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ABSTRACT

THE PTOLEMAIC PRESENCE OUTSIDE EGYPT: MATERIAL EVIDENCE

Alper, Ece
M.A., Department of Archaeology
Advisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Charles Gates

July 2022

This thesis provides a survey of Ptolemaic material evidence outside Egypt in the
eastern Mediterranean during the 39-2" centuries BC. The regions include
Cyrenaica, Cyprus, the Levant, coastal Asia Minor, and the Aegean. The types of
material evidence presented are architecture, sculpture, terracotta figurines, ceramics,
coinage, and minor arts. The thesis aims to analyze the local and non-local impacts
on the material data as well as the motivations of the Ptolemies occupying these

overseas territories.

Chapter 1 presents the historical background of the Ptolemaic kingdom. The
administrative and military history relating to the Ptolemaic rule in the foreign
territories is discussed. Chapters 2-6 introduce each foreign territory occupied by the

Ptolemies, in the following order: Cyrenaica, Cyprus, the Levant, coastal Asia



Minor, and the Aegean. Each material category, namely architecture, sculpture,
terracotta figurines, ceramics, coinage, and minor arts, is covered in all these
chapters. Both surviving materials and these known only from inscriptions are
included in the study. The analysis of the material evidence aims to demonstrate the
relations among the inhabitants of the Hellenistic eastern Mediterranean in terms of
cultural, religious, economic, military, and administrative aspects. Chapter 7 offers
conclusions. Cyprus and the Levant shows a large scale Ptolemaic impact since the
Hellenization coincided with the arrival of the Ptolemies in these regions. However,
Asia Minor and the Aegean do not reveal the Ptolemaic influence in great detail
since these territories were already Hellenized. Cyrenaica presents a special case

since it was also already Greek but received a more direct impact from Egypt.

Key words: Ptolemies, eastern Mediterranean, 3" century BC



OZET
PTOLEMAIOSLARIN MISIR DISINDAKI VARLIGI: MATERYAL KANITLAR

Alper, Ece
Yiiksek Lisans, Arkeoloji Boliimii

Tez Danismani: Dog. Dr. Charles Gates

Temmuz 2022

Bu tez, dogu Akdeniz’de milattan once 3. ve 2. yiizyillarda Ptolemaioslara ait
materyal kanitlarin Misir disindaki bir arastirmasin1 sunmaktadir. Bolgeler,
Sirenayka, Kibris, dogu Akdeniz bolgesi, Kiiglik Asya’nin kiyilari, ve Ege’den
olusmaktadir. Bu tezde sunulan materyal kanitlar, mimari, heykeller, terakota
figtirinler, seramikler, sikkeler, ve kii¢iik sanat eserleridir. Bu ¢alisma, materyal
veriler lizerindeki yerel ve yerel olmayan etkileri analiz etmeyi ve Ptolemaioslarin bu

denizasir1 bolgeleri yonetmesindeki motivasyonlarini agiklamay1 amaglamaktadir.

Boliim 1, giris ve Ptolemaios kralliginin tarihi arka planini sunmaktadir.
Ptolemaioslarin yabanci bolgelerdeki hakimiyetine dair idari ve askeri tarih
tartisilmaktadir. B6liim 2-6, Ptolemaioslar tarafindan yonetilen her bir yabanci
bolgeyi sirasiyla tanitmaktadir: Sirenayka, Kibris, dogu Akdeniz bolgesi, Kiigiik

Asya’nin kiyilari, ve Ege bolgesi. Her bir materyal kategorisi; sirasiyla mimari,



heykeller, terakota figilirinleri, seramikler, sikkeler, ve kiiciik sanat eserleri; biitiin
boliimlerde islenmistir. Korunmus olan materyal kanitlar ve yalnizca yazitlardan
bilinenler bu ¢aligmaya dahil edilmistir. Materyal kanitlarin analizi, Helenistik dogu
Akdeniz’in yerlileri arasindaki iliskileri kiiltiirel, dini, ekonomik, askeri, ve idari
yonleriyle ispat edilmesini amaglamaktadir. Ayni zamanda, boliim 7 sonuglar {izerine
bir tartigma sunmaktadir. Kibris ve dogu Akdeniz bolgesi, Yunan uygarliginm
benimsemesi Ptolemaioslarin gelisiyle ayn1 zamana denk geldigi i¢in, biiyiik 6l¢ekli
bir Ptolemaios etkisi gostermektedir. Fakat, Kiigiik Asya ve Ege Ptolemaioslardan
once zaten Yunan uygarligint benimsedigi i¢in Ptolemaioslarin etkisini kapsamli bir
bicimde gdstermemektedir. Sirenayka, zaten Yunan uygarligi benimsedigi ve

dogrudan Misir’dan bir etki aldigi igin 6zel bir vaka sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ptolemaioslar, dogu Akdeniz, milattan 6nce 3. Yiizyil

Vi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

1.1 Introduction

Although Ptolemy I and his descendants kept Egypt as their main base from 305-30
BC after the division of the lands conquered by Alexander the Great, they also
occupied territory outside Egypt. These foreign territories, all in the eastern
Mediterranean basin, were Cyrenaica, Cyprus, the Levant, coastal Asia Minor, and
the Aegean basin (Map 1). The Ptolemies had different motivations to conquer these
overseas territories. For Cyrenaica, it was important to conquer this region to
strengthen their presence in North Africa as well as the trade routes in the eastern
Mediterranean. Therefore, both defensive and trade purposes played a role in
Cyrenaica. Through the acquisition of Cyprus, they were able to control the maritime

networks in the eastern Mediterranean and were able to expand their presence to



other territories in the region. Also, the Ptolemaic rule in Cyprus helped them to
defend their main base in Egypt apart from the exploitation of the island’s natural
resources such as timber and copper. Meanwhile, the Ptolemaic rule in the southern
Levant led them to have an access to neighboring territories and trade routes as well
as proving a direct defense zone against the Seleucids. Similarly, the Ptolemaic
presence in coastal Asia Minor helped them to secure their presence directly against
the Seleucids and Antigonids. In the Aegean, they were able to expand their presence
to the northwest while influencing the religious atmosphere through military actions.
The Ptolemies held these lands for varying lengths of time but were particularly
dominant in the 3 century BC. The material remains from these regions are an
important tool to understand Ptolemaic interests, the role of the Ptolemies in the
Hellenization of the eastern Mediterranean, and cultural interactions between
Ptolemaic Egypt and its neighbors. All of the overseas territories have revealed
different types of material data relating to the Ptolemaic presence, such as

architecture, figurines, sculpture, ceramics, coinage, and minor arts.

This thesis will present a survey of the material evidence from the territories held by
the Ptolemies outside Egypt. The aim is to provide an overview, not to be exhaustive.
In the scope of an MA thesis, it is impossible to list all such evidence. No such
survey exists, so this thesis will fill a needed gap. Examples offered are selected from
publications in English, Turkish, and French in particular. The choice of examples is
not systematic, but is representative. This overview should prove useful to those
interested in the archaeology of the eastern Mediterranean and the Aegean in the
Hellenistic period in general, and in the archaeology of the Ptolemaic dynasty in

particular.



This thesis is divided into seven chapters. This first chapter will present the political
and military history of Ptolemaic rule, in order to provide context for Ptolemaic
control overseas. Chapters 2-6 will present the settlements and other material
evidence in each of the major regions occupied by the Ptolemies: Cyrenaica, Cyprus,
the Levant, coastal Asia Minor, and the Aegean basin. In addition to the surviving
remains, a certain amount of material evidence is known only from inscriptions. This
consists mainly of dedications of architecture and sculpture and of military garrisons.
These will also be noted. Issues regarding the administrative, economic, political,
religious, and cultural aspects implied by the surviving material evidence will be

explored in Chapter 7, the concluding chapter.

1.2 Historical Background

The timeline of the Ptolemaic empire can be divided into four periods: the
foundation, rise, decline, and Roman influence. The foundation period covers from
323 to 305 BC, ending when Ptolemy | Soter proclaimed himself as king. The second
period, 305-217 BC, saw the rise and success of the Ptolemies due to their foreign
policy and gradual expansion during the reigns of Ptolemy I, 1l and I1l. During this
time, the kingdom controlled territories in Cyrenaica, Cyprus, the Levant, coastal
Asia Minor, and the Aegean. From Ptolemy IV onwards, between 217-168 BC, the
Ptolemaic empire experienced a decline due to conflicts with the other powers in the
eastern Mediterranean as well as revolts in Egypt. The foreign territories were
gradually lost with the exception of Cyprus and Cyrenaica. Meanwhile, Roman

influence was the key element between 168-31 BC until the Ptolemaic kingdom was



taken over by the Romans. During this final period, Cyprus and Cyrenaica continued

to be occupied.

Ptolemy I Soter (reigned 306/4-283/2 BC)

The Ptolemaic dynasty had its origins in ancient Greece and Macedonia but occupied
Egypt after the division of the lands following the death of Alexander the Great in
323 BC. Ptolemy I maintained an independent satrapy between 323-306 BC and
reigned as the king of the Ptolemaic empire during 306/4-283/2 BC (Hol1bl, 2001: 14-
29). The reign of Ptolemy 1 as a satrap and later as a king demonstrates his success in
the formation of the empires of the diadocholi, the successors of Alexander the Great.
The foreign policy of Ptolemy | began when he was involved in activities in Cyrene

in 322 BC. Cyrene was the first foreign territory of the Ptolemaic empire.

Ptolemy | also had alliances with the Cypriot kings such as Nikokreon of Salamis,
Pasikrates of Soloi, Nikokles of Paphos, and Androkles of Amathous before his
conquest of the island in 295/4 BC (Holbl, 2001: 15). The conquest of Cyrene and
alliances with the Cypriot kings demonstrate the Ptolemaic interest in foreign

territories outside Egypt early on.

In 301 BC, the members of the diadochoi, Ptolemy, Kassandros, Lysimachus, and
Seleukos | Nicator established a coalition and defeated Antigonos |
Monophthalmous, the king of Macedonia, at battle at Ipsus in Phrygia. As a result of

this victory, Ptolemy | Soter captured the southern coast of the Levant extending



north to the Eleutheros river (Holbl, 2001: 22). Seleukos received the northern
Levant and Syria. However, he did not impose his claims on the Ptolemaic Levant
due to their cordial diplomatic relations at the time. In addition, Byblos and maybe
Damascus belonged to Ptolemy as well. Ptolemaic Syria is also known as ‘Coele
Syria’ by modern scholars and it was the second largest foreign possession of the
Ptolemies after Cyprus. The Ptolemies benefitted from products such as its cedar
trees in Lebanon, wine, oil, and grain as well as the control of the trade route from
Saudi Arabia to Coele Syria (H6lbl, 2001: 23). In addition, this area, northeast of

Egypt, was valued as a military buffer zone.

The coastal cities in Asia Minor were also among the territory that came under the
rule of the Ptolemies in the aftermath of the battle at Ipsus in 301 BC. At the end of
288 BC, two oikonomoi, the administrators of finance, were appointed to Lycia, as

well as to Pamphylia in 278 BC (Holbl, 2001: 23).

The Aegean basin was not under the control of the Ptolemies during the reign of
Ptolemy I except for the commercial activities with Rhodians and the conquest of the
League of Islanders in 287 BC (Holbl, 2001: 24). The maintenance of the League of
Islanders was quite important for the Ptolemies since it enhanced the Ptolemaic

hegemony in the Cycladic islands.



Ptolemy Il Philadelphos (reigned 282-246 BC)

During the reign of Ptolemy I, the Ptolemaic empire reached its greatest extent and
experienced a series of challenges over its possessions. The reign of Ptolemy Il also
marks the beginning of the Syrian Wars, a long-lasting conflict during the 3¢-2"
centuries BC between the Ptolemies and Seleucids due to disagreements regarding

territorial divisions in Syria.

Due to rebellions against Seleucid rule in northern Syria, Ptolemy Il attacked this
territory in 280-279 BC and was able to expand the Ptolemaic rule further into
Anatolia. This conflict is referred to as the Syrian War of Succession. Although the
evidence is quite scattered regarding the Ptolemaic campaigns, these military events
are mainly known from inscriptions. Cilicia was captured as were cities in Caria such
as Stratonikeia, Amyzon, and Halikarnassos (McKechnie & Guillaume, 2008: 63).
The Ptolemies acquired Samos in 280/79 BC as well. Samos functioned as a naval

base for the Ptolemaic fleet.

Inscriptions give information about the Ptolemaic presence in western Asia Minor in
subsequent years. A Ptolemaic garrison at Halikarnassos from 270/69 BC is known
from inscriptions. In addition, Ptolemaic rule in Lycia is known from several
epigraphic sources. Also, an honorific decree from Termessos dating to 281 BC,
during the reign of Ptolemy II, mentions the presence of a Pamphyliarch which
demonstrates an early involvement of the Ptolemies in the region (Meadows &

Thonemann, 2013: 223). In addition, in 262 BC, Ephesos came under Ptolemaic rule.



In 274 BC, Ptolemy |1 started the First Syrian War through his military campaign
through Seleucid Syria in which he succeeded in 271 BC (Grainger, 2010: 73-88).
The First Syrian War later on had consequences regarding the beginning of the

Chremonidean War in the Aegean.

The Second Syrian War occurred between Antiochos Il and the Ptolemaic king
during 260-253 BC (Grainger, 2010: 117-136). It is suggested that the conflicts in
western Asia Minor such as in Miletos and Ephesos in the late 260s BC might have
led to this war. In addition, the wider conflicts related to the Chremonidean War
might have caused the Second Syrian War as well. In 259/8 BC, Antiochos Il took
Miletus and Samos. In addition, some areas in coastal Asia Minor such as in Cilicia
and Pamphylia were lost to Antiochos Il during this time. Before 253 BC, the
Ptolemies and Seleucids declared peace as a result of diplomacy and the marriage

between Antiochos Il and Berenike, the daughter of Ptolemy II.

The second and third Ptolemies established their foreign policy based on the rivalry
with the Antigonids in Macedonia and their impact on the Peloponnese and the
Aegean islands. Due to the increasing Macedonian naval power, Ptolemy Il initiated
the Chremonidean War between 267-261 BC (Halbl, 2001: 40-43). An alliance
between the Ptolemaic kingdom, Athens, and Sparta was established against
Antigonos Gonatas, the Macedonian ruler. Although Ptolemy 11 lost this war, the
establishment of bases on the Aegean islands by Patroklos who was in control of the
Ptolemaic fleet was a significant effort to maintain Ptolemaic supremacy in the

Aegean. For example, Ptolemaic bases were set up at Gaiduronisi, Koroni, Rhamnus,



Thera, Keos, and Koresia during the Chremonidean War (McKechnie & Guillaume,
2008: 65-89). Methana was also considered as a Ptolemaic foreign territory. It is
observed that these military bases in the Aegean formed the main element of the
Ptolemaic policy in Greece during the 3" century BC. It is suggested that the
Ptolemaic presence in the Aegean islands suffered greatly after they lost several
territories by the mid-250’s (Holbl, 2001: 44). Around 255 BC, the Ptolemaic rule of
the League of Islanders came to an end. The loss of the League of Islanders also

damaged the Ptolemaic supremacy in the Aegean.

Ptolemy 111 Euergetes (reigned 246-222 BC)

During the reign of Ptolemy I11, the Ptolemaic empire continued gradually to expand.
A campaign through Syria by Ptolemy I11 is known from the Gurob papyri. His
campaign in Syria ended in 245 BC and he appointed a strategos to the region

(H&1bl, 2001: 49).

The complicated situation between Seleukos Il and Ptolemy 11 over the kingship
started the Third Syrian War (246-241 BC) which is also known as the Laodicean
War. A papyrus from Gurob which was written by/to Ptolemy I11 provides
information about the motives for the start of the Third Syrian War (Grainger, 2010:
153-170). According to this papyrus, Berenike ordered a military expedition to
Cilicia which eventually became successful (Ho61bl, 2001: 48). The area around
Seleukeia and Antioch remained under the rule of Berenike. In addition, the Gurob
papyrus mentions an expedition of Ptolemy I11 to Seleukeia with a small army

(Holbl, 2001: 48). After his campaign, he appointed a strategos to Cilicia. The



Ptolemaic kingdom became the most powerful Hellenistic state in the aftermath of

the Third Syrian War.

Ptolemy IV Philopator (reigned 221-204 BC)

The Ptolemaic kingdom experienced a dramatic decline from the reign of Ptolemy 1V
onwards as a result of the battles, internal conflicts, and foreign policy which led to
the loss of most of their foreign territories. The expansion of the Ptolemaic kingdom
came to an end during the reign of Ptolemy IV Philopator. The rebellions and

internal conflicts in Egypt itself also demonstrate the loss of power of the Ptolemaic

kingdom during the reign of Ptolemy IV.

The Ptolemaic military garrisons at Gerrha and Brochoi in Coele Syria were attacked
by Antiochos Ill. His attack was prevented by the commander-in-chief of Coele
Syria, the Aetolian Theodotos. Seleukia in Pieria was lost to Antiochos 111 in 219 BC
(Kosmin, 2014: 19-20). Afterwards, the Ptolemaic territories of Tyre and Ptolemais
Ake were also lost to the Seleucids. However, Dor and Sidon remained as Ptolemaic

lands.

As a result of these conflicts in the Levant, the Fourth Syrian War took place
between 219-217 BC for the supremacy in the eastern Mediterranean which was still
mainly dominated by the Ptolemies. The Ptolemaic government agreed to suspend
the battles and carried out diplomatic activities with the involvement of Rhodes,

Byzantium, Kyzikos, and the Aetolian League in the negotiations. Antiochos



attacked the Ptolemaic fleet near Berytos to conquer southern Coele Syria, although
he was only able to capture Philadelphia (Rabbat Ammon) while Gerrha, Brochoi,
Damascus, and Sidon remained under Ptolemaic control (Holbl, 2001: 130). In 217
BC, a battle took place at Raphia between Ptolemy IV and Antiochos in which
Antiochos was defeated, and Ptolemy regained control of Coele Syria (Kosmin,

2014: 20).

The relations between the Ptolemies and Rhodians improved further during the reign
of Ptolemy IV. Besides Rhodes, Ptolemy IV became very well-known in other Greek
cities as well due to his benefactions. However, according to Polybius (V. 34; XIV.
12), Ptolemy IV was responsible for the decline of the Ptolemaic kingdom due to his
insufficient acts regarding his administrative responsibilities and excessive interest in
festivities. Briefly, the victory at the battle of Raphia and the damaging consequences
of the Fourth Syrian War marked the decline of the Ptolemaic supremacy in the
eastern Mediterranean. After the death of Ptolemy IV, the Ptolemaic Empire was in a

dramatic decline and lost its dominance in the Mediterranean.

Ptolemy V Epiphanes (reigned 204-180 BC)

During the reign of Ptolemy V, the Ptolemaic empire lost most of its foreign
territories and only Cyprus, Cyrenaica and the Aegean bases of Itanos, Thera, and

Methana remained in Ptolemaic hands (Holbl, 2001: 142).
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The loss of the territories in Asia Minor and Coele Syria led to economic difficulties.
As a result, the Ptolemies planned that Cyprus would function as an economic center
instead of Coele Syria. Salamis was declared as a new administrative center in

Cyprus.

The Fifth Syrian War began in 202 BC due to the secret alliance between Philip V of
Macedonia and Antiochos Il against the Ptolemies (Grainger, 2010: 245-272).
Damascus and Gaza were lost to Antiochos Il while Phoenicia remained under
Ptolemaic control. Then, Ptolemaios, a Ptolemaic governor, joined the side of the
Seleucid kingdom and received the title of strategos of the Seleucid province of
‘Coele Syria and Phoenicia’. Antiochos III launched a second attack and overcame
the Ptolemaic army led by Skopas at Panion in 200 BC (Grainger, 2010: 257-258).

This defeat marked the end of Ptolemaic rule in the southern Levant.

The Ptolemies were pushed on two sides in which Antiochos 111 focused on
expanding his territory in Syria and Phoenicia while the offensive attacks of Philip V
focused on the Aegean. In addition, Philip V began a battle with Attalos of Pergamon
and the Rhodians in 201 BC in addition to his capture of the island of Samos, a
significant naval base for the Ptolemaic fleet (Holbl, 2001: 137). Therefore, Athens
joined the coalition against Philip as well. Philip V attacked Ptolemaic Thrace in 200

BC, conquering Kallipolis, Kypsela, Ainos, and Maroneia (Holbl, 2001: 137).

After the annexation of Coele Syria in 200 BC, Antiochos Il started his campaign in

Cilicia in Asia Minor in 197 BC and he conquered Mallos, Zephyrion, Soloi,
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Aphrodisias, Anemurion, Selinus, and Korakesion according to historical sources of
Polybius and Livy (H61bl, 2001: 138). Pamphylia was a Seleucid territory at this
time. On the other hand, Lycia was under the control of Ptolemies, although
Korykos, Andriake, Limyra, Arykanda, Patara/Arsinoe, Xanthos and Telmessos were
conquered by the Seleucid king (Holbl, 2001: 138). Antiochos did not have a great
success in lonia since Miletus was taken by Philip V in 201 BC from the Ptolemies.
However, Ephesos which had a Ptolemaic garrison was conquered by Antiochos I11.
Ephesos was given to the kingdom of Pergamon and Lycia and Caria were awarded
to Rhodes after the declaration of the peace of Apameia between Rome and
Antiochos in 188 BC (Kosmin, 2014: 121). The power of kingship of the Ptolemies

decreased during this time as a result of the success of the Seleucids.

At the end of 197 BC, the Ptolemaic government at Alexandria issued their
complaints in Rome against the offensive actions of Antiochos I1l. The Roman
representative presented their demands to the Seleucid king such as the promotion of
peace in Greece and the evacuation of the Ptolemaic territories in Asia Minor. Since
the Romans negotiated on behalf of Ptolemaic interests, it indicates that the

Ptolemaic kingdom was under the influence of the Roman empire.

The Ptolemaic kingdom wished to strengthen their relations with Rome at the end of
the 190s (Holbl, 2001: 141). After the declaration of the freedom for the Greek cities,
the Romans were involved in the conflicts between the Greek cities which enhanced

the war against Antiochos Il (also known as the War of Antiochos: 192-188 BC).
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In the Aegean basin, the Ptolemies focused on strengthening their relations with
Greece and renewed their treaties with the Achaean League in 185 BC. The decline
of the Ptolemaic empire is observed during the reign of Ptolemy V due to the loss of

foreign territories.

Ptolemy VI Philometor (reigned 180-145 BC) with joint rule of Cleopatra Il and

Ptolemy VI1II Euergetes Il

Ptolemy VI Philometor reigned between 180-145 BC (Holbl, 2001: 181). His mother
Cleopatra | was recognized as his guardian due to his young age. Cleopatra | had
good relations with the Seleucids, and she stopped the preparations of war against
her brother Seleukos 1V. After the death of Cleopatra | in 176 BC, Lenaios and the
eunuch Eulaios were chosen as guardians of Ptolemy VI (Grainger, 2010: 282). The
joint rule of Ptolemy VI, Cleopatra Il, and Ptolemy VIII was proclaimed after the
beginning of the Sixth Syrian War in 170 BC which lasted until 164 BC. From the
reign of Ptolemy VI onwards, the Ptolemaic empire was under the shadow of the

Roman empire.

As a result of the disputes between the ruling siblings, Ptolemy V111 became the king
of Cyrene. Meanwhile, Ptolemy VI and Cleopatra Il were the rulers in the rest of the

Ptolemaic empire.

Antiochos IV sent his fleet to Cyprus in 168 BC and the Ptolemaic strategos of

Cyprus, Ptolemy ‘Makron’, accepted to be under the control of the Seleucids. As a
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result, Cyprus was given to the Seleucid hands. However, the Roman representatives

insisted on the removal of the Syrian army in Cyprus.

Two new guardians of Ptolemy V1 desired to reconquer Coele Syria which led to a
greater destruction of the Ptolemaic empire. Antiochos IV Epiphanes who ruled the
Seleucid kingdom between 175-164 BC faced hostilities from the Ptolemaic empire.

Therefore, Seleucid troops were located between Syria and Palestine.

After these attempts of negotiations, the Sixth Syrian War began in 170 BC in which
the Ptolemaic army marched north into Syria, and the Seleucids defeated the

Ptolemaic army between Pelusion and Mount Kasios (H61bl, 2001: 145)

The military bases at Thera, Itanos, and Methana were the only Ptolemaic territories
in the Aegean basin. After the death of Ptolemy VI in 145 BC, the Ptolemaic navy

pulled out of the Aegean.

From the reign of Ptolemy V111 Euergetes 11 onwards (145-30 BC)

After the death of Ptolemy VI in 145 BC, Ptolemy VIII claimed the throne. Starting
from his reign, the Ptolemies experienced several civil wars and internal conflicts
within the Ptolemaic royal family. Roman influence became dominant in the
Hellenistic world. During the reigns of later Ptolemies, several diplomatic missions
were conducted with the Romans which concerned mainly events occurring in Egypt

such as revolts and internal conflicts among the royal family. The testaments of the
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Ptolemaic rulers also played a part in the Roman conguest of the Ptolemaic
territories. These docume