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[bookmark: _GoBack]"How much historical credence should be placed in the “discovery traditions” connected to Eudoxus of Cyzicus and Hippalus?"

The discovery traditions of Eudoxus of Cyzicus and Hippalus concern the monsoon winds in the Indian Ocean. The texts for both traditions vary greatly from each other; one being a story, telling the tale of Eudoxus’ trips (successful and attempted) to India, the other being an account of the winds known to the author’s and how this information is used by navigators. To give credence to something is to believe it as true. In this essay I will be looking at the texts by Strabo, Pliny, and the Periplus Maris Eythraei, and analyse them to try and determine how much historical credence can be given to them. How likely is it that the truth is held within them, if there is any at all? Can either tradition provide us with truth about the monsoon winds, or the journey to India? I will also be looking at the works of modern scholars, namely Habicht, Mazzarino, and Tchernia, to ascertain some modern viewpoints on the issue. 

In his Geography Strabo recounts the story told by Posidonius about Eudoxus of Cyzicus, a “sacred ambassador and peace herald” who supposedly conducted his trips across the Indian Ocean from Egypt, where he was associated with the King, Euergetes the Second[footnoteRef:1]. Two of these trips were conducted from Egypt, under order, firstly, from Euergetes the Second, and then from Cleopatra. The third was conducted from his home, Cyzicus, in modern day Turkey, after having left Egypt[footnoteRef:2]. The story is certainly fantastical, with more attention being ascribed to the exciting details, such as ship-wrecks, exotic peoples, and gifts, and less to practical details on how exactly the winds, in particular, in relation to this essay, affected the journeys. Posidonius’ story is then followed by a commentary from Strabo himself, who picks apart each point made and describes why it is unlikely to be true.  [1:  Strab. Geog. 2.3.4]  [2:  Strab. Geog. 2.3.4] 


Using this text as a legitimate historical source to understand the route to India and the monsoon winds is problematic, to say the least. One of the most prominent issues is that there is a distinct lack of information provided about the journey itself and the monsoon winds; the first trip to India is reduced to one sentence: “So Eudoxus sailed away with presents; and he returned with a cargo of perfumes and precious stones”[footnoteRef:3]. The third journey is the one that is most written at length about, with a brief mention of the winds, though they simply seem to be something that they encountered, not understood and ‘discovered’; “favoured by constant western breezes”, “sailed with a fair wind towards the land”[footnoteRef:4]. If Eudoxus really did discover the winds, Posidonius doesn’t seem to consider this of any great importance to include in his story. Strabo himself provides a large number of criticisms of the story, saying that he believes it to be made up, “he puts down as real evidence this Bergaean (fictional) story, though [Posidonius] either invented it himself or accepted it from others who were its inventors”[footnoteRef:5]. Strabo disbelieves every aspect of Posidonius’ story, from the incident with the Indian man, to every action taken by Eudoxus, for example: “how did he come to be entrusted with so great an office?”, “how could he have built a third boat in the desert?”[footnoteRef:6].  [3:  Strab. Geog. 2.3.4]  [4:  Strab. Geog. 2.3.4. In ancient writings, the winds were often given names and described in great detail, so it seems odd that if Eudoxus/Posidonius were truly aware of the winds and their effect on the journey more attention would be paid to them. Perhaps Posidonius did not consider them to be important to his story, and so we can’t really determine the extent of their knowledge to any great deal of certainty.  ]  [5:  Strab. Geog. 2.3.5. Strabo’s commentary follows after this quote.]  [6:  Strab. Geog. 2.3.5] 

Adding to this, Posidonius himself seems to imply that he believes the story to be true, as he dismisses those that supposedly circumnavigated Libya before Eudoxus; “these reports are unsupported by testimony”[footnoteRef:7].  Strabo says that Psoidonius was a “master of demonstration and philosopher”, though neither are “well done by Posidonius”. If we diminish Strabo’s criticisms for the sake of argument, you’d expect Posidonius to be a fairly reputable source of the story, someone who would have been critical about it’s truthfulness. Strabo seems very certain in his dismissal of Posidonius as reliable, saying that you could not pardon Possidonius as he does not (nor should not) make it his business to fabricate information[footnoteRef:8]. [7:  Strab. Geog. 2.3.5]  [8:  Strab. Geog. 2.3.5] 


The traditions surrounding Hippalus can be found in Pliny’s Natural History, and in the Periplus Maris Eythraei, of unknown authorship. The three extracts concerning Hippalus (Natural History 6.26.100 and 6.26.104, and Periplus Maris Eythraei 57) are all written in a far more ‘matter of fact’ style. The information is presented as fact, presumably being commonly used by navigators at the time. There is specific references to the best dates to travel, the best places to set off and land, and the different winds in the area. The three passages are all very short, and contain very little detail about Hippalus himself, if he was indeed a person at all. It is also a stretch to call Pliny’s work a ‘discovery’ tradition, as there is no discovery involved in the texts available, however in the Periplus Hippalus is credited with being the first to discover the route over open water to India[footnoteRef:9]. Both authors give the winds the name ‘Hippalus’, the Periplus specifically attributing it to “the one who first discovered the way across”[footnoteRef:10].  [9:  Periplus. 57]  [10:  Periplus. 57] 


While the Hippalus texts seem, on the surface, to be more credible due to the approach taken in the style of writing, they are not without their issues when it comes to their credibility. A big issue is that each extract is very short and there is little context surrounding the information provided within them. For the Pliny texts, we aren’t provided with details of where he got his information from; can we be certain that his account is reliable? 

Modern scholars have discussed and formulated a variety of analyses of all of the texts discussed above. Habicht writes that the prevailing thought amongst scholars as of writing (2013) is that “the Indian captain revealed to the authorities in Egypt … the use of the monsoon winds, and that Eudoxus was the first Greek to make use of this knowledge”[footnoteRef:11]. One piece of scholarship that I find particularly interesting is that of Santo Mazzarino, in his 1987 paper entitled ‘On the Name of the Hipalus (Hippalus) Wind in Pliny’. He posits that Hippalus was not a person at all, but the name of a wind, and the confusion is a result of mis-translations. This theory could possibly solve the issue of the two traditions seeming to not relate to each other; Posidonius would not have mentioned Hippalus as he was not a person, but instead the name of the wind.  [11:  Habicht 2013: 201 If the Indian captain had provided the Egyptian authorities with the details of the monsoon winds, can the text really be considered the discovery tradition of Eudoxus? ] 



Using both the ancient sources and modern scholarship, I don’t think that we can ascribe absolute credence, nor dismiss entirely, either of the two traditions. What will follow will be my personal opinions on the credence of both traditions. 
The Eudoxus tradition, at first glance, seems to hold both a great deal yet very little information. It is a long piece of writing, though in terms of what it tells us about the monsoon winds and the journey taken to India we can learn very little. It is through extrapolation of the story given that we can try to understand what we are being told. Scholars generally agree that if the trips did indeed happen, contrary to Strabo thinking that the story is entirely implausible, that the journey would have been new information to the Ptolemies; the route to India via the coast was already know, though lightly travelled, but for Euergetes to feel the need to send Eudoxus to explore the route described by the Indian man it makes sense that it would be one unknown to them: in other words, the route across the open sea, one that must be made with knowledge of the monsoon winds and which times of year to travel with them[footnoteRef:12]. I think that this theory makes sense, though I am unsure of the legitimacy of the idea that the basis of the story is true at all. Was it Eudoxus who first travelled this route from the West, with the aid of an Indian captain? Did Posidonius create the story, and the information came from another source?  [12:  Habicht 2013: 201] 

There are some other points in the story that could be plausible. For instance, Eudoxus was said to have brought back “perfumes and precious stones”, something which has been recorded by other ancient authors as being items brought back from India[footnoteRef:13]. Almost coincidently, as one of the things that seems most plausible about the Eudoxus story, Posidonius describes the process by which the precious stones are found and collected in more detail than most other points in the story. To me, this adds some credence to the Eudoxus tradition as it shows that Posidonius had at least some knowledge of the trade that took place with India. Aside from these things, there is little that sticks out to me as overly plausible.  [13:  Strab. Geog. 2.3.4] 


The Hippalus tradition, aside from the uncertainty surrounding whether he existed or not, seems to be a far more credible tradition. The facts (assuming they are) are presented as such. Unlike the Eudoxus story, the main focus of the Hippalus tradition seems to be presenting the knowledge possessed by the author of available knowledge of the monsoon winds and routes to India. With his work, the Natural History, Pliny had the aim of recording his observations of the natural world. It seems unnecessary for him to feel the need to fabricate information regarding the monsoon winds and Indian trade routes[footnoteRef:14]. While not knowing anything about the author, nor his personal credibility, of the Periplus, his text is similar is style to Pliny’s. Regardless, neither seems like the sort of product that would be produced as the result of a fabricated story; it isn’t particularly interesting to most people.  [14:  Considering he ended up dying for his work, I think Pliny can be considered a fairly reliable source in terms of desire to provide an accurate account of the things that he was writing about. ] 


When considering the question of how much historical credence to apply to the discovery traditions of Eudoxus of Cyzicus and Hippalus, there seems to be a clear choice for which appears to be most credible. The Hippalus tradition, in the form of texts from Pliny and the Periplus Maris Eythraei, gives the impression of being written to impart knowledge which was true, at least to the best of their knowledge. To those that wrote them, the information contained within was true. Seeing as they presumably wrote about activities regarding the navigation to India that they actually partook in, it would be difficult to say that the accounts were untrue. I would say that the Hippalus tradition was fairly credible, though to treat it with the same level of scepticism as you would any other piece of evidence, as it is difficult to know what the truth really was. The Eudoxus tradition, however, seems to have been written, originally by Posidonius, as a story to be enjoyed by the audience, with an underlying truth to it. It is a lot more difficult to ascribe a level of historical credence to this tradition; it seems to me as if it wasn’t meant to be ready as absolutely true, but a version of the truth that plays upon the more exciting aspects of the tale. There are some parts that are more credible than others, such as the bringing back of perfumes and precious stones, and that if Eudoxus was the first to travel a new route to India that it would be the one over open water – someone had to be the first, after all! 
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