tdre Tayfdereor Topd WAAR kos whe Brgepos @rAwns rac, o Aei-
v oA , s oo H P d ) .
ooae B 8 ek v 13, L AAelivdpeln, dre Denadpor ndmngpimepos mgdeyewer
. 1 R 'P - l‘_' 1 T v - L] » - - - g 4
KL g1 'ﬁﬂ "'"F?i- € TR0 P IEETy T #I;;-r»'.'rw EFl' THE [P LT LT

('.-]TP(I lﬁf“l Ty,

The scntence  rous 8 A Socin L 10 Csedevertle ean  he
taken, without any strining of the meuning 10 dencic that in the case
of the Alekandrisns he (Augustus) commonded them (o conduct theip
governmcnt ot political life withoul senators  the reference heing 10

l. Dio Cusmigs LY, 17
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the members of an Alesandoun Senate.  However, Sehubart. ! who s
now followed by Bell.* contends that deen dordsie refers o Rome
ind nol to Alexandrin. The arpument put (orth is that he was tatking,
al the bepinning of the passuge, about depriving the Egyplians [vom
membershup of the Roman 3enatc (this would be a sypecial messore
different from what was followed in other parls of the Empire. such s
Goul, where natives enjoyed Roman citizenaship)® and thecefore the rest
of the passuge should alse refer to Reme, in which easc the depriving of
Alexandnans from the membership of the senate should simply he taken
a5 ¢ specification after he talked in gensral terms about the Egyptians
us a whole,

This imerpretation, howeser, meets with seme dilfieultics. The
first of these lies in the fact that Dio transfers his narrative from ralk-
ing a2boul Egypt's relution with Remz to describing its inlernal polhical
life in the country before he talks abdut the Alexandrians.  a Fact which
gives the description a purcly loca! charavier. The desenption of the
cauntry's populousness, its wealth and the fickleness of jis inhuhitants
had compelled Avugustus to take certam precaurions. Egypt wis nel going
to be enirusted to anyone from the Roman senatorisl cliss, nor was
any Roman scnator going lo be allowed 10 cnter the land without the
express, and personal permission of Caesar. The sentense of jeoror,
to ¢ rf Puopy is @ nataral completion 1o this relmion between Cegwpt
and Rome. The writer now stans 0 fulk about the eomstitulional
mcasures taken inside the country,  Proef of iz s provided hy
the fact that he talked abaut the other cities or plices in Exype
before he started 1o rzlk about the Alexandnans — éXAn i per addos
vy fxaarecs,  The reference in ey Awdomois must be to purcly loeal
conditions as sese places (or their inhabilants) did not have any
oMicial or esnstitutional relations with Rome before.  The dzscription
of the constitutional stutus of Alexandnans (ollows immediately in rhe
same sentenee end 15 poverned hy the same imfinitive - modsresientlac, In
this case his reference to the Alexandrinns cusld not have been a specificu-
tion after a gencrzel deseription of Egypt's relation vath Rome on account
of he inlerceding senenes i which he ralks about the jncemmal affiirg
of the country.

I ﬂp. [ ] &
2 Op ik
3 Suct. Yespus. ¥, Tacitus. Ann,, 3, 55



Another dilliculty foellows from the fact that. far from falking
in the whole passugc only shaut Rotoe and ils serate, Die shows clearly
thyt he was conscious of two senzles, the Romao and the Alexandnan:
At the cnd of his narmative L winds up hiz account hy walking about
the chanpgc which took pluce under Scverus and his son Antoninus ina
lunguage which shows clearly that Le was conscious of the two senates
all the Lime — Povdelomay ¢ & wu €o o "Adebavipela,. katde =y Palpg. .

Now thai 1t has been established that the reference in the phrase
in question {(rous & Aclavligetror dier Povderriv wodweisafiae dxedovaes )
refers to the Aldexaadrizn scnate, the stress Izid on the fact that {he
Alcxandnuny, as contrasted to the inhabitants of the other Egyptiun
citigs, were going Lo conduct their povernment without a senale must
meun What this senate had jumped to the centre of politicsl interest hy
coming in guestion in one way or the other. There are only two ways
in which 1his could take place. The first would bhe that Octavian
abolished an already existing senate. The segond would be that the
Alcxnndeiung, having no senute, requested Augusius fur the grant of one
but were refused thut, Dio’s way of deseribing this fact ind of showing
thut it deserved a spreial meontion, wus the simple and concise contrast
of the case of the Alcxandrians to that of the other citiess — where
nothing out of the ordinary hnd token place,

Aprminst this second afternative there is an olyection which,
althopgh advanced by Engees in relatien to anather tzxi, heats on ihe
same idea,  Alcer ¢ baule of life and death, his arpument proceeds, it
is unlikely that the Alexandmans would have usked Aupusivs such o
privilege as granting them o senate, One has only to know, e continues,
how the Alerandcians felt and beliaved tawards the conguerer in order to
leave aut such o supposition? The reference s to a passame in Plutarch™s
life of Antany where the histarian suys, talkang of Octavian, ~when he
had entcred the pymnasium and mounted a platform greeted there for
him, the people were bheside themselves with  terror and prostraied
themselves hefare him™.”

This. hewever, is only half the picture and, as such. does not
Hlugrate fairfully the relution between the  Alexundrizns and the
conguerer.  The other hall is well portrayed hy Die and Plutarch?,

' Maurns Engees, Taer Orief dos Kuisers an die Alexandriner, Klio XX p. 171,
2. Pluurch. Antany, TXXI
3. Purareh, Ibid., Dio Cussius, LI 16, 3—5.
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“The fact 1s,”" Dio tels ws, “*he did not consider it wise to inflict
any irreparable injury upoa a people of such btz numhbers, who might
be of use 1o the Rpmans in many ways, " This is iltustrated in (he ourra-
tive of (he (wo historuns by more than one instance. Oetuvian spured
the Alexandrian captives so that none of them perished. He alse defivered
in Greek the speech in which he declared his pardon to the Akxandruns
s0 Lhat they might understand it.  Again, he expressed his edmiration
for their city and its founder and for their culture in the person of
Areios, their fellow citizem, of whose Icaming ‘and compunionship he
availed bimself and for whose sake he pardoned many Alexandnans.

In tlus atmosphere the Alexandpans could net have remasned in
fear. In fam they did not.  Realising their new situation and thul
Octavisn’s mastery was thore to sluy, 11 soon started (10 make the hest
of this situation.  They tnicd to eet Oclavian on their side by (rying to
impress him with one thing or the other.  After he visited Alexunder's
tomb they tried o make him visit the wmbs of their Kings.  They
gheo tried to make him enter the sanvluary of Aps

However. Qctavizn showed them, in & lirm manner. that if he
appreciated their Greek qulture and admired Alexander, 1the founder of
thier beautiful city, he wus not ready to uccepl thewr kinzs.  § came
1o scc a king, ool corphes,” was his reply Lo thoir roquest to visit the
wmbs of the Piolcmies,

This pives us the cluc to the situation. The Alexandnans would
sk him for a reopening of their old senate. They would be encoursped
by the lemicney which he showed to them and which he wanted them.
by words und deeds, to fegl. They would not be afraid to ask him for
whut they had lost under their own kings. He had chosen 10 iznore
those kings. Their appraach, in-this ¢ase. would he that Alexander. whon
he adeiired and whose greatness he recognised, had provided therr city.
which Qciavian also admured. with a senate and it wus une of these
very kings whom be did net appreciute, that abohshed i

But il (hat was the stale of refations henween Oetavian and the
Alcxandeizns, o might ask, why did he vefuse 1o grant them thur
requast 7 The guestion is guite crsy lo answer.  Ogravian drew o
shurp line between what was desirable Lo allevigte the fears of the
Alexandrions aod win them ower to his side Jand what was accessary
{o keep his nowly won domincon under firm eantrol. DBy its sirmceic
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positicn as a front line defence against any enctoaehments upon the
esstern frontices of (he Empire by the Parthians or the Nabatweany or
any troublesome neighbours from thut direction, by its cenlral positson
which commanded the commercial routes between the east and west and
last, but not lecast, by ils apricultural wealth which would make it a
pranary for the citizens of Rome bigenongh fo balance, o his advantage,
the corn producing senatorial province of Africa—endowed with ail these
advantages Egypt wus no ordinary addition to the Roman Empire and
in particular, to Augustus’ oflicial sphere of influence within that Empire.
Again, ils geographical strugture made it easy fior any strong persen {or,
whit is werss, uny arginised body) tb have a centralised government with
everyibing firmly in his gnp and (o be, therefore, a continvaus source of
trouble Tor him.

There, then, was the Jing that separated whal was desirable from
what was necessary.  If he was poing to prohibit the members of (he
Roman senate from entering Egypt unless he gave them personal permis-
sion, he wis not going to estublish an Aleaandrian senate’. To the
regquest of the Alexandrizns his answer would be alirm Mo, His policy of
Ienitnicy -was not going to enlangle him into a promise where he did not
wantl 1o pive one. He would be no more compromising then than when
he gave a flat sefusal to the invitation which they extended to him te
visit the tombs of the kings or the songtuary of Apis.

L

I shall deal now with the letier of Claudius to the Alexandrans,
which 33 the second loxt bearing on our question.  The lines?® which
concetn us directly are

wepl B¢ s Sovdiic & i pev wute ouvnfes | duelv éwi v
duydiwy Paveddwr ot €y Aepaer, Gri Se dme zon l mpo éund
Zepumrde vhn eiyerar (elyere) modmws vidare. Kuivod 8y ]
wpayperes v manrew (Tparer ) xarafladdopdvay Smép d3ndov
€4 upod | oct T miAee ki Toiy Cuols mpdypuacel fypafa
Algeddean "Prierun | Beuowépacfine xat SnpAde {dnAdoar)
Kot et T (re) wal guv eloraclue v dyp Bei‘l Tuw e
Tpon, ¢ imep dpn ovrdyew 88v (Reor ), xal’ By yermjuyras rodro,

I Do Cassius, LI, 17
2.1, 6672,
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[ will divide the arpument: of Claudius. contained in these lings
into three parts.  The first part is where he {alks aboul the cxistence
of the sepute é=t Taw sy Qumtrénn. The line which the
emperor follows herg is simply to ignore the period of the kings which
leaves us, ut fiest sight, in the dark as to the fate of he senate in thal
penod.  This means that it was cither there all the time 61l the Romans
came or was. abolished sometme wnder the Plolemics.  The first pos-
sibility T shull deal with.when 1 tulk about the next part of Claudius’
urgument. As to the first possibility—that the senate was abolished by the
Prolemnics — the muin criticism directed fo it is that advanced by Mihne.
If that were (he case, runs his argument, it would have been
impolitic for the Alexundrian envoys 1o monbon the Prolemaic arrunge-
ments at all.  Clawdivs could have replied * you say that you had a
scusle wnder your owr kings. but your owr kings look it away from
you; Uiy who lived among you and knew you intimately judged ihat
you ought not o have onc.™?

This assumpiion [ollows from Milne’s rendering of dre 7de
dpxaien Beededy simply as “the kings of he old dyoasty™. thus making
the adjective dpyacns  qualify the Prolemaic kings in general as a
dynasty.  But here 1 would rather huve the literal, direct and obvious
meaning — the old kings, i.e. the fiest kings as centrasied to the ones
who came after them. This would paturally -imply a cettain ameunt
of defence, on the pant of the Alcxandrian envoys, of .the policy of
the earlier kings und a comparison with the policy of the later Ptolemics
whom the cavoys would naturally present in a dark picture in order
not to weaken their vwi argument,

This line of approacly, apurt from not weakeniog Iheir argumcnt, is
not ynreasonsble in view of tbwo considemitions,  Fimt, itis a fact that
the lale Flotemies followed a line of harsh policy ugainst the Alexandnans.
The savage treatment which these had at the hands of Cuergetes 1M
whose massacres almost depopulated the city and the tong strugale between
them and Ptolemy Auletes during which they suffered fram his intrigues,
massacres.  assassimationy, the use of a Roman peneral, Gabinius,
and Roman troops against them and from the finaneial uxactions at

1. A History of Trvpt under Roman Rule i3sd. od, 1924), p. 234,
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ilie hands of his Roman minister of fingnce Rabirins® — all these must
have impressed upon the Alcxandrians a sharp distinction between the
rule of the first and later Puwlecmies.

The second consideration 15 that the Alexandrians knew, [rom
personal expenicnce with Augustus, that the Roman emperors ignored
the Ptolemaic kings while they showed theit admication to Alexander,
the founder of Alexandna.” It would be natural for the Alexandnans,
in this cass. to try Yo connect the pedod of the first — ie. the old —
Pioletnics with the tradition of Alexander while they would show their
acecptance of, and good will towards, the new Roman ragime by lining
with the cmperors — especially when they request them for a favour — in
attacking the later Piolemies. The approsch of the Alexandrians would
be that they enjoyod a sznate under the first Plolemics who were true
adherents to the principles of Alexunder and they only lost if when
the lzter Ptolemies deviated from this tradition, Tt would be this
confrast expressed in the phrase éru dpyalmr Snmidéor  that would
be catoutated to undermine any argumcnt on the part of Claydius that
their own kings ook their senate away from them — and that might
be another reason why the emperor found it more convenient not to
discuss the conditions under the Ptolemaic rule

1 come now 14 the second part of Claudius® argument where he
says Lhut the Alexandrnans knew well that they had ne senutc under the
emperomy who came befare him. The first of these cmperors, Augustus,
is the ane thut concerns us since, IF the senate had not been abolished
under the Ptolemics, it would be he wiho abolished it.  1F Augustus
actually did chat, would not Claudius have mentioncd the matler? This
would certuinly give added weight lo his reply to the request of (he

exandriuns in twe ways.  First, he would pive, as a precedent, the
reasons which must have seemed goad enough te Augustus to abolish the
senute! and, secondly, because referfing (o whar Augusius did in this
particudar case would be in accord with his policy which he declared,
both cxplicitly and implicitly, throughout the lctter — namely that he
follows the main Haes sel by Augustus,

L App. Mith, 114, Dio Cossjus, XXXIX, 58; Ciccro, Pro Rabir, 8—11;
Plutarch, Anten. 1T ; Polyb., ¥, 3 (F

2 See abuve.
3. Delloddenda (o hic “Jews and Cliristans 0 Teypt™, and Acgypius, loc. ciL
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In reply lo this argument Milne savs. -Bor surley (he preee-
dentis irmplied i the words @ yon are awsre that you had no senate
under the empetars who preceded me. However, this s ounly o panertd
referenee in which the policy of Aupustus himseil 1+ not speafied. but
tather 1he ceacral policy of the Remzn emperurs and since we know
that Claudius did: pot grant the Alxandrians their reguest (und probably
never Jntended (o) it 15 only reusoniehle to asume that he would have
cheng o Aurusiis’ precedent in a more poeinted wity than gust o mention
it as purt of the goneral policy of ihe Roman cmperors, and  thar he
wortdd have duzlt o the reason: which drove Augusius o abalish the
senate. And he would net have been ol a Joss Inoking for such reusony
since the Alexandriuns did not aceept the Reman rule without first
giving vent to 1heir revolutionary sentiments, Tt would be strange indeed
for Cluudies to leave these reudy answers which would put the Alex-
andriuss int wesk pesition and to resorl to the exeusc of sayina that he
simply followed the general policy of his predecussors or (o the method
of half-heurted promises of looking into the muiter and cotrusting his
prefeat Acmibivs Reetvs with giving him a report on i’ - which repor,
iF 1 was ever made, never came, In any c¢ase, W anylhing eoncrcie,

The third part of Claudins’ argument §5 where he descnibes the
idea of 4 senate as u new thing whh was proposed for the first tme,
This seems o stand apainst the probubiliey ox pressed carlier. which acerues
from Dins’ foxe that ihe Alexandriuns submiced such an appeal 10
Octavian und it was refused.  This apparent contradiction, hawever. need
nat worry us.  In the first place, if such un uppeal toak place. it hud
defiritely remiined on paper and it is not unoalural to forget o cven to
jgnure an appecl of which nothing came out, espemiutly if Claudiux did
not interd to de unything about it himsclf.  Secondly e migh have
simply meant thar jt is the fiest ime unyone came under hiy reign with
a propesil of that kind and not newessanily the first time dudag the
whete perind of the Romua rute.

But cven apart rony these supposttions T wm inclined not 1o tuke
this phrasz lieatly, but rather 1o ke it us a peneral wtteranee simply
cilculated 1o muke the request of (he Alexandrivns 2ppear as a senous
thina which should nes he grantod as a mauer uof course and could not
casily he put imto effoet - without recessamiby wornying aboul olticiuf
aceurncy. I hase (wo ressons for this, First, he inchudes it among

1. 6w T ol the letter,
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the genersl precautions which he advanced, no doubt intentionally, since,
in the end. he did net pive the Alexandmans what they wanied. The
whole proposal was completely now, he must see it in the light of what
wis good lor the cisy and for his own intcrests, and he wus going Lo ask
his prefect to study the matier and submit the tesulis to hitm (or conside-
ration. All these belong lo onc category — pretests and non-commitant
promises calculated in tie dirst place 10 bea subslitute for a blunt
refusal which might not have & desirable eMeel, and never inended to
aim fisst and forcmost at presenting or establishing  ruthful fucts,
The second reasan is that Cloudius himse)l was not accurate in another
of these generzl utterancs which belong to the same catesory, He says,
“it i3 my will to huve all things confirmed which were prantad you
by the rulers who preceded me and the kings and the prefects us
Augustus confirmed them’’. Auvgustus could not have confirmed what
was granted by the emperors who succecded him oand he did not
confirm nor could he have conlirmed all that wus grunted by the
Piolemaic kings. Thus we cannot and should not take lierally all
what Cluudius said in the the seciion of his letler where 3t is guestion
of generzl prelexts, prevautions of promises never intended (o be
carnicd out.

The third fext which bears on aur question belongs (o Sparianus.
Talking about Septimius Scverus he suys @
L 4
Dcinde Alexandrinis ius bulcutarum debit, qui sinc concilio publico
ita ut sub regibus unte vivebant uno judice conienti quem caesar dedisser.

Spartianus words are straizht and plain. Befon: Severus the
Aleaandrians did not have a senate, That was the sume under the
emperors who preceded him as under the kings, However, the phrase
“ita ut sub regibus’ has becn talen on two oucasions in a sense aifferent
from its direct meaning.  Engers mude it refur to the Parthian kings who
were camiemporaries. of Spartiunus and Severus,?  But this i3 plausibly
refuted by Jouguet who cantends that althongh Sparianus begins the
chapler by describing the emperor's Parthian campaign, he ends this
description carly in the parrative and ialks about the emperor's journcy

1. Vit Sever, 17,
2. ap. cet., pp. 165170,



through Syria and Palgstineg before fic finally comes te Ceoypt and finds
himself in Alexandrin. 1 is obvious.whet kings the reader is cxpegicd to
thimk of when the wriler tulks wbout Epypt and Alexandria. espeeially if
there s nothmng ey designate these kings os being Paethisn,' T would add
thar it scems Lo have been a normal thing for the Romans wo reler 1o the
Prodemies simply as * the Kirps'™ when they wrote aboul Alexandria
or the Alorandcians, Tn the letter of Claudius, which Bell {zkes to be a
translation from the Laten? the Plolemies were described us the Kings,
not as {he Prdemics,  The other sense given to the phrase is —as in the
case wilh the citigs vnder the kings™',  But just here, o5 Jouguet remarks,
Aletundna would be an exeeption among such citics — Antioch and
Perguman hod senaies, -

The words of Sparvanus muost therefere he faken in the dircct
semse which they convey.  However, hkis denmal! of the caistence of
un Alexandrian senate under the Pleleanss stands o dincet contradiction
with the evidence of Claudius™ letter,  Jouguet tried o solve the
difficuly by supposing that the wriler might not have kpown 1hat the
Alexandrians had a senate under the fint kings, while he certainly knew
that they had nonc under the lue Prolumies.* To this | would add that
it is not unreasonabde to suppose that the Romans did not know or care
1o know much ahoul Egypt before the visit of Seipic Aemilianes 1o il -
which was the prelude to the the appedrance of the Ezyptian guestion
on the programmes of the contending polilical partics al Rome.  Scipio
came sometime beeween 145 and 118 B.C., at the time of Eoerpotes LI,
ta scitle a dispule over the throne umong the members of the Plolemaic
house, but his yisit was really pant of a tour which the Remun senalc
asked him fevundeniake in order to inspect the kingdoms of the custern
mediterranean.t  Beotore that the Romans did not have i great interest.in
Eaypt. In 190, for instange, whan Ptolmy Epiphanes, finding himself
hard pressed by the intripucs and schemes of Philip ¥ of Macedonia

1. Iowgnet, ep cil, p. 78

2. The discossion of P Loendon in his *Jews anid Chrscians in Tevpl'™, see
atin B, Wilcken, Arch, fiir Papyrusforschung, Vill, pp. 308 1T

Loop. wil po TR
4, Kb, Thid

5. Puwwhé-Leckerg op. cit., p. 6%; Bevan, a History of Ezypt nnder (he
Piolomaic Dvngsty, oo 310,
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and Autiochos TUH of Syna, asked the Runses fur help and scecinpaniad
his pequest with u present of com and un offer to pul the resourees of
Erypt at their disposul. Rame declined Dol the present and (e offert
Eusenn wlien, in 168 the Roman senale sent thar envoy €0 Popiins
Laenas 1o relicve Adoxandma from s sicpe by Antiochos 1¥.2 we find
him leaving the couniry s Soon ws lns mission was ever without any
indication that Rome sturted to huve any direct political lolerest in, of
designs aver, Egypl

It is prohahle, with this suthaok in vicw, thit the Romans did
oot know a great desl aboud infcrnai Levptizn dMairg duriog the firsy
hulf of the Prolemaic rule and that when theic politicias. or wriers
tulked aboul Epypt they only had in mind the period when the relation
withh Egypt became a berming guestion {0 the polioeal arena m Home
afler Scipio’s visil, particutarly during rke bast century B, €. Spanianus,
in this wuse, would only be referring 10 that period and his evidence
would therefore, nel eontgadict (har containgd  in Dig's nareitive ar
Clhindins™ louler.

The above diseussion of 1z Lleron and documentory evidenes
points, in o rersonabld way, 1o one srons prababilie — Alexandriz
had a senuze at the becinning of the Pralemaie penod, bar ic lost it
sometirmy during the neen of the Giner Prolemics, T shall now try to
show ahat ke develapment of the socidl aed coonomic conditons in
Ezvpt ook such a tum tovarnds the middle of the Prolemaic period as i
cause a glish belween the interesis of the kings and those of the Cireck
settlors send. consequenty, render, the aholitian of the senate 2 desirble
siep for the Plolemics oy izke, if nab, indeed an ezl TR

Im the course of fourding sheir tew kinpdom on o firm basis,
the dirst Piolemics depended ingreasinagly v Greck immioraals boih ler
teir militury qualicics which, by that time, had reached o professionsl
standord und for their capacity in the lields ol wdministrmtion and ec
nomiee ofpanifulion. For this end e Plalemics tempied  those im-
migranty with privilezes in one <phere or the ather of their secial and

1. Pelyk 1T, 2 T, 1=3, XY, 2, 24
2 Thevan, vp. cil, p, YBA,
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ccenamic Life, ' However. rather tinl becaming o loose oJass of royal
protegis who depended salely oo the penerosity of a kiny who nedeed
their servigns, they sluped 1o develop rapidiv into an independent niddle
and semi-middle cluss who were not eontent with working na o civil
servants who could keep their posis onfy as long as it plrased the
pavermmuend, but hied hard. as soen as they found their feet in their new
home, 1o derve their strengeh from thair sohdareity 25 a class with an
independent stunding based on a secure cconemic foundation,

Thiz is reflected in the big aumbers ol deters which sppeur in the
Zenon papyri. 1o these deters many of of these immigrants ask Zenon
for help. Yeu they do ot eapect chanry and they very rarely ask for
meney. but miher ask in o busines-like masnner for ways and mweans
t help them seile for pood.  They want work or o piece of land Lo
cultivitle or a Joan, an deaveg, of which the repeyment in ful] is guaranteed
by 2 group of lriends.*

It was the same attitude which made & pood nomber of the
semi-middle elzss af limited means look for thor chance of a scitled
and stable liveliheod in trade, despite the odds which were apt 1o conlront
them in a counfry rwn on Lhe systiem of sttc monopely and severcly
scrutinised ecomomic regulations. 1t was the ingreasing numbers of
borrowers umang these merchants which made interests on bank loans jurip
e sueh figures at 3', and 4° per manth despiie a law which limeed
snchinterest at 4 cicling kvel of 27, per month, and mude interests on
loans from private uscrers kap o the almoest incredible rate of 67, per
manth ar T2 . annpally. Yot despiie these fantastic Buures wn omusing
letter among the Zenon pupxtl shows us a bunker who was fesiezed by
people asking for jeans. !

Such husinesslike perseverence wis bound o lelp -the Greck
immigmnls 1o develop into an independent middle and semi-middle class
which would in timz. 10 the course of ifs shrugele for a sound. selid and
independent ceconomie hisis for liveliood, encroach opon the menopolic

1. Sce for o, g Claire Préaux, Les Gireos on Fevpie dopeds les Archives o
denon, Rruxelles 1947, p. 68 1,

7 P Caivg Fenon 39284; P Cul, Zenom 41, 38, PO Mich, Zenom 33, 46,
P51, 375, 415, 5T Comp. © Prdfaux, op. cil. po B3

3. P. ol Femen, R P. Ciirs Zen., 39062, 50173, $9341 comp. C. Préaox,
op. ¢t pn, 65—00-
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privileges of the king.  Signs of this encrpachment appeared early in the
Plolemaic rule.  Tn the xcope, Tor instance, in the cuse of the wAnpoe or
plois of land ullotted to the sertlers. the practice under rhe first
Plolemics was for Jthe «dqgens 0 retarn Lo the king ap the cleruch’s
death. The kinz would then allot it apain te anyone else ulthongh,
under ordinary circumstanges it was usutally allotted to die cleruch™s
ablebodied son if he had one. However. towards the end of Liird century
B.C.this practice underwent a change, At the death of a cleruch, if he
lefi o son, the son was allowed (o fuke possession of the land immediately
and, apart from minor dewls, the chongeover became a mere formulity.
This is alwsted by a passage in the Lille pupyrus, belenging to the
yoor 218-17 B.C. in which a cerwin Lamiscor, the ¢ &ri owenifens at
the time, talks of ;o Macedonian settler who was given a «isgoc of thirty
arouras in 1he Arsinolle nome and *te whom and whose decendants
this land belongs" (a0 Sanuyers % pf abrie kad Epyovow ) Again we have
a domolic sct belon@ing e the year 282 where a wdvpes b5 duseribed
as " given forever™ ta a cettain settler.

This development, whatever the cirgnmstanges which might have
led to it', wus 4 sure sign of the growing solidurity of e Grezk
seitlers as a olass with an independent standing in face of which (he
king. had (o give wp part of his monopolic privileges. The same signs
were Lo be sgen among Lhe merchant cluss which carried out its mos)
impanani trunsactions in Alexandria. There also, although the system of
royzl monopaly stretched all over the country, the Greek settlers managed
to hreak throupgh it in mMore than one place. The wine merchants. for
inslance, althongh their (ransactions were subject 1o certain regulutions,
such as not recciving the price of what they sold, which was deposited
in a-bank. till the tax of epewioira (which was impeosed upon vincyards)
wis puid and aparl from a few minor formualities, were lefi frec 1o fix twir
own prices. Apotlonios appears in a Zenon payrus as sending to Zenon
wine from the [feliopolite in order to resefl it ut a higher price which
iz could not get there,® The same chanees were 1o be found i 1he Lextile
frade.  Tiwere, also. the merchants seem ta hiave been eft free, apart from

1. Wilcken, Chrestomatie. na. 336, Présux, Econamic Royule des Lauides
{1935) pp. 4682—Y.

2, Priaux. op. cit. p. 4679,
3 See the reasom given hy Fréaux, op. eir. p. 470,
4. P. Cuizo Zen., 54170,
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a state regulation that a certain part of the material rranufactored in the
Epyptiun workshops should be delivered to him,  Ln one of U docomems
we lind 4 big order of ten thounsand Linen articles addressed 1o Zenon 10
Be dulivered afier viewing & sealed sample with a commercial agent.!
The trade in wheat presenicd a similar case.  Prices, apart from Lhose
imposed when buying for royal consumption. were completely free, s
appears from a comparison booween the prices in Alexandria and those
in the chora recorded in the Zenon papyri:

All these commercial transactions were Facilinrled o o great exlent
by the spreading in Egypt under the Prolemies of o vasi banking system.
We see the bankers advancing to the commercisl agents of Apollenios
the moncy which they needed.® 1t alse Aceguently occured that these
bankers, being on the aviual spoi of business, placed their services at the
disposal of the agents in order to help them in (heir transactions and
lo supervise the puiting indo elledt of the deals which they congluded.®

Such commuereiyl enterprise teached considersble dimensions in
Alexandria which rapidly developed under the Plolemies te he the
preatest trading port in e Ilellenistic world,  Against the Egyptian
capeoris, which. werc in e therd century B.C. on the advantageous sida
of the cxport-import bakines of trade. there were imporis of dates, fipgs,
honey, special varicties of cormn and wine, perfumes. bromulics. wool,
icather, carpets, wood uand even panthers and homes.  They cume lrom
as widely different paris of the world as Arabiy, Palesiine, Syrin, Rhodes,
Miletus, Curia, Sicily and Greecer  Cammercial relations were wurrjed
aut with a!l these places with tremendous zeal and zotivity. A vivid
picture of this is presented an one oceasion sharthy after Palestine was
cofguered, where we find merchanis following in the train of the Puolemiic

1. B Caire Zen.. 59470

2P Caro Zen,. 59260, 59363, 30404, 59446, I Cul. Len., 31, 75: P51, 571
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armies.  In 239 Apollonios sl o Judaca a commercial mission which
toured the couniry by carrtape and on the backs of horses, donkeys.
mules and even eamals.!

This prowing seose of solidarity which 1aust hive uppeured in a
more pointed way among the greck merchant eluss, fimst because they
hud more intereste ut stake and secoudly because they werd not as
sparsely spread out as the scilers in the chora, but lightly concentraied
in the commercizl towns, and in the casc of extermal trade practically
sofely in Alexandrin  was accompanied by an eyver prowing discomient
among the Fgyptinns who becume, under the Plolemies a vast dispossessed
and exploited class.  They did ail 1the manual work in Lhe royal domainy
and in the Greck cleruchies and they conld ac best only ogcupy minor
adrmimistrarive posts. while in the econonueal field they hnd practically
Lo give-up everything 1o lhe benclit of the Grecks who became the
practical posscssors and henefuctars of the land apart from holding the
commerce in their hands . This discontent showed aself in more than
one way, cxlending from eencral sicikes ood twking asylom in (he
temples on the one hund (o open devolt on the other?,

Thus the Prolemies were faced wirh a situarion which gradually
and increusingly made dtaelf pointed. On the one hand there was the
privileged minority of Greeks who hud rapidly developed into a middlc
class i the wide sense and who were increasingly assimiluting, to their
benelit, epanomic mehts and gaios sl the eipense of Lhe king's
monopulisue Ayhis. On the ollwer hand there was the vast mejoriyy of
Eryplians, an irctoled and discontented class who were fur below the
Orocks in-:il.'.H.:iHl and coonomicul scufe, whe were baittling for recagnition
s o oluss wid who could no doubt be eonent with for less (han
whul the Grecks demanded.

The climax of this two sided situxiion canic with the batle of
Raphia in 217 B.C. in which the Eavplizms were ireated for the fimst
time, as miditary eguals to the Grecks and which marked at one and

I. Preaos, op, it p. 55
Ibik., op. cit., p. G
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the samme time the suceess of e Egyptians in their struggle and the
beginning of the road downhill for the Grevks who proved not o be
the scasored Tizhlers an whose vilour and prafescinnal experience alome
the iest Phelemics built their kingdom.  This new furn wiss soon ta be
accentuated by two pew circom-fonees which appeared on the scene for
the best purt of twe second ard {first centuries B, C., and wlhich were
bound 1o «Tect 1he course of tie povernment policy. First 1ae memhem
of the Plolemaic dyrasty staded 1o guasrel zmong themselves avet
the thronc and. sceeadiy, Rome, thue dsing power who stured to he
u faglor in Mediurrancan palitics. uaan to apply pressure on Egvpr, !
and even 1o take inferest in suppotung one claimuat 1o the Epyptian
thrans against the other,  Thase mew circuistaness must have given
greater value to the Epyplians whose support as 2 cliss was to be soliciied
by oie ar the other of the memhers of the royal famaly,

A marked recopnition of the consighuven of the Egyptinn warrors
after the victory ot Raphia waes on order by Puolomy 1V e ereet n
celebration of the event, a nunher of stawuzs Tor Bim and his sisier
Arsinoe in Egyptian (not Greek) seyle. It she appedrs in the swons
Egyptian colounine of div priestly decrees bseged afler that Wautle in
honour of Plolemy TV and of Prolemy ¥ which pave the kings the fitles
of a nutive phurach,® Pilolemy ¥ wiy funthor crowasd in Egvptian
style nt Memphis which bocame hznecforeard a sxcond toyal residence,
Euergetes 11 proatly exiended the powers, privilecges and possossions
of the Epyptian priesthond. Tader hinr alse the strugnle boween the
calendars ended in the Mecadenrian havine 1o conformt with the Egyplian
and the faht of asyium was ealended ro mare ond more Egyptian temples.
Alfer Raphia the Eayptian wartior chz was rovived and ats inembuers
{thg maehimol) were made clorochs with alloimeuis which siarted by
being smaller than those of W Greoks bub were soon 10 becone il
same in. rmany cases,”

Was this palicy followed for the <itople end of roncilizting the
Cayplians to face the pressure of Rome with a firmly founded Graeco-
Epyptiuvn monarchy at for seme Ptolemics (o depend o the cspport of

1. Dell, Egyps from Alexaader the Greut W 1he Arab Congoest Oxlocd, 1948,
p- 58

2. H. Qauwtkicr und H: Soiras: Un Dreeiet Tilimzoe on PHonnsur de Prolemse
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the Epyptizn elass in their gyrasiic dissentiena?' That can enly be part
of the picture and a conciliatory allitude towards e Egyptinns could
not fully caplain the rednctive economic messures which were taken
against the Grecks.  Already wnder Plolemy 11 long before Raphia, we
bepin ta see these measites which were caleutated to hanper the growth
of their coonomic privileges gt the expense of his mooopoly. The
apompira, & tax of onesixth of the produce of vineyards, onchards
and jgardems, which had helonged hefore 266/5 to the temples, was
diverted m that year to the cult of the deified Arsinoc Philadelphos
which probubly meunt that part of it went to the treusury. In
addition fo the gpomoira. Piolomy 11 bmposed a tax of 33,7 on
this praduce in order to pive the Xior. whe owned a large
pars of the wear's winirge, a mwrkeling advaniage over that of the
Grock producer:. At the same time he imposwd & sioilar (33507 )
imponi duty on wines coming from abrord which was .o caloalated ax
not Lo spoil the kag's wine-husiness snd (o admit only the fine brands
of wing for which the Alexandrians were ready (0 pay a hiplier price2,
A further step in that divection was that. «ffer Raphia, we find no moie
grear estates, of the pype of that of Apollonios, conforred on Greek
offigals. The produee of such estares was no doubt & proat mival with
that of the king’s land and wauld: oaly Lxlp 10 consolidar: the srowing
scnse of cluss indejendence among the Qrecks.

Such class consciousness would no doeht be aecentuated and
accelerated by 1hie exisience of any orgunised bodies whiclh would be
loaked upon by the Plaicmics as. und would in fact be. grouping centres
for the iafercsis of that class. A senate would even be moce wo than
an assernbly as it doea net wdmit e numbers to Jis membership, hat
rather the sclected fow whe would no dewbe enjay o higher social siznd-
ing and ‘wauld thercfore be stauneh supporiers of the interests of their
class. Under the circumstonces which I have just described, the cristence
of such un orgsnised body would certainly be a source of roukle Tor
any mmunateh with a clear policy of keeping u finimn grip over the (ruit
of the land. A minor sign of such wndeney was probably what
Eucrgetes [ did whon he tenpomnify broke up the Museom. no doubt
consideicd a prouping centre of intellectual personaldities. on e sume
occtusion when he et loos: s woops en the Alexandrians.

L. This seemz 1o be tne epimon of Bell, ep. vit, p. %% and Tarmn, op, cit, p. 305

2, Tam, ap. cit., p. [93,
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Apgain the fact What the Alexundoans took an active panl, siding
with this or that Plalemy. during their dissentions over the threne, could
not adequately be interpreted in the hight of merc loyshy 1o onre Ptolemy
ar the other. or in terms of diffcrences ower forcipn policy. No such
considerations are enough, in my opinion, to drive the Afexandriana
1o stand so staunchly on thc side of Bereruce IV apginst her father
Piclrmy Aulctes, an attitude winch brought upen them pantivularly
hamh treslnient at the hands of Auletes calminating in the pssassinations
and massuutes which befell ot his dusehlor’s supporiers and in arcupying
the couniry with-the support of the Reman general Gubinins'.  These
Alexandrians must bave sided with Dererice for repairing some of their
fost nights - ang of them was no doubt the scnute which was an
amaying and crystalising centre of their class privilages and interests,

In conchwion 1 fiel T should sum up Lhe opinions which 1 have
either reached or confirnted.  Alexandoia bad 4 sonawe when 3t was first
founded. This emerges From the Ictter of Clueding 1o the Alcxundnians
in which they are mentioned as asserting this fuet. That Claudius tricd
e immore their dssemion wias & means, on his part of evading the issue,
The existenee, at thar ume. of an Alexandrian senute was warranted by
the desire of the Piolemics o provide 1the Greck atmosphere neecssary
to attract the Greck iminicracis, on whose military and other qualities
they depended for founding their Yopdom.  Further. cuch deliherative
assemblics proved not ta be ingompoible with 1he contralised authariey
of the Hellemisiie monarclis,

The scnute disappeared samelim: during the Prolemaie rule. This
is reasonably attested by the licrary and documentary sourges. Dio’s
passage, which refers ta the Aluxandmiun (and not the Roman) senatc,
cun reasonubly mean that jhe Alexandran: asked Oectavian to grant
them & senate and he wefused - which implies that they did not have
one at the 1ime of the Roman canguest. This conlimnis and is confirmed
by the wording af Claudius’ letter wiich.refers to the claim of the Alex-
andrians of having had a senate under their old Jangs. Here, the deseript-
jan “old’’ should be (aken (o mean the first, 4s contrasied to the later,
Plolemics. We need not be deterred by Clandius® ¢laim that the roquest

1. Cicers, Pro Caclic. 10: Dio Cuss., MK, 58; Cic. Pro Mabiv, & & 11
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of the Alcxandrins to have Buek their old semate was the first of :s kind
1o be mude — a uim which veuld stand in the way of our conclusidn
from Dia’s puesace.  Claudics might have been weferdng only to his
reizn of he minht have been trying to nuwke the rquest of the Alex-
andriars ook ke iev wnisugl and seriona stheater which could not cassiy
be granicd. witkout worrving shout the accuracy of his words - a fuct
which is not without u preallel i his lettern Spurtinaus’ sesepion et
the Alexandoizns ¢id not fine a senate under the kings does not neeessun-
ly present an urconiested fnmet. Whils his words may  represent the
true stication undir the later Plolemics. the ~ame docs not e te apply
to the earlicr period. T Romans did pot vare to know a preat deal
aboit Egypt till samctiate toveards the widdle of the Piolemaic aule und
Sparteanus, or kis autheoritica, mizht «imply B cextending what was
known about purt of this rule to vover the wliole of i

The social wnd economic gircwnstanees fall in ling with this
eonctusion.  The pavilepes which were primed 1o the Grack inmigrants
at the beginning of the Plolemue rule, have given mse o a2 steadily
growing elass  comsciousness  dmomg (hem,  whish pradually  asserted
itself i 1wermis of Bicreusing ceonomic dewands ar the expense of
the kinss® monopelisize Tizhis.  The kings  realieed  they had 1o
cambet this enduney il they were not to los: evergihing,  Yet they
had 1o tolerute it so long as they had to deywend on the wilitary qualities
of the Greeks. Raphia, howewer, praved that the.e qualizics were not
inispensuble und thatthey could successfully be soughtwith the Ezyprian
fighting colunins,  This mude it casy for the Plalemics to strike at
the class-consciausness of $he Greek settlers whichh was threatenirg o
vndermine their anthority.  One of the ways to achicve this end was,
no doubt, to suppress any erganised bodies which served as raliving
puints for Greek inleeests and public opinion — and among the most
imporunt of these was surely the Scngle of Alcxaodria,
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