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TIME TO REPAY A MARITIME LOAN:
A NOTE ON SBIII 7169 AND SB XVIII 13167 RECTO

FEDERICO DE ROMANIS

(rROMA)

Although only partially preserved, two texts on papyri - SB III 7169 (=
PBerol 5883+5853) and SB XVIII 13167 (= PVindob G 40822) recto -
demonstrate how commercial procedures related to maritime loans in
classical Athens can survive in Hellenistic and Roman Egypt, by adjusting
to the peculiarities of Ptolemaic and Roman trade in the Indian Ocean.
One of those procedures was pointed out by L. Casson and G. Thiir long
ago': just as is agreed by the borrowers of the cvyypaer transcribed in the
npoO¢ TNV Aakpitov mapayparv?, the borrower of the contract in SB XVIII
13167 recto also offered his commodities as security. A comprehensive ex-
ploration of this and other similarities would entail an analysis far beyond
the scope of this paper. Nonetheless, it will be worthwhile to address one
particular contractual element that persisted: the timing of the loan repay-
ment.

The Demosthenic ovyypagn does not schedule a calendric date as an a
priori deadline for the repayment of the maritime loan borrowed by Arte-
mon and Apollodorus. It states only that the borrowers have twenty days
after their return to Athens to repay their debt®. The imprecision of the
repayment deadline or, to be more accurate, its sensitivity to the day on

I Cfr. below, n. 22.

2D.35.10-13. For the sake of convenience, I shall refer to this contract as the ‘Demosthenic
ovyypagry’. The designation implies no claim about the authorship of the speech.

> D. 35.11: cwBévtwy 8¢ T@v xpnudtwv ABfvale, anodwoovoty oi daveloduevol Toig
Saveioaot TO yLyvopevov dpyvpLov Katd TV cuyypagn v fLepdv eikooty, &g’ fg &v EABwaotv
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which the ship actually returned?, has been a typical feature of ‘two ways’
(amphoteropla) maritime loan contracts throughout the antiquity. As the
Constantinopolitan vavkAnpot explained to the praetorian prefect loannes
in 540 CE, maritime loans were conceived not in relation to a predeter-
mined time period but as contingent on a voyage: the total interests agreed
upon before the voyage were irrespective of its actual length®. Justinian’s
vavkAnpot’s claim that they were also indifferent to the presumptive length
of the voyage® may not have always been valid’, but their statement about
its actual length certainly was: since the lender took upon himself all the
risks of the navigation - delayed return included - the total costs of the
interests were not affected by either a later or an earlier conclusion to the
voyage.

As mentioned, borrowers of a maritime loan were also given some time
to sell their commodities and repay their debt. Both in the Demosthenic
ovyypaer and in the expertise of the Justinian’s vavkAnpot the extension

ABnNvale, evteltg A €kPOARG, fjv &v o aOpTAoL Y @Lodpevol ko) ékBalwvTar, kal &v Tt
ToAepiolg dmoTeiowoty: TV § GAAWV ATMAVTWV EVTENEC.

* D. 32.5: ovodv 8¢ TV ovyypaddv, domep eiwbaoty dmacal, cwbeiong TG vewg
amododvart T xprjparta KTA.

* Just. Nov. 106: €i 8¢ ovy €\owvto v 680V tavtnv oi Saveilovtes, ThHv OyS6mV
poipav Aappaverv vmép £kGOTOL VOIOHATOG OVOATL TOKWY 0K €lg Xpdvov TIva pntov
apBpovpévav, AAN €wg &v 1) vade émavéABot oecwopévn. Cfr. D. Gofas, The Byzantine Law
of Interest, in A.E. Laiou, «The Economic History of Byzantium», Washington 2002, 1097.
What is described here as the second type of the maritime loans actually “den normalen
Hauptfall bedeutet”: G. Billeter, Geschichte des Zinsfusses im griechisch-romischen Altertum
bis auf Justinian, Leipzig 1898, 325.

¢ Just. Nov. 106: kata todTo 8¢ 10 oxijpa ovuBaivery lowg kal €ig éviavtov éktabijval TOV
xpovov, einep tocodTov £§w Satpivelev 1) vads @g kal TOV éviavTtdv | mépag Aafetv fj kai
bmepPiivat, 0aTTOV ye piv Emaviovong adTig TOV Xpovov gig Eva uévov 1 §vo mapeAkvodivat
ufvag, kai ék 1OV TPV kepatiov ddérelav Exerv, kdv olTwg Ppaxles Stayévntal xpovog
kv el mepautépw mapd @ daveloapévy pévol 1o xpéog. Cr. Billeter, op. cit., 328-329.

’ Different rates for different destinations are implied by D. 56.6: SaveicacOat €mt T} vni,
&’ @ te mhedoau gig Alyvntov kal ¢€ Aiydmrtov eig Podov 1 eic ’ABrvag, Stopoloynadpevol
TOVG TOKOVG <TOVG> €ig £xdTepov TOV umopiwv Tovtwv. However, in D. 35.13 interests
remain unchanged whether the borrowers sail or do not beyond the Hellespontus: éav
8¢ ) eloPédwot, peivavreg €mt kuvi fiuépag déka év EXAnondvtw, éEehdpevol dmov dv pn
obAat @owv ABnvaiolg, kai évtedBev katamievoavteg ABfvale Tovg TOKOVG dTOSOVTWVY
TOVG TTEPLOL YpapéVTag eig TNv ouyypagrv. They change only if they sail back from Pontus
after the rising of Arcturus, see below, nt. 18.
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is twenty days®. After that, the lenders of the Demosthenic cvyypagn were
allowed to seize the mortgaged goods’. Those of Justinian’s Novella 106
were entitled to additional interests at the rate of 8% per year'.

The remains of the two texts on papyri contain conditions that may
be compared, either per similitudinem or per differentiam, with Demos-
thenes’ and Justinian’s texts. In his edition and commentary of the loan
contract transcribed in SB III 7169, U. Wilcken remarked" that while in
the Demosthenic ovyypagn the loan is issued for a voyage from Athens to
Mende (or Scione), then to Bosporus'?, then, optionally, along the north-
west coast of the Black Sea up to Borysthenes, and finally back to Athens®,
the SB III 7169 loan is given for a period of time (one year) to people who
happen to be sailing to the Aromatophoros Land'. However, upon further
consideration, such a difference turns out to be less consequential than it
first seems. In fact, the emphasis on the voyage rather than on the time
span in the Demosthenic ocvyypagn has to be explained by the Athenian
law prohibiting the loan of money to commercial enterprises not having
Athens as their final destination’. That rule compelled all Athenian citi-

8D. 35.11, above nt. 3; Just. Nov. 106: i pévtot petd thv éndvodov Tig viog owdeiong kai
UNKETL TIAETV S1d TOV Katpov Suvapévng énavéNBolev, eikoot kal Lovwy fipepdv mpobeopiav
SidooBar mapd t@V Savelocdvtwy Toig daveloapévolg, kal pundev vmEp TOV OPANUATWYV
ToKoUL Evekev dmattelv, éwg mpabivat cupPain TOV popTOV.

*D. 35.12: ¢av O¢ i amod@oty €v T® ovykeluévew Xpovw, T& bIokeipeva Toig Saveicaoty
gEéotw vmobeival kal dmodocbat Tig dmapxovoNG TIAG.

0 TJust. Nov. 106: i 8¢ pévol mepautépw O Xp€og ovK amodidopevov, Tov ék Sipoipov Tiig
£KATOOTAG TOIG KLpIOLG TOV Xprpatwv Sidovat tékov, kai petaPdrdery e0bdG 1O Sdvelopa
Kai €ig TOV TOV éyyelwv HeTaywpelv TpOTOV, 00KETL TOV BakatTiwy KivdUvwy TOV Savelotiv
évoxhoOvtwv.

'U. Wilcken, Punt-Fahrten in der Ptolemderzeit, «ZAS» 60, 1925, 94; cfr. also R. Bogaert,
Banquiers, courtiers et préts maritimes a Atheénes et a Alexandrie, «CE» 40, 1965, 149.

2 Of the two interpretations of €ig Boomopov suggested by E.E. Cohen, Athenian
Economy and Society: A Banking Perspective, Princeton 1992, 54, nt. 71, I prefer the second.

3 D. 35.10: ¢daveioav AvdpokAiis Zenttiog kai Navowkpatng Kapvotiog Aptépwve kol
AnoAodwpw DaonAitaig dpyvpiov Spaxpag tpioxhiog ABrvnBev eic Mévdny fj Zkwwvnyv,
Kai évtedev eig Boomopov, ¢av 8¢ Povdwvtal, Tiig Emdpiotepd uéxpt Bopuobévoug, kai
méAtv ABrjvade kTA.

4 SBIII 7169, 1. 12: to[ig & 10§ €ig] v Apw[pato]p[opov ov]vmhoig; 1. 13: eig é[vi]a[v]
T[0]v [&mo To]D mp[o]ket[pévov] unvog.

* D. 35.50-51: {ote yap, @ &vSpeg dikaotai, TOV VOOV DG XAAETOG €0TLY, €4V TIG
ABnvaiwv &Aoot mot ortnynon §| ABnvale, fi xprjpata Saveior eig dANo Tt gumodpiov fj 1O
AbBnvaiwv, olat {nuiat mept TovTwWV giotv, O peydhat kai Setvai. pdAlov 8¢ adtov avayvwdt
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zens, Athenian residents, and people who had them as k0Optot to draw up
maritime loan contracts providing an accurate route description of the fi-
nanced voyage, which without exception had to end in Athens. True, the
Demosthenic ovyypagr does not state clearly for how long the loan was
granted. However, the fact that Athens had to be the final destination of
the voyage clearly implied that both the outbound and return journeys
had to occur in the same sailing season, since otherwise it would have been
only too easy to circumvent the public law. Only force-majeure circum-
stances could have justified a delayed return to Athens: any deliberately
postponed return journey by the merchants/borrowers would have been
taken as a violation of the contract.

On the other hand, it would be not entirely correct to assert that the one-
year loan contract to the five cbvmlot bound for the Aromatophoros Land
in East Africa was based on a period of time rather than on a voyage. As a
matter of fact, if the loan was released ¢ig éviavtov dmo Tod mpokepévov
Hnvag, it foresaw an exception, in case the ovvmhot returned to Egypt too
late for the loan to be repaid within a year'®. In that case, for a certain num-
ber of days—either fifty, seventy, eighty, or ninety'’—after their landing in
an Egyptian port, no additional interests could be claimed by the lender.
The longer interval between the ship’s docking and the loan repayment
deadline—between fifty and ninety days as opposed to twenty—was re-
quired by the distance between the Red Sea port and the main emporion
(Alexandria). Apparently, the delayed traders were given time to cross the

avtoig TOV vopov, v’ akpiBéotepov pabworv. NOMOZ. Apybpiov 8¢ pn eEetvar ékSodvau
ABnvaiwv kal T@V peToikwv T@V ABN VN oL peTokovvTwy undevi, undé @v odToL kVpLoi gioty,
eic vadv fiTig &v uf péAAn a&ewv oitov ABnvadle, xai tdMa td yeypappéva mept ékdotov
avT@V. 8av 8¢ TIG ¢S Tapd TadTa, ival THV PALY Kai TV &oypagny Tod dpyvpiov Tpog
TOVG émpeAnTag, kabamep Tig vewg kal Tod oitov elpnTatl, Katd Tavtd. kal Sikn avTd pn
£otw mepi ToD dpyvpiov, 8 &v €kdP dANoaé ot fj ABnvale, unde dpxn eioayétw mepi TovTOL
undepia. Cfr. D. 56.5: Aovuoddwpog yap obvtooi, @ dvdpeg "Abnvaiol, kal & KOWVWVOG
avtod Ilappeviokog mpoceABOvTeG MUV TEPLOLY TOD HETAYELTVIOVOG Unvog EAeyov §Tt
Bovrovrtat SaveicacBauw émi Tf) vni, £¢p” @ Te Mhedoa ei Alyvntov kai ¢§ AiyvmTov eig PoSov
fj €ig "ABrvag, Stoporoynaduevol Todg TOKOLG <TOVG> €ig EKATEPOV TV EUTTOPIWY TOVTWV.
amoxpvapéveov § Hudv, & dvdpeg Sikaotai, 6Tt ovk dv daveloauev eig Etepov Eunoplov
000V AN’ 1j gig "ABrvag KTA.

1*SBIII 7169, 1. 14: éav &’ éxme[o]o[v]T[e]g ToD xpov[ov] mapayévw[vrar amod ¢ Alp[w]
pa[to]goplo]v [eig] Thv xwpav Opoiwg ..[

7 SB III 7169, 1. 15: Ine., 4@’ fig &v fuépag mapayévwvral [elig v xwpav [fpepdv .5]
fKovTa.
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desert between the Nile and the Red Sea, sail downriver to Alexandria, sell
their aromata and repay their debt. Exactly like the Demosthenic cvyypa-
¢n, the deadline for the repayment of the loan was contingent on the day
on which the ship arrived at its final destination. More substantial was
another difference: at the expiration of the twenty days after the return, the
lenders of the Demosthenic ovyypagn are allowed to seize the imported
goods, if the loan has not been repaid. The lender of SB III 7169 instead,
as is said to be the custom among Justinian’s vavkAnpot, is only permitted
to charge additional interests, if of rather high rate: Justian’s vavxAnpot
claimed that an annual rate of only 8% was charged, SB III 7169 shows an
interest of 24%.

The fact that the Aromatophoros Land loan contract did not penalize
those who were unable to return to Egypt does not necessarily mean that it
left them free to leave the Aromatophoros Land at any time. Although the
extant fragments do not confirm it, it is probable that the contract required
a timely start to the return voyage on the part of the borrowers. It is prob-
able, in other words, that the concession of extra time in the event of a late
return was balanced by the condition that the return voyage begin before a
certain date. Thus, a delayed return to Egypt would have occurred only in
exceptional and unpredictable circumstances.

Maritime loan contracts may favor or require a timely beginning of
the return voyage in order to limit the financial risk to the lender. In the
Demosthenic ovyypaen, if the borrowers began their return voyage from
Pontus after the rising of Arcturus, the interest rate would rise from 22.5%
to 30% because of the higher risk associated with winter sailing’®. In the
contract between the slave Seius and the merchant Callimachus recalled by
the jurist Cervidius Scaevola'®, the loan was granted both for the entire 200

8 D. 35.10: ¢mtt Srakooialg eikoot MéVTe TAG Xhiag, v 8¢ pet’ ApkToDpoV EKTAeboWaLY
¢k 10D ITovtov £¢  Tepdv, €mi Tprakoaoialg Tag Xhiog.

¥ Dig. 45.1.122.1: Callimachus mutuam pecuniam nauticam accepit a Sticho servo Seii
in provincia Syria civitate Beryto usque Brentesium: idque creditum est [Liibtow : esse cod.]
in omnes navigii dies ducentos, sub pignoribus et hypothecis mercibus a Beryto comparatis
et Brentesium perferendis et quas Brentesio empturus esset et per navem Beryto invecturus:
convenitque inter eos, uti, cum Callimachus Brentesium pervenisset, inde intra idus Septem-
bres, quae tunc proximae futurae essent, aliis mercibus emptis et in navem missis [Liibtow :
mercis cod.] ipsam [Liibtow : ipse cod.] in Syriam per navigium proficiscatur, aut, si intra
diem supra scriptam non reparasset merces nec enavigasset de ea civitate, redderet univers-
am continuo pecuniam quasi perfecto navigio et praestaret sumptus omnes prosequentibus
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days of the sailing season as well as for a voyage from Berytus to Brentesion
and back®. However, if Callimachus were not able to sail out of Brentesion
by September 13%, he would have had to repay his dues—loan and inter-
ests—in Italy, sending the money to Rome?, just as if he had sailed back
to Berytus.

The text partially preserved on SB XVIII 13167 recto apparently relates
to a loan financing a commercial enterprise importing Indian commodi-
ties from Muziris, in South India?. It was a great achievement by L. Casson
and G. Thiir to realize that the borrower of the contract does not pledge the
ship, but only the imported commodities, as do the earlier Demosthenic
ovyypaer and Callimachus’ contract. Nonetheless, this important devel-
opment does not solve the problem regarding the nature of the document;
scholars disagree about how this text and the loan mentioned therein are
connected. In part, the connection depends on the sentence that alludes

eam pecuniam, ut in urbem Romam eam deportarent: eaque sic recte dari fieri [fide] [secl.
Liibtow] roganti Sticho servo Lucii Titii <fide> [Libtow] promittit Callimachus.

2Tt is very likely that also in this case the time of the loan—all the 200 days of the sailing
season—did not imply an a priori deadline for the restitution of the loan, which itself must
have been dependent on when Callimachus’ ship ultimately arrived back in Berytus (Scae-
vola did not need to refer all the conditions of the contract). If Callimachus left Brentesion
on or before September 13, but ended up landing in Berytus after the 200* day of the sail-
ing season, he would certainly have still been allowed a period of time at no additional cost
to sell his commodities and repay his debt.

*! Most probably to Seius’ master: F. De Romanis, Cultores huius loci. Sulle coabitazioni
divine del lucus Furrinae, in B. Palma Venetucci (ed.), «Testimonianze di culti orientali tra
scavo e collezionismo» Rome 2008, 156.

22 H. Harrauer /P.J. Sijpesteijn, Ein neues Dokument zu Roms Indienhandel. P. Vindob.
G 40822, KAAWW» 122, 1985, 124-155; L. Casson, P. Vindob. G 40822 and the Shipping of
Goods from India, «<BASP» 23, 1986, 73-79; id., New Light on Maritime Loans: P. Vindob.
G 40822, «ZPE» 84, 1990, 195-206; G. Thiir, Hypotheken-Urkunde eines Seedarlehens fiir
eine Reise nach Muziris und Apographe fiir die Tetarte in Alexandria, «Tyche» 2, 1987,
229-245; 1d., Zum Seedarlehen kati Mov(eipv. P.Vindob. G 40822, «Tyche» 3, 1988, 229-
233; F. De Romanis, Cassia, Cinnamomo, Ossidiana. Uomini e merci tra Oceano Indiano e
Mediterraneo, Roma 1996, 186-192; D. Rathbone, The ‘Muziris’ papyrus (SB XVIII 13167):
financing Roman trade with India, «The Archaeological Society of Alexandria. Bulletin»,
46,2000 (= Alexandrian Studies II, in honour of Mostafa el-Abbadi), 39-50; X. Pérez Lopez,
Pap. Vindob. G 40822: préstamo maritimo y prospectiva romanistica, in IX Congreso
Internacional XII Iberoamericano de Derecho Romano. El Derecho Comercial. De Roma
al Derecho Moderno, II, Las Palmas de Gran Canaria, 1, 2 y 3 de febrero de 2006, Las
Palmas de Gran Canaria 2007, 635-679; F. Morelli, Dal Mar Rosso ad Alessandria: il verso
(ma anche il recto) del ‘papiro di Muziris’ (SB XVIII 13167), «Tyche» 26, 2011, 199-233.
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to the deadline for the repayment of the loan®. This sentence is generally
thought to refer to a deadline more explicitly specified elsewhere: either
in the previous column of the papyrus (according to the first editors) or
in another document, which would be the ‘real’ loan contract (Casson,
Thiir, Rathbone) or the ‘original loan contract (Pérez Lopez), or just a first
of two loan contracts (Morelli). The ‘real’, ‘original’, or first loan contract
would have been signed in Muziris (Casson, Pérez Lopez) or Alexandria
(Thiir, Rathbone, Morelli).

Casson and Morelli have argued that the contract of SB XVIII 13167
recto was signed at an Egyptian Red Sea port after the borrower had re-
turned from India. According to Casson, it was a supplementary agree-
ment redefining an old agreement signed in Muziris. In Morelli’s view, the
document is about a new loan financing the travel from the Red Sea coast
to Alexandria. Despite their ingenious arguments, I do not think these ex-
planations suffice, when we consider both what is missing and what re-
mains of the papyrus. It has to be pointed out that one entire column is
missing on the left. If the contract, whatever it was about, was signed in
a Red Sea port and concerned only the last leg of the voyage, the missing
information would hardly necessitate 26 lines of some 60 characters each,
especially if the same two parties had signed another contract immediately
prior. Quite to the contrary, the size of the lost portion suggests strongly
that the first column concerned the first part of a much longer voyage.

As a matter of fact, what details remain in the papyrus shows that the
lender’s presence was possible both in Coptos and Alexandria*, but hardly
in a Red Sea port, where, as Col. ii, L. 1: ].pévav oov étépwv én[i]tpomwv fj
@povtiot®v* indicates, only the lender’s ‘other agents or representatives’
were supposed to be in charge. Whatever action is being described, it is
clear that it was taken in a Red Sea port immediately after the ship land-
ed. More importantly, the éTépwv in the same sentence implies that other
agents or representatives of the lender—different from those who operated
in the Red Sea port—took some other action before the ship had docked in

% SB XVIII 13167, recto, Col. ii, 1. 11-12: évotdvrog Tod év Taig katd Movleipy tod
Sa|veiov oluvypagaic Tig 4modocEws GPLOHEVOL XPOVOU.

2 Col. i, . 5-6: 0]1t0 v 0fv fj TOV 0OV EMTPONWV 1| TOD TTapOvTog adT@v| ¢Eovaialv kal
o@payeida; L. 9: Od ThHv ofv { TdV 0dv EEovoiav kai o@payeida.

% Casson (P. Vindob. G 40822 cit., 78) postulates that it was a lender’s deputy who
actually cosigned the contract.
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the Egyptian port. Apparently, the contract recorded more than a simple
transport from the Red Sea to Alexandria—indeed, much more than that,
as suggested by the loss of an entire column.

Again, based on the controversial reading at Col. ii, l. 2% and on the
unmistakable vavAwv at Col. ii, 1. 11, Thiir had argued that more than
one transport across the desert and more than one sailing event along the
Nile were considered”. Despite reading at Col. i, Il. 10-11: xai go|pétpw]y
6povg kai vavlwv otapiwv?, which makes the text even more consistent
with Thiir’s interpretation, Morelli argues that the plurals opétpwv and
vavlwv may be generic and do not necessarily imply more than one de-
sert crossing and more than one river journey®. Legitimate as this may be,
those plurals are consistent with what is to be inferred from Col. i and Col.
ii, L. 1, and strongly suggest that it was an Alexandria-Muziris-Alexandria
voyage that the SB XVIII 13167 recto financed.

SB III 7169 has offered a clear example of what a maritime loan con-
tract financing a commercial voyage beyond Bab el-Mandeb could entail:
a restriction of the loan to a time span of one year (gig éviavtov amod T0d
npokepévov pnvog) and the concession of a delayed repayment in the
case of a delayed return (¢av 8" €kmecovTeg TOD XpOVOL TApAYEVWVTAL).
It is extremely unlikely that a loan contract for a voyage Alexandria-Muz-
iris-Alexandria was structured differently. Indeed, since ships bound for
the Somali coast and South India both used to leave from Egypt in July®,
loans for both the Aromatophoros Land and for Muziris had to be granted
more or less in the same month and for the same one-year duration. In
fact, Pliny’s paragraphs on the Alexandria-Muziris route give accurate in-
formation about the timing of the departures from Egypt and from India.
The merchants bound for Muziris must leave Berenice ante Canis ortum
aut ab exortu protinus® and return mense Aegyptio Tybi incipiente, nostro

% Read as Swow T]® 0@ kapnAeitnt dAAa (tdhavta) po (Spaxudg) v by the first editors;
as Swow T]@ 0@ kapnAeitnt dAa (tdhavta) e[{]koot by Harrauer (apud Casson, New Light
cit., p. 204); as mapa]dwow kapneitnt afloxpéwt by Morelli.

¥ Thiir, Hypotheken-Urkunde cit., 234, nt. 7; 235, nt. 14.

28 Morelli, art. cit., 200, nt. 3.

2 Morelli, art. cit., 206, nt. 21.

% Peripl. M. Rubr. 14: m\eitou 8¢ eig mdvta tadta ta 100 mépav EUnodpila 4o pev
Aiydmtov mepi tov Tovhov pijva, 6 ¢otiv Entidy; 5 56: mAéovat 8¢ eig avthv ol katd
Kapov avayopevol am’ Alyomtov mepi tov ‘TodAov pijva, 6 éotv "EnidL.

31 Plin. HN 6.104.
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Decembri, aut utique Mechiris Aegyptii intra diem sextum, quod fit intra
idus lanuarias nostras: ita evenit ut eodem anno remeent’*. In other words,
they had to leave Egypt around July 20" and leave India by January 13%,
coming back at Alexandria in the same year they left™.

It is very likely that the sharp deadline for the return journey (by Jan-
uary 13™) was established in connection with maritime loan contracts.
Just like borrowers of Berytus-Brentesion-Berytus loan contracts were re-
quested to leave from Brentesion by September 13™, so borrowers of Al-
exandria-Muziris- Alexandria loan contracts must have been requested to
leave from Muziris by January 13™. Moreover, since the Muziris bound
merchants were usually back in Alexandria within twelve months of their
departure (ita evenit ut eodem anno remeent), they were very likely to seek
loans ‘for a year starting from the present month’ (eig éviavtov amod tod
TIPOKeEVOL UNVvoG), exactly as the five ovvmhot bound for the Aromat-
ophoros Land did almost three centuries earlier. Finally, it is equally very
likely that, again like the loan contract for the Aromatophoros Land voy-
age, an Alexandria-Muziris- Alexandria loan contract would allow a post-
ponement on repayment if the sea vessel returned too late to Egypt (¢éav &
¢KTIEOOVTEG TOD XpOVOL TTapayévwvTat KTA.)*.

Under these circumstances, how are we supposed to understand the
sentence at SB XVIII 13167 recto col. ii, 1. 12-13: évotdvtog Tod év Taig
katd Movleipv Tod Salveiov cluvypagaic TG dmoddoews WPLoPEVOL
xpovov? The alleged existence of a separate document with a more explicit
specification of the repayment deadline has challenged scholars’ imagina-
tion. Casson thought that a first agreement was signed in India: although
the supposed first document would have already specified the repayment
deadline, a supplementary agreement would be needed once the ship land-
ed in Egypt®. Thiir argued for what would be the only known example of a
division between the loan contract and the related security®. Pérez Lopez
proposed that a financier from Alexandria sent an agent to India with the

32 Plin. HN 6.106.

33 The words eodem anno refer neither to the Roman nor to any of the Egyptian calendars,
but to a commercial ‘calendar’ shaped by the sailing seasons. A similar custom is implied by
D. 35.13: [...] Tobg TOKOVG dOSOVTWYV TOVG TEPUOL YPAPEVTAG EIG TIV CLYYPAPT|V.

3 Tt is very likely that in SB XVIII 13167 recto, a similar clause was specified in the
missing col. iii.

3 Casson, artt. citt.

36 Thiir, artt. citt.
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power to draw legally defective contracts, which then had to be put right
in Egypt”’. Morelli suggested two distinct loans involving the same par-
ties®, the second of them addressing expenses that, I would argue, were
easily projected from the start and thus could have been folded into the
first contract.

In my opinion, all this is unnecessary. The alleged ‘real’, ‘original’, or
‘first’ loan contract could not indicate a sharp deadline for the repayment
of the loan. The contract must have followed a standard form, whose basic
terms can be easily inferred from Pliny’s timetable: a length of one year for
the loan, the obligation to leave India by January 13", and the possibility
of delaying the repayment in case something went wrong on the return
journey. All these conditions were already traditional at the time of Pliny,
almost a century before SB XVIII 13167 recto was signed. With the sen-
tence évotdvTtog ToD €v Taig katd Movlelptv Tod daveiov cuvypagaig TG
amodooews wplopévov xpovov the contract could only refer to a tradition-
ally established deadline, in which the loans for commercial enterprises to
Muziris were repaid®. That time limit had to have been familiar to every-
body in Alexandria who was involved in the India trade. If this argument
is right, then the need to posit a second document evaporates: SB XVIII
13167 recto is the loan contract itself. No other document is missing.

7 Pérez Lopez, art. cit., 656; 678.

% Morelli, art. cit., 206.

* Cfr. F. De Romanis, Cassia, cinnamomo, ossidiana. Uomini e merci tra Oceano Indiano
e Mediterraneo, Roma 1996, p. 191-192. Frankly surprising is the objection raised by Pérez
Lépez, art. cit., 654: “creo que la referencia a ovvypagat (sic) no puede ser tenida como
una referencia genérica. ;No hubiese sido suficiente con referirse al “término establecido
para los viajes a Muziris”? ;Qué necesidad habria de hacer referencia a los documentos que
contenian los acuerdos relativos a dichos viajes?”. The sentence is about the deadline for a
repayment of a loan. By itself, a voyage does imply neither a loan nor a repayment. It takes
a loan contract (in Greek, ovyypagn) to have a loan and an obligation to pay it back. The
plural év taig — ovvypagaic strongly suggests that év is used ‘in tibertragen rdumlichem
Sinn’ and “bezeichnet [...]Klassen und Kategorien von Personen und Sachen” (E. Mayser,
Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemderzeit, II, 2, Berlin and Leipzig 1934,
394). A plural ovyypagai may well allude to multiple copies of a single contract (cfr.
[Dem.] 34.32), but when reference is made to the content of a single contract, the singular is
required, because even if it was written in several copies, the text of a loan contract was one
and the same: cfr. SB XIV 11850, 1l 7-8: katd vavtikiiv ouvypadnv fig 1| vyelog map’ éuol.
The expression év Taig — ouvypagaig would be confusing, if not misleading, if it alluded to
different transcriptions of the same loan contract.
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Pliny gives the correspondence Mechir 6" = January 13™ (Julian) as the
cutoft date for the return voyage Muziris- Alexandria, which contrasts with
the later timing of the sea-routes Calicut-Aden or Calicut-Jeddah in the
15" century CE:

Estes no tempo que prosperaram nos seus tratos e navegacio, faziam nesta ci-
dade naus de quilha de mil e mil duzentos bahares de carrega [...] e partiam
desta cidade cada mongao dez e quinze naus destas para o mar Roxo, Adem e
Meca [...] partiam em Fevereiro, chegavam de meado Agosto até meado Oute-
bro do proéprio ano etc.”

Two factors allowed Calicut ships to leave at a later date (pre-Gregorian
February*') than the Roman ones: their shorter route, which did not re-
quire them to navigate in the Red Sea up to almost 24° lat. N, and their
smaller tonnage (naus de quilha de mil e mil duzentos bahares de cdrrega®),
which allowed them greater speed. The Roman ships bound for Muziris
had cargos that may well have surpassed a weight of 600 tons* and their
speed was definitely slow*. Under these circumstances, the best compar-

* Duarte Barbosa, Livro em que dd relagdo do que viu e ouviu no Oriente, Lisboa 1946,
160-161.

I Cfr. Ibn Majid’s advice in G. R. Tibbetts, Arab Navigation in the Indian Ocean before
the Coming of the Portuguese, London 1971, 231: “He who leaves India (Malabar?) on the
100" day (2" March) is a sound man, he who leaves on the 110" will be all right. However,
he who leaves on the 120" is stretching the bounds of possibility and he who leaves on the
130" is inexperienced and an ignorant gambler”.

2 In Portuguese texts of the 16" century pepper is usually measured by bahar of Cochin
(=166.272 kg): 1,000/1,200 bahar would be 166/200 tons. Alternatively, but less likely,
Barbosa may refer to the Calicut bahar (= 208.156 kg), which would give 208/250 tons. For
the different bahar, cfr. R.]. Lima Felner, O Livro dos Pesos, Medidas e Moedas por Antonio
Nunes, Lisboa 1868, 46-47.

# F. De Romanis, Playing Sudoku on the Verso of the ‘Muziris Papyrus’ Peppet,
Malabathron and Tortoise Shell in the Cargo of the Hermapollon, «Journal of Ancient Indian
History» 27, 2010-2011, [2012], 75-101. For a different calculation of the Hermapollon’s
cargo, cfr. Morellj, art. cit., 227-231.

* L. Casson, Rome’s Trade with the East: The Sea Voyage to Africa and India, «TA-
PhA» 110, 1980, 32-33, dismisses Pliny’s timing (Plin. HN 6.104) for the Ocelis-Muzirs leg
(forty days) on the ground that it implies too slow a speed. However the data is consistent
with the approximately thirty days assigned to the Berenice-Ocelis (or Cane) leg in the
same passage; there is no need to reject both estimates. The slow pace despite the favorable
wind—two knots in the Indian Ocean, even less than that in the Red Sea—is to be explained
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ison for them is with the mid 16™ century Portuguese ships, which, albeit
along a different sea-route, had problems similar to that of the Roman ones.

E cousa muy forte parege aver trinta e tantos anos que Vosa Alteza senhorea a
Imdia®, e o primcipal fruito que deela espera he a pimenta, e ndo aver quem
fale a verdade do que se deve prover, para a negogeacio deela ser de maneira
que as naos partam de Cochim a tempo que pasem seguras, e nemhuma nao
inverne nem ande tanto tempo ao pairo, onde se gastio muito mais que com
muitas viagens. Porque, partindo de Cochim, de 15 ate 20 de Dezembro, toméo
Mogambique, onde se enchem de agoa, para que, nio agertamdo Santa Elena,
posdo pasar sem risquo de sede; o que ndo podem fazer, partimdo a 20 de Ja-
neiro e dy para ¢ima, como partem; que ndo podem vir sendo da ilha de Sam
Lourenco [sc. Madagascar], e ndo podem fazer agoada sendo na ilha de Santa
Elena, que he huma boya no maar, que os mais herrao; e erramdo-se, bem craro
estaa quodo em perigo de sede chegardo a Portugal, so com agoa que tomardo
na India. Eu osaria afirmar que as naaos que ndo parecem se perderdo todas ha
sede sem aver quem as marease. Partimdo estas naaos da Imdia, de 15 ate 20
de Dezembro, vem a Mogambique a 15 ate 20 de Janeiro, que he o tempo em
que o sol anda nos signos da banda do Sul, e pasdo o Cabo ate meado Fevereiro,
e alcangdo o sol, ante que chegue ha linha, e pasando o sol a linha, tambem a
pasdo as naaos™.

As pointed out, the route taken by Portuguese ships was different from the
Roman routes. Still, their timings can be compared because, with respect to
the Muziris-South Arabia leg, the longer Cochin-Mozambique leg profited
somewhat from a more favorable wind direction, such that the Portuguese
pepper carriers (generally smaller than the Roman ones) could see Mo-
zambique only a month after their departure from Cochin. Both Roman
and Portuguese ships tried to avoid a late January departure from South In-
dia. For the Portuguese, it was imperative dobrar o cabo antes de entrarem

with the considerable size of the ships and with the circumstance that the Arabian Sea was
mostly crossed (pace Casson, ibid., 34) not in August, “when the southwest monsoon was
blowing its hardest, often stirring up violent storm”, but mostly in September, “when the
southwest monsoon was approaching its end and beginning to quiet down”, especially if
their stop in Ocelis or Cane to take water (cfr. below nt. 51) lasted more than one day.

4 It should refer to D. Jodo III, therefore the text is somewhat later than 1551 and all the
dates are pre-Gregorian.

6 Informagdo a el-rei sobre o comercio da pimenta e do cravo (ANTT, CVR n. 95), in A.
B. de S4, «<Documentagéo para a histéria das missdes do padroado portugués do Oriente.
Insulindia», Lisboa 1954, 332-333.
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os ponentes”. Therefore, if they wanted to take fresh water in Mozambique,
it was advisable to leave by December 20" (pre-Gregorian) or, more opti-
mistically, by January 10" (Gregorian)*. When they were forced to depart
later on, as very often happened because of delays in the purchase of pep-
per, the Portuguese vessels had to sail east of Madagascar and straight to
the Cape of Good Hope without the chance to get water until St. Helena
Island or even Lisbon®.

# R. de Bulhdo Pato (ed.), Documentos remettidos da India ou Livros das Mongdes, 1,
Lisboa 1880, 66 [1607].

8 The first date is given by the Informacdo a el-rei sobre o comercio da pimenta e do cravo
quoted above; the second is in Bulhdo Pato, op. cit., 65: “[...] partindo de Cochim o podem
fazer de natal até dez de janeiro e partir a tempo que levem a mesma derrota que de Goa,
por dentro da ilha de Sdo Lourengo” [1607].

* As a matter of fact, despite the recurring royal recommendations (e.g., R. de Bulhdo
Pato (ed.), Documentos remettidos da India ou Livros das Mongaes, 111, Lisboa 1885, 327: “E
porque & seguranga da viagem e das ditas naus importa tanto, come sabeis, que ellas partam
quanto mais cedo puder ser, vos encommendo e encarrego muito que procureis que saiam
d’esses portos, en todo caso, em dezembro, e que venham providas, de maneira que por
nenhum caso lhes seja necessario tomar a ilha de Santa Helena” [1615]), in the 16" and
17" centuries Portuguese ships rarely managed to leave India before December 31° (Gre-
gorian), cfr. T. Bentley Duncan, Navigation between Portugal and Asia in the Sixteenth and
Seventeenth Centuries, in C. K. Pullapilly/ E. J. Van Kley, «Asia and the West. Encounters
and Exchanges from the Age of Explorations. Essays in Honor of Donald F. Lach», Notre
Dame 1986, 14: “Of the 462 ships with known dates of departures, 69 left in December, 173
during 1-15 January, 172 during 16-31 January and 46 in February”. Consequently, the
route east of Madagascar was by far more used than the route to the west of it: C. R. Boxer,
The Principal Ports of Call in the “Carreira da India” (16"-18" Centuries), in «Recueils de la
Société Jean Bodin XXXIII. Les grandes escales, 2™ partie: Les temps modernes», Brussels
1976, 43-44 (= C. R. Boxer, From Lisbon to Goa, 1500-1750. Studies in Portuguese Maritime
Enterprise, London 1984, II, 43-44). Of course, the departure date had consequences for
the voyage in terms of safety, cfr. Bentley Duncan, art. cit., 14 : “Of the ships that left in De-
cember and January 84% arrived safely in Lisbon, without shipwreck or invernada; but of
those leaving in February only 50% arrived in Portugal on time. Actually, 15 January seems
to have been the critical date. Of the 231 ships that had left by then 87% arrived in Lisbon
without mishap or unusual delay. The percentage drops to 81 for those leaving between 16
and 23 January and 67 for those leaving 24 January and later”.

13

14/07/14 16:45



deromanis.indd 14

FEDERICO DE ROMANIS

Following a stop somewhere in the Gulf of Aden for fresh water*® (and
possibly to transact some additional business'), the Roman ships had to
cross the southern part of the Red Sea before the southern wind weakened
(in March-April)*. Pliny’s sentence makes clear that between 48/49 and
51/52 CE* a departure anytime between Tybi 1** and Mechir 6* (= De-
cember 8" and January 13") was thought to provide sufficient time for a
timely return to Egypt. On the other hand, the inscription of C. Numidius
Eros, who on his way back from India (most probably from South India)
managed to cross the Egyptian desert between Berenice and Coptos in the
Egyptian month of Phamenoth 2 BCE, suggests that the Latin-speaking
merchant must have left India in early rather than late Tybi*.

I have assumed that at the time of Pliny the deadline imposed by the
Muziris loan contracts for the return journey was indeed January 13%.
That is because I think that at Plin., HN 6.106 Mechiris Aegyptii intra diem

% Along the Egypt-India sea route, water supply was available at Ocelis (Peripl. M. Rubr.
25: [...]'OxnAg, 00y obtwg Eumdplov wg Sppog kal Ddpevpa kol TPdTN Kataywyn Toig E0w
Swaipovot) and Eudaemon Arabia (PME 26: [...]JEvdaipwv Apafia, kopun napabalaootog,
Baokeiag Tig avtiig XapPan), Tovg Sppovg pév mtndeiovg kai vEpedpata yAvkdTepa
<kai> (Blancard) kpeiooov<a> (Fabricius) tfig OxnAewg éxovoa kTA.).

*! For the island of Socotra, cfr. Peripl. M. Rubr. 31: cuvexpnoavto 8¢ avti) kol &mod
Mo0{a Tivég kai T@V EKTAeOVTWY and Apvpiki kai Bapuydlwyv oot katd Toxny eig avtiv
gruBa\ovregdpulav tekaioitovkai 606 viov (Frisk: 000vnv) Tvaikov dvtikatalacodpevol
Kkai owpota Onlvkd Sid omavwy Ekel TpoxwpovvTa, xeAwvny avtegopTtilovto mAeiotnv. For
Moscha Limen, cfr. Peripl. M. Rubr. 32: Mooxa AMpnv Aeyopevog, &ig fjv amo Kavi) ouvifwg
mhola Tépnetal Tva, kai mapanmAéovta &nd Avpikii i Bapvyalwv <> (ego) dyivoig
Kapolg mapayepdoavta mapd Tov Pacthik@v mpog 606viov kai oitov kai Edatov Aifavov
avtipopTtiCovot KTA.

32 Cfr. Plin. HN 6.106: navigant autem ex India vento volturno et, cum intravere Rubrum
mare, Africo vel austro. See the wind maps in http://www.punchdown.org/rvb/wind/
RSWindex.html. I thank R. Van Buskirk for directing me to the website.

>3 See below.

5 AE 1999, 1722; 1723. Tt is not certain if C. Numidius Eros’ Phamenoth relates to the
fixed (February 25" to March 26™) or the revolving (February 20" to March 21*) year. The
suggestion that a normal inward sea voyage lasted as long as a normal outward one, as is
assumed by R. Boker, RE Suppl. B. IX coll. 409-412, should not be taken for granted, not
least for the contrary wind in the last leg of the return journey. Moreover, an Egypt-bound
ship that called at Ocelis on February 5% was unlikely to leave for Berenice the next day
(ibid. 409-410); even more unlikely is the assumed compatibility of a landing at Berenice
on March 7" and a departure by the caravan for Coptos the following day (ibid. 409-410):
ships sailing back from South India carried commodities weighing several hundred tons,
and could not be unloaded and packed onto camels in a few hours.
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sextum, quod fit intra idus Ianuarias nostras Pliny takes from his source
both calendric indications, the first according to the Egyptian calendar
and the second one according to the Roman. I interpret the date based on
the Egyptian calendar from the revolving year. And, since the 6™ day of
Mechir on the revolving calendar coincides with January 13" only in the
years 49-52 CE, Pliny’s information must go back to those years™.

In friendly disagreement with me, Prof. Jehan Desanges suggests that
Pliny’s source offered only the date according to the Egyptian calendar and
that Pliny himself worked out the corresponding Roman date*. In doing
so, he argues, Pliny erroneously calculated from the Egyptian revolving
year a date that referred to the fixed Alexandrian calendar. As a conse-
quence, Pliny took for January 13" (Mechir 6™ according to the revolving
year in the years 49-52 CE), a date that was actually February 1** (Mechir
6™ according to the Alexandrian year)*. The starting point of Desanges’
argument is the reading Neacyndon (neachyndon F —cindon Ta —cridon
E®) at Plin. HN 6.105, which he takes for a misreading from NéAkvvda of a
Greek written source, tentatively identified as Juba®®. From Juba, Desanges
suggests, Pliny would have taken his entire account on the navigationes in
Indiam (HN 6.96-106). Even Pliny’s claim that all the names of places, na-
tions, towns and harbors mentioned at HN 6.104-105 were not to be found

» F. De Romanis, Romanukharattha e Taprobane. Sui rapporti Roma-Ceylon nel
I sec. d.C., «Helikon» 28, 1988, 5-19 (= F. De Romanis, A. Tchernia, Crossings. Early
Mediterranean Contacts with India, New Delhi 1997, 161-172; 207-216). However, later
updates cannot be excluded: ibid. 9, nt. 11 (= 210, nt. 12).

> J. Desanges, L’excursus de Pline 'Ancien sur la navigation de mousson et la datation de
ses sources, in M.-Fr. Boussac, J.-Fr. Salles, J.-B. Yon, Autour du Périple de la mer Erythre’e,
«Topoi, Supplément» 11, 2012, 68: “Il n’est pas interdit d’envisager la possibilité que ce soit
Pline lui-méme, et non sa source, qui ait propose, pour la derniére date initiale possible
d’un retour de I'Inde sous I'action de la mousson, I'équivalence entre le sixi¢éme jour de
Méchir et les ides de janvier”.

%7 Ibid., 69: “Mais si c’est Pline lui-méme qui a jugé bon, pour faciliter la tiche de ses
futurs lecteurs, d’introduire des equivalences entre le calendrier égyptien et le calendrier
romain - comme il le fera aussi en 27.105, mais pour évoquer, cette fois, une pratique mag-
ique -, il a trés bien pu se tromper et prendre la date exprimée dans le calendrier égyptien
réformé, devenu fixe, qu’il lisait dans sa source, pour une date exprimée dans le calendrier
traditionnel”.

* My reasons for not taking Juba as source for Plin. HN 6.100 in F. De Romanis, Hypa-
los: distanze e venti tra Arabia e India nella scienza ellenistica, «Topoi» 7, 1997, 673-674.
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in any of priores® would have been copied from Juba and would thus be
a reference to Juba’s (not Pliny’s) predecessors. Pliny would have simply
transcribed it, unconcerned that an unsophisticated reader would credit
him and not Juba as the source.

Prof. Desanges’ argument is extremely clever and elegant, but I am sorry to
say, I am not convinced. I shall set aside the likelihood of Pliny confusing
his readers regarding the source of his information®, nor shall I discuss
whether the form Neacynd- may have a phonetic rather than paleographic
explanation. I will point out that 1) if Pliny’s source were Juba, and Juba
mentioned only Mechir 6™ as the deadline for the departure from India,
and 2) if Pliny were aware of the correspondence between Roman calendar
and Egyptian revolving year, in the same way he is aware of Juba’s chronol-
ogy®!, then he would not have translated Juba’s ‘Mechir 6* with January
13",

I am much less confident than Prof. Desanges about Pliny’s familiarity
with the Egyptian revolving year. In fact, neither HN 6.106 nor HN 27.105
show him to be cognizant of the fact that Egyptian dates relate to a revolv-
ing year®. In my view, Pliny just took from his sources both the dates de-
rived from the Egyptian calendar and their conversions into Roman dates.
Conversely, I am less skeptical than Prof. Desanges about the persistence
of the Egyptian revolving year among the Egyptian population of Roman
Egypt, particularly in terms of its use by the Egyptian seamen who traveled
the India sea routes®. Because it takes centuries for calendars based on

**Plin. HN 6.105: quae omnia gentium portuumve aut oppidorum nomina apud neminem
priorum reperiuntur, quo apparet mutari locorum status.

€ Cfr. Plin. HN praef. 21-22: est enim benignum, ut arbitror, et plenum ingenui pudoris
fateri per quos profeceris, non ut plerique ex <i>is, quos attigi, fecerunt. scito enim
conferentem auctores me deprehendisse a iuratissimis e<x> proximis veteres transcriptos
ad verbum neque nominatos.

¢ Plin. HN 6.141: in hac tamen parte arma Romana sequi placet nobis Iubamque regem,
ad eundem Gaium Caesarem scriptis voluminibus de eadem expeditione Arabica.

2 Indeed, the contrast between NH 6.104 (regnabat ibi, cum proderem haec, Caelobothras)
and 106 (Mechiris Aegyptii intra diem sextum, quod fit intra idus Ianuarias nostras) strongly
suggests that he was not.

% Desanges, art. cit., 69: “il est étrange qu’'un marin ou un négociant [...] ait employé
un calendrier faisant fi des saisons pour décrire une navigation par excellence saisonniére,
étrange aussi qu’il se soit enfermé dans un usage qui constituait une survivance strictement
égyptienne [...] Au surplus, le calendrier traditionnel s’est surtout maintenu s’agissant de
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a 365-day year to move a month from one season to the next, the sailors
of the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean would not be too uncomfortable fol-
lowing them under the Pharaohs, the Ptolemies and the Julio-Claudian
emperors, and even up to the time Ibn Majid and beyond®.

The endurance of these various features—the use of the revolving year
among the Egyptian seamen of the Indian Ocean, the timing of the com-
mercial ventures bound for the Horn of Africa and South India, and the
forms of the loan agreements that financed them—is a testament to the
strength of the Ptolemaic legacy to the East Africa and India trade of the
Roman age. Such is a point worth making in a conference dedicated to
‘tracce di presenza greca fra Etiopia e India’.

SVMMARIVM - Propter incerta maris, in Atheniensium faenoris nautici contractibus, ge-
neris eius quod &uotepomAovy dicebatur, certa dies debito exsolvendo nulla erat, sed ex quo
navis salva revertisset pendebat. Serioris aetatis contractus SB III 7169 eam consuetudinem
negotiatores Rubri maris quodammodo retinuisse demonstrat. Cum ex SB XVIII 13167 r ali-
qua nova ratio coniectanda non sit, nihil obstat quin SB XVIII 13167 r faenoris nautici con-
tractum esse ducamus.

fétes sacrées ou ... d’horoscopes”. My point of view in F. De Romanis, Lysas e il tempo:
ulteriori considerazioni su AEp, 1954, 121a, «Epigraphica», 63, 2001, 9-36.
¢ Tibbetts, op. cit., 361-363.
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